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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
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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

INTRODUCTION

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.

xxvii



INTRODUCTION

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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xlv



OUTLINES OF 
PYRRHONISM



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.
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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

25



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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.”

31



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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-
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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

74

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 125-128

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.
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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.
89



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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.
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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
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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.
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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.
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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.
VOL. I o 147



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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-

154
For this distinction cf. i. 178 if.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 6-9

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.

159



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.
188

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 57-59

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.
2 06

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 86-88

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.
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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, 
234

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 130-133

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.

236
° For this Sceptic formula cf. i. 188.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 133-135

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 ” ).

253



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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.
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€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 .
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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,
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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.

£82

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 202-204

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 .
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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
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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.
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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
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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. 
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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.
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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.
356

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 46-48

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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OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 67-59

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



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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.
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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
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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.
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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.
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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.

412

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 126-128

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.

433



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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 .

434

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 150-162

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.
449



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

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
462

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 200-204

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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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.
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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.
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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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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.
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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
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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.

496

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 255-258

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.
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PREFATORY NOTE
T he two books “ Against the Logicians ” contained 
in this volume form the first division of Sextus’s 
treatise “  Against the Dogmatists ”  ; hence they 
are commonly cited as Adversus Dogmaticos i, ii, and 
also as Adversus Mathematicos vii, viii.

For the constitution of the text we still have the 
manuscripts L and E (see Vol. I. Introd. p. xliii), but 
neither M nor the Latin Translation (T) is any longer 
available. Instead, we have a new and important 
manuscript, designated N by the Teubner editor 
(after A. Nebe, the scholar who first investigated it), 
o f which the central part, which contains the books 
Adv. Log., is attributed to the thirteenth century. 
Among the modern scholars and critics who have con
tributed corrections of the text, quoted by the 
Teubner editor, are L. Kayser, R. Hirzel, V. Heintz, 
A. Kochalsky, A. Riistow.

Here, as in Vol. I., the text is based on that of 
Bekker; and here, again, the chapter-headings, 
omitted by Bekker, are restored.
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Π Ρ 02 Λ 0Γ ΙΚ 0Τ 2
A

1 Ό  μεν καθόλου τής σκεπτικής δυνάμεως χαρα- 
κτήρ μετά, της προσηκούσης εξεργασίας ύποδεδεικ- 
ται, τα μεν προηγουμένως τα δε και κατά διορισμόν 
των παρακείμενων φιλοσοφιών εκτυπωθείς* απο
λείπεται δε έξης καί την επί των κατά μέρος 
αυτοϋ χρήσιν δίδασκειν εις το μήτε ιδία περί των 
πραγμάτων σκεπτομενους μήτε τοΐς δόγματικοΐς

2 άνταίροντας ραδίως προπίπτειν. άλλ* επεί ποικίλον 
τι χρήμα φιλοσοφία, δεήσει προς το κατά τάξιν 
καί όδώ ζητεΐν έκαστον ολίγα περί των ταυτής 
μερών διαλαβεΐν.

Αύτίκα γάρ οι μεν μονομερή δοκοΰσιν αυτήν 
ύποτεθεΐσθαι οι δε διμερή τινες δε τριμερή, καί 
των εν μέρος ύποστησαμενων οι μεν τό φυσικόν 
οι δε τό ηθικόν άλλοι δε τό λογικόν υπεστήσαντο,

3 καί ωσαύτως των κατά δυάδα διαιρούντων οI μεν 
εις τό φυσικόν καί τό λογικόν διεΐλον, οί δε είς 
τό φυσικόν καί ηθικόν, οί δε είς τό λογικόν καί

4 ηθικόν οί μεν γάρ είς τρία διαιροΰντες συμφώνως 
2

BOOK I

T he general character o f Scepticism has now been i 
set forth by the appropriate method of description, 
as an Outline of it has been given partly by means 
of direct exposition and partly by distinguishing it 
from the philosophies which stand next to it.® It 
remains for us, in the next place, to explain how we 
apply it to the particular divisions o f philosophy, so 
that we may be less prone to rashness either in 
our own sceptical investigations of things or in our 
contradictions o f the Dogmatists. Since, however, 2 
Philosophy is a complex affair, for the sake of an 
orderly and methodical inquiry into all its parts, we 
must first discuss briefly the question what its parts 
are.

Some, then, hold that it has but one part, others 
that it has two, and others that it has three parts; and 
of those who have supposed it to consist of one part, 
some have supposed this to be physics, others ethics, 
others logic; and so likewise of those who divide it 3 
into two, some have made the divisions physics and 
logic, others physics and ethics, others logic and 
ethics; while those who divide it into three parts are 4

“ The reference is to the “  Outlines (Hypotyposes) of Pyr
rhonism ”  contained in VoL I. of this Translation.

A G A IN S T  T H E  LO G IC IA N S
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

εις τό φυσικόν και λογικόν και ηθικόν διηρήκασιν.
5 φυσικόν μεν οΰν μόνον ύπεστήσαντο μέρος Θαλής 

τε και Άναξιμένης και *Αναξίμανδρος 'Εμπεδοκλής 
τε καί Παρμενίδης και 'Ηράκλειτος, ών Θαλής 
μεν καί Ά να  ξιμένης καί *Αναξίμανδρος κατά 
πάντας καί άναμφιλέκτως, ό δε Εμπεδοκλής καί 
Παρμενίδης έτι δε 'Ηράκλειτος ού κατά πάντας.

6 Ήμπεδοκλέα μεν γάρ ό * Αριστοτέλης φησί πρώτον 
ρητορικήν κεκινηκέναι, ής αντίστροφον είναι την 
διαλεκτικήν, τουτέστιν ίσόστροφον, διά τό περί 
την αυτήν ΰλην στρέφεσθαι, ώς καί άντίθεον ό

7 ποιητής έφη τον Όδυσσέα, δπερ ήν ίσόθεον· Παρ
μενίδης δε ούκ άν δόξαι τής διαλεκτικής άπείρως 
εχειν, επείπερ πάλιν *Αριστοτέλης τον γνώριμον 
αυτόν Ζήνωνα διαλεκτικής αρχηγόν ύπείληφεν. 
εζητεΐτο δε καί περί 'Ηρακλείτου, εί μή μόνον

8 φυσικός εστιν αλλά καί ηθικός φιλόσοφος, πλήν 
ο'ι μεν του φυσικοϋ μέρους προστάντες εΐσίν οΐδε, 
τον δε ήθικοΰ μόνου έπεμελειτο Σωκράτης κατά 
γε τούς άλλους αύτοΰ γνωρίμους, εΐγε καί 6 
Έ,ενοφών εν τοΐς άπομνημονενμασι ρητώς φησίν 
άπαρνεισθαι αυτόν τό φυσικόν ώς υπέρ ημάς καθ- 
εστηκός καί μόνον σχολάζειν τώ  ήθικώ ώς προς 
ημάς οντι. τοιοΰτον αυτόν οΐδε καί ό Τιμών, εν 
οΐς φησ'ιν

εκ δ* άρα των άπέκλινε λαοξόος εννομολέσχης, 
τουτέστιν από των φυσικών επί την ήθικήν

0 For this classification cf. P.H. ii. 12 if. 
b For these names see Vol. I. Introd. 

e Cf. Diog. Laert. viii. 57. 
d i.e. all except Plato (cf. § 9).

4
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all agreed on the division into physics, logic, and 
ethics.® It has been supposed to consist of physics, 5 
as its sole part, by Thales, Anaximenes, Anaximan
der, Empedocles, Parmenides, Heracleitus 6 : and of 
these, as regards Thales, Anaximenes, and Anaxi
mander, all agree and there is no dispute, but all do 
not agree about Empedocles and Parmenides, nor 
yet Heracleitus. Thus Aristotle says 0 that “  Em- 6 
pedocles first cultivated the art of rhetoric, to which 
dialectic is antistrophic (or corresponding),”  that is to 
say is isostropkic (or equivalent), inasmuch as it is 
strophic o f (concerned with) the same subject matter 
—just as the Poet called Odysseus antitheos (god-like), 
which means isotheos (god-equal). And it would seem 7 
that Parmenides was not unversed in dialectic since 
Aristotle, again, regarded his friend Zeno as “  the 
pioneer o f dialectic.”  About Heracleitus, too, it 
was a question whether he was not merely a physicist 
but an ethical philosopher as well. But in any case 8 
these are the leading exponents o f the Physical 
division. The Ethical division alone was that which 
engaged Socrates, at least according to the rest of 
his friends d ; for Xenophon in his Memorabilia 6 says 
expressly that “  he rejected physics as a subject 
above our human powers and devoted himself solely 
to Ethics as the subject which concerns us men.”  
Timon also knows that this was his practice, for in 
one place he says—

But by the Stone-cutter/ prater of laws, such things were 
abjured.

That is to say, Socrates turned aside from physics to
• Xen. Mem. i. 1. 11 if.
* Socrates is said to have been, in his youth, a stone

cutter or quarry-man, like his father.
5
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θεωρίαν διό καί εννομολεσχης προσέθηκεν, άτε 
του ηθικοΰ μέρους οντος του περί νόμων διάλεγε-

9 σθαι. ό μεν γάρ Πλάτων παντός μέρους φιλοσοφίας 
αύτω μετάδίδωσιν, του μεν λογικού παρόσον περί 
ορών καί διαιρέσεων καί ετυμολογίας παρεισηκται 
ζητών, άπερ εστί λογικά, τοΰ δε ηθικοΰ ότι περί

10 αρετής καί πολιτείας καί νόμων διασκεπτεται, τοΰ 
δε φυσικοΰ ότι καί περί κόσμου τι καί περί 
ζωογονίας καί ψυχής πεφιλοσόφηκεν. ενθεν και 
6 Ύίμων αίτιάται τον Πλάτωνα επί τώ ουτω καλ- 
λωπίζειν τον Σωκράτην πολλοΐς μαθημασιν η γάρ 
φησι τον ούκ εθελοντα μεΐναι ηθολόγον.

11 Αοκοΰσι δε κατά τινας καί οι από της Κυρηνης 
μόνον άσπάζεσθαι τό ηθικόν μέρος, παραπεμπειν 
δε τό φυσικόν καί τό λογικόν ώς μηδέν προς τό 
εύδαιμόνως βιοΰν συνεργοΰντα. καίτοι περιτρε- 
πεσθαι τούτους ενιοι νενομίκασιν εξ ών τό ηθικόν 
διαιροΰσιν εις τε τον περί των αιρετών καί φευκτών 
τόπον καί εις τον περί τών παθών καί ετι εις 
τον περί τών πράξεων καί ηδη τον περί τών 
αιτίων καί τελευταΐον εις τον περί τών πίστεων 
εν τούτοις γαρ ό περί αίτιων τόπος, φασίν, εκ τοΰ 
φυσικοΰ μέρους ετύγχανεν, 6 δό περί πίστεων εκ

12 τοΰ λογικοΰ. καί Άριστω ν δε ό Χίος ού μόνον, 
ώς φασί, παρητεΐτο την τε φυσικήν καί λογικήν 
θεωρίαν διά τδ ανώφελες καί προς κακοΰ τοΐς 
φιλοσοφοΰσιν ύπάρχειν, άλλα καί τοΰ ηθικοΰ τόπους 
τινα,ς συμπεριεγραφεν, καθάπερ τον τε παραινε
τικόν καί τον υποθετικόν τόπ ον τούτους γάρ εις 
τίτθας καί παιδαγωγούς πίπτειν, άρκεΐν δε προς

6
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the study of Ethics ; and on this account Timon 
gave him the name of “  prater of laws,”  as the dis
cussion of laws is a branch of Ethics. Plato, however, 9 
ascribes to him every division of philosophy,— Logic, 
in so far as he is introduced as an investigator of 
definitions and divisions and etymology, which are 
logical themes,—Ethics, because he discusses virtue 
and government and laws,—Physics, since he is made 10 
to philosophize about the Universe and animal 
creation and the Soul. Hence, too, Timon censures 
Plato for thus decking out Socrates with a host of 
sciences : for Plato, he says, “ suffered him not to 
remain a simple teacher of Ethics.”

The Cyrenaics,0 too, are thought by some to em -11 
brace the Ethical division only, and to dismiss Physics 
and Logic as contributing nothing to the happiness 
of life. Some, however, have supposed that this 
view is refuted by the fact that they divide Ethics 
into sections— one dealing with objects o f choice 
and aversion, another treating of the affections, yet 
another treating o f actions, then a further section 
concerned with causes, and finally one dealing with 
arguments; for o f these, the section treating of 
causes, they say, belongs to the Physical division of 
Philosophy, and that treating o f arguments to the 
Logical. Ariston o f Chios,6 also, not only, they say, 12 
rejected the study of Physics and Logic on the 
ground that they are unprofitable and injurious to 
the philosophers who study them, but also proscribed 
some branches of Ethics, such as the hortatory and 
admonitory ; for these, he held, are the business of 
nurses and pedagogues, whereas for securing happi-

* Of. § 191 infra ; Vol. I. Introd. p. xviL 
* A disciple of Zeno, the Stoic.

7
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το μακαρίως βιώναι top  οίκειοΰντα μεν προς 
αρετήν λόγον, άπαλλοτριοΰντα δε κακίας, κατα- 
τρεχοντα Βε των μεταξύ τούτων, περί a ol πολλοί

13 πτοηθεντες κακοδαιμονοΰσιν. περί δε τδ λογικόν 
κατη νεχθησαν μέρος οι περί ΤΙανθοίΒην και 
Άλεξΐνον καί Εύβουλίδην και Βρυσωνα Αιονυσό- 
δωρόν τε και Εύθυδημον [Θούριοι, ών μεμνηται 
καί ό ΐΐλάτων εν τώ Εύθυδήμω].

14 Τών δε διμερή την φιλοσοφίαν ύποστησαμενων 
Ξ,ενοφάνης μεν ό Κολοφώνιος τό φυσικόν άμα και 
λογικόν, ως φασί τινες, μετήρχετο, * Αρχέλαος δε 
ό ’Αθηναίος τό φυσικόν και ηθικόν· μεθ’ οΰ τινες 
και τον ’Επίκουρον τάττουσιν ώς και την λογικήν

15 θεωρίαν εκβάλλοντα. άλλοι δε ησαν οι φασι μη 
κοινώς αυτόν την λογικήν παρητησθαι, μόνην δε 
την των στωικών, ώστε δυνάμει τριμερή πάλιν 
άπολείπειν την φιλοσοφίαν. άναφερεται δε υπό 
τινων δόξα, καθό καί 6 Σωτίων μεμαρτυρηκεν, 
εις τούς από της Κυρηνης ώς λέγοντας ηθικόν τι 
καί λογικόν φιλοσοφίας είναι μέρος.

16 Πλήν οΰτοι μεν ελλιπώς άνεστράφθαι δοκοΰσιν, 
εντελεστερον δε παρά τουτους οι είπόντες της 
φιλοσοφίας τό μεν τι είναι φυσικόν τό δε ηθικόν 
τό δε λογικόν ών δυνάμει μεν ΤΙλάτων εστίν 
αρχηγός, περί πολλών μεν φυσικών [περί] πολλών 
δε ηθικών ούκ ολίγων δε λογικών διαλεχθείς’ 
ρητότατα δε οι περί τον Έενοκράτην καί οι από 
του περιπάτου ετι δε οι από της στοάς εχονται

17 τησδε τής διαιρεσεως. ενθενδε πιθανώς1 όμοιοΰσι
1 irtGavQs c j. Bekk.: άτιθάνωί mss.
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ness in life that doctrine is sufficient which attracts 
men to virtue and alienates them from vice and 
runs down those intermediate things which excite 
the admiration of most men and ruin their lives. 
Logic, on the other hand, was the sole division which 13 
was cultivated by Panthoides and Alexinus, and 
Eubulides and Bryson, and Dionysodorus and 
Euthydemus.®

Of those who supposed Philosophy to consist of 14 
two parts, Xenophanes of Colophon, as some say, 
pursued both Physics and Logic, but Archelaos of 
Athens Physics and Ethics ; and some set Epicurus 
beside Archelaos as equally rejecting the study of 
Logic. But there have been others who say that 15 
he did not set aside logic as a whole but merely that 
of the Stoics, so that he virtually allowed after all the 
three divisions of Philosophy. Some too—as Sotion 6 
has testified—ascribe to the Cyrenaics the expression 
o f the opinion that both Ethics and Logic are parts 
o f Philosophy.

These thinkers, however, seem to have handled 16 
the question incompletely, and, in comparison with 
them, the view of those who divide Philosophy into 
Physics, Ethics, and Logic is more satisfactory. Of 
these Plato is, virtually, the pioneer, as he discussed 
many problems of physics and of ethics, and not a few 
of logic ; but those who most expressly adopt this 
division are Xenocrates c and the Peripatetics, and 
also the Stoics. Hence they plausibly liken philo- 17

a Dionysodorus and his brother Euthydemus were fifth- 
century Sophists; Bryson and Eubulides, Logicians of the 
fourth century; Alexinus and Panthoides, Logicians or 
Eristics o f the third century.

6 Sotion o f Alexandria, a historian o f philosophy (circa 
220 b.c.). 9 A  disciple o f Plato, see Vol. I. Introd. p. xix.
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την φιλοσοφίαν παγκάρπω άλωή, ΐνα τη μεν 
ύφηλότητι των φυτών είκάζηται το φυσικόν, τω  
δε νοστιμω των καρπών τό ηθικόν, τη δε οχυρό-

18 τητι των τειχών τό λογικόν, οι 8ε ώω φασίν 
αυτήν είναι παραπλήσιου· εφκει γάρ τη μεν λεκίθω, 
ην τινες νεοττόν ύπαρχειν λεγουσι, τα ηθικά, τω  
δε λευκώ, ο 8η τροφή εστι τής λεκίθου, τά φυσικά,

19 τω  δε 'έξωθεν όστρακώ8ει τά λογικά, ό δε Ποσει- 
8ώνιος, έπεί τά μεν μέρη τής φιλοσοφίας άχωριστά 
εστιν άλλήλων, τά δε φυτά τών καρπών έτερο 
θεωρείται καί τά τείχη τών φυτών κεχώρισται, 
ζώω μάλλον είκάζειν ήξίου την φιλοσοφίαν, αΐματι 
μεν καί σαρξί τό φυσικόν, όστέοις δε καί νευροις 
τό λογικόν, φνχή δε τό ηθικόν.

20 'Αλλά γάρ τριμερούς οϋσης τής φιλοσοφίας οι 
μεν πρώτον μέρος τάττουσι τό φυσικόν, έπεί καί 
χρόνιο μεν πρεσβυτάτη εστιν ή περί την φυσικήν 
πραγματεία ώς καί μέχρι νϋν τους πρώτους 
φιλοσοφήσαντας φυσικούς καλεΐσθαι, τάξει δε, ότι 
πρώτον άρμόττει περί τών όλων διαλαβεΐν καί 
τότε περί τών επ' είδους καί τανθρώπου σκέ-

21 πτεσθαι. οι δε από τών ηθικών κατήρξαντο ώς 
αναγκαιότερων καί προς ευδαιμονίαν επισπώντων,1 
καθό καί 6 Σιωκράτης παρήγγελλε μηδέν άλλο 
ζητεΐν εί μη

όττι τοι εν μεγάροισι κακόν τ* αγαθόν τε 
τετυκται.

22 οι δε 'Επικούρειοι από τών λογικών είσβάλλουσιν 
τά γάρ κανονικά πρώτον επιθεωροΰσιν, περί τε

1 έπισπώντων Kayser: έπει-/6ντων Bekk.: έπιστώντων Ε : 
έπιστώτων L.
10

sophy to a garden rich in fruits, comparing Physics 
to the height of the plants, Ethics to the richness of 
the fruits, Logic to the strength of the walls. And 18 
others say that Philosophy resembles an egg, Ethics 
being like the yolk, which some identify with the 
chick, Physics like the white, which is nutriment 
for the yolk, and Logic like the outside shell. But 19 
on the ground that the parts of Philosophy are in
separable one from another, whereas plants appear 
different from fruits and walls separated from plants, 
Poseidonius α preferred the comparison of Philosophy 
with an animal—Physics with the blood and flesh, 
Logic with the bones and sinews, Ethics with the 
soul.

Regarding Philosophy, then, as tripartite, some 20 
put Physics as its first division since it holds first 
place both in point of time—seeing that even up till 
now the earliest philosophers have been called 
“  physicists ”— and also in natural order, as it is 
fitting to begin by discussing the Whole before we 
go on to investigate the particulars and Man himself. 
Others have begun with Ethics, as a more necessary 21 
subject and one which invites to happiness ; just as 
Socrates gave out that his only subject o f inquiry 
was

Whatso of evil and good within these homes is enacted.®

The Epicureans start off with Logic, for they expound 22 
“  Canonics ”  first, treating of things evident and

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, I. 17-22

* An Eclectic o f  the first century b.c. 
® Homer, Od. iv. 392.

11
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εναργών καί άδηλων και των τούτοις ακολουθών 
:ποιούνται την ύφήγησιν. οι δε άπο τής στοάς 
και αυτοί άρχειν μεν φασι τα λογικά, δευτερεύειν 
δε τά ηθικά, τελευταία δε τετάχθαι τά φυσικά.

23 πρώτον γάρ δεΐν κατησφαλίσθαι τον νουν εις δυσ- 
εκκρουστον των παραδιδομενων φυλακήν, οχυρω
τικόν δε είναι τής διανοίας τον διαλεκτικόν τόπον  
δεύτερον δε ύπογράφειν την ηθικήν θεωρίαν προς 
βελτίωσιν των ηθών ακίνδυνος γάρ ή παραδοχή 
ταύτης επί προϋποκειμενη τή λογική δυνάμει· 
τελευταίαν δε επάγειν την φυσικήν θεωρίαν 
θειοτερα γάρ εστι καί βαθυτερας δεΐται τής επι- 
στάσεως.

24 Ύαϋτα μεν καί οΰτοί’ ήμεΐς δέ τό μεν ακριβές 
εν τώ πράγματι τά νυν ου σκεπτόμεθα, εκείνο δε 
φαμεν ώς ειπερ εν παντί μερει φιλοσοφίας ζητητεον 
εστι ταληθές, προ παντός δει τάς άρχάς καί τούς 
τρόπους τής τούτου διαγνώσεως εχειν πιστούς. 
6 δε γε λογικός τόπος τήν περί τών κριτηρίων 
καί τών αποδείξεων θεωρίαν περιειχεν' από τούτου

25 άρα ποιητεον εστίν ήμΐν τήν αρχήν. καί ΐνα 
εύεφοδος γενηται προς τούς δογματικούς ή ζήτησις, 
επεί τά μεν εναργή διά κριτηρίου τίνος αύτόθεν 
γνωρίζεσθαι δοκεΐ, τά δε άδηλα διά σημείων καί 
αποδείξεων κατά τήν από τών εναργών μετάβασιν 
εξιχνεύεσθαι, τάξει σκεπτώμεθα πρώτον μεν περί 
τοΰ εΐ εστι τι κριτήριον τών αύτόθεν κατ' αΐσθησιν 
ή διάνοιαν προσπιπτόντων, τό δε μετά τούτο περί 
τοΰ εί εστι σημειωτικός ή αποδεικτικός τών

26 αδήλων τρόπος, οΐμαι γάρ ώς τούτων άναιρεθεν- 
των ούδεμία ετι καταλειφθήσεται ζήτησις περί τοΰ 
δεΐν επεχειν άτε μήτε εν τοΐς προφανεσι μήτε εν 
12
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non-evident and allied matters. The Stoics them
selves, too, say that Logic comes first, and Ethics 
second, while Physics occupies the last place. For 23 
the mind must first be fortified for the task of 
guarding its heritage impregnably, and what thus 
makes the intellect secure is the Dialectical section ; 
secondly we must subjoin Ethical doctrine for the 
bettering o f morals ; for when this is laid upon 
an existing basis o f logic, its reception is without 
danger; and finally we must add Physical doctrine, it 
being a more divine subject and one which requires 
more profound attention.

Such, then, are the views of these thinkers. We, 24 
however, are not at present investigating this matter 
with exactness ; but this we do affirm—that if truth 
is to be sought in every division of Philosophy, we 
must, before all else, possess trustworthy principles 
and methods for the discernment o f truth. Now 
the Logical branch is that which includes the theory of 
criteria and o f proofs ; so it is with this that we ought 
to make our beginning. And in order to facilitate 25 
our inquiry, in its criticism of the Dogmatists, seeing 
that things evident are held to be directly cognized 
by means o f a criterion, whereas the non-evident 
things are discovered by means of signs and proofs 
through inference from the evident, we shall take 
them in this order, inquiring first whether there 
exists a criterion o f things directly perceived either 
by sense or by reason, and, in the next place, whether 
there exists a method capable o f either signifying 
or proving things non-evident. For I suppose that 26 
if these shall be abolished there will no longer be any 
question as to the duty of suspending judgement, 
seeing that no truth is discovered either in things

13
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τοΐς συνεσκιασμένοις ευρισκομένου τίνος άληθοΰς. 
άρχέτω οΰν 6 περί τοΰ κριτηρίου λόγος, επει και 
πάντων των της καταλήφεως τρόπων περιεκτικός 
εΐναι δοκεΐ.

Ε1 ΕΣΤΙ ΚΡΙΤΗΡΙΟΝ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑΣ

27 Έ  περί τοΰ κριτηρίου ζήτησις ου μόνον διά τδ 
φύσει φιλαλήθες ζώον εΐναι τον άνθρωπον, αλλά 
και διά το (αυτδ) 1 τάς γενικωτάτας της φιλοσοφίας 
αιρέσεις περί των κυριωτάτων βραβεύειν, πάσίν 
εστι περιμάχητος. η γάρ το μέγα καί σεμνόν 
των δογματικών αϋχημα άναιρεΐσθαι άρδην δεήσει, 
μηδενός ευρισκομένου κανόνος της κατ’ αλήθειαν 
των πραγμάτων ύπάρζεως, ή άνάπαλιν ώς προ- 
πετεΐς ελέγχεσθαι τούς σκεπτικούς καί τής κοινής 
πίστεως κατατολμήσαντας, εάν φαίνηταί τι το 
δϋνάμενον ημάς επί την τής αλήθειας κατάληφιν 
όδηγεΐν. καί γάρ σχέτλιον εΐ τά μεν εκτός 
κριτήρια μετά πάσης σπουδής άναζητήσομεν, οΐον 
κανόνας καί διαβήτας σταθμία τε καί τρυτάνας, 
το δε εν ήμΐν καί τούτων αυτών δοκιμαστικόν

28 εΐναι δοκοΰν παρήσομεν. τάζει τοίνυν ώς αν περί 
τών όλων οΰσης τής σκέφεως άναλαβόντες, επεί 
δύο μέρη εμφέρεται τή προτάσει, το τε κριτήριον 
καί ή αλήθεια, εν μέρει τον περί εκατέρου τούτων 
λόγον ποιησόμεθα, καί ότε μεν έζηγητικώς ύπο- 
δεικνύντες ποσαχώς λέγεται το κριτήριον καί ή 
αλήθεια, καί τίνα ποτέ κατά τούς δογματικούς 
είχε φύσιν, ότε δε καί άπορητικώτερον σκεπτό- 
μενοι εί δύναταί τι τούτων ύπάρχειν.

1 <αντί>> addo.
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plainly obvious or in things obscure. Let us begin, 
then, with the discussion of the criterion, since it is 
held to embrace all the modes of apprehension.

D oes a C riterion of T ruth exist ?

The problem of this Criterion is everywhere a 27 
subject of controversy, not only because Man is by 
nature a truth-loving animal, but also because it pro
nounces judgement upon the most generic systems 
of Philosophy regarding the weightiest matters. For 
either the great and sublime theme of the Dogma
tists’ boasts will necessarily be utterly abolished if no 
Canon of the veritable existence o f things is dis
covered, or conversely, if something appears which 
is able to point us to the apprehension o f the truth, 
the Sceptics will be convicted of rashness and of 
defiant disregard for the general belief. It would 
indeed be monstrous if, while spending the utmost 
pains in investigating the external criteria—such 
as rules and compasses, weights and scales—we 
should neglect the Criterion within us— itself the 
accepted test of those very externals. As our 28 
inquiry, then, has to do with the whole subject, we 
shall proceed in an orderly way, and since two terms 
are involved in the propositionα—namely, “ the 
Criterion ”  and “ Truth ”—we shall discuss each of 
these separately, our treatment consisting partly of 
an exposition of the various senses of the terms 
“  Criterion ”  and “  Truth ” and of the kind of reality 
ascribed to them by the Dogmatists, and partly of a 
more critical inquiry as to the possibility of the real 
existence o f any such things.

a i.e. the question “ Does a Criterion of Truth exist ? ”
15
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29 Αύτίκα τοίννν τό κριτήριον (άρκτεον yap  από 
τούτου) λεγεται 7τρωτόν μεν διχώς, καθ' ενα μεν 
τρόπον α> προσεχοντες τα μεν ποιοϋμεν τα  δε 
ούδαμώς, καθ' ετερον δε ω προσεχοντες τα μεν 
ύπάρχειν φαμεν τα  δέ μη ύπαρχειν καί ταντι μεν 
αληθή καθεστάναι ταυτϊ δέ φευδή. ών το μεν 
πρότερον εν τοΐς περί της σκεπτικής αγωγής εξεθε-

30 μέθα· κατ' ανάγκην γάρ εδει τον άπορητικώς φιλο- 
σοφοϋντα, μη εις τό παντελές άνενεργητον οντα 
καί εν ταΐς κατά τον βίον πράξεσιν άπρακτον, 
εχειν τι κριτηριον αιρεσεως άμα και φυγής, τουτ- 
εστι το φαινόμενον, καθώς και 6 Ύιμων μεμαρ- 
τύρηκεν ε'ιπών

αλλά τό φαινόμενον πάντη1 σθενει, ούπερ άν 
ελθη.

31 τό δ' ετερον, λέγω δέ τό περί της ύπάρζεως και 
περί οΰ τά νυν σκεπτόμεθα, λεγεσθαι Βοκεΐ τριχώς, 
κοινώς τε και ιδίως και ιδιαίτατα, κοινώς μεν 
γάρ παν μετρον καταλήφεως, καθ' ο σήμαινόμενον 
και τά φυσικά κριτήρια ταύτης ηζίωται τής προσ-

32 ηγορίας, οΐον δρασις ακοή γεΰσις* ιδίως δέ παν 
μετρον καταληφεως τεχνικόν, καθ' δ πήχυν μεν 
και ζυγόν καί κανόνα καί διαβήτην εΐποι τις άν 
κριτήρια, παρόσον εστί τεχνικά, την δε δρασιν 
καί την ακοήν καί καθόλου τά λοιπά κοινά τών 
αισθητηρίων, φυσικήν εχοντα τήν κατασκευήν,

33 ούδαμώς' ιδιαίτερον δε παν μετρον καταλήφεως
1 ττάντΎ) c j . Bekk.: τταντϊ MSS.

· See P.H. i. 21 ff. Of. P.H. ii. 14. "
b For Timon, the Sceptic, see Vol. I. Introd. pp. xxx ff.
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Concerning the Criterion

Well, then, the Criterion (for with it we must begin) 29 
has, in the first place, two senses : in the one sense 
it is used of that in view of which we do these things 
and not those ; in the other, it means the thing in 
view of which we assert that these things exist and 
those do not exist, and that these are true, those 
false. The former of these we have dealt with in our 
section “  Concerning the Sceptic Way.”  a For the 30 
sceptical philosopher, if he is not to be entirely inert 
and without a share in the activities of daily life, 
was necessarily obliged to possess some Criterion 
both of choice and of aversion—that is to say, the 
Appearance; even as Timon6 also testified in his 
saying—

Yea, the Appearance is ev’rywhere strong, where’er it 
approacheth.

“ Criterion,”  in the second of the two senses—that 31 
of existence, I mean, which is the theme of our 
present inquiry—seems to be used with three 
meanings: the general, the special, and the most 
special.0 As general it is used of every measure or 
standard of apprehension, and in this sense the 
physical criteria also—such as sight, hearing, taste— 
are thought worthy of the title ; as special it includes 32 
every technical measure of apprehension, so that in 
this sense one would call the cubit, the balance, the 
rule and the compass “  criteria ”  inasmuch as they 
are technical, but not sight nor hearing nor in general 
the rest of the common sense-organs, the construction 
of which is natural; in the more special sense the 33 
Criterion is every measure of apprehension of a non-

e With this passage cf. P.H. ii. 15, 16.

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, I. 29-33
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αδήλου πράγματος, καθ' ο τα μέν βιωτικά ούκέτι 
λέγεται κριτήρια, μόνα δε τά λογικά και άπερ οι 
δογματικοί των φιλοσόφων παρεισάγουσι προς τήν 
τής αλήθειας εΰρεσιν.

34 ΠολΛαχώ? δή λεγομένου τοΰ κριτηρίου, πρό
κειται πάλιν τό σκέπτεσθαι προηγουμένως μέν 
περί τοΰ λογικοΰ και παρά τοΐς φιλοσόφοις θρυλου- 
μένου, κατ επακολούθημα δε και περί έκαστου

35 των κατά τον βίον. πάρεστι μέντοι και τό 
λογικόν τούτο ύποδιαιρεΐσθαι, λέγοντας το μεν τι 
είναι κριτήριον ώς ύφ’ οΰ, τό δε ώς δι οΰ, τό δε 
ώς προσβολή και σχέσις. ύφ’ οΰ μέν ώς άνθρωπος, 
δι οΰ δε ώς αΐσθησις, τό δε τρίτον ώς ή προσβολή

36 τής φαντασίας. ον γάρ τρόπον εν τή των βαρέων 
και κουφών εξετάσει τρία έστι κριτήρια, ο τε 
ζυγοστάτης και 6 ζυγός και ή τοΰ ζυγοΰ θέσις, 
τούτων δε ό μέν ζυγοστάτης κριτήριον ήν τό ύφ’ 
οΰ, ό δε ζυγός τό δι οΰ, ή δε θέσις τοΰ ζυγοΰ ώς 
σχέσις, και πάλιν ον τρόπον προς τήν των ευθειών 
καί στρεβλών διάκρισιν τεχνίτου τε καί κανονος 
καί τής τούτου προσβολής εστί χρεία, κατά τα 
αυτά καί εν φιλοσοφία προς τήν τών αληθών τε 
καί φευδών διάγνωσιν δεόμεθα τών προειρημένων

37 ήμΐν τριών κριτηρίων, καί έοικε τώ μέν ζυγοστάτη 
ή τέκτονι 6 άνθρωπος, ύφ’ οΰ γίνεται ή κρίσις, 
τώ δε ζυγώ καί κανόνι ή αΐσθησις και η διανοια, 
δι* ής γίνεται τά τής κρίσεως, τή  δε σχέσει τών 
προειρημένων οργάνων ή προσβολή τής φαντασίας, 
καθ’ ήν ό άνθρωπος επιβάλλεται κρίνειν.

’Αλλά περί μέν κριτηρίου ταΰτα άναγκαΐον ήν 
επί τοΰ παρόντος προλαβεΐν.

18
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evident obj ect, and in this sense the ordinary standards 
are no longer called criteria but only logical stand
ards and those which the dogmatic philosophers 
introduce as means for the discovery o f truth.

The term “  Criterion,”  then, being used in many 34 
senses, we again propose to examine in the first place 
the logical criterion, which the philosophers harp on, 
and subsequently each of the criteria o f ordinary life. 
One may, however, subdivide this logical criterion 35 
as well, by calling one form of it that o f the agent, 
another the instrument, and a third the application 
and use. The agent, for instance, may be a man, 
the instrument sense-perception, and the third form 
of criterion the application of the sense-impression. 
For just as in the process o f examining heavy and 36 
light objects there are three criteria, the man who 
weighs, the scales, and the act o f weighing, and of 
these the weigher is the criterion of the agent, the 
scales that of the instrument, and the act of weighing 
that of the use ; and again, just as for the determina
tion of things straight and crooked there is need of a 
craftsman and a rule and the application of the rule; 
so, in the same way, in philosophy also, for the deter
mination o f things true and false, we require the 
three criteria we have mentioned above ; and here 37 
the man, who is the agent in the judgement, corre
sponds to the weigher or carpenter ; sense-perception 
or intelligence, as the instrument by which the 
judgement is effected, corresponds to the scales and 
the rule ; and the application of the sense-impression, 
according to which the man proceeds to judge, cor
responds to the use of the aforesaid instruments.

It was, in fact, necessary for our present purpose 
to begin with this explanation of the criterion.

19
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ΠΕΡΙ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑΣ

38 Τήν δε αλήθειαν οΐονταί τινες, και μάλιστα οί 
α,7το της στοάς, διαφερειν τάληθοϋς κατα τρεις 
τρόπους, ουσία re και συστάσει καί δυνάμει, ουσία 
μεν παρόσον ή μεν αλήθεια σώμα εστι, το δε 
αληθές άσώματον ύπήρχεν. καί εικότως, φασίν 
τουτί μεν γάρ αξίωμά εστι, το δε αξίωμα λεκτόν, 
το δε λεκτόν άσώματον. άνάπαλιν δε ή αλήθεια 
σώμα εστι παρόσον επιστήμη πάντων αληθών

39 αποφαντική δοκεΐ τυγχάνειν, πάσα δε επιστήμη 
πώς εχον εστιν ηγεμονικόν, ώσπερ και η πώς 
εχουσα χειρ πυγμή νοείται· τδ δε ηγεμονικόν 
σώμα κατά τούτους ύπήρχεν· τοίνυν καί ή αλήθεια

40 κατά γένος εσται σωματική, συστάσει δε καθόσον 
τό μεν αληθές ώς μονοειδες τι καί άπλοΰν τήν 
φυσιν νενόηται, οΐον επί τοΰ παρόντος τό “  ήμερα 
εστιν ”  καί τό “  εγώ διαλέγομαι,”  ή δε αλήθεια 
ώς αν επιστήμη καθεστηκυΐα τουναντίον συστη
ματική τε καί πλειόνων άθροισμα τυγχάνειν ύπ-

41 είληπται. φ οΰν λόγω ετερόν τί εστιν 6 δήμος καί 
ετερον 6 πολίτης, καί δήμος μεν τό εκ πολλών 
πολιτών άθροισμα πολίτης δε 6 εΐς, τώ αύτώ 
λόγω διενήνοχεν ή αλήθεια τοΰ αληθούς, καί 
ώμοίωται ή μεν αλήθεια τώ δήμω τό δε αληθές 
τώ πολίτη, διά τό τήν μεν είναι συστηματικήν τό

42 δε άπλοΰν. δυνάμει δε ταΰτα άλλήλων κεχώρισται, 
επεί τό μεν άληθες ου πάντως επιστήμης είχετο 
(καί γάρ 6 φαΰλος καί 6 νήπιος καί 6 μεμηνώς 
λεγει μεν ποτέ τι άληθες, ούκ εχει δε επιστήμην 
άληθοΰς), ή δε άλήθεια κατ’ επιστήμην θεωρείται.

20
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AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, I. 38-42

Concerning T ruth

It is supposed by some, and especially by the 33 
Stoics, that “  truth ”  differs from “  the true ”  in 
three ways, in essence and composition and potency,
—in essence in so far as truth is a body whereas the 
true is incorporeal.® And naturally so, they say ; 
for the latter is “  judgement,” and the judgement is 
“  expression,”  and the expression is incorporeal. On 
the other hand, truth is a body in so far as it is held 
to be “  knowledge declaratory of all true things,” 
and all knowledge is “  a particular state o f the regent 39 
part,”  just as the fist is conceived as a particular 
state of the hand, and, according to these thinkers, 
the regent part is a body, so that truth also will 
belong to the genus body. They differ in composition, 40 
inasmuch as the true is conceived as uniform and 
simple in its nature,—as for instance, at the present 
moment, the propositions “  It is day ”  and “  I am 
conversing,”—whereas truth, as consisting in know
ledge, is on the contrary conceived to be of composite 
nature and a collection o f several elements. Thus, 41 
just as “  the people,”  is one thing and “  the citizen ” 
another,—the collection composed of many citizens 
being “  the people,”  the one individual “  the citizen,”
—so, by the same reasoning, truth is distinguished 
from the true, and whereas truth corresponds to 
“  the people,”  the true corresponds to “  the citizen,”  
because the former is composite but the latter simple. 
And they are distinct from one another in potency, 42 
since the true is not altogether dependent on know
ledge (for in fact the fool and the infant and the 
madman at times say something true, but they do 
not possess knowledge of the true), whereas truth is 
considered to involve knowledge. Hence, too, its
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δθεν καϊ 6 εχων ταύτην σοφός εστιν (επιστήμην 
γάρ εΐχεν αληθών) καϊ ού'ποτε ψεύδεται, καν 
ψευδός λέγη, δια το μή από κακής άλλ’ από

43 αστείας αυτό διαθεσεως προφέρεσθαι. καθά γαρ 
6 περί τής τοΰ κάμνοντος σωτηρίας ψεΰδός τι 
λέγων ιατρός, και επαγγελλόμενός τι δώσειν μή 
διδούς δε, ψεΰδος μεν τι λέγει, ού ψεύδεται δε 
(προς γαρ την τοΰ επιστατουμενου σωτηρίαν αύτώ 
τό τοιοΰτο λαμβάνει την αναφοράν), καί ως οι 
αριστοι των στρατηγών προς ευθυμίαν τών ύπο- 
ταττομενών αύτοΐς στρατιωτών πολλάκις επιστολάς 
από συμμαχίδων πόλεων πλασάμενοι1 ψεΰδος μεν 
τι λεγουσιν, ού ψεύδονται δε διά τό μή από

44 πονηράς γνώμης τοΰτο ποιεΐν, και ον τρόπον γραμ
ματικός σολοικισμού τιθεις υπόδειγμα σολοικισμόν 
μεν προφερεται, ού σολοικίζει δε (ού γάρ παρά 
απειρίαν τοΰ όρθοΰ λόγου τοΰτο πάσχει), ώδε καϊ 
ό σοφός, τοντεστιν ό τήν τοΰ άληθοΰς επιστήμην 
εχων, ερεΐ μεν ποτέ ψεΰδος, ψευσεται δε ουδέποτε 
διά τό μή έχειν τήν γνώμην ψευδει συγκατατιθε-

45 μόνην, δτι γάρ, φασίν, από τής διαθεσεως καί 
ούκ από ψιλής τής προφοράς κριτεον εστι τον 
ψευδόμενον, πάρεστι μαθεΐν εκ τών τεθησομενών 
υποδειγμάτων, τυμβωρύχος γάρ λέγεται και ο 
επι τώ σκυλεύειν τούς νεκρούς τοΰτο πράττων 
καϊ 6 τύμβους τοΐς νεκροΐς όρύττων’ άλλ’ 6 μεν 
πρώτος κολάζεται ώς από κακής διαθεσεως τοΰτο 
πράσσων, δ δε δεύτερος και μισθόν λαμβάνει τής 
υπηρεσίας διά τήν άντικειμένην αιτίαν, προφανές 
τοίνυν έστϊν ότι και τό ψεΰδος λέγειν τοΰ ψεύ-

1 πλασάμενοι LE: πλασάμενοι Ν : παρασκενασάμενοι Bekk.
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possessor is a Sage (for he possesses knowledge of 
things true), and he never speaks falsely, even if he 
says what is false, because he does not utter it from 
an evil but from a kindly disposition. For just as the 43 
doctor who says something false respecting the cure 
of his patient, and promises to give him something 
but does not give it, is not lying though he says 
something false (for in saying it he has regard to 
the cure of the person in his charge),— and just as 
the best commanders, when, as often, they concoct 
messages from allied States for the encouragement of 
the soldiers under their command, say what is false 
yet are not liars because they do not do this with a 
bad intention,— and just as the grammarian, although 44 
when giving an example of a solecism he utters a 
solecism, is not guilty of bad grammar (for it is not 
through ignorance of correct speech that he makes the 
mistake),—so also the Sage (I mean the man who 
possesses the knowledge o f the true) will at times say 
something false but will never lie because his mental 
disposition is not assenting to what is false. For, as 45 
they assert, the fact that the liar must be judged by 
his disposition and not by his mere utterance may be 
learnt from the examples now to be adduced. Thus 
the name “  grave-digger ”  is applied both to the 
man who so acts in order to plunder the dead and 
to the man who digs graves for the dead; but 
whereas the first is punished as doing this from an 
evil disposition, the second receives pay for his service 
for the opposite cause. So then it is quite plain that 
uttering a falsehood is vastly different from lying, in
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δεσθαι κατά πολύ διενήνοχεν, fj το μεν άπο 
άοτ€Las γίνεται γνώμης, το δε φευδεσθαι άπο 
πονηράς.

46 Ύαντα καί περί της αλήθειας κατά τινας προαπο- 
δόντες, ακολούθως καί την γενομενην τοΐς δογ - 
ματικοΐς φιλοσόφοις διάστασιν περί τοΰ κριτηρίου 
σκοπώ μεν’ ανάγκη γάρ εστι ζητοΰντας περί τής 
τούτον νπάρξεως σννεπιθεωρεΐν καί δ τι εστιν.

47 πολλαϊ μεν οΰν και ποικίλαι διαιρέσεις φέρονται 
κατά τον τόπον1 * *’ άλλ’ ήμΐν άπόχρη προς το παρόν 
λεγειν δτι οι μεν άνεΐλον το κριτήριου οι δε 
άπελιπον. και των άπολιπόντων τρεις αί άνωτάτω 
γεγόνασι στάσεις’ οι μεν γάρ εν λόγω τούτο 
άπελιπον, οί δε εν ταΐς άλόγοις εναργείαις,* οι δε

48 όν άμφοτεροις. καί δη άνεΐλον μεν αυτό αενο- 
φάνης τε ό Κολοφώνιος καί Ξενιάδης ό Κορινθίας 
καί Άνάγαρσις ό Σκυθης καί ΤΙρωταγόρας και 
Διονυσόδωρος, προς δε τοντοις Γοργιάς ό Λεον- 
τΐνος καί Μητρόδωρος 6 Χίος καί *Ανάξαρχος ' 
ευδαιμονικός καί Μόνιμος ό κύων. [εν τοντοις δέ

49 είσι καί οί άπο τής σκεφεως.]8 ών αενοφάνης μεν 
κατά τινας είπών πάντα άκατάληπτα επί ταυτής 
εστι τής φοράς, εν οΐς γράφει

καί τό μεν οδν σαφές οϋ τις άνήρ ϊδεν, ούδε τις 
εσται

είδώς άμφί θεών τε καί άσσα λέγω περί πάντων’ 
εί γάρ καί τά μάλιστα τυχοι τετελεσμενον είπών, 
αυτός όμως ούκ οΐδε, δόκος δ* επί πάσι τέτυκται,

1 τόπον Ν, cj. Bekk.: τρόπον LE.
* ivapyeiais Heintz s ivepyelais mss., Bekk.

8 iv . . . σκέψεων] seel. Mutsch.
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that the former proceeds from a kindly intention but 
lying from an evil intention.

Having thus stated the views held by some con- 46 
cerning truth, let us next consider the divergent 
opinions which have arisen among the dogmatic 
philosophers concerning the criterion ; for while we 
are investigating its existence we must also consider 
at the same time what, in its essence, it is. Now many 47 
divergent opinions of all sorts are propounded re
garding this subject, but for the present it is sufficient 
for us to say that some have rejected, others retained 
the criterion. O f those who have retained it the main 
views are three : some have retained it in rational 
discourse, some in non-rational self-evident facts, 
some in both. Moreover, it has been rejected by 48 
Xenophanes of Colophon and Xeniades of Corinth 
and Anacharsis the Scythian and Protagoras and 
Dionysodorus a ; and besides these, by Gorgias of 
Leontini and Metrodorus of Chios and Anaxarchus 
“ the Eudaemonist ”  and Monimus the Cynic. [And 
amongst these are also the Sceptics.] And of these 49 
Xenophanes, according to some, took up this position 
by declaring all things to be non-apprehensible, as in 
this passage 6:

Yet, with respect to the gods and what I declare about 
all things,

No man has seen what is clear nor ever will any man 
know it.

Nay, for e’en should he chance to affirm what is really 
existent,

He himself knoweth it not; for all is swayed by opining.

“ For the views of those here named see §§ 53 ff. infra,
'  13 supra ; P.H. ii. 18.

6 Repeated in § 110 infra, and Adv. Log. ii. 326.
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60 διά τούτων γάρ σαφές μεν εοικε λεγειν τάληθες 
καί το γνώριμον, καθό καί λεγεται

απλούς 6 μύθος της αλήθειας εφυ,

άνδρα δε τον άνθρωπον, τώ  είδικώ καταχρώμενος 
αντί τοΰ γένους· είδος γάρ ανθρώπου καθεστηκεν 
6 άνήρ. συνηθες δ ’ εστι τούτω χρήσθαι τω  τρόπω 
της φράσεως καί * Ιππο κρατεί, όταν λεγη “  γυνή 
άμφιδεξιος ού γίνεται,”  τουτεστι θήλεια εν τοΐς 
δεξιοΐς μερεσι τής μήτρας ού συνίσταται. άμφί 
θεών δε ύποδειγματικώς περί τίνος των αδήλων,

61 δόκον δε την δόκησιν καί την δόξαν, ώστε τοιοΰ- 
τον εΐναι κατά εξάπλωσιν το ύπ* αύτοϋ λεγόμενον 
“  το μεν οΰν αληθές καί γνώριμον ούθείς άνθρωπος 
οΐδε, τό γε εν τοΐς άδήλοις πράγμασιν’ καν γάρ 
εκ τύχης έπιβάλλη τουτω, όμως ούκ οΐδεν οτι

52 επιβεβληκεν αύτώ, άλλ’ οΐεται καί δοκέΐ.”  ώσπερ 
γάρ εί εν ζοφερώ οίκήματι καί πολλά εχοντι 
κειμήλια ύποθοίμεθά τινας χρυσόν ζητοΰντας, ύπο- 
πεσεΐται διότι έκαστος μεν τούτων λαβόμενός τίνος 
των εν τω οίκήματι κείμενων οίήσεται τοΰ χρυσοΰ 
δεδράχθαι, ουδέίς δε αυτών εσται πεπεισμένος ότι 
τώ χρυσώ περιεπεσε, καν μάλιστα τύχη τουτψ  
περιπεπτωκώς, ώδε καί εις τουτονί τον κόσμον 
ώσπερ τινά μεγαν οίκον παρήλθε πλήθος φιλοσόφων 
επί την τής αλήθειας ζήτησιν, ής τον λαβόμενον 
είκός εστιν άπιστεΐν ότι εύστόχησεν.

Οΰτος μεν δη ου φησιν εΐναι κριτήριον αλήθειας

° Eurip. Phoen. 469.
‘  A  curious use of άμφιδέξω* (usually “ ambidextrous” ). 

That the “ left”  is the “ female”  side was an old Pyth
agorean idea. But the main point of the sentence is that
26
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For here he seems to mean by “  clear ”  what is true 50 
and known, just as in the saying

By nature simple is the word of truth.0 
And by “  man ”  he seems to mean" human being,”  
using the special term instead of the general; for 
man is a species of human being. The use of this 
mode of speech is customary also in Hippocrates, 
as when he says “  A woman is not produced right- 
handed,”—that is to say, “  a female is not com
pounded in the right-hand parts of the womb.” 6 
The words “  with respect to the gods ”  are used, by 
way of example, for “  concerning any non-evident 
object ”  ; and “  opining ”  stands for surmise and 
opinion. Consequently his statement, when sim- 51 
plified, amounts to this— “ Yet the true and known— 
at least in respect o f non-evident things—no human 
being knows ; for even if by chance he should hit 
upon it, still he knows not that he has hit upon it but 
imagines and opines.”  For just as, if  we were to 52 
suppose that certain people are searching for gold in 
a dark room containing many treasures, what happens 
will be that each of them whenever he lays hold of 
some one o f the treasures in the room will imagine 
that he has grasped the gold, though none o f them 
will be convinced that he has lighted on the gold, 
even though, in fact, he has lighted upon it; so 
also into this Universe, as into a great house, there 
has entered a host o f philosophers bent on the sfearch 
for truth, and it is quite likely that the one who has 
laid hold o f it disbelieves that he has achieved his
aim.

Thus Xenophanes denies that a criterion o f truth
fl. is here using the specific term -γυνή (“  woman ” ) in place 
o f the generic θήλα,α (“  female ” ).
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διά τδ μηδέν είναι καταληπτόν εν τη φύσει των
63 ζητούμενων· Έενιάδης δε ό Κορίνθιος, ου καί 

Δημόκριτος μεμνηται, πάντ* είπών φευδή, και 
πάσαν φαντασίαν καί δόξαν φευδεσθαι, καί εκ τοΰ 
μη οντος παν τδ γινόμενον γίνεσθαι, καί εις τδ 
μη ον παν τδ φθειρόμενον φθείρεσθαι, δυνάμει

54 της αυτής εχεται τώ Ξενοφάνει στάσεως, μη 
οντος γάρ τίνος άληθοΰς κατά διαφοράν τοΰ φευ- 
δονς, αλλά πάντων φευδών οντων καί διά τούτο 
ακατάληπτων, ουδέ διακριτικόν τι τούτων εσται 
κριτήριον. τδ δ* ότι πάντα εστί φευδή καί διά 
τούτο ακατάληπτα[, ουδέ διακριτικδν τούτων εσται 
κριτήριον,]1 δείκνυται εκ τής των αισθήσεων δια- 
βολής· εί γάρ τδ επαναβεβηκδς κριτήριον πάντων 
των πραγμάτων εστί φευδες, εξ ανάγκης καί 
πάντα εστί φευδή. τδ δε γε έπαναβεβηκδς κριτή-/ ' « / > ' t i n /ριον πάντων των πραγμάτων εισιν αι αισθήσεις, 
καί δείκνυνται φευδεΐς· πάντα άρα τα πραγματα 
εστι φευδή.

55 Και Άνάχαρσις, ως φασίν, ο Σκυθης πάσης 
τέχνης την κριτικήν κατάληφιν αναιρεί, σφόδρα τε 
επίτιμα τοΐς 'Έλλησι ταυτην άπολείπουσιν τις 
γάρ εστι, φησίν, ό κρίνων τι τεχνικώς; άρά γε 
ο ιδιώτης ή 6 τεχνίτης; άλλ ιδιώτην μεν ουκ 
άν είποιμεν πεπήρωται γάρ προς την γνώσιν των 
τεχνικών Ιδιωμάτων, καί ώς ούτε τυφλός λαμ
βάνει τά τής όράσεως έργα ούτε κωφός τα τής 
ακοής, ούτως ουδέ ό άτεχνος οξυωπεΐ προς  ̂την 
κατάληφιν τοΰ τεχνικώς άποτελεσθεντος, επει τοι 
εάν καί τούτα» μαρτυρώμεν τήν τίνος πράγματος 
τεχνικού κρίσιν, ού διοίσει τής τέχνης ή άτεχνία,

1 [ούδέ . . . κριτήριον] OIU. NLE.
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exists because there is nothing apprehensible existing 
in the nature of the objects of inquiry. And Xeniades 53 
the Corinthian a—who is mentioned by Democritus—  
inasmuch as he asserts that all things are false, and 
that every impression and opinion is false, and that all 
that becomes becomes out of the non-existent, and 
all that perishes perishes into the non-existent, virtu
ally adopts the same position as Xenophanes. For if 54 
nothing true, as opposed to false, exists, but all things 
are false and therefore inapprehensible, neither will 
there exist any criterion capable of judging between 
things. And the fact that all things are false and 
therefore inapprehensible is proved by disparagement 
of the senses ; 6 for if the supreme criterion of all 
things is false, all things also are of necessity false. 
But the senses are the supreme criterion of all things, 
and they are proved to be false ; therefore all things 
are false.

Anacharsis the Scythian also, as they say, destroys 55 
the apprehension which judges concerning every art, 
and strongly censures the Greeks for accepting it.
“  For who,”  says he,“  is the man who judges a thing by 
rules of art? Is he the non-expert or the expert artist ? c 
But surely we could not say that he is the non-expert; 
for he is lacking in knowledge of the special features of 
the art, and just as the blind man does not perceive 
the effects of vision, nor the deaf those of hearing, so 
neither is the non-expert keen of sight to apprehend 
the result produced by artistic methods; since in fact, 
were we to entrust to him the judgement of any pro
duct of art, there will be no difference between lack

0 See P.II. ii. 18 ; § 388 infra.
* See P.H. i. 44 ff., ii. 49 ff.

• Cf. P.H. iii. 259.
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Βπερ εστιν ατοπον' ώστε ούχ 6 ιδιώτης εστί
56 κριτής των τεχνικών Ιδιωμάτων, λείπεται άρα 

λεγειν τον τεχνίτην  ο πάλιν εστιν άπίθανον. ήτοι 
yap 6 6μόζήλος τον 6μόζήλον η ό άνομόζηλος τον 
ετερόζήλον κρίνει, άλλ’ ό ετερόζήλος ονχ οΐός τε 
εστι κρίνειν τον ετερό ζήλον της γάρ ιδίας τέχνης

57 εστιν επιγνώμων, προς δε την άλλοτρίαν ιδιώτης 
καθεστηκεν. και μην ουδέ 6 όμόζηλος τον όμό- 
ζηλον δυναται δοκιμάζειν αυτό γάρ τούτο εζη- 
τοΰμεν, τις εστιν 6 τούτους κρίνων εν μια δυνάμει 
το όσον επί τη αυτή τέχνη καθεστώτας. άλλως 
τε, εΐπερ οΰτος εκείνον κρίνει, γενησεται το αυτό 
κρίνον τε καί κρινόμενον πιστόν τε καί άπιστον

58 ή μεν γάρ όμόζηλός εστιν 6 ετερος τω κρινομενω, 
κρινόμενος καί αυτός άπιστος εσται, fj δε κρίνει, 
πιστός γενησεται. ού δυνατόν δε τό αυτό και 
κρίνον καί κρινόμενον καί πιστόν καί άπιστον 
ύπάρχειν ούκ άρα εστι τις 6 κρίνων τεχνικώς.

59 διά δε τούτο ουδέ κριτήριον των γάρ κριτηρίων 
τά μεν εστι τεχνικά τά δε ιδιωτικά, ούτε δε τα  
ιδιωτικά κρίνει, ώσπερ ουδέ ο ιδιώτης, ούτε τά  
τεχνικά, ώσπερ ουδέ 6 τεχνίτης, διά τάς έμ
προσθεν είρημενας αιτίας. τοίνυν ούδέν εστι 
κριτήριον.

60 Και ΥΙρωταγόραν δε τον 7Αβδηρίτην εγκατελεξάν 
τινες τω  χορω των άναιρούντων τό κριτήριον 
φιλοσόφων, επεί φησι πάσας τάς φαντασίας καί 
τάς δόξας αληθείς ύπάρχειν καί των πρός τι είναι 
την αλήθειαν διά τό παν τό φανέν ή δόξαν τινί * SO

β Cf. Ρ.Η. ΐ. 216 ; Vol. I. Introd. ρ. xiv.
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of art and art, which is absurd. So that the non-expert 
is not the judge of the special features of art. It 56 
remains, then, to say that the expert artist is the 
judge ; and this again is improbable. For either the 
fellow-craftsman judges the fellow-craftsman, or the 
man of one craft the man of another craft. But the 
man of one craft is incapable of judging the man of 
another craft; for he is learned in his own art, but 57 
in regard to another man’s he is in the position of a 
non-expert. Nor in fact can the fellow-craftsman pass 
judgement on his fellow-craftsman; for precisely this 
was our question—Who is he that judges those who 
stand on the same level inasmuch as they are engaged 
in the same art ? And besides, if  this fellow-craftsman 
judges that one, the same thing will be both judging 
and judged, both trusted and distrusted ; for in so 58 
far as the other man is a fellow-craftsman of the man 
who is being judged, he himself also will be subject 
to judgement and distrusted, whereas, in so far as he 
is giving judgement, he will be trusted. But it is not 
possible for the same thing to be both judging and 
judged, trusted and distrusted. Therefore there is 
none who judges by rules of art. And because of this 59 
there is no criterion either ; for o f criteria some are 
technical, others non-technical, but, for the reasons 
already stated, neither the non-technical criteria judge 
any more than the non-expert, nor the technical 
any more than the expert artist. So then no criterion 
exists.”

Some, too, have counted Protagoras of Abderaa 60 
among the company of those philosophers who 
abolish the criterion, since he asserts that all sense- 
impressions and opinions are true and that truth is 
a relative thing inasmuch as everything that has
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εύθεως προς (.κείνον νπάρχειν. εναρχόμενος γοΰν 
των καταβαλλόντων άνεφώνησε “  πάντων χρημά
των μίτραν εστιν άνθρωπος, των μεν οντων ώς

61 εστιν, των δε ούκ οντων ώς ούκ εστιν.”  καί 
μαρτυρεΐν φαίνεται τουτω ό άντικείμενος λόγος, 
εί γάρ φήσει τις μη πάντων των πραγμάτων 
κριτήριον είναι τον άνθρωπον, βεβαιώσει τό πάντων 
των πραγμάτων κριτηριον είναι τον άνθρωπον 
αυτός γάρ 6 τοΰτο λίγων άνθρωπός εστιν, και τό 
ώς προς αυτόν τιθεϊς φαινόμενον ομολογεί και 
αυτό τοΰτο των ώς προς αυτόν φαινομένων ύπ- 
άρχειν. δθεν καί ό μεμηνώς των εν μανία φαι
νομένων πιστόν εστι κριτηριον, καί 6 κοιμώμενος 
των εν ϋπνοις καί 6 νήπιος των εν νηπιότητι καί

62 ο γεγηρακώς των εν γήρα προσπιπτόντων. ούκ 
εστι δε οίκεΐον από των διαφερουσών περιστάσεων 
τα? διαφόρους περιστάσεις άθετειν, τοντεστιν από 
μεν των εν τω  σωφρονεΐν ύποπιπτόντων τά εν τω  
μεμηνεναι φαινόμενα, από δε των ϋπαρ τά κατά 
τούς ύπνους, από δε των εν γήρα τά εν νηπιότητι. 
ώς γάρ αυτά εκείνοις ου φαίνεται, οΰτω καί 
άνάπαλιν τά  τούτοι? φαινόμενα εκείνοις ού προσ-

63 πίπτει, διόπερ εί ότι ο μεμηνώς ή ο κοιμώμενος 
εν ποια διαθίσει θεωρείται, ούκ εστι βέβαιος των 
φαινομένων αύτω κριτής, επεί καί ό σωφρονών 
καί ό εγρηγορώς εν ποια καθίστηκε διαθίσει, 
πάλιν ούκ εσται πιστός προς την διάγνωσιν των 
ύποπιπτόντων αύτω. μηδενός ονν χωρίς περι- 
στάσεως λαμβανομενού, εκάστω πιστευτεον (περί)1

1 <7rf/H> add  id i ; <.άποφαυ>ομένφ π(ρΐ> c j . M lltsch .
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appeared to someone or been opined by someone is 
at once real in relation to him. Certainly, at the 
opening o f his book The Down-Throwers he has 
proclaimed that “  O f all things the measure is man, 
of existing things that they exist and of non-existing 
things that they exist not.”  And to this statement 61 
even the opposite statement appears to bear witness. 
For if anyone shall assert that man is not the criterion 
of all things he will be confirming the statement that 
man is the criterion of all things ; since the very 
person who makes the assertion is himself a man, and 
in affirming what appears relatively to himself he 
confesses that this very assertion of his is one of 
the appearances relative to himself. Hence also the 
madman is a trustworthy criterion of the appearances 
which occur in madness, and the sleeper of those in 
sleep, and the infant o f those in infancy, and the 
ancient of those in old age. Nor is it appropriate to 62 
disallow one set of circumstances because of a different 
set o f circumstances—that is to say, the appearances 
which occur in the state of madness because of the 
impressions received in the sane state o f mind, and 
those of sleep because of those of the waking state, 
and those of infancy because of those of old age. 
For as the latter percepts do not appear to the 
former percipients, so also conversely the appearances 
perceived by these do not affect those. Consequently, 63 
if the madman or the sleeper is not a reliable judge 
o f the appearances he perceives because he is found 
to be in a certain state of mind, then since both the 
sane and the waking man are also in a certain state, 
they again will not be trustworthy for the determining 
of their percepts. Seeing, then, that no impression 
is received apart from circumstances, each man must
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των κατά την οίκείαν περίστασιν λαμβανομενων.
64 καί τούτον1 817 κινεΐν τινες ύπενόησαν το κριτηριον, 

επείπερ τοντί μεν των καθ' αυτά υποκείμενων 
δοκιμαστικόν είναι βούλεται, του τε άληθοΰς καί 
τοΰ φεύδους διοριστικόν ύπάρχειν, 6 δε προειρη
μένος άνηρ οΰτε καθ' αυτό τι ύπαρχον ούτε φεύδος 
άπολελοιπεν. τοιοϋτοι δε γεγονεναι λέγονται και 
οι περί τον Έιύθυδημον και Αιονυσόδωρον· των γάρ 
πρός τι καί οΰτοι τό τε ον και το αληθές άπο- 
λελοίπασιν.

65 Γοργιάς δε ο Α εοντΐνος εκ του αύτοΰ μεν τά γ
ματος ύπήρχε τοΐς άνηρηκόσι τό κριτηριον, ού 
κατά την όμοίαν δε επιβολήν τοΐς περί τον ΐίρω τ- 
αγόραν. εν γάρ τω  επιγραφομενω περί τον μη 
όντος ή περί φύσεως τρία κατά τό εξής κεφάλαια 
κατασκευάζει, εν μεν και πρώτον ότι ούδεν εστιν, 
δεύτερον ότι εί και εστιν, ακατάληπτου άνθρώπω, 
τρίτον ότι εί καί καταληπτόν, αλλά τοί γε άνεξ-

66 οιστον καί άνερμήνευτον τω πελας. ότι μεν οΰν 
ούδεν εστιν, επιλογίζεται τον τρόπον τούτον, εί 
γάρ εστι τι, ήτοι τό όν εστιν ή τό μη όν, ή καί 
τό ον εστι καί τό μη όν. ούτε δε τό όν εστιν, ώς 
παραστησει, ούτε τό μη ον, ώς παραμυθήσεται, 
ούτε τό όν καί τό μη ον, ώς καί τούτο διδάξει·

67 ουκ αρα εστι τι. καί δή τό μεν μη όν ούκ εστιν. 
εί γάρ τό μή όν εστιν, εσται τι άμα καί ούκ 
εσταν ή μεν γάρ ούκ όν νοείται, ούκ εσται, ή δε 
εστι μη ον, πάλιν εσται. παντελώς δε άτοπον τό 
είναι τι άμα καί μή είναι· ούκ άρα εστι τό μή

1 τούτον Heintz: τούτψ mss., Bekk.

β Viz. Protagoras. 
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be trusted regarding those received in his own 
circumstances. And this man,® as some have sup- 64 
posed, rejects the criterion, seeing that it purports 
to be a test of absolute realities and to discriminate 
between the true and the false, whereas the man just 
mentioned does not admit the existence either of 
anything absolutely real or o f falsehood. Euthy- 
demus and Dionysodorus also are said to have shared 
these views ; for they too regarded both the existent 
and the true as relative things.

Gorgias of Leontini belonged to the same party as 65 
those who abolish the criterion, although he did not 
adopt the same line of attack as Protagoras. For 
in his book entitled Concerning the Non-existent or 
Concerning Nature he tries to establish successively 
three main points —  firstly, that nothing exists; 
secondly, that even if anything exists it is inappre
hensible by man ; thirdly, that even if  anything is 
apprehensible, yet of a surety it is inexpressible 
and incommunicable to one’s neighbour. Now that 66 
nothing exists, he argues in the following fashion :
I f  anything exists, either it is the existent that exists 
or the non-existent, or both the existent and the 
non-existent exist. But neither does the existent 
exist, as he will establish, nor the non-existent, as 
he will demonstrate, nor both the existent and the 
non-existent, as he will also make plain. Nothing, 
therefore, exists. Now the non-existent does not 67 
exist. For if the non-existent exists, it will at one 
and the same time exist and not exist; for in so far 
as it is conceived as non-existent it will not exist, but 
in so far as it is non-existent it will again exist. But 
it is wholly absurd that a thing should both exist 
and exist not at one and the same time. Therefore
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ον. και άλλως, εί τό μη ον εστι, το ον ούκ εσται· 
εναντία γάρ εστι ταΰτα άλλήλοις, και εί τω μη 
οντι συμβεβηκε τό είναι, τω όντι συμβήσεται τό 
μη είναι, ούχι δε γε τό ον ούκ εστιν, ούδε 
(τοίνυν)1 τό μη ον εσται.

68 Και μην ουδέ τό ον εστιν. εί γάρ τό ον εστιν, 
ήτοι άίδιόν εστιν η γενητόν η άίδιον άμα και 
γενητον’ οντε δε άίδιόν εστιν ούτε γενητόν ούτε 
άμφότερα, ώς δείξομεν ούκ άρα εστι τό ον. εί 
γάρ άίδιόν εστι τό ον (άρκτεον γάρ εντεύθεν), ούκ

69 ^χει τινά άρχην τό γάρ γινόμενον παν εχει τιν 
αρχήν, τό δε άίδιον άγενητον καθεστώς ούκ εΐχεν 
άρχην. μη εχον δε άρχην άπειρόν εστιν. εί δε 
άπειρον εστιν, ούδαμοΰ εστιν. εί γάρ που εστιν, 
ετερον αυτού εστιν εκείνο τό [ον] εν ω εστιν, και 
ούτως ούκετ άπειρον εσται τό δν εμπεριεχόμενου 
τινί' μεΐζον γάρ εστι τού εμπεριεχόμενου τό 
εμπεριεχον, του δε άπειρου ούδεν εστι μεΐζον,

70 ώστε ούκ εστι που τό άπειρον, και μην ούδ* εν 
αύτω περιεχεται. ταύτόν γάρ εσται τό εν φ και 
το εν αύτω, και δύο γενησεται τό ον, τόπος τε 
καί σώμα* τό μεν γάρ εν ω τόπος εστιν, τό δ* εν 
αύτω σώμα, τούτο δε γε άτοπον· τοίνυν ούδε εν 
αύτω εστι τό ον. ώστ εί άίδιόν εστι τό ον, 
άπειρόν εστιν, εί δε άπειρόν εστιν, ούδαμοΰ εστιν, 
εί δε μηδαμού εστιν, ούκ εστιν. τοίνυν εί άίδιόν» ' ν Λ ) > ν *€στι το ον, ονο€ την αρχήν ον €στο\

71 Και μην ούδε γενητόν είναι δύναται τό ον. εί 
γαρ γεγονεν, ήτοι εξ οντος η εκ μη οντος γεγονεν.

1 ούδέ Κτοίνυν): <rocVi/<'> ούδέ cj. Bekk., Mutsch.
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the non-existent does not exist. Moreover, if  the 
non-existent exists, the existent will not exist; for 
these are contrary the one to the other, and if  exist
ence is a property o f the non-existent, non-existence 
will be a property o f the existent. But it is not the 
fact that the existent does not exist; neither, then, 
will the non-existent exist.

Furthermore, the existent does not exist either. 68 
For if the existent exists, it is either eternal or 
created or at once both eternal and created ; but, as 
we shall prove, it is neither eternal nor created nor 
both ; therefore the existent does not exist. For if 
the existent is eternal (the hypothesis we must take 
first), it has no beginning ; for everything created 69 
has some beginning, but the eternal being uncreated 
had no beginning. And having no beginning it is 
infinite. And if it is infinite, it is nowhere. For if 
it is anywhere, that wherein it is is different from it, 
and thus the existent, being encompassed by some
thing, will no longer be infinite ; for that which 
encompasses is larger than that which is encompassed, 
whereas nothing is larger than the infinite ; so that 
the infinite is not anywhere. Nor, again, is it 70 
encompassed by itself. For, if so, that wherein it is 
will be identical with that which is therein, and the 
existent will become two things, place and body (for 
that wherein it is is place, and that which is therein 
is body). But this is absurd ; so that the existent is 
not in itself either. Consequently, if the existent is 
eternal it is infinite, and if it is infinite it is nowhere, 
and if it is nowhere it does not exist. So then, if the 
existent is eternal, it is not even existent at all.

Nor, again, can the existent be created. For if 71 
it has been created, it has been created either out of
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άλλ* ούτε εκ τοΰ δντος γέγονεν εί γάρ ον εστιν, 
ον γέγονεν άλλ’ έ'στιυ ήδη· ovre εκ τοΰ μη οντος· 
το γάρ μη ον ουδέ γεννήσαί τι δυναται διά το εξ 
ανάγκης όφείλειν ύπάρξεως μετέχειν τό γεννητικόν 
τίνος, ούκ άρα ουδέ γενητόν εστι τό ον.

72 Κατά τά αυτά δέ ουδέ το συναμφότερον, άίδιόν 
άμα και γενητόν ταΰτα γάρ αναιρετικά εστιν 
άλλήλων, καί εί άίδιόν εστι τό ον, ου γέγονεν, και 
εί γεγονεν, ούκ εστιν άίδιόν. τοίνυν εί μήτε άίδιόν 
εστι τό δν μήτε γενητόν μήτε τό συναμφότερον,> U \ Vονκ αν ειη το ον.

73 Και άλλως, εί εστιν, ήτοι εν εστιν ή πολλά*
ούτε δέ εν εστιν οϋτε πολλά, ώς παρασταθήσεται· 
ονκ άρα εστι τό ον. εί γάρ εν εστιν, ήτοι ποσόν 
εστιν ή συνεχές εστιν ή μέγεθος εστιν ή σώμά 
εστιν. ο τι δέ αν ή τούτων, ούχ εν εστιν, αλλά 
ποσόν μεν καθεστώς διαιρεθήσεται, συνεχες δε δν 
τμηθήσεται. ομοίως δέ μέγεθος νοουμενον ούκ 
έσται αδιαίρετον, σώμα δέ τυγχάνον τριπλοΰν 
έσται* καί γάρ μήκος καί πλάτος καί βάθος έξει. 
άτοπον δέ γε τό μηδέν τούτων είναι λέγειν τό ον·

74 ούκ άρα εστιν εν τό δν. καί μην ουδέ πολλά εστιν. 
ει γάρ μη εστιν έν, ουδέ πολλά εστιν· συνθεσις 
γάρ των καθ’ έν εστι τά πολλά, διόπερ τοΰ ενός 
άναιρουμένον συναναιρεΐται καί τά πολλά.

ΑΛΛα γαρ ore μεν ούτε το ον εστιν ούτε το μη
75 δν εστιν, εκ τούτων συμφανές· οτι δέ ουδέ άμφό- 

τερα εστιν, τό τε δν καί τό μη δν, εύεπιλόγιστον.

α i.e. a quantity, or number, which is divisible. 
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the existent or out of the non-existent. But it has 
not been created out of the existent; for if it is 
existent it has not been created but exists already ; 
nor out of the non-existent; for the non-existent 
cannot create anything because what is creative of 
anything must of necessity partake of real existence. 
Neither, then, is the existent created.

In the same way, it is not both together—at once 72 
eternal and created; for these are destructive the one 
of the other, and if the existent is eternal it has not 
been created, while if it has been created it is not 
eternal. So then, if the existent is neither eternal 
nor created nor both at once, the existent will not 
exist.

Moreover, if it exists, it is either one or many ; but, 73 
as we shall show, it is neither one nor many ; there
fore the existent does not exist. For i f  it is one, it 
is either a discrete quantity “ or a continuum or a 
magnitude or a body. But whichever o f these it be, 
it is not one ; but if it be a discrete quantity it will 
be divided, and if it be a continuum it will be cut 
in sections ; and similarly, if it be conceived as a 
magnitude it will not be indivisible, while if it is a 
body it will be threefold, for it will possess length 
and breadth and depth. But it is absurd to say that 
the existent is none o f these ; therefore the existent 
is not one. Yet neither is it many. For if it is not 74 
one, neither is it many ; for the many is a sum of the 
ones, and hence if the one is destroyed the many also 
are destroyed with it.

Well, then, it is plain from this that neither does the 
existent exist nor the non-existent exist; and that 75 
they do not both exist—both the existent and the 
non-existent—is easy to prove. For if the non-
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ειπερ γάρ το μη ον earn καί το ον εστι, ταύτόν 
εσται τω  δντι το μη ον δσον επί τω  είναι· καί διά 
τοΰτο ούδετερον αυτών εστιν. δτι γάρ το μη ον 
ούκ εστιν, ομόλογον· δεΒεικται δε ταντό τουτω

76 καθεστώς τό ο ν  καί αυτό τοίνυν ούκ εσται. ού 
μην άλλ’ εΐπερ ταύτόν εστι τω μη οντι το δν, 
ου Βύναται άμφότερα είναι· εί γάρ άμφότερα, ού 
ταυτον, καί εί ταύτόν, ούκ άμφότερα. οΐς επεται 
το μηδέν είναι· εί γάρ μήτε τό δν εστι μήτε τό 
μη ον μήτε άμφότερα, παρά 8e ταϋτα οΰδε^ 
νοείται, ούδεν εστιν.

77 "Οτι δέ καν ή τι, τοΰτο άγνωστόν τε καί άνεπι- 
νοητον εστιν ανθρώπω, παρακειμενως ύποδεικτεον. 
ει γάρ τά φρονούμενα, φησίν ό Γοργίας, ούκ εστιν 
οντα, τό δν ού φρονεΐται. καί κατά λόγον ώσπερ 
γάρ εί τοΐς φρονουμενοις συμβεβηκεν είναι λευκόΐς, 
καν συμβεβήκει τοΐς λευκοΐς φρονεισθαι, ούτως εί 
τοΐς φρονουμενοις συμβεβήκει μη είναι οδσι, κατ' 
ανάγκην συμβήσεται τοΐς ούσι μη φρονεισθαι.

78 διόπερ υγιές καί σώζον την άκολουθίαν εστι τό 
“  εί τά φρονούμενα ούκ εστιν δντα, τό ον ού 
φρονεΐται.”  τά δε γε φρονούμενα (προληπτεον 
γάρ) ούκ εστιν δντα, ώς παραστήσομεν · ούκ άρα 
τό δν φρονεΐται. καί δτι τά φρονούμενα ούκ εστιν

79 δντα, συμφανες· εί γάρ τά φρονούμενά εστιν δντα, 
πάντα τά φρονούμενα εστιν, καί δπη αν τις αύτά 
φρονήση. δπερ εστιν άπεμφαΐνον [et δε εστι, 
φαΰλον.] ούδε γάρ αν φρονή τις άνθρωπον Ιπτά
μενον ή άρματα εν πελάγει τρέχοντα, εύθεως
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existent exists and the existent exists, the non
existent will be identical with the existent so far as 
regards existing ; and for this reason neither of them 
exists. For it is admitted that the non-existent does 
not exist; and it has been proved that the existent 
is identical therewith ; therefore it too will not exist. 
And what is more, if  the existent is identical with the 76 
non-existent, both of them cannot exist; for if the 
pair o f them both exist, there is no identity, and if 
there is identity, there is no longer a pair. From 
which it follows that nothing exists ; for if neither 
the existent exists nor the non-existent nor both, 
and besides these no other alternative is conceived, 
nothing exists.

In the next place it must be shown that even if any- 77 
thing exists it is unknowable and inconceivable by man.
If, says Gorgias, the things thought are not existent, 
the existent is not thought.® And this is logical; for 
just as, if it is a property o f the things thought to be 
white it would be a property o f white things to be 
thought—so, if it is a property o f things thought not 
to be existent, it will necessarily be a property of 
things existent not to be thought. Consequently, 78 
this is a sound and consistent syllogism— “ If the 
things thought are not existent, the existent is not 
thought.”  But the things thought (for we must 
take them first) are not existent, as we shall establish ; 
therefore the existent is not thought. And, in fact, 
that the things thought are not existent is plain ; 
for if the things thought are existent, all the things 79 
thought exist, and in the way, too, in which one has 
thought them. But this is contrary to sense. For 
if someone thinks o f a man flying or o f a chariot run
ning over the sea, it does not follow at once that a

41



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

άνθρωπος ΐπταται ή άρματα iv πελάγει τρέχει.
80 ώστε ον τά φρονούμενά εστιν οντα. προς τούτοις 

ει τά φρονούμενά εστιν οντα, τά μη οντα ού 
φρονηθήσεται. τοΐς γάρ έναντίοις τά εναντία συμ- 
βέβηκεν, εναντίον δε εστι τώ οντι τό μη ον· καί 
διά τοΰτο πάντως εΐ τω οντι συμβέβηκε τό 
φρονεΐσθαι, τω  μη οντι συμβήσεται τό μη φρονεΐ- 
σθαι. άτοπον Β* εστι τοΰτο· και γάρ Σκύλλα και 
Χίμαιρα και πολλά των μη δντων φρονεΐται. ούκ

81 άρα τό ον φρονεΐται. ώσπερ τε τά δρώμενα διά 
τοΰτο ορατά λέγεται ότι όράται, και τά ακουστά 
διά τοΰτο ακουστά ότι ακούεται, και ού τά μεν 
ορατά έκβάλλομεν ότι ούκ ακούεται, τά  δε ακουστά 
παραπέμπομεν ότι ούχ δραται (έκαστον γάρ ύπό 
τής ΙΒίας αίσθήσεως άλλ* ούχ ύπ* άλλης οφείλει 
κρίνεσθαι), οϋτω και τά φρονούμενα και ει μη 
βλέποιτο τή οφει μηΒε άκούοιτο τή ακοή έσται,

82 οτι προς τοΰ οικείου λαμβάνεται κριτηρίου, εί 
οΰν φρονεί τις εν πελάγει άρματα τρέχειν, και εί 
μη βλέπει ταΰτα, οφείλει πιστενειν ότι άρματα 
εστιν εν πελάγει τρέχοντα, άτοπον δε τοΰτο· ούκ 
άρα τό δν φρονεΐται και καταλαμβάνεται.

83 Καί εί καταλαμβάνοιτο Βέ, άνέξοιστον έτέρφ. 
εί γάρ τά οντα ορατά εστι και ακουστά και 
κοινώς αισθητά, άπερ εκτός ύπόκειται, τούτων τε 
τά μεν ορατά δράσει καταληπτά εστι τά  δέ 
ακουστά ακοή καί ούκ εναλλάξ, πώς ούν Βύναται

84 ταΰτα έτέρω μηνύεσθαι; ω γάρ μηνύομεν εστι 
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man is flying or a chariot running over the sea. So 
that the things thought are not existent. Further- 80 
more, if the things thought are existent, the non
existent things will not be thought. For opposites 
are properties of opposites, and the non-existent is 
the opposite of the existent; and because of this, if 
“  to be thought ”  is a property of the existent, “  not 
to be thought ”  will most certainly be a property of 
the non-existent. But this is absurd ; for Scylla and 
Chimaera and many non-existent things are thought. 
Therefore the existent is not thought. And just 81 
as the things seen are called visible because of the 
fact that they are seen, and the audible termed 
audible because of the fact that they are heard, and 
we do not reject the visible things because they are 
not heard, nor dismiss the audible things because they 
are not seen (for each object ought to be judged by 
its own special sense and not by another),—so also the 
things thought will exist, even if they should not be 
viewed by the sight nor heard by the hearing, because 
they are perceived by their own proper criterion. If, 82 
then, a man thinks that a chariot is running over the 
sea, even if he does not behold it he ought to believe 
that there exists a chariot running over the sea. But 
this is absurd ; therefore the existent is not thought 
and apprehended.

And even if it should be apprehended, it is incom- 83 
municable to another person. For if  the existent 
things are objects, externally existing, o f vision 
and of hearing and of the senses in general, and of 
these the visible things are apprehensible by sight 
and the audible by hearing, and not conversely,—how, 
in this case, can these things be indicated to another 
person ? For the means by which we indicate is 84
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λόγος, λόγος δε ούκ εστι τά υποκείμενα καί οντα' 
ούκ άρα τά οντα μην νο μεν τοΐς πελας άλλα λόγον, 
δ? ετερός εστι των υποκείμενων, καθάπερ οΰν 
τό ορατόν ούκ αν γενοιτο ακουστόν καί άνάπαλιν, 
ούτως επεί υπόκειται τό ον εκτός, ούκ αν γενοιτο

85 Aoyo? ο ήμετερος’ μη ών δε λόγος ούκ αν δηλωθείη 
ετερω.

"0  γε μην λόγος, φησίν, από των εξωθεν προσ- 
πιπτόντων ημΐν πραγμάτων συνίσταται, τουτ- 
εστι των αισθητών· εκ γάρ της του χυλοΰ εγκυρή- 
σεως εγγίνεται ημΐν 6 κατά ταυτής της ποιότητος 
εκφερόμενος λόγος, καί εκ τής του χρώματος 
ύποπτώσεως 6 κατά του χρώματος, εί δε τοΰτο, 
ούχ 6 λόγος του εκτός παραστατικός εστιν, αλλά

86 τό εκτός του λόγου μηνυτικόν γίνεται, καί μην 
ούδε ενεστι λεγειν ότι όν τρόπον τά ορατά καί 
ακουστά υπόκειται, ούτως καί 6 λόγος, ώστε 
δύνασθαι εζ υποκείμενου αύτοΰ καί όντος τά 
υποκείμενα καί όντα μηνύεσθαι. ει γαρ και υπο- 
κειται, φησίν, 6 λόγος, άλλα διαφέρει των λοιπών 
υποκείμενων, καί πλείστω διενήνοχε τά ορατά 
σώματα τών λόγων· δι ετερου γάρ οργάνου ληπτόν 
εστι τό ορατόν καί δι άλλου 6 λόγος, ούκ άρα 
ενδείκνυται τά πολλά τών υποκείμενων 6 λόγος, 
ώσπερ ούδε εκείνα την άλλήλων διαδηλοΐ φύσιν.

87 Τοιούτων οΰν παρά τώ Γοργία ήπορημενων 
οϊχεται όσον επ' αύτοΐς τό τής αλήθειας κριτήριον 
του γάρ μήτε οντος μήτε γνωρίζεσθαι δυναμενου 
μήτε αλλω παρασταθήναι πεφυκότος ούδεν αν εΐη 
κριτήριον.

Ούκ ολίγοι δε ή σαν, ώς προεΐπον, οί καί τούς
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speech, and speech is not the real and existent 
things ; therefore we do not indicate to our neigh
bours the existent things but speech, which is other 
than the existing realities. Thus, just as the visible 
thing will not become audible, and vice versa, so too, 
since the existent subsists externally, it will not 
become our speech; and not being speech it will not 85 
be made clear to another person.

Speech moreover, as he asserts, is formed from the 
impressions caused by external objects, that is to say 
the sensibles ; for from the occurrence of flavour 
there is produced in us the speech uttered respecting 
this quality, and by the incidence o f colour speech 
respecting colour. And if this be so, it is not speech 
that serves to reveal the external object, but the 
external object that proves to be explanatory of 
speech. Moreover, it is not possible to assert that 86 
speech subsists in the same fashion as the visible and 
audible things, so that the subsisting and existent 
things can be indicated by it as by a thing subsisting 
and existent. For, says he, even if speech subsists, 
yet it differs from the rest of subsisting things, and 
the visible bodies differ very greatly from spoken 
words ; for the visible object is perceptible by one 
sense-organ and speech by another. Therefore 
speech does not manifest most o f the subsisting 
things, just as they themselves do not make plain 
one another’s nature.

Such, then, being the difficulties raised by Gorgias, 87 
if we go by them the criterion of truth is swept away ; 
for there can be no criterion o f that which neither 
exists nor can be known nor is naturally capable of 
being explained to another person.

As I said above,0 there have been not a few who
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7T€pl Μητρόδωρον καί *Ανάξαρχον ετι δε Μόνιμον
88 φήσαντες άνηρηκεναt τδ κριτήριον, αλλά Μητρο- 

δωρον μεν ότι ειπεν “  ουδέν ΐσμεν, ουδ* αυτό 
τούτο ΐσμεν ότι ουδεν ΐσμεν,”  Ά νάξαρχον δε και 
Μόνιμον ότι σκηνογραφία άπ είκασαν τα όντα, 
τοΐς τε κατα υττνους η μανίαν προσπίπτουσι ταΰτα 
ώμοιώσθαι ύπελαβον.

89 ’ΑΛΑ* ουτοι μεν τοιαυτης μετεσχήκασι στάσεως, 
πρώτοι δ’ εδοξαν οι από θάλεω φυσικοί την περί 
κριτηρίου σκεφιν είσηγήσασθαι. καταγνόντες γάρ 
τής αίσθήσεως εν πολλοΐς ώς απίστου, τον λόγον 
κριτήν τής εν τοΐς ουσιν αλήθειας επέστησαν· άφ' 
ου όρμώμενοι περί τε αρχών και στοιχείων και 
τών άλλων διετάσσοντο, ών ή κατάληφις διά τής

90 τουτου δυνάμεως περιγίνεται. ενθεν δ μεν φυσι- 
κώτατος *Αναξαγόρας ώς ασθενείς διαβάλλων τάς 
αισθήσεις “  υπό άφαυρότητος αυτών ”  φησιν “  ου 
δυνατοί εσμεν κρίνειν ταληθές.”  τίθησί τε πίστιν 
αυτών τής απιστίας την παρά μικρόν τών χρωμάτων 
εξαλλαγήν εί γάρ δυο λάβοιμεν χρώματα, μελαν 
και λευκόν, εΐτα εκ θατερου εις θάτερον κατά 
σταγόνα παρεκχεοιμεν, ου δυνήσεται ή όφις δια- 
κρίνειν τάς παρά μικρόν μεταβολάς, καίπερ προς

91 την φυσιν ύποκειμενας. τούτω δε τώ λόγω δυνάμει 
καί 6 Άσκληπιάδης εύρίσκεται κατακεχρημένος εν 
τώ πρώτω τών περί οίνου δόσεως, ένθα1 επί 
ώχρας καί μελανός ισταται· “  μιγεντων γάρ τού
των ”  φησιν “  αδυνατεί διαγινώσκειν ή αΐσθησις 
είτε εν εστι καί άπλοΰν χρώμα το υποκείμενον

ft \ /  f t€ΐτ€ και μη*
"Ωστε δ μεν * Αναξαγόρας κοινώς τον λόγον εφη

1 ίνθα c j. Bekk.: tvOev mss.
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have asserted that Metrodorus and Anaxarchus, and 
also Monimus, abolished the criterion—Metrodorus 88 
because he said “  We know nothing, nor do we even 
know the very fact that we know nothing ”  ; and 
Anaxarchus and Monimus because they likened exist
ing things to a scene-painting and supposed them 
to resemble the impressions experienced in sleep or 
madness.

Such, then, was the view in which all these men 89 
shared; but it is held that the Physicists, from Thales 
down, were the first to introduce the inquiry regard
ing the criterion. For when they had condemned 
sensation as being in many cases untrustworthy, they 
set up reason as the judge of the truth in existing 
things, and starting out from this they arranged their 
doctrines of principles and elements and the rest, the 
apprehension of which is gained by means of the 
faculty of reason. Hence the greatest o f the Physi- 90 
cists, Anaxagoras, in disparaging the senses on the 
ground of their weakness, says, “ Owing to their in
firmity we are unable to judge what is true.”  And as 
an assurance o f their lack of sureness he alleges the 
gradual change in colours : for if we were to take two 
colours, black and white, and pour some of the one 
into the other drop by drop, our sense o f sight will 
be unable to distinguish the gradual alterations 
although they subsist as actual facts. Asclepiades, 91 
too, is found using virtually the same argument in 
the First Book of his Concerning Wine-giving, where 
he is dealing with the pale and the dark—“ For when 
these,”  he says, “ are mixed, the sense is unable to 
discern whether what subsists is a single and simple 
colour or not.”

Anaxagoras, accordingly, declared that reason in
47



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

92 κριτήριον εΐναΐ' oi he ΤΙυθαγορικοί τον λόγον μεν 
φασιν, ον κοινώς he, τον he από των μαθημάτων 
π€ριγινόμ€νον, καθάπ€ρ ελεγε και 6 Φιλόλαο?, 
θεωρητικόν τ€ οντα της των όλων φύσεως εχειν 
τινά συγγένειαν προς ταυτήν, επείπερ ύπο τοΰ 
όμοιου το ομοιον καταλαμβάνεσθαι πεφυκεν'

γαίη μεν γάρ γαΐαν όπώπαμεν, υδατι δ’ ύδωρ, 
αίθερι δ* αιθέρα hiov, άτάρ πνρι πυρ άδηλον, 
στοργήν δε στοργή, ν€Ϊκος he ye νείκεϊ λνγρώ.

93 και ως τό μεν φως, φησιν 6 Ποσειδώνιο? τον 
Πλάτωνο? Τ ίμαιον εξηγούμενος, υπό της φωτο- 
ειδου? όφεως καταλαμβάνεται, η he φωνή υπό της 
άεροειδού? ακοής, ουτω και η των όλων φυσις 
υπό σνγγενοΰς οφείλει καταλαμβάνεσθαι τοΰ λόγον, 
ην he αρχή της των όλων ύποστάσεως αριθμός· 
διό και ό κριτής των πάντων λόγος ούκ αμέτοχος 
ών τής τούτου δυνάμεω? καλοΐτο αν αριθμός.

94 καί τοΰτο εμφαίνοντες oi Ilu^ayopi/coi ποτέ μεν 
είώθασι λεγειν τό

αριθμώ he τε πάντ επεοικεν,
ότε he τον φυσικώτατον όμνύναι όρκον ούτωσί,

ου μά τον άμετερα κεφαλα παραόόντα τετρακτνν, ' \ > /  / /  « V ' » Vπηγην αέναου φυσεως ριζωματ εχουσαν,
τον μεν παραόόντα λεγοντες ΤΙνθαγόραν (τούτον 
γάρ εθεοποίουν), τετρακτνν he αριθμόν τινα, ος εκ 
τεσσάρων τών πρώτων αριθμών συγκείμενος τον 
τελειότατοι άπήρτιζεν, ώσπερ τον δεκτά* εν γαρ

95 καί δυο καί τρία καί τεσσαρα δέκα γίνεται, εστι 
τε οΰτος 6 αριθμός πρώτη τετρακτύς, πηγή he 
άενάον φυσεως λελεκται παρόσον κατ' αυτούς ο 
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general is the criterion. But the Pythagoreans de- 92 
clare that it is not reason in general but the reason 
which is attained from the sciences; even as Philolaus 
said that “  It, being conversant with the nature of 
all things, possesses a certain kinship thereto, since 
it is the nature o f like to be apprehended by like ” :

Verily earth by earth we behold, and water by water,
Aether divine by aether, and fire the destructive by fire,
Love, moreover, by love, and hate by dolorous hatred.

And as Poseidonius says in his exposition of Plato’s 93 
Timaeus, “  Just as light is apprehended by the luci- 
form sense of sight, and sound by the aeriform sense 
of hearing, so also the nature of all things ought to be 
apprehended by its kindred reason.”  But the prin
ciple o f the structure of all things is number ; where
fore also the reason that is judge of all things may 
be called “  number,”  seeing that it is not devoid of 
the potency thereof. And by way of indicating this 94 
the Pythagoreans are wont at one time to declare 
that “  All things are like unto number,”  and at 
another time to swear the most natural of oaths in 
this form :

Nay, by the man I swear who bequeathed to our head the 
Tetraktys,

Fount containing the roots of Nature ever-enduring.

By “  the man who bequeathed ’’ theymean Pythagoras 
(for him they deified); and by “  the Tetraktys ”  a cer
tain number which, being composed of the four primary 
numbers, makes up the most perfect number, namely 
the Ten ; for one plus two plus three plus four amount 
to ten. And this number is the first Tetraktys, and 95 
it is termed the “  fount of Nature ever-enduring ”  in
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σόμπας κόσμος κατά αρμονίαν διοικεΐται, ή δε 
αρμονία σύστημά εστι τριών συμφωνιών, της τε 
διά τεσσάρων καί της διά πέντε και τής διά πασών, 
τούτων δε τών τριών συμφωνιών αί άναλογίαι εν 
τοΐς προειρημενοις τετταρσιν άριθμοΐς εύρίσκονται, 
εν τ€ τώ ενί καν τώ δυο καν τώ τρία καν τώ

96 τεσσαρα. ήν γάρ ή μεν διά τεσσάρων συμφωνία 
εν επιτρίτω λόγω κείμενη, ή δέ διά πόντε εν 
ήμιολίω, ή δε διά πασών εν διπλασίονι. δθεν 6 
μεν τεσσαρα αριθμός τοΰ τρία επίτριτος ών, 
επείπερ εξ αύτοΰ και τοΰ τρίτου μέρους αύτοΰ 
συνίσταται, περιεσχηκε την διά τεσσάρων συμ-

97 φωνίαν 6 δε τρία τοΰ δυο ήμιόλιος ών, ή εκείνον 
τε περιεσχηκε και το ήμισυ αύτοΰ, εμφαίνει την 
διά πέντε συμφωνίαν* ο δέ τεσσαρα τοΰ δυο και 6 
δύο τής μονάδος διπλάσιων καθεστώς περιληπτι-

98 κός εστι τής διά πασών, επει οΰν ή τετρακτύς 
αναλογίαν τών λεχθεισών συμφωνιών υποβάλλει, 
αί δε συμφωνίαι τής τελείου αρμονίας είσι συμ
πληρωτικοί, κατά δε την τέλειον αρμονίαν πάντα 
διοικεΐται, τοΰδε χάριν πηγήν άενάου φύσεως 
ριζώματ εχουσαν είρήκασιν αυτήν.

99 Και άλλως, επεί κατά τούς λόγους τών τεσσάρων 
τούτων αριθμών τό τε σώμα και το άσώματον 
νοείται, εξ ών τά πάντα, στιγμής γάρ ρυείσης 
γραμμήν φαντασιούμεθα, ήτις εστι μήκος άπλατες, 
γραμμής δέ ρυείσης πλάτος εποιησαμεν, οπερ εστιν 
επιφάνειά τις άβαθής, επιφάνειας δε ρυείσης

100 στερεόν εγενετο σώμα, άλλ* ήν γε επί μεν τής 
στιγμής ή μονάς αδιαίρετος οΰσα, καθώς και ή
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so far as the whole Universe, according to them, is 
arranged according to harmony, and harmony is a 
system composed of three symphonies—that of the 
“ By-Fours,”  and that of the “  By-Fives,”  and that of 
the “  By-Alls ”  a ; and the proportions o f these three 
symphonies are found in the four numbers just men
tioned—in the one and in the two and in the three and 
in the four. For the “  By-Fours ”  symphony consists 96 
in the “  epitrite ”  (4 :3 ) ratio, the “  By-Fives ”  in 
the ratio 3 : 2, and the “  By-Alls ”  in the ratio 2 :1 .  
Hence the number four being “  epitrite ”  in relation 
to three (since it is composed of three plus a third part 
of three) comprises the symphony “  By-Fours ”  ; and 97 
the number three, being one and a half times two 
(in that it comprises both the two and the half o f the 
two), discloses the “  By-Fives ”  symphony ; and the 
four which is double o f two, and the two double of 
one, are fitted to comprise the “  By-Alls.”  Seeing, 98 
then, that the Tetraktys supplies the proportion of 
the symphonies mentioned, and the symphonies serve 
to make up the perfect harmony, and according to 
the perfect harmony all things are arranged, on this 
account they have described it as “  the fount con
taining the roots o f Nature ever-enduring.”

Again, they argue that it is according to the ratios o f 99 
these four numbers that both body and the incorporeal, 
from which come all things, are conceived—for it is 
by the flow of a point that we form a notion o f a line, 
which is length without breadth, and by the flow of a 
line we construct breadth, which is surface without 
depth, and by the flow of surface solid body is pro
duced. But over the point stands the monad which 100

a Cf. Ρ.Ή. iii. 155, where a similar account is given of 
the “  harmonic ratios ”  o f the Pythagorean musical system.
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στιγμή, επί δε τής γραμμής 6 δυο αριθμός { ,  επί δε 
τής επιφάνειας 6 τρία)/1' ποθεν γάρ (ποι)3 πάρεστιν 
ή γραμμή, τουτεστιν από σημείου επί σημειον και 
πάλιν από τούτον επί άλλο σημειον. επί 8ε του 
στερεού σώματος 6 τεσσαρα' εάν γάρ τρισί σημειοις 
τέταρτον επαιωρήσωμεν σημειον, πυραμίς γίνεται, 
07τερ 8ή πρώτον εστι στερεού σώματος σχήμα, 
κατά λόγον οΰν ή τετρακτύς πηγή τής των όλων 
φύσεως εστιν.

101 Και άλλως, παν το καταλαμβανόμενον άνθρώπω, 
φασίν, ήτοι σώμα εστιν ή άσώματον εάν τε 8ε 
σώμα ή εάν τε καί άσώματον, ον χωρίς τής τών 
αριθμών έννοιας καταλαμβάνεται, τό μεν σώμα, 
επεί τριχή διαστατόν καθεστώς τον τρία αριθμόν

102 υπαγορεύει, επεί δε τών σωμάτων τα μεν εστιν 
εκ συναπτομενων ώς πλοία καί άλνσεις και πυρ
γίσκοι, τά δε εξ ηνωμένων, άπερ υπό μιας εξεως 
συνέχεται, ώς φυτά καί ζώα, τά δε εκ διεστώτων 
ώς χοροί καί στρατιαί καί ποΐμναι. άλλ’ εαν τε 
εκ συναπτομενων ή εάν τε εξ ηνωμένων εάν τε 
εκ διεστώτων, αριθμούς εχει παρόσον εκ πλειόνων

103 συνεστηκεν. ετι τών σωμάτων τά μεν εν άπλαΐς 
κεΐται ποιότησι τά δε εν άθρόαις, καθάπερ τό 
μήλον καί γάρ ποιόν3 εχει χρώμα προς όρασιν 
καί χυλόν προς γεΰσιν καί οσμήν προς όσφρησιν 
καί λειότητα προς άφήν ά δή τής τών αριθμών 
εστί φύσεως.

104 Ό  δ’ αυτό? καί επί τών άσωμάτων εστί λόγος,
1 ζέιτί . . . τρία> cj. Bekk.

2 <τοι> addo: <7του> cj. Bekk.
8 ποών N E : ποικίλον Bekk.
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is indivisible, as is also the point, and over the line the 
number two ; (and over the surface stands the num
ber three) (for the line has come from somewhere to 
somewhere), that is to say {the movement) from one 
point to another, and from this again to a third ; and 
over the solid body stands the number four ; for if 
upon the top of three points we place a fourth, there 
is formed a pyramid, which is in fact the first form of 
a solid body. Thus it is reasonable to hold that the 
Tetraktys is the fount of universal Nature.

Again, everything apprehended by man is, they ιοί 
say, either body or incorporeal; but whether it be 
body or whether it be incorporeal, it is not apprehended 
apart from the conception of numbers, since, in the 
case of body, as it has three dimensions it involves 
the number three. Moreover, of bodies some are 102 
composed of things joined together, like ships and 
cables and turrets, others of things unified, which 
are held together by a single mode of connexion, 
like plants and animals, others of separate units, 
like choruses and armies and herds.® But whether 
they consist of things joined or of things unified 
or o f things separate, they contain numbers in so 
far as they are composed of a plurality of things. 
And further, some bodies are substances with single 103 
qualities, others with numerous qualities, as is the 
apple ; for it possesses a certain quality of colour to 
the sight and of flavour to the taste and of odour to 
the smell and of smoothness to the touch ; and these 
belong to the nature of numbers.

The same argument applies to the case of incor- 104
• Cf. Adv. Phya. i. 78 ff.
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eiye και χρόνος άσώματος τφ  αριθμώ λαμβάνεται, 
ώς έστι συμφανες από ενιαυτών τε και μηνών και 
ημερών καί ωρών, ωσαύτως δε και ή στιγμή 
και γραμμή και επιφάνεια, καί τάλλα περί ων 
και μικρώ πρόσθεν διελέχθημεν, συνάγοντες και

\ /  ̂ /  )  i  Λ  /τας τούτων νοήσεις εις αριομονς.
105 Συνάδειν δε τοΐς είρημενοις φασί και τα κατα 

τον βί'ον, ετι δε και τά κατά τάς τεχνας πράγ
ματα. ο τε γάρ βίος έκαστον κρίνει κριτηρίοις 
άπερ εστιν αριθμού μέτρα, εάν γοΰν άνέλωμεν 
τον αριθμόν, άναιρεθήσεται μεν πήχυς εκ δνοΐν 
ήμιπηχείων και παλαιστών εζ και δακτύλων είκο-

106 σιτεσσάρων συγκείμενος, άναιρεθήσεται δε μέδιμνος 
και τάλαντον καί τά λοιπά τών κριτηρίων ταΰτα 
γάρ πάντα εκ πλειόνων συνεστώτα ευθύς αριθμού 
εστιν εΐδη. οθεν και τά λοιπά τούτω συνέχεται, 
δάνεια μαρτυρίαι ψήφοι συγγραφαί χρόνοι περίοδοι, 
και καθόλου τών άμηχάνων εστιν εύρεΐν τι κατά 
τον βίον άμοιροϋν τούτου.

Πασά γε μην τέχνη ου χωρίς αναλογίας συνεστη, 
αναλογία δ’ εν αριθμώ κεΐταν πάσα άρα τέχνη δι

107 αριθμού συνεστη. 'Ρόδιοι γοΰν, ως φασίν, επύ- 
θοντο Χάρητος τοΰ άρχιτεκτονος πόσον δαπανη- 
θήσεται χρήμα προς κατασκευήν τοΰ κολοσσοΰ. 
όρίσαντος δε αύτοΰ τι, πάίλιν επηρώτων πόσον δε, 
εΐ θελοιεν διπλασίονα κατά μέγεθος αυτόν κατα- 
σκευάσαι. τοΰ δε τό διπλάσιον αίτησαντος οι μεν 
εδοσαν, 6 δ* εις τάς άρχάς καί τά προκεντήματα

108 δαπανησας τό δοθεν εαυτόν άνεΐλεν. θανόντος δε 
αύτοΰ συνεΐδον οι τεχνΐται ως ού διπλασιον εχρην 
άλλ’ οκταπλάσιοί αίτησαν ού γάρ μήκος μόνον

β For this use of βίος cf. P.H. ii. 15.
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poreals also, seeing that time, which is incorporeal, is 
perceived by number, as is plain from the years and 
months and days and hours. So likewise are the 
point and line and surface and the rest of the things 
we were discussing a moment ago, when we traced 
back the notions of them to numbers.

The practice of ordinary life 0 too, they assert, is 105 
in unison with the views thus stated, as is also the 
practice o f the arts. For ordinary life judges each 
thing by criteria, and these are numerical standards. 
And certainly, if  we abolish number, the cubit will be 
abolished, which consists of two half-cubits and six 
palms and twenty-four fingers, and the bushel will be 
abolished and the talent and the rest o f the criteria ; 
for all these, as composed of a plurality of elements, 
are at once species o f number. Hence all the other 106 
things, too, are bound up with number— loans, 
evidences, votes, contracts, times, periods. And in 
general, it is impossible to find anything in ordinary 
experience that does not participate in number.

And assuredly there is no art or craft that has been 
built up without proportion, and proportion is based 
on number; so that every art is built up by means of 
number. Thus the Rhodians, it is said, asked Chares 107 
the architect how much money it would cost to 
construct the Colossus. And wnen he had named a 
figure, they asked again how much it would be if they 
wished to construct it twice that size. And when 
he asked double the sum, they gave it to him ; but 
he, when he had spent the sum given on the first 
stages of the work and the preliminary expenses, 
slew himself. And when he was dead the craftsmen 108 
became aware that he ought to have asked not double 
but eight times the sum, for he was bound to enlarge
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άλλα καί πάσαν διάστασιν ώφειλε μεγεθοποιεΐν 
τοΰ δημιουργήματος. ώστε αναλογία τις εστιν εν 
πλαστική, ομοίως δε καί εν ζωγραφιά, δι' ην

109 όμοιότης1 κατ' άπαραλλαξίαν κατορθοϋται. κοινω 
τε λόγω πάσα τέχνη εστί σύστημα εκ καταλήψεων, 
το δε σύστημα αριθμός. τοίνυν υγιές το

αριθμώ δε τε πάντ' επεοικεν,

τουτεστι τω  κρίνοντι λόγω καί όμοιογενεΐ τοΐς τα 
πάντα συνεστακόσιν άριθμοΐς.

110 Ύαΰτα μεν οί ΪΙυθαγορικοί- Έενοφάνης δε κατά 
τούς ώς ετερως αυτόν εξηγούμενους, όταν λεγη

καί το μεν ουν σαφές ου τις άνηρ ΐδεν, ουδέ τις 
εσται

είδώς άμφί θεών τε καί άσσα λέγω περί πάντων’ 
εί γάρ καί τα μάλιστα τύχοι τετελεσμενον είπών, 
αυτός όμως ούκ οΐδε, δόκος δ ’ επί πάσι τετυκται,

φαίνεται μη πάσαν κατάληψιν άναιρεΐν άλλα την 
επιστημονικήν τε καί άδιάπτωτον, άπολείπειν δε 
την δοξαστην' τοΰτο γάρ εμφαίνει τό “  δόκος δ* 
επί πάσι τ ε τ υ κ τ α ι ώ σ τ ε  κριτήριον γίνεσθαι 
κατά τούτον τον δοξαστόν λόγον, τουτεστι τον 
τοΰ είκότος αλλά μη τον τοΰ παγίου εχόμενον.

111 Ό  δε γνώριμος αύτοΰ ΐίαρμενίδης τοΰ μεν 
δόξαστού λόγου κατεγνω, φημί δε τοΰ ασθενείς 
εχοντος υπολήψεις, τον δ* επιστημονικόν, τουτεστι 
τον άδιάπτωτον, ύπεθετο κριτήριον, άποστάς καί 
της των αισθήσεων πίστεως. εναρχόμένος γοϋν 
τοΰ περί φύσεως γράφει τον τρόπον τούτον.

1 όμοιύτηϊ LE (-τητοs Ν): ομοιότητα Bekk.
56

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, I. 108-111

not only the length but also every other dimension 
of the structure. So that there exists in the plastic 
art, and likewise in painting, a certain proportion 
whereby unvarying resemblance is preserved. And, 109 
to speak generally, every art is a system composed 
of apprehensions, and system is number. Hence it 
is a sound saying that “  all things are like unto 
number,”— that is, like unto the reason that judges 
and is akin to the numbers which compose all things.

Such is the doctrine o f the Pythagoreans. But no 
Xenophanes, according to those who interpret him 
'differently,® when he says—

Yet, with respect to the gods and what I declare about all 
things,

No man has seen what is clear nor ever will any man 
know it.

Nay, for e’en should he chance to affirm what is really 
existent,

He himself knoweth it not; for all is swayed by opining,—
does not appear to be abolishing every apprehension, 
but only that which is cognitive 6 and inerrant, while 
admitting that which is opinionative ; for this is what 
the sentence “  all is swayed by opining ”  indicates.
So that according to him the opinionative reason— 
that is to say, the reason which holds to the probable 
but not to the certain—is the criterion.

But his friend Parmenides rejected the opinionative 111 
reason—I mean that which has weak conceptions,— 
and assumed as criterion the cognitive—that is, the 
inerrant—reason, as he also gave up Lelief in the 
senses. Thus in the opening of his work On Nature 
he writes in this fashion:

e i.e. who interpret X . otherwise than Sotion, as quoted in 
§ 49 supra.

* i.e. affording absolute knowledge o f the truth.
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ίπποι ταί με φέρουσιν, όσον τ  επί θυμός ίκάνοι, 
πέμπον, επεί μ* ες οδόν βήσαν πολύφημον 

άγουσαι
δαίμονος, η κατά, πάντα σαφή1 φέρει είδότα φώτα, 
τή φερόμην τή γάρ με πολνφραστοι φέρον ίπποι 
άρμα τιταίνουσαι, κοΰραι δ ’ οδόν ήγεμόνευον. 
άξων δ* εν χνοιήσιν ϊει σύριγγας αυτήν 
αιθόμένος' δοιοΐς γάρ έπείγετο δινωτοΐσιν 
κύκλοις αμφοτέρωθεν, δτε σπερχοίατο πέμπειν 
*Ηλιάδε? κοΰραι, προλιποϋσαι δώματα νυκτός, 
είς φάος, ώσάμεναι κρατών άπο χερσί καλύπτρας, 
ένθα πύλαι νυκτός τε και ήματός είσι κελεύθων, 
καί σφας ύπέρθυρον άμφίς έχει καί λάινος ουδός' 
αύταί δ* αίθέριαι πλήνται μεγάλοισι θυρέτροις. 
τών δε Αίκη πολύποινος έχει κληΐδας άμοιβούς. 
την δη παρφάμεναι κοΰραι μαλακοΐσι λόγοισιν 
πεισαν επιφραδέως ώ? σφιν βαλανωτόν όχήα 
άπτερέως ώσειε πυλέων άπο. ταί δε θυρέτρων 
χάσμ αχανές ποίησαν άναπτάμεναι, πολυχάλ- 

κους
άξονας έν σύριγξιν άμοιβαδόν ειλίξασαι, 
γόμφοις καί περόνησιν άρηρότε· τή2 ρα δι’ αυτών 
Ιθύς εχον κοΰραι κατ αμαξιτόν άρμα καί ίππους, 
καί με θεά πρόφρων ύπεδέξατο, χεΐρα δε χειρί 
δεξιτερήν έλεν, ώδε δ* έπος φάτο καί με 

προσηύδα.
ώ κοΰρ* άθανάτησι συνήορος ήνιόχοισιν 
ΐπποις θ’  α ί σε φέρουσιν, ίκάνων ήμέτερον δώ

1 πάντα σαφή Brandis: πάντα τή EL, Bekk.: πάντ &στη Ν.
* άρηρότί' τή Bergk: άρηρότα· τή MSS.: άρηρότα*. ή Bekk.
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Far as the soul can aspire have the steeds that hurry me 
forward

Brought me, seeing that now on the far-famed road they 
have set me,

Road o f the Daemon which all-whither leadeth the truth- 
witting mortal.

By that road was I drawn; for the fam’d steeds drew me 
by that road

Pulling the chariot amain; and damsels guided my going.
Glowing within its nave the axle sang like a reed-pipe—
Furnish’d on either side with a pair of wheels well-rounded—
Whenas the Sun-born damsels in haste proceeded to bring 

me
Into the sun-light, leaving behind them the chambers of 

Darkness,
When with their hands they had stript from their heads 

the mantles that veiled them.
There are the gates dividing the ways o f Day-time and 

Night-time,
Gates which are holden around by a lintel and threshold 

o f marble;
High in the air they stand and with doors immense are 

they furnish’d ;
Justice, dealer of dooms, doth keep the keys which unlock 

them.
Her the damsels addressing with soft and flattering speeches
Artfully won her consent to push the bolted cross-bar
Back from the gates; and whenas the gates swung wide 

in the door-way,
Vast was the chasm they caused as they set the hinges 

revolving,
Each in its socket on either side,—of bronze were the hinges,
Fitted with bolts and with nails o f bronze. So then through 

the gate-way
Straight did the damsels drive their horses and car on the 

high-road,
Graciously then did the goddess receive me, taking my right 

hand
Clasp’d in her own, and this was the speech wherewith she 

address’d m e:
“ Youth, who hast for thy fellows immortal chariot-drivers.
Now thou hast come to our halls, both thou and the horses 

that speed thee,
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χαΐρ’ , επεί οΰτι σε μοίρα κακή προυπεμπε 
νεεσθαι

τήνδ' οδόν (ή γαρ απ’ ανθρώπων εκτός πάτου 
εστίν)

αλλά θεμις τε δίκη re. χρεώ δε σε πάντα 
πυθεσθαι,

ήμεν άληθείης ευπειθεος άτρεμες ήτορ 
ήδε βροτών δόξας, ταΐς ούκ ενι πίστις αληθής, 
άλλα σύ τήσδ ’ άφ’ όδοΰ διζήσιος εΐργε νόημα, 
μηδε σ ’ έθος πολυπειρον οδόν κάτα τήνδε 

βιάσθω
νωμάν άσκοπον ομμα καί ήχήεσσαν άκουήν 
και γλώσσαν, κρίναι δε λόγω πολυπειρον1 ελεγχον 
εξ εμεθεν ρηθεντα. μόνος δ* ετι θυμός όδοΐο 
λείπεται.

112 Έι> τούτοις γαρ ό ΐίαρμενίδης ίππους μεν φησιν 
αυτόν φερειν τάς αλόγους τής φυχής όρμάς τε καί 
όρεξεις, κατά δε την πολύφημον οδοί/ τοϋ δαίμωνος 
πορευεσθαι την κατά τον φιλόσοφον λόγον θεωρίαν, 
δς λόγος προπομπού δαίμονος τρόπον επί την 
απάντων οδηγεί γνώσιν. κουράς δ ’ αυτοΰ προάγειν 
τάς αισθήσεις, ών τάς μεν άκοάς αίνίττεται εν τώ  
λεγειν “  δοιοΐς γάρ επείγετο δινωτοΐσι κύκλοις,”  
τουτεστι τοΐς των ώτων, την φωνήν δι’ ών κατα-

113 δέχονται, τάς δε οράσεις Ή λιάδα? κουράς κεκληκε, 
δώματα μεν νυκτός άπολιπουσας, ες φάος δε ώσα- 
μενας διά τό μη χωρίς φωτός γίνεσθαι την χρήσιν 
αυτών, επί δε την πολνποινον ελθεΐν δίκην καί 
εχουσαν κληΐδας άμοιβούς, την διάνοιαν ασφαλείς

114 εχουσαν τάς τών πραγμάτων καταλήφεις. ήτις
1 τολύτταρον MSS.: τόλύδηριν Bekk.
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Hail! since the doom was no evil doom that prompted thy 
journey

Hither (for far does it lie from the ways that are trodden 
of mortals),

Nay, but justice and right. Thy task is now to discover
Truth’s unshakable heart, which fitly induces persuasion,
Mortals’ opinions, to boot, which are empty o f true con

viction.
Nay, but I bid thee restrain thy mind from this path of 

inquiry,
Nor let habit oft-tried along this pathway impel thee,
Eye unobservant to ply and tongue and echoing ear-drum,
But use reason to judge the oft-tried proof which refutes 

them
Utter’d by me. For the heart when alone still misseth the 

pathway.”

In these verses Parmenides means that the steeds 112 
which take him along are the irrational impulses and 
appetites of the soul, and that “  the far-famed road 
of the Daemon ”  they travel is that o f investigation 
according to philosophical reason, which reason, like 
a Divine conductor, points the way to the knowledge 
o f all things. And the damsels that lead him on are 
the senses, the reports of which he indicates in 
riddling wise by saying “  It was furnish’d with a pair 
o f well-rounded wheels,”  that is with those of the 
ears, by means o f which they receive sound ; and the 113 
acts of vision he calls “ Sun-born damsels,”  which 
“ leave the chambers of Darkness”  and “ thrust into 
the light ”  because it is impossible to make use of 
them without light. And the approach to “  Justice, 
dealer o f dooms,”  which holds “  the keys which unlock 
them,”  is that to intelligence which holds safe the 
apprehensions o f things. And she, after welcoming 114
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αυτόν ύποδεξαμένη Απαγγέλλεται δυο ταΰτα διδά- 
ξειν, η μεν άληθείης εύπειθεος άτρεμες ήτορ, δπερ 
εστί το τής επιστήμης άμετακίνητον βήμα, ετερον 
δε βροτών δόξας, ταΐς ούκ ένι πίστις αληθής, 
τοντέστι το εν δόξη κείμενον παν, δτι ήν άβέβαιον. 
και επί τελεί προσδιασαφεΐ τδ μη δεΐν ταΐς 
αίσθήσεσι προσέχειν άλλα τω  λόγω* μη γάρ σε, 
φησίν, έθος πολυπειρον οδόν κάτα τήνδε βιασθω 
νωμαν ασκοπον δμμα και ήχήεσσαν άκονήν και 
γλώσσαν, κρίναι δε λόγω πολυπειρον ελεγχον εξ 
εμέθεν ρηθεντα.

’Αλλ* οΰτος μεν και αυτός, ώς εκ των ειρη μενών 
συμφανές, τον επιστημονικόν λόγον κανόνα τής εν 
τοΐς ουσιν αλήθειας άναγορευσας άπεστη τής των

115 αισθήσεων επιστάσεως' *Εμπεδοκλής δε ό *Ακρα- 
γαντΐνος κατά μεν τους άπλουστερον δοκοΰντας 
αυτόν εξηγεΐσθαι εξ κριτήρια τής αλήθειας παρα- 
δίδωσιν. δυο γάρ δραστήριους των όλων άρχάς 
ύποθεμενος, φιλίαν καί νεΐκος, άμα τε των τεσσά
ρων μνησθείς ώς υλικών, γής τε καί ΰδατος καί 
άέρος καί πυρός, πάσας ταύτας εφη κριτήρια

116 τυγχάνειν. παλαιά γάρ τις, ώς προεΐπον, άνωθεν 
παρά τοΐς φυσικοΐς κυλιέται δόξα περί του τα 
δμοια τών όμοιων είναι γνωριστικά’ καί ταυτής 
εδοξε μεν καί Δημόκριτος κεκομικέναι τάς παρα
μυθίας, εδοξε δε καί Πλάτων αυτής εν τω  Ύιμαίω

117 παρεφαυκέναι. άλλ* δ μεν Δημόκριτος επί τε τών 
εμψύχων καί άψυχων ΐστησι τον λόγον, καί γάρ 
ζώα, φησίν, δμογενεσι ζώοις συναγελάζεται, ώς 
περιστεραί περιστεραΐς καί γερανοί γεράνοις, καί 
επί τών άλλων αλόγων· ώσαύτως δε καί επί τών
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him, promises to teach him two things—“ Truth’s 
unshakable heart which fitly induces persuasion,” 
which is the immovable seat of knowledge, and 
secondly “  mortal men’s opinions which are empty of 
true conviction,”  that is to say everything which 
consists in opinion because all such things are unsure. 
And at the end he again makes it clear that one 
must not pay attention to the senses but to the 
reason; for he says “  Let not habit oft-tried along 
this pathway impel thee, Eye unobservant to ply and 
tongue and echoing ear-drum, But use reason to 
judge the oft-tried proof which refutes them Utter’d 
by me.”

This man himself, then, as is plain from his state
ments, proclaimed the cognitive reason to be the 
standard of truth in things existing and gave up 
paying attention to the senses. But Empedocles of 115 
Acragas, according to those who seem to interpret 
him most simply, offers us six criteria o f truth. For 
having laid down two efficient principles of all things, 
Love and Strife, and having at the same time 
designated as material principles the four—earth and 
water and air and fire,—he declared that all these 
are criteria. For, as I said before,® there is an old 116 
opinion, dating from far back, which is prevalent 
among the Physicists to the effect that like things 
are cognitive of like ; Democritus too seems to have 
brought a confirmation o f this opinion, and Plato also 
seems to have introduced it in his Timaeus. But, on 117 
the one hand, Democritus bases his argument on both 
animate and inanimate things. “  For animals,”  he 
says, “  flock together with animals of a like species, as 
doves with doves and cranes with cranes, and so too 
all other irrational animals.”  And it is the same with
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άφύχων, καθάπερ όράν πάρεστιν επί re των 
κοσκινευομένων σπερμάτων καί επι των παρα ταΐς 
κνματωγαΐς φηφίδων· οπού μεν γάρ κατά τον του 
κοσκίνου δΐνον διακριτικώς φακοί μετά φακών 
τάσσονται και κριθαι μετά κριθών και πνροι μετά

118 πυρών, οπού δε κατά την του  κύματος κίνησιν αί 
μεν επιμήκεις φηφΐδες εις τον αυτόν τόπον ταΐς 
επιμήκεσιν ωθούνται, αί δε περιφερείς ταΐς περι- 
φερεσιν, ώς αν συναγωγόν τι έχούσης τών πραγ
μάτων της εν τουτοις ομοιότητας.

119 Ά λ λ ’ ο μεν Δημόκριτος ούτως, Πλάτων δε εν 
τώ Ύιμαίω προς παράστασιν του άσώματον είναι 
την φυχήντώ αύτώ γένει τής άποδείξεως κέχρηται. 
εί γάρ ή μεν δρασις, φησί, φωτός άντιλαμβανομένη 
εύθυς εστι φωτοειδής, ή δε ακοή αέρα πεπληγμένον 
κρίνουσα, όπερ εστι την φωνήν, ευθύς άεροειδής 
θεωρείται, ή δε δσφρησις ατμούς γνωρίζουσα πάν
τως εστίν άτμοειδής και ή γεϋσις χυλούς  ̂χυλοειδής, 
κατ' ανάγκην και ή φυχή τάς άσωμάτους ιδέας 
λαμβάνουσα, καθάπερ τάς εν τοΐς άριθμοΐς και 
τάς εν τοΐς πέρασι τών σωμάτων, γίνεται τις ά- 
σώματος.

120 Ύοιαύτης δ* οΰσης παρά τοΐς προγενεστέροις 
δόξης, έοικε και ό 'Εμπεδοκλής ταυτη συμπερι- 
φέρεσθαι, έζ τε ούσών τών τά πάντα συνεστακυιών 
αρχών λέγειν ισάριθμα ταυταις ύπάρχειν τά  
κριτήρια, δι ών γέγραφε

121 γαίη μεν γάρ γαΐαν όπώπαμεν, ΰδατι δ' ύδωρ, 
αίθέρι δ* αιθέρα δΐον, άτάρ πυρϊ πυρ άίδηλον, 
στοργήν δε στοργή, νεΐκος δε τε  νείκεϊ λυγρώ,

έμφαίνων ώς γήν μεν καταλαμβανόμεθα μετουσία 
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things inanimate, as one may see in the case o f seeds 
that are being winnowed and in the case o f pebbles 
along the beaches ; for in the one case, by the 
whirling of the sieve lentils are ranged separately 
with lentils, barley with barley, and wheat with 
wheat; and in the other case, owing to the motion of 118 
the waves, the oblong pebbles are pushed into the 
same place as the oblong, and the round as the round, 
as though the similarity in things had a certain force 
of attraction for them.

So says Democritus. But Plato, on the other hand, 119 
in his Timaeus,a uses the same kind of proof to estab
lish the fact that the soul is incorporeal. For if, says 
he, the sense o f sight as perceiving light is thereby 
light-like, and hearing as discerning smitten air, 
which is sound, is thereby seen to be air-like, and 
smell as recognizing vapours is indisputably vapour
like, and taste as recognizing flavours flavour-like, 
then the soul also must o f necessity be incorporeal as 
perceiving the incorporeal Ideas, those in numbers, 
for instance, and those in the limits o f bodies.6

Such, then, being the opinion held by the earlier 120 
thinkers, Empedocles also seems to be carried away 
by it, and to assert that as the principles which com
pose the Universe are six, so the criteria are equal 
to them in number, inasmuch as he writes c—

Verily earth by earth we behold, and water by water, 121
Aether divine by aether, and fire the destructive by fire,
Love, moreover, by love, and hate by dolorous hatred.

For thereby he indicates that we apprehend earth
° Cf. Tim. 45 b.
* i.e. the lines or surfaces by which solid bodies are 

bounded; cf. P.H. Hi. 40 if.
• Cf. § 92.
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γής, ύδωρ δε κατά μετοχήν ύδατος, άερα δ« 
μετονσία τοΰ άερος, καί επί πυρός το άνάλογον.

122 άλλοι δό ή σαν οΐ λεγοντες κατά τον Έμπεδοκλεα 
κριτήριον είναι τής αλήθειας ον τάς αισθήσεις 
αλλά τον ορθόν λόγον, τοΰ δε ορθού λόγου τον 
μεν τινα θειον ύπάρχειν τον δε ανθρώπινον, ών 
τον μεν θειον άνεζοιστον είναι τον δε ανθρώπινον

123 εζοιστόν. λεγει δε περί μεν τοΰ μή εν ταΐς 
αίσθήσεσι την κρίσιν ταληθοΰς ύπάρχειν ούτως·

στεινωποί μεν γάρ παλάμαι κατά γνΐα κεχυνται, 
πολλά δε δείλ’ εμπαια, τά τ  άμβλυνονσι 

μέριμνας.
παΰρον δε ζωής άβίου μέρος άθρησαντες, 
ώκνμοροι καπνοΐο δίκην άρθεντες άπεπταν, 
αυτό μόνον πεισθεντες δτω προσεκυρσεν έκαστος, 
πάντοσ* ελαυνόμενοι. τό  δ* όλον (μάψ)1 εύχεται 

εύρεΐν.
ούτως ούτ επιδερκτά τάδ* άνδράσιν ουτ επ

ακουστά
ούτε νόω περιληπτά.

124 περί δε τοΰ μή είναι εις τό παντελές άληπτον την 
αλήθειαν, άλλ’ εφ’ όσον ίκνεΐται ό ανθρώπινος 
λόγος ληπτήν ύπάρχειν, διασαφεΐ τοΐς προκειμε- 
νοις επιφερων

σύ δ* οΰν επεί ώδ* ελιάσθης, 
πενσεαι, ου πλεΐόν γε βροτείη μήτις όπωπεν.*

καί διά των εξής επιπλήξας τοΐς πλέον επαγ- 
γελλομενοις γιγνώσκειν, παρίστησιν ότι τό δι 
εκάστης αίσθήσεως λαμβανόμενον πιστόν εστι, 
τοΰ λόγου τούτων επιστατοΰντος, καίπερ πρό- 
1 <μά^> Stein. 2 6πωπεν Panzerbieter: όρωρεν mss., Bekk. 
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by participation in earth and water by partaking in 
water, and air by participation in air, and similarly 
in the case o f fire. But there have been others who 122 
have asserted that according to Empedocles the 
criterion o f truth is not the senses but right reason, 
and of right reason one sort is divine, the other 
human. And of these the divine sort is inexpressible, 
but the human sort expressible. As regards the fact 123 
that the judgement of truth does not reside in the 
senses he speaks thus:

Straiten’d in sooth are the powers which lie dispersed in 
our members,

Many the plagues which thwart them, and blunt the edge 
o f our thinking.

Short is the span o f unlivable life beholden by mortals,
Swift is their doom, as, whirl’d like smoke, they are lifted 

and vanish,
Each persuaded only o f what himself has encounter’d.
Carried about all ways ; yet each keeps foolishly boasting
How he has found the Whole. So far from human percep

tion
Lie these things, out o f reach o f the sense of vision or 

hearing,
And of the grasp of the mind.

And as regards the fact that truth is not altogether 124 
unattainable, but is really attainable so far as the 
reason of man can reach, he makes this clear when 
to the foregoing verses he adds this :

But since thou hast hither retreated,
Thou shalt be told not more than mortal wit has discovered.

And in what follows, after rebuking those who pro
fess they know more, he tries to establish that the 
thing perceived by each sense is trustworthy, as the 
reason is in control of them, although he had previ-
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τερον καταδραμών τής άπ' αυτών πίστεως.
125 φησι γάρ

άλλα θεοί των μεν μανίην άποτρέφατε γλώσσης, 
εκ δ* οσίων στομάτων καθαρήν όχετευσατε 

πηγήν.
και σε, πολνμνήστη λενκώλενε παρθένε μούσα, 
άντομαι, ων θέμις έστίν εφημερίοισιν άκουειν, 
πέμπε παρ' εύσεβίης έλάουσ εύήνιον άρμα· 
μηδέ σέ γ  εύδόζοιο βιήσεται άνθεα τιμής 
προς θνατών άνελέσθαι εφ' ω θ' όσίης πλέον 

είπεΐν

θάρσεϊ και τότε δη σοφίης επ' άκροισι θοάζειν. 
άλλ' άγ' άθρει πάση παλάμη πή δήλον έκαστον, 
μήτε τιν* οφιν έχων πιστήν πλέον ή κατ' άκουήν 
ή ακοήν έρίδουπον υπέρ τρανώματα γλώσσης, 
μήτε τι των άλλων, όπόση πόρος εστί νόησαι, 
γυίων πίστιν έρυκε, νόει δ* ή δήλον έκαστον.

126 Τοιαΰτα μεν και ό 'Έιμπεδοκλής· ό δε 'Η ρά
κλειτο?, επεί πάλιν εδόκει δυσϊν ώργανώσθαι 6 
άνθρωπος προς τήν τής αλήθειας γνώσιν, αίσθήσει 
τε και λόγω, τούτων τήν μεν αΐσθησιν παρα- 
πλησίως τοΐς προειρημένοις φυσικοΐς άπιστον είναι 
νενόμικεν, τον δε λόγον υποτίθεται κριτηριον. 
άλλα τήν μεν αΐσθησιν ελέγχει λέγων κατά λέξιν 
“  κακοί μάρτυρες άνθρώποισιν οφθαλμοί καί ώτα 
βαρβάρους φυχάς έχόντων,”  δπερ ίσον ήν τω βαρ
βάρων εστί φυχών ταις άλόγοις αίσθήσεσι m o-

127 τευειν. τον δέ λόγον κριτήν τής αλήθειας απο- 
φαίνεται ον τον όποιονδήποτε άλλα τον κοινον και 
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ously run down the evidence supplied by them. For 125 
he says :

Nay, ye gods, avert from my tongue the madness of those 
men,

And make flow pure rivers of speech from lips that are 
holy.

Thee, too, now I beseech, O Muse white-armed and virgin,
Courted by many ; thy car well-reined from Piety’s dwell

ing
Drive, and bring to me all that is meet to be told unto 

mortals;
Nor shalt thou ever be forced to receive from hands that 

are mortal
Flowers of glorious honour for uttering more than is holy
Over-bold, and to gain thus a seat on the summits of 

wisdom.
Come, then, with each of thy powers discern each manifest 

object,
Putting no greater trust in the sight of the eye than in 

hearing,
Nor in the echoing ear above the clear witness of tongue’s 

taste;
Nor from the rest of the parts wherein are the channels 

of knowledge
Hold thou back thy trust, but mark each manifestation.
Such, then, are the views of Empedocles. And 126 

Heracleitus—since he again supposed that man is 
furnished with two organs for gaining knowledge of 
truth, namely sensation and reason—held, like the 
Physicists mentioned above, that o f these organs 
sensation is untrustworthy, and assumes reason as 
the criterion. Sensation he convicts by saying ex
pressly, “  111 witnesses for men are eyes and ears 
when they have barbarous souls,”  which is equivalent 
to saying “ To trust in the irrational senses is the part 
o f barbarous souls.”  And he declares reason to be 127 
the judge of truth—not, however, any and every 
kind of reason, but that which is “  common ”  and
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θεΐον. τις 8* εστίν οδτος, συντόμως ύποδεικτεον. 
άρεσκει γάρ τώ  φυσικώ το περιεχον ημάς λογικόν

128 τε ον καί φρενήρες, εμφαίνει δε το τοιοΰτο πολύ 
πρόσθεν *Ομηρος είπών

τοΐος γαρ νόος εστίν επιχθονίων ανθρώπων 
οΐον επ' ημαρ άγησι πατήρ άνδρών τε θεών τε.

καί *Αρχίλοχος 8ε φησι τους ανθρώπους τοιαΰτα 
φρονεΐν

όποίην Ζευς εφ' ημερην άγει.

εΐρηται 8ε καί τώ Έ>ύριπίδη τό αυτό’

δστις ποτ εΐ συ δυστόπαστος είσιΒεΐν 
Ζευς, ειτ ανάγκη φύσεος είτε νοϋς βροτών, 
επευξάμην σε. 129 130

129 τούτον 8η τον θειον λόγον καθ' ‘ Ηράκλειτον δι 
αναπνοής σπάσαντες νοεροί γινόμεθα, καί εν μεν 
ΰπνοις ληθαΐοι, κατά δε εγερσιν πάλιν εμφρονες. 
εν γάρ τοΐς ϋπνοις μυσάντων των αισθητικών 
πόρων χωρίζεται τής προς τό περιεχον συμφυιας 
ό εν ήμΐν νους, μόνης τής κατά αναπνοήν προσ- 
φυσεως σωζομενης οίονεί τίνος ρίζης, χωρισθείς 
τε αποβάλλει ήν πρότερον είχε μνημονικήν Βυνα-

130 μιν’ εν δε εγρηγορόσι πάλιν διά τών αισθητικών 
πόρων ώσπερ διά τινων θυρίδων προκυφας καί τώ  
περιεχοντι συμβολών λογικήν ενδυεται δυναμιν. 
ονπερ ούν τρόπον οι άνθρακες πλησιάσαντες τώ  
πυρί κατ' άλλοίωσιν διάπυροι γίνονται, χωρισ- 
θεντες δε σβεννυνται, οϋτω καί ή επιζενωθεΐσα 
τοΐς ήμετεροις σώμασιν από του περιεχοντος μοίρα 
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divine. But what this is must be explained concisely.
It is a favourite tenet o f the Physicist that “  What 
encompasses us is rational and intelligent.”  And, 128 
long before, Homer had expressed this when he saysa:

As is the day which upon them is brought by the sire 
immortal,

So are the minds of mortal men.
Archilochus, too, says that the thoughts men think 
are “  Such as the day which Zeus doth bring about.”  
And the same thing has also been said by Euripides 6 :

To see and know thee, who thou art, O Zeus,
Doth baffle wit! Art thou Necessity 
Of Nature ? Or mankind’s Intelligence ?
Howbeit, I invoke thee.

It is then by drawing in by inspiration this divine 129 
reason that, according to Heracleitus, we become in
telligent, and while forgetful during sleep become 
sensible again on waking. For during sleep, as the 
passages o f the senses are closed, the mind within us 
is cut off from its natural union with the envelop
ing substance—only the connexion by way of respira
tion, like that o f a root, being preserved—and being 
thus parted it loses the power of memory which it 
previously possessed ; but on waking it stretches out 130 
again through the passages o f sense, as it were 
through windows, and by junction with the envelop
ing substance is invested with the power of reason. 
Thus, just as cinders when put close to the fire are 
altered and become ignited, but are extinguished 
when put at a distance, in like manner the fraction 
o f the enveloping substance that stays as a stranger 
in our bodies becomes well-nigh irrational owing to

* Horn. Odyss. xviii. 136-137 ; cf. P.H. iii. 244.
6 Eur. Troad. 885.
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κατά μεν τον χωρισμόν σχεδόν άλογος γίνεται, 
κατά δε την διά των πλείστων πόρων συμφυσα

131 όμοιοεώής τω δλω καθίσταται, τούτον δη τον 
κοινόν λόγον και θειον, και οδ κατά μετοχήν γινό- 
μεθα λογικοί, κριτηριον αλήθειας φησιν ό ά- 
κλειτος. δθεν τό μεν κοινή πάσι φαινόμενον, τουτ 
είναι πιστόν (τω κοινω γάρ και θείω λόγω λαμ- 
βάνεται), τό δε τινι μόνω προσπιπτον άπιστον

132 ύπαρχειν διά την εναντίαν αιτίαν, εναρχό μένος 
οΰν των περί φύσε ως 6 προειρημένος άνήρ, και 
τρόπον τινά δεικνύς τό περιεχον, φησϊ “  λόγου 
τουδε εόντος ασύνετοι γίγνονται άνθρωποι, και 
πρόσθεν η άκοΰσαι, και άκουσαντες τό πρώτον, 
γινομένων γάρ κατά τον λόγον τόνδε άπειροι 
εοίκασι πειρώμενοι επεων και έργων το ιόντων 
όκοίων εγώ διηγεΰμαι, κατά φυσιν διαιρεων έκα
στον και φράζων δκως δχει. τους δε άλλους 
ανθρώπους λανθάνει όκόσα εγερθεντες ποιοΰσιν,

133 οκωσπερ όκόσα εΰδοντες επιλανθάνονται.”  διά 
τούτων γάρ ρητώς παραστήσας ότι κατά μετοχήν 
του θείου λόγου πάντα πράττομεν τε και νοοΰμεν, 
ολίγα προσδιελθών επιφερει “  διό δει επεσθαι τω  
(ξύνω” , τουτεστι τω )1 κοινω' ξυνός γάρ 6 κοινός. 
“  του λόγου δε εόντος ζυνοΰ, ζώονσιν οί πολλοί ώς 
Ιδίαν εχοντες φρόνησιν.”  η δ* εστιν ονκ άλλο τι 
άλλ’ εξηγησις του τρόπον τής τοΰ παντός διοική- 
σεως. διό καθ' ο τι άν αύτοΰ τής μνήμης κοινωνή-

1 <ξυρψ . . . τώ> cj. Bekk.

• i.e. Heracleitus uses ξνν6$ for kolv6s (“  common ” ). As 
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the separation, but through its union by means of its 
numerous passages it is made like in kind to the 
Whole. Heracleitus, then, asserts that this common 131 
and divine reason, by participation in which we be
come rational, is the criterion o f truth. Hence, that 
which appears to all in common is trustworthy (for it 
is perceived by the common and divine reason), but 
that which affects one person alone is, for the opposite 
cause, untrustworthy. Thus the man above-men- 132 
tioned declares at the beginning of his work On Nature, 
pointing in a fashion to the enveloping substance—
“ Of this existent Reason men are without com
prehension, both before they have heard o f it and 
when they have heard o f it for the first time ; for 
they are like unto men without experience of the 
things which happen according to this reason when 
they experience such words and deeds as I relate, 
when I define each thing according to its nature and 
declare what its condition is. But as to the rest of 
mankind, all the things which they do when awake 
escape their notice, even as they forget all when 
asleep.”  For having in these words expressly argued 133 
that we do and think everything through participation 
in the divine reason, after proceeding a little further, 
he adds, “  Wherefore one must follow the compre
hensive,”  that is the “ common ”  (for “  comprehen
sive ”  means “ common ” ) α ; “ and though reason is 
comprehensive most people live as though they 
possessed a private intelligence o f their own.”  And 
this is nothing else than an explanation of the mode 
o f arrangement of the Whole. Therefore in so far 
as we share in the memory of that reason we say
H. evidently intends a play on the words άξύκτοι (in § 132) 
and £w6s, I render the latter “  comprehensive.”
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σωμεν, αληθεύομεν, a δέ αν ίδιάσωμεν, φευδόμεθα.
134 νϋν γάρ ρητότατα καί εν τούτοις τον κοινόν λόγον 

κριτήριον άποφαίνεται, και τα μεν κοινή φησί 
φαινόμενα πίστα ώς αν τω κοινω κρινόμενα λόγω, 
τά 8ε κατ* ιδίαν έκάστω φευδή.

135 Τοιόσδε μεν καί 6 Ηράκλειτος· Δημόκριτος 8ε 
δτε1 μεν αναιρεί τά φαινόμενα ταΐς αίσθήσεσι, καί 
τούτων λέγει μηδέν φαίνεσθαι κατ αλήθειαν αλλά 
μόνον κατά δόξαν, αληθές δέ εν τοΐς οΰσιν ύπ
αρχε ιν τό άτόμονς είναι καί κενόν. “  νόμω ”  γάρ 
φησι “  γλυκύ καί νόμιρ πικρόν, νόμω θερμόν, νόμω 
φυχρόν, νόμιρ χροιή· έτεή δε άτομα καί κενόν.”  
δπερ εστι, νομίζεται μέν είναι καί δοξάζεται τά 
αισθητά, ούκ έστι δέ κατ αλήθειαν ταϋτα, αλλά

136 τά άτομα μόνον καί τό κενόν, εν δέ τοΐς Κρατυν- 
τηρίοις, καίπερ υπεσχημένος ταΐς αίσθήσεσι τό 
κράτος τής πίστεως άναθεΐναι, ούδέν ήττον εύρίσ- 
κεται τούτων καταδικάζων. φησί γάρ “  ημείς δέ 
τω μέν εόντι ούδέν άτρεκές συνίεμεν, μεταπΐπτον 
δέ κατά τε σώματος διαθήκην καί των έπ- 
εισιόντων καί των άντιστηριζόντων.”  καί πάλιν 
φησίν “  έτεή μέν νυν ότι οιον έκαστον έστιν ή

137 ούκ εστιν ού συνίεμεν, πολλαχή δεδήλωται.”  εν 
δέ τω  περί ιδεών “  γιγνώσκειν τε χρή ”  φησίν 
“  άνθρωπον τωδε τω  κανόνι ότι έτεής άπ- 
ήλλακται,”  καί πάλιν “  δηλοΐ μέν δη καί οΰτος 
6 λόγος ότι έτεή ούδέν ΐσμεν περί ούΒενός, άλλ’ ' 
έπιρυσμίη εκάστοισιν ή δόξις,”  καί έτι “  καίτοι

1 Sre Usener: δτι mss., Bekk.
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what is true, but whenever we utter our own private 
thoughts, we lie. So here and in these words he 134 
most expressly declares that the common reason is 
the criterion, and that the things which appear in 
common are trustworthy as being judged by the 
common reason, whereas those which appear privately 
to each man are false.

Such, then, is the attitude of Heracleitus. And 135 
Democritus in some places abolishes the things that 
appear to the senses and asserts that none o f them 
appears in truth but only in opinion, the true fact in 
things existent being the existence of atoms and 
void ; for “  By convention,”  he says, “  is sweet, by 
convention bitter, by convention hot, by convention 
cold, by convention colour; but by verity atoms 
and void.”  (This means : Sensible objects are con
ventionally assumed and opined to exist, but they 
do not truly exist, but only the atoms and the 
void.) And in his Confirmations, although he had pro- 136 
mised to ascribe the confirmatory evidence to the 
senses, yet none the less he is found condemning 
them. For he says : “ But we in reality comprehend 
nothing invariable, but what shifts about according 
to the disposition o f the body and of the things which 
enter into it and the things which oppose it.”  And 
again he says : “ Now verily that we do not compre
hend what the nature of each thing is or is not, has 
been oft-times made plain.”  And in his book Con- 137 
cerning Farms he says, “  Man must learn by this 
rule that he is divorced from verity ”  ; and again,
“  This argument also makes plain that we know 
nothing verily about anything, but each man’s opinion 
is due to influx ” ; and yet again, “  It will, however,
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δήλον εσται ότι ετεή οΐον έκαστον γιγνώσκειν εν 
απορώ ςστι.

Και δή €ΐ/ μεν τουτοις πάσαν σχεδόν κινεί κατά- 
ληφιν, εΐ και μόνων εξαιρετως καθάπτεται των

138 αισθήσεων· εν δε τοΐς κανόσι δυο φησιν είναι 
γνώσεις, την μεν διά των αισθήσεων την δε διά 
τής διανοίας, ών την μεν διά τής διανοίας γνησίην 
καλεΐ, προσμαρτνρών αυτή το πιστόν εϊς αλήθειας 
κρισιν, την δε διά των αισθήσεων σκοτίην ονομάζει, 
άφαιρούμένος αυτής τό προς διάγνωσιν του άληθοΰς

139 απλανές, λεγει δε κατά λεξιν “  γνώμης δε δυο 
εισιν Ιδεαι, ή μεν γνησίη ή δε σκοτίη · και σκοτίης 
μεν τάδε συμπαντα, δφις ακοή όδμή γεϋσις φαΰσις, 
ή δε γνησίη, άποκεκριμενη δε ταυτης.”  εΐτα 
προκρίνων τής σκοτίης την γνησίην επιφερει λεγων 
“  όταν ή σκοτίη μηκετι δυναται μήτε όρήν επ' 
ελαττον μήτε άκουειν μήτε όδμάσθαι μήτε γευεσθαι 
μήτε εν τή φαυσει αίσθάνεσθαι, άλλ’ επί λεπτό - 
τερον,” 1 ούκοϋν και κατά τοΰτον 6 λόγος εστι

140 κριτήριον, ον γνησίην γνώμην καλεΐ. Διότιμος δε 
τρία κατ' αυτόν ελεγεν είναι κριτήρια, τής μεν 
των αδήλων καταλήψεως τά φαινόμενα, (όφις γάρ 
των αδήλων τά φαινόμενα,)2 ώς φησιν 'Αναξ
αγόρας, δν επί τουτω Δημόκριτος επαινεί, ζητήσεως 
δε την έννοιαν (περί παντός γάρ, ώ παΐ, μία αρχή 
τό είδεναι περί δτου εστιν ή ζήτησις), αίρεσεως δε 
καί φυγής τά πάθη· τό μεν γάρ ω προσοικειου-

1 Mutsch. (after Diels) marks a lacuna after λεπτότερον. 
Otherwise we might read άλλο τι <ληπτέον> Χεπτ., “  some other 
finer (more delicate) <instrument> must be adopted.”

* <i^ts . . . φαινόμενα) add. N : om. cet., Bekk.
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be plain that it is impracticable to learn the veritable 
nature o f each thing.”

Now in these passages he almost rejects apprehen
sion altogether, although it is the senses only that 
he specially attacks. But in his “  Canons ”  he says 138 
that there are two kinds of knowledge, one by means 
of the senses, the other by means of the intelligence; 
and of these he calls that by means of the intelligence 
“ genuine,” ascribing to it trustworthiness in the 
judgement of truth, but that by means of the senses 
he terms “  bastard,”  denying it inerrancy in the dis
tinguishing of what is true. He expressly declares—  139 
“ Of knowledge there are two forms, the genuine and 
the bastard ; and to the bastard belong all these— 
sight, hearing, smell, taste, touch ; but the other 
form is distinct from this and genuine.”  Then, while 
thus preferring the genuine to the bastard, he pro
ceeds : “  Whenever the bastard kind is unable any 
longer to see what has become too small, or to hear or 
smell or taste or perceive it by touch, (one must have 
recourse to) another and finer (instrument).”  Thus, 
according to this man also, reason is the criterion, and 
he calls it “ genuine knowledge.”  But Diotimus used 
to say that according to Democritus there are three 
criteria—namely, the criterion of the apprehension 
of things non-evident, which is the things apparent; 
for, as Anaxagoras says (and Democritus commends 
him for it), the things apparent are the vision of 
the things non-evident; and the criterion of in
vestigation, which is the conception— “ for in every 
case, my child, the one starting-point is to know what 
the subject of investigation is ”  a ; and the criterion of 
choice and aversion, which is the affections—for that

e Quoted loosely from Plato, Phaedr. 237 b .
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μέθα, τοΰτο αιρετόν εστιν, τ ο  δε  ώ  προσαλλοτριού· 
μέθα, τοΰτο φευκτόν εστιν.

'Η  μεν οΰν των παλαιών περί του κριτηρίου
141 της αλήθειας ιστορία τοιαύτη τις ή ν  άπτώμεθα 

δε όζής και των μετά τούς φυσικούς αιρέσεων.
Πλατών τοίνυν εν τω Τιμαίω διελόμενος τα 

πράγματα εις τε τα νοητά και αισθητά, και είπών 
περιληπτά μεν λόγω είναι τά νοητά δοζαστά δε 
τυγχάνειν τά αισθητά, προδήλως κριτηριον ώρισε 
της των πραγμάτων γνώσεως τον λόγον, συμ~ 
περιλαβών αύτω και την διά της αισθήσεως εν-

142 άργειαν. λεγει δε ούτως' “  τί το δν αεί, γενεσιν 
ο€ ονκ €χον, και τι το γινόμενόν μεν, ον oe ovoe- 
ποτέ; τό μεν δη νοήσει μετά λόγου περιληπτόν,

143 τδ δε δόξη μετά αίσθήσεως.”  περιληπτικόν δέ 
καλεΐσθαί φασι λόγον παρ* αύτω οί Πλατωνικοί 
τον κοινόν τής εναργείας και τής αλήθειας, δει 
γάρ τον λόγον εν τω κρίνειν την αλήθειαν από 
τής εναργείας όρμάσθαι, εΐπερ δι’ εναργών ή 
κρίσις γίνεται των αληθών, άλλ5 ή τε ενάργεια 
ούκ εστιν αυτάρκης προς γνώσιν αληθούς’ ου γάρ 
εϊ τι κατ’ ενάργειαν φαίνεται, τοΰτο και κατ' 
αλήθειαν υπάρχει· αλλά δει παρεΐναι τό κρίνον τί 
τε φαίνεται μόνον και τί σύν τω φαίνεσθαι ετι 
και κατ’ αλήθειαν ύπόκειται, τουτεστι τον λόγον.

144 άμφότερα τοίνυν συνελθεΐν δεήσει, τήν τε εν- 
άργειαν ώς αν άφετήριον οΰσαν τω λογω προς την 
κρίσιν τής αλήθειας, και αυτόν τον λόγον προς

° See Tim. 27 ο.
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which we feel is congenial to us is choiceworthy, but 
that which we feel is alien is to be regarded with 
aversion.

Such, then, was the account given by the old 
philosophers concerning the criterion o f truth. 
Next let us treat of those who came after the 141 
Physicists.

Plato, then, in his Timaeus, after dividing things 
into intelligibles and sensibles and stating that the 
intelligibles are apprehensible by reason whereas the 
sensibles are objects o f opinion, plainly specified 
reason as the criterion o f the knowledge o f things, 
though he included along with it the clear evidence 
of sense. These are his words α : “  What is that 142 
which is Existent always and has no Becoming ? 
And what is that which is Becoming always and 
never is Existent ? Now the one of these is appre
hensible by thought with the aid of reasoning, but 
the other by opinion with the aid of sensation.”  
And the Platonists say that the reason which em- 143 
braces both sensible evidence and truth is termed by 
him “  comprehensive reason.”  For in the act of 
judging truth the reason must set out from the 
sensible evidence, if  it be so that the judgement of 
things true is effected by means o f things evident.
But this evidence is not self-sufficient for knowledge 
o f the true ; for if a thing appears evidently, it does 
not therefore exist truly; but there must also be 
present an instrument which judges what thing 
merely appears and what, in addition to appearing, 
also subsists in truth—that is to say, reason. Thus it 144 
will be necessary for both to come together—both 
the sensible evidence as forming the starting-point 
for the reason in its judging o f the truth, and the
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διάκρισιν τής έναργείας. εις μέντοι το επιβαλλειν 
τη έναργεία καί το εν ταυτη αληθές διακρίνειν 
πάλιν συνέργου δεΐται ό λόγος τής αισθήσεως' διά 
ταυτης γάρ την φαντασίαν παραδεχόμενος ποιείται 
την νόησιν καί την επιστήμην τάληθοΰς, ώστε 
περιληπτικόν αυτόν ΰπάρχειν τής τε έναργείας 
καί τής αλήθειας, οπερ ίσον εστί τω κατα
ληπτικόν.

145 *Ώδε μεν καί Πλάτων· Σπευσιππος δε, επεί των 
πραγμάτων τά μεν αισθητά τά δε νοητά, των μεν 
νοητών κριτήριον ελεξεν είναι τον επιστημονικόν 
λόγον, των δε αισθητών την επιστημονικήν αΐσ- 
θησιν. επιστημονικήν δε αΐσθησιν ύπείληφε καθ- 
εστάναι τήν μεταλαμβάνουσαν τής κατά τον λόγον

146 αλήθειας, ώσπερ γάρ οι του αύλητοΰ ή φάλτου 
δάκτυλοι τεχνικήν μεν εΐχον ενεργεί αν, ούκ εν 
αύτοΐς δε προηγουμένως τελειουμένην άλΧ εκ τής 
προς τον λογισμόν συνασκήσεως άπαρτιζομένην, 
καί ώς ή τοΰ μουσικού αΐσθησις ενέργειαν μεν 
εΐχεν αντιληπτικήν τοΰ τε ήρμοσμένου καί τοΰ 
ανάρμοστου, ταυτην δε ούκ αυτοφυή άλλ’ εκ 
λογισμοΰ περιγεγονυιαν, ουτω καί ή επιστημονική 
αΐσθησις φυσικώς παρά τοΰ λόγου τής επιστημο
νικής μεταλαμβάνει τριβής προς απλανή των υπο
κειμένων διάγνωσιν.

147 Έενοκράτης δε τρεις φησίν ουσίας εΐναι, τήν 
μεν αισθητήν τήν δε νοητήν τήν δε σύνθετον καί 
δοζαστήν, ών αισθητήν μεν είναι τήν εντός ούρανοΰ, 
νοητήν δε (τήν)1 πάντων των εκτός ούρανοΰ, 
δοζαστήν δε καί σύνθετον τήν αύτοΰ τοΰ ούρανοΰ· 
ορατή μεν γάρ έστι τή αίσθήσει, νοητή δε δι*

1 <τήν> cj. Bekk.
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reason itself for estimating the evidence. Yet for 
getting in touch with the evidence and estimating 
the truth it contains, the reason in turn needs sensa
tion as a colleague ; for it is through it that the reason 
receives the presentation and produces the thought 
and the knowledge of what is true, so that it really 
is “  comprehensive ”  both of evidence and of truth, 
which is equivalent to being “  apprehensive.”

Such, then, was the view of Plato. But Speusippus 145 
declared that, since some things are sensible, others 
intelligible, the cognitive reason is the criterion of 
things intelligible and the cognitive sense of things 
sensible. And cognitive sense he conceived as being 
that which shares in rational truth. For just as the 146 
fingers of the flute-player or harper possess an artistic 
activity, which, however, is not primarily brought to 
perfection by the fingers themselves but is fully 
developed as a result of joint practice under the 
guidance o f reasoning,—and just as the sense of the 
musician possesses an activity capable o f grasping the 
harmonious and the non-harmonious, this activity, 
however, not being self-produced but an acquisition 
due to reasoning,—so also the cognitive sense natur
ally derives from the reason the cognitive experience 
in which it shares, and which leads to unerring dis
crimination of subsisting objects.

But Xenocrates says that there are three forms of 147 
existence, the sensible, the intelligible, and the com
posite and opinable ; and of these the sensible is that 
which exists within the Heaven, and the intelligible 
that which belongs to all things outside the Heaven, 
and the opinable and composite that o f the Heaven 
itself; for it is visible by sense but intelligible by
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148 αστρολογίας. τούτων μεντοι τούτον εχόντων τον 
τρόπον, της μεν εκτός ουρανού και νοητής ουσίας 
κριτήριου άπεφαίνετο την Επιστήμην, τής δε εντός 
ουρανού και αισθητής την αΐσθησιν, τής δε μικτής 
την δόξαν καί τούτων κοινώς το μεν δια τού 
επιστημονικού λόγου κριτήριου βέβαιόν τε υπ- 
άρχειν καί αληθές, τό δε δια τής αίσθήσεως αληθές 
μεν, ούχ οϋτω δε ώς τό δια τού επιστημονικού 
λόγον, τό δε σύνθετον κοινόν αληθούς τε και 
φευδοΰς ύπαρχειν’ τής γάρ δόξης την μεν τινα

149 αληθή είναι την δε φευδή. δθεν καί τρεις μοίρας 
παραδεδόσθαι, 'Άτροπον μεν την των νοητών, 
αμετάθετου ούσαν, Κλωθώ δε την τών αισθητών, 
Αάχεσιν δε την τών δοξαστών.

150 Οι δε περί τον Άρκεσίλαον προηγουμένως μεν 
ούδεν ώρισαν κριτήριου, οι δε καί ώρικεναι δοκοΰν- 
τες τούτο κατά άντιπαρεξαγωγήν την ώς προς

151 τούς στωικονς άπεδοσαν. τρία γάρ εΐναί φασιν 
εκείνοι τά συζνγούντα άλλήλοις, επιστήμην καί 
δόξαν καί την εν μεθόρια τούτων τεταγμενην 
κατάληφιν, ών επιστήμην μεν είναι την ασφαλή 
καί βεβαίαν καί αμετάθετου υπό λόγου κατά- 
ληφιν, δόξαν δε την ασθενή καί φευδή συγ- 
κατά θεσιν, κατάληφιν δε την μεταξύ τούτων, ήτις

152 εστί καταληπτικής φαντασίας συγκατάθεσις' κατα
ληπτική δε φαντασία κατά τούτους ετύγχανεν ή 
αληθής καί τοιαύτη οΐα ούκ αν γενοιτο φευδής. ών 
την μεν επιστήμην εν μόνοις ύφίστασθαι λεγουσι 
τοΐς σοφοΐς, τήν όε δόξαν εν μόνοις τοΐς φαύλοις, 
τήν δε κατάληφιν κοινήν άμφοτερων είναι, καί

163 ταύτην κριτήριου αλήθειας καθεστάναι. ταΰτα δή 
λεγόντων τών από τής στοάς 6 Άρκεσίλαος άντι- 
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means of astronomy. This, then, being the condition 148 
of things, he declared that the criterion of the exist
ence which is outside the Heaven and intelligible is 
knowledge ; and the criterion of that which is within 
the Heaven and sensible is sense ; and the criterion 
of the mixed kind is opinion. And of these generally 
the criterion afforded by the cognitive reason is both 
firm and true, and that by sense is true indeed but 
not so true as that by the cognitive reason, while the 
composite kind shares in both truth and falsehood; 
for opinion is partly true and partly false. Hence, 149 
too, we have by tradition three Fates—Atropos, the 
Fate o f things intelligible, she being unchangeable, 
and Clotho of things sensible, and Lachcsis o f things 
opinable.

Arcesilaus α did not, to begin with, lay down any 150 
definite criterion, and those who are thought to have 
laid one down produced it by way o f counter-blast 
to that of the Stoics. For the latter assert that there 151 
are three criteria—knowledge and opinion and, set 
midway between these two, apprehension; and of 
these knowledge is the unerring and firm appre
hension which is unalterable by reason, and opinion 
is weak and false assent, and apprehension is inter
mediate between these, being assent to an appre
hensive presentation; and an apprehensive presenta- 152 
tion, according to them, is one which is true and of 
such a kind as to be incapable o f becoming false.
And they say that, o f these, knowledge subsists only 
in the wise, and opinion only in the fools, but appre
hension is shared alike by both, and it is the criterion 
of truth. It was these statements of the Stoics that 153

• Cf. P.H. i. 232 ; Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxii.
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καθίστατο, δεικνύς ότι ovhiv εστι μεταξύ επι* 
στήμης καί δόξης κριτηριον ή κατάληφις. αυτή 
γάρ ήν φασι κατάληφιν καί καταληπτική φαν
τασία σνγκατάθεσιν, ήτοι εν σοφω ή εν φαύλω 
γίνεται, άλλ* εάν τε εν σοφω γενηται, επιστήμη 
εστίν, εάν τε εν φανλω, δόξα, και ονδεν άλλο παρα

154 ταΰτα ή μόνον όνομα μετείληπται. εΐπερ τε η 
κατάληφις καταληπτικής φαντασίας συγκατάθεσίς 
εστιν, ανύπαρκτός εστι, πρώτον μεν ότι ή συγ- 
κατάθεσις ον προς φαντασίαν γίνεται άλλα προς 
λόγον (των γάρ αξιωμάτων είσίν αι σνγκατα
θέσεις), δεύτερον ότι ονδεμία τοιαντη αληθής φαν
τασία ενρίσκεται οια ονκ αν γενοιτο φενδής, ως

155 διά πολλών καί ποικίλων παρίσταται. μή ονσης 
δε καταληπτικής φαντασίας ονδε κατάληφις γενη- 
σεταί' ήν γάρ καταληπτική φαντασία σνγκατά- 
θεσις. μή ονσης δε καταλήφεως πάντ εσται 
ακατάληπτα, πάντων δε όντων ακατάληπτων άκο- 
λονθήσει καί κατά τούς στωικούς επεχειν τον σοφόν.

156 σκοπώμεν δε οντωσί. πάντων όντων ακατάληπτων 
διά τήν άννπαρξίαν τον στωικον κριτηριον, εί 
σνγκαταθήσεται 6 σοφός, δοξάσει 6 σοφός· μηδενός 
γάρ όντος καταληπτού εί σνγκατατίθεταί τινι, τώ  
άκαταλήπτω σνγκαταθήσεται, ή δε τώ άκατα-

157 λήπτω σνγκατάθεσις δόξα εστίν. ώστε εί τών 
σνγκατατιθεμενων εστίν ό σοφός, τών δοξαστών 
εσται 6 σοφός, ονχί δε γε τών δοξαστών εστίν ο 
σοφός (τοντο γάρ αφροσύνης ήν κατ' αυτούς, καί 
τών αμαρτημάτων αίτιον)' ονκ άρα τών σνγκατα- 
τιθεμενων εστίν 6 σοφός, εί δε τοντο, περί πάν-
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Arcesilaus controverted by proving that apprehension 
is not a criterion intermediate between knowledge 
and opinion. For that which they call “  appre
hension ”  and “ assent to an apprehensive presenta
tion ”  occurs either in a wise man or in a fool. But 
if it occurs in a wise man, it is knowledge, and if in 
a fool, opinion, and nothing else is acquired besides 
these two save a mere name. And if apprehension 154 
is in fact assent to an apprehensive presentation, it is 
non-existent—firstly, because assent is not relative to 
presentation but to reason (for assents are given to 
judgements), and secondly, because no true presenta
tion is found to be o f such a kind as to be incapable 
o f proving false, as is shown by many and various 
instances. But if the apprehensive presentation does 155 
not exist, neither will apprehension come into 
existence, for it was assent to an apprehensive 
presentation. And if apprehension does not exist, 
all things will be non-apprehensible. And if all 
things are non-apprehensible, it will follow, even 
according to the Stoics, that the wise man suspends 
judgement. Let us consider the matter thus:—Since 156 
all things are non-apprehensible owing to the non
existence of the Stoic criterion, if the wise man shall 
assent the wise man will opine ; for when nothing is 
apprehensible, if he assents to anything he will be 
assenting to what is non-apprehensible, and assent 
to the non-apprehensible is opinion. So that if the 157 
wise man is in the class of assenters, the wise man will 
be in the class of those who opine. But the wise man, 
to be sure, is not in the class of those who opine (for, 
according to them, opinion is a mark of folly and a 
cause of sins) ; therefore the wise man is not in the 
class of assenters. And if this be so, he will neces-
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των αυτόν δεήσει άσυγκαταθετεΐν. τό δε άσυγ- 
καταθετεΐν ουδόν ετερόν εστιν ή τό επεχειν εφεξει

158 άρα περί πάντων 6 σοφός, άλλ' επεί μετά τοϋτο 
εδει και περί της του βίου διεξαγωγής ζητεΐν, 
ήτις ου χωρίς κριτηρίου πεφυκεν άποδίδοσθαι, άφ' 
ου καί ή ευδαιμονία, τουτεστι τό τοΰ βίου τέλος, 
ήρτημενην εχει την πίστιν, φησίν ο Άρκεσίλαος 
οτι ό1 περί πάντων επεχων κανονιεΐ τάς αιρέσεις 
καί φυγάς καί κοινώς τας πράξεις τώ εύλόγω, 
κατά τοΰτό τε προερχόμενος τό κριτήριον κατ
ορθώσει· την μεν γάρ ευδαιμονίαν περιγίνεσθαι διά 
τής φρονήσεως, την δε φρόνησιν κεΐσθαι* εν τοΐς 
κατορθώμασιν, τό δε κατόρθωμα είναι όπερ πραχ- 
θεν εύλογον εχει την απολογίαν. 6 προσεχών οΰν 
τω εύλόγω κατορθώσει καί ευδαιμονήσει.

159 Ταΰτα καί ό Άρκεσίλαος· ό δε Καρνεάδης ου 
μόνον τοΐς στωικοΐς αλλά καί πάσι τοΐς προ αύτοΰ 
άντιδιετάσσετο περί τοΰ κριτηρίου, καί δη πρώτος 
μεν αύτώ καί κοινός προς πάντας εστί λόγος καθ' 
ον παρίσταται ότι ουδέν εστιν απλώς αλήθειας 
κριτήριον, ου λόγος, ούκ αΐσθησις, ου φαντασία, 
ούκ άλλο τι τών όντων πάντα γάρ ταΰτα συλ-

160 λήβδην διαφεύδεται ημάς, δεύτερον δε καθ' ο 
δείκνυσιν ότι καί εΐ εστι τό κριτήριον τοΰτο, ου 
χωρίς τοΰ από τής εναργείας πάθους ύφισταται. 
επεί γάρ αισθητική δυνάμει διαφέρει τό ζώον τών 
άφύχων, πάντως διά ταύτης εαυτοΰ τε και τών 
εκτός αντιληπτικόν γενήσεται. ή δε γε αΐσθησις 
ακίνητος μεν ούσα καί απαθής και ατρεπτος ούτε

161 αΐσθησις εστιν ούτε αντιληπτική τίνος, τραπεΐσα
1 ο Hervetus: ού m s s . ,  Bekk.

* κ€Ϊσθαι Ν : κι,νύσθαι cet., Bekk.
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sarily refuse assent in all cases. But to refuse assent 
is nothing else than to suspend judgement; therefore 
the wise man will in all cases suspend judgement.
But inasmuch as it was necessary, in the next place, 158 
to investigate also the conduct of life, which cannot, 
naturally, be directed without a criterion, upon which 
happiness—that is, the end of life—depends for its 
assurance, Arcesilaus asserts that he who suspends 
judgement about everything will regulate his inclina
tions and aversions and his actions in general by 
the rule of “  the reasonable,”  and by proceeding in 
accordance with this criterion he will act rightly ; for 
happiness is attained by means of wisdom, and wisdom 
consists in right actions, and the right action is that 
which, when performed, possesses a reasonable 
justification. He, therefore, who attends to “  the 
reasonable ”  will act rightly and be happy.

Such was the doctrine of Arcesilaus. Cameades 159 
arrayed his arguments concerning the criterion not 
only against the Stoics but against all his predecessors.
In fact his first argument, aimed at all alike, is that 
by which he establishes that there is absolutely no 
criterion o f truth—neither reason, nor sense, nor 
presentation, nor anything else that exists ; for these 
things, one and all, play us false. Second comes the J60 
argument by which he shows that even if a criterion 
exists, it does not subsist apart from the affection

Eroduced by the evidence of sense. For since the 
ving creature differs from lifeless things by its 

faculty o f sense, it will certainly become perceptive 
both o f itself and of external things by means o f this 
faculty. But when the sense is unmoved and un
affected and undisturbed, neither is it sense nor 
perceptive of anything ; but when it is disturbed and jei
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δε καί πως παθοϋσα κατά την των Εναργών υπό- 
πτωσιν, τότε ενδείκνυται τα πράγματα, iv άρα τω  
από τής εναργείας πάθει τής φυχής ζητητεον εστί 
τό κριτήριον. τούτο δε τό πάθος αύτοΰ ενδεικτικόν 
οφείλει τνγχάνειν και του εμποιησαντος αντο 
φαινομένου, όπερ πάθος εστιν ούχ ετερον τής

162 φαντασίας, οθεν και φαντασίαν ρητεον είναι πάθος 
τι περί το ζωον εαυτού τε και του ετερου παρα
στατικόν. οΐον προσβλεφαντες τινι, φησίν 6 Ά ν -  
τίοχος, διατιθεμεθά πως την οφιν, και ούχ ούτως 
αυτήν διακειμενην ΐσχομεν ώς πριν τοΰ βλεφαι 
διακειμενην εΐχομεν κατά μεντοι την τοιαύτην 
άλλοίωσιν δυοΐν άντιλαμβανόμεθα, ενός μεν αυτής 
τής άλλοιώσεως, τουτεστι τής φαντασίας, δευτέρου 
δε τοΰ την άλλοίωσιν εμποιησαντος, τουτεστι τοΰ 
ορατού, και επί των άλλων αισθήσεων τό παρα-

163 πλησίον, ώσπερ οΰν τό φως εαυτό τε δείκνυαι και 
πάντα τά εν αύτω, οϋτω και ή φαντασία, αρχηγός 
ουσα τής περί τό ζώον είδήσεως, φωτός δίκην 
εαυτήν τε εμφανίζειν οφείλει καί τοΰ ποιήσαντος 
αυτήν εναργούς ενδεικτική καθεστάναι. άλλ’ επεί 
ου τό κατ’ αλήθειαν αεί ποτέ ενδείκνυται, πολλάκις 
δε διαφεύδεται καί διαφωνεί τοις άναπεμφασιν 
αυτήν πράγμασιν ώς οί μοχθηροί των αγγέλων, 
κατ' ανάγκην ήκολούθησε τό μή πάσαν φαντασίαν 
δύνασθαι κριτήριον άπολείπειν αλήθειας, αλλά

164 μόνην, εί καί άρα, τήν αληθή, πάλιν οΰν επεί 
ούδεμία εστίν αληθής τοιαυτη οΐα ούκ άν γενοιτο 
φευδής, αλλά πάση τή δοκούση άληθεΐ καθεστάναι 
εύρίσκεταί τις απαράλλακτος φευδής, γενήσεται τό 
κριτήριον εν κοινή φαντασία τοΰ τε άληθοΰς καί 
φευδους. ή δε κοινή τούτων φαντασία ούκ εστι 
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somehow affected owing to the impact of things 
evident, then it indicates the objects. Therefore the 
criterion must be sought in the affection of the soul 
caused by the sensible evidence. And this affection 
must be indicative both of itself and of the appear
ance which caused it, which affection is nothing else 
than the presentation. Hence we must say that the 162 
presentation is an affection of the living creature 
capable of presenting both itself and the other object. 
Thus for example, says Antiochus,0 when we have 
looked at an object we have our sense of sight in a 
certain condition, and not in the same condition as 
that in which we had it before we looked ; and owing 
to such an alteration we perceive, in fact, two things, 
one the alteration itself, which is the presentation, 
and, secondly, that which produced the alteration, 
which is the visible object. And similarly in the case 
of the other senses. So then, just as light shows both 163 
itself and all things within it, so also presentation, 
which is the primary factor in the cognition of the 
living creature, must, like light, both reveal itself and 
be indicative of the evident object which produced 
it. But since it does not always indicate the true 
object, but often deceives and, like bad messengers, 
misreports those who dispatched it, it has necessarily 
resulted that we cannot admit every presentation as 
a criterion of truth, but—if any—only that which is 
true. So then, once more, since there is no true 164 
presentation of such a kind that it cannot be false, 
but a false presentation is found to exist exactly 
resembling every apparently true presentation, the 
criterion will consist of a presentation which contains 
the true and the false alike. But the presentation

« Cf. P.H. i. 235.
VOL. II D 89



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

καταληπτική, μη οΰσα δε καταληπτική ουδέ κριτή-
165 ριον εσται. μηδεμιας δε οΰσης φαντασίας κριτικής 

ουδέ λόγος αν είη κριτή ριον από φαντασίας γάρ 
οΰτος ανάγεται. καί είκότως' πρώτον μεν γαρ δει 
φανήναι αύτώ τό κρινόμενον, φανήναι δε ουδόν 
δυναται χωρίς τής αλόγου αίσθήσεως. οΰτε οΰν ή 
άλογος αΐσθησις οΰτε 6 λόγος ήν κριτή ριον.

166 Ύαϋτα μεν [γαρ] άντιπαρεξάγων τοΐς αλλοις 
φιλοσόφοις ό Καρνεάδης εις την ανυπαρξίαν τον 
κριτηρίου διεξήρχετο’ άπαιτοΰμενος δε καί αυτός 
τι κριτήριου πρός τε την του βίου διεξαγωγήν κοί 
προς την της ευδαιμονίας περίκτησιν, δυνάμει 
επαναγκάζεται καί καθ' αυτόν περί τούτου δια- 
τάττεσθαι, προσλαμβάνων τήν τε πιθανήν φαν
τασίαν καί τήν πιθανήν άμα καί απερίσπαστου καί

167 διεξωδευμενην. τις δε εστιν ή τούτων διαφορά, 
συντόμως ύποδεικτεον. ή τοίνυν φαντασία τίνος 
φαντασία εστίν, οΐον τοΰ τε άφ' ου γίνεται καί του 
εν ω γίνεται, καί άφ' οΰ μεν γίνεται ώς τοΰ εκτός 
υποκείμενου αισθητού, τοΰ εν ω δε γίνεται καθάπερ

168 ανθρώπου, τοιαύτη δε οΰσα δυο αν εχοι σχίσεις, 
μίαν μεν ώς πρός τό φανταστόν, δευτεραν δε ώς 
πρός τον φαντασιουμενον. κατά μεν οΰν τήν πρός 
τό φανταστόν σχεσιν ή αληθής γίνεται ή φευδής, 
καί αληθής μεν όταν σύμφωνος ή τώ φανταστώ,

169 φευδής δε όταν διάφωνος, κατά όε τήν πρός τον 
φαντασιουμενον σχεσιν ή μεν εστι φαινομενη 
αληθής ή δέ ου φαινομενη αληθής, ών ή μεν φαινο-
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With §§ 166-189 cf. Ρ.ΙΙ. i. 226-231.

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, I. 164-169

which contains them both is not apprehensive, and 
not being apprehensive, it will not be a criterion. 
And if no presentation capable of judging exists, 165 
neither will reason be a criterion ; for it is derived 
from presentation. And naturally so ; for that which 
is judged must first be presented, and nothing can 
be presented without sense which is irrational. 
Therefore neither irrational sense nor reason is the 
criterion.

These were the arguments which Carneades set ιββ 
forth in detail, in his controversy with the other 
philosophers, to prove the non-existence o f the 
criterion ; yet as he, too, himself requires a criterion 
for the conduct o f life and for the attainment of 
happiness, he is practically compelled on his own 
account to frame a theory about it, and to adopt both 
the probable presentation and that which is at once 
probable and irreversible and tested.® What the dis- 167 
tinction is between these must be briefly indicated.
The presentation, then, is a presentation of something 
—of that, for instance, from which it comes and of 
that in which it occurs ; that from which it comes 
being, say, the externally existent sensible object, 
and that in which it occurs, say, a man. And, such 168 
being its nature, it will have two aspects, one in its 
relation to the object presented, the second in its 
relation to the subject experiencing the presentation. 
Now in regard to its aspect in relation to the object 
presented it is either true or false—true when it is in 
accord with the object presented, but false when it is 
not in accord. But in regard to its aspect in relation 169 
to the subject experiencing the presentation, the 
one kind of presentation is apparently true, the other 
apparently false ; and o f these the apparently true
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μενη αληθής εμφασις καλείται, παρά, τοΐς Άκαδη- 
μαϊκοΐς καί πιθανότης καί πιθανή φαντασία, ή 8' 
ού φαινομενη αληθής άπεμφασίς τε προσαγορεύε
ται και απειθής και απίθανος φαντασία· ούτε γάρ 
το αύτόθεν φαινόμενον φευδες ούτε το αληθές μεν, 
μή φαινόμενον δε ήμΐν πείθειν ή μας πεφυκεν.

170 τούτων δε των φαντασιών ή μεν φανερώς φενδής 
και μή φαινομενη αληθής παραγράφιμός εστι και 
ού κριτήριον, εάν τε (από μή υπάρχοντας γίνηται 
εάν τε)1 από ύπάρχοντος μεν, διαφώνως δέ τω  
ύπάρχοντι καί μή κατ αυτό τό ύπάρχον, οποία ήν 
ή από Ήλεκτρας προσπεσοΰσα τω 'Ορέστη, μίαν 
των Έρινύων αυτήν δοξάζοντι καί κεκραγότι

μεθες μι οΰσα των εμών Έρινύων.
171 τή$ δε φαινομενης αληθούς ή μεν τις εστιν άμυδρά, 

ως ή επί των παρά μικρότητα του θεωρούμενου ή 
παρά ικανόν διάστημα ή καί παρά ασθένειαν τής 
οφεως συγκεχνμενως καί ούκ εκτύπως τι λαμ- 
βανόντων, ή δε τις ήν συν τω  φαίνεσθαι αληθής ετι 
καί σφοδρόν εχουσα τό φαίνεσθαι αυτήν αληθή.

172 <δν πάλιν ή μεν άμυδρά καί έκλυτος φαντασία ούκ 
αν εΐη κριτήριον* τω γάρ μήτε αυτήν μήτε τό 
ποιήσαν αυτήν τρανώς ενδείκνυσθαι ού πεφυκεν 
ημάς πείθειν ούδ* εις συγκατάθεσιν επισπάσθαι.

173 ή δέ φαινομενη αληθής καί ίκανώς εμφαινομενη 
κριτήριον εστι τής αλήθειας κατά τούς περί τον

1 <άπό . . . rt> cj. Bekk.

α I retain, perforce, the Greek terms in the absence o f any 
good English equivalents. “ Emphasis”  means, roughly, 
the “ appearance”  or “ reflection”  in the mind caused by 
an external object which seems to correspond to that object
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is termed by the Academics “  emphasis ”  and prob
ability and probable presentation, while the not 
apparently true is denominated “ ap-emphasis ” a and 
unconvincing and improbable presentation; for neither 
that which itself appears false, nor that which though 
true does not appear so to us, is naturally convincing 
to us. And of these presentations that which is 170 
evidently false, or not apparently true, is to be ruled 
out and is not a criterion whether (it be derived from 
a non-existent object or) from an object which exists, 
but not in accord with that object and not represent
ing the actual object—such as was the presentation 
derived from Electra which Orestes experienced, 
when he supposed her to be one o f the Furies and 
cried out—

Avaunt! For o f my Furies thou art one.6
And of the apparently true kind o f presentation, 171 
one sort is obscure—the sort, for instance, that is 
found in the case o f those who have a perception that 
is confused and not distinct owing to the smallness 
of the object viewed or owing to the extent o f the 
interval or even owing to the weakness of the sense 
of sight,—while the other sort, in addition to being 
apparently true, possesses this appearance o f truth 
to an intense degree. And of these, again, the pre- 172 
sentation which is obscure and vague will not be a 
criterion ; for because o f its not indicating clearly 
either itself or that which caused it, it is not of such 
a nature as to persuade us or to induce us to assent.
But that which appears true, and appears so vividly, 173 
is the criterion o f truth according to the School of
and thus is “ apparently true” ; but an “ ap-emphasis”  is 
apparently false.

6 Eurip. Orest. 261; cf. § 219 infra.
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Καρνεάδην. κριτήριον δέ οΰσα πλάτος άΐχεν Ικα
νόν, καί επιτεινόμενης αυτής άλλη άλλης εν είδει 
πιθανωτέραν τε και πληκτικωτεραν ΐσχει φαν-

174 τασίαν. τό δε πιθανόν ώς προς τό παρόν λέγεται 
τριχώς, καθ' ένα μεν τρόπον τό αληθές τε ον και 
φαινόμενον αληθές, καθ’ έτερον δε τό ψευδές μεν 
καθεστώς φαινόμενον δε αληθές, κατά, δε τρίτον 
τό [άλτ^ε?] κοινόν άμφοτέρων. οθεν τό κριτηριον 
έσται μεν η φαινομένη αληθής φαντασία, ην και 
πιθανήν προσηγόρευον οι από τής ’Ακαδημίας,

175 εμπίπτει δε εσθ’ οτε και ψευδής, ώστε ανάγκην 
έχειν και τή κοινή ποτέ του αληθούς και φευδοΰς 
φαντασία χρήσθαι. ού μέντοι δια την σπάνιον 
ταυτης παρέμπτωσιν, λέγω δε τής μιμούμενης 
ταληθές, άπιστητέον εστί τή ώς τό πολύ άλη- 
θενονση· τώ  γάρ ώς επί τό πολύ τάς τε κρίσεις και 
τάς πράξεις κανονίζεσθαι συμβέβηκεν.

Τδ μεν οΰν πρώτον καί κοινόν κριτηριον κατά
176 τούς περί τον Καρνεάδην εστί τοιοΰτον επεί δέ 

ουδέποτε φαντασία μονοειδής ύφίσταται άλλ* 
άλυσεως τρόπον άλλη εξ άλλης ήρτηται, δεύτερον 
προσγενήσεται κριτηριον ή πιθανή άμα καί απερί
σπαστος φαντασία, οΐον ό ανθρώπου σπών φαν
τασίαν εξ ανάγκης καί των περί αυτόν λαμβάνει

177 φαντασίαν καί των εκτός, των μεν περί αυτόν ώς 
χρόας μεγέθους σχήματος κινήσεως λαλιάς έσθήτος 
ύποδέσεως, των δέ εκτός ώς άέρος φωτός ημέρας 
ούρανοΰ γής φίλων, των άλλων απάντων, όταν οΰν 
μηδεμία τούτων των φαντασιών περιέλκη ημάς τώ  
φαίνεσθαι ψευδής, άλλα πάσαι συμφώνως φαίνων-
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Cameades. And, being the criterion, it has a large 
extension,® and when extended one presentation 
reveals itself as more probable and more vivid than 
another. Probability, in the present instance, is used 174 
in three senses—in the first, of that which both is and 
appears true ; in the second, of that which is really 
false but appears true ; in the third, of that which 
is at once both true and false. Hence the criterion 
will be the apparently true presentation, which the 
Academics called “  probable”  ; but sometimes the 175 
impression it makes is actually false, so that we are 
compelled at times to make use of the presentation 
which is at once both true and false. But the rare 
occurrence of this kind—the kind I mean which imi
tates the truth—should not make us distrust the kind 
which “  as a general rule ”  reports truly; for the 
fact is that both our judgements and our actions are 
regulated by the standard of “  the general rule.”

Such then is the first and general criterion accord
ing to Carneades. But since no presentation is ever 170 
simple in form but, like links in a chain, one hangs 
from another, we have to add, as a second criterion, 
the presentation which is at once both probable and 
“ irreversible.”  For example, he who receives the 
presentation of a man necessarily receives the pre
sentation both of his personal qualities and of the 
external conditions—of his personal qualities, such as 177 
colour, size, shape, motion, speech, dress, foot-gear ; 
and of the external conditions, such as air, light, day, 
heaven, earth, friends, and all the rest. So when
ever none o f these presentations disturbs our faith 
by appearing false, but all with one accord appear

0 i.e. it is very comprehensive and includes many sub
species, or varieties, of presentations.
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178 rat αληθείς, μάλλον πιστεύομεν. δτι γάρ ούτός 
εστι Σωκράτης, πιστεύομεν εκ του πάντα αύτω 
προσεΐναι τα είωθότα, χρώμα μέγεθος σχήμα 
διάλεξιν1 τρίβωνα, το ενθάδε είναι οπού ονθείς εσ-

179 τιν αύτω απαράλλακτος, καί ον τρόπον τινές των 
ιατρών τον κατ' αλήθειαν πυρέσσοντα ούκ εζ ενός 
λαμβάνουσι συμπτώματος, καθάπερ σφυγμοΰ σφο- 
δρότητος η δαφιλοΰς θερμασίας, άλλ' εκ συνδρομής, 
οΐον θερμασίας άμα καί σφυγμοΰ καί ελκώδους 
αφής καί ερυθήματος καί δίφους καί τών άνάλογον, 
οϋτω καί 6 'Ακαδημαϊκός τη συνδρομή τών φαν
τασιών ποιείται την κρίσιν της αλήθειας, μηδεμιας 
τε τών εν τη συνδρομή φαντασιών περισπωσης 
αυτόν ώς φευδοΰς λέγει αληθές είναι το προσ-

180 7τΐπτον. καί ότι η απερίσπαστος εστι συνδρομή του 
πίστιν εμποιεΐν, φανερόν από MeveActoir καταλιπών 
γαρ εν τη νηί τό εΐδωλον της 'Ελένης, όπερ από 
Τροίας επηγετο ώς Ελένην, καί επιβάς της Φάρου 
νήσου όρα την αληθή * Ελένην, σπών τε απ’ αυτής 
αληθή φαντασίαν δμως ου πιστεύει τη τοιαύτη 
φαντασία διά τό ύπ' άλλης περισπάσθαι, καθ' ήν

181 ήδει άπολελοιπώς εν τη νηί την 'Ελένην, τοιαύτη 
γουν εστι καί ή απερίσπαστος φαντασία· ήτις καί 
αυτή πλάτος έχειν έοικε διά τό άλλην άλλης μάλλον 
άπερίσπαστον εύρίσκεσθαι.

Τη? Se άπερισπάστου φαντασίας πιστοτέρα 
μάλλον εστι καί τελείοτάτην ποιοϋσα την κρίσιν, ή 
συν τω απερίσπαστος είναι ετι καί διεζωδευμένη

182 καθέστηκεν. τις δέ εστι καί ό ταύτης χαρακτήρ, 
παρακειμένως ύποδεικτέον. επί μεν γάρ τής ά-

1 8ιά\εξιν c j. Bekker : διάληψιν mss.

true, our belief is the greater. For we believe that 178 
this man is Socrates from the fact that he possesses 
all his customary qualities—colour, size, shape, con
verse, coat, and his position in a place where there is 
no one exactly like him. And just as some doctors 179 
do not deduce that it is a true case o f fever from one 
symptom only—such as too quick a pulse or a very high 
temperature—but from a concurrence, such as that 
of a high temperature with a rapid pulse and soreness 
to the touch and flushing and thirst and analogous 
symptoms ; so also the Academic forms his judgement 
of truth by the concurrence of presentations, and 
when none of the presentations in the concurrence 
provokes in him a suspicion of its falsity he asserts 
that the impression is true. And that the “  irrever-180 
sible ”  presentation is a concurrence capable of im
planting belief is plain from the case of Menelaus ; 
for when he had left behind him on the ship the wraith 
of Helen—which he had brought with him from Troy, 
thinking it to be the true Helen—and had landed on 
the island of Pharos, he beheld the true Helen, but 
though he received from her a true presentation, 
yet he did not believe that presentation owing to his 
mind being warped by that other impression from 
which he derived the knowledge that he had left 
Helen behind in the ship. Such then is the “ irrever-181 
sible ”  presentation ; and it too seems to possess 
extension inasmuch as one is found to be more irre
versible than another.

Still more trustworthy than the irreversible pre
sentation and supremely perfect is that which creates 
judgement; for it, in addition to being irreversible, is 
also “  tested.”  What the distinctive feature o f this 182 
presentation is we must next explain. Now in the
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περισπάστου φίλον ζητείται το μηδεμίαν των εν 
τη συνδρομή φαντασιών ώς φευδή ημάς περισπάν, 
πάσας δε είναι αληθείς τε [και]1 φαινόμενα και μη 
απίθανους' επί δε της κατά την περιωδευμένην 
συνδρομής2 εκάστην των εν τή συνδρομή επι- 
στατικώς δοκιμάζομεν, όποιον τι γίνεται και εν ταΐς 
εκκλησίαις, όταν 6 δήμος έκαστον των μελλόντων 
άρχειν ή δικάζειν εξετάζη εί άξιός εστι τοϋ πιστευ-

183 θήναι την αρχήν ή την κρίσιν. οιον δντων κατά τον 
τής κρίσεως τόπον τοϋ τε κρίνοντος καί τοϋ κρίνο - 
μενού καί του δι ου ή κρίσις, αποστήματος τε καί 
διαστήματος, τόπου χρόνου τρόπου διαθεσεως 
ενεργείας, έκαστον των τοιουτων όποιον εστι 
φυλοκρινοΰμεν, τό μεν κρίνον, μη ή οφις ήμβλυται 
(τοιαυτη γάρ οΰσα άθετός εστι προς την κρίσιν), τό 
δε κρινόμενον, μη μικρόν άγαν καθεστηκε, τό δε 
δι* οΰ ή κρίσις, μη ό αήρ ζοφερός υπάρχει, τό δε 
απόστημα, μή μεγα λίαν ύπόκειται, τό δε διάστημα, 
μή συγκεχυται, τον δέ τόπον, μή αχανής εστι, τον 
δε χρόνον, μή ταχύς εστι, τήν δε διάθεσιν, μή 
μανιώδης θεωρείται, τήν δε ενέργειαν, μή άπρόσ- 
δεκτός έστιν.

184 Ταυτα γάρ πάντα καθ’ εν γίνεται κριτήριον, ή τε 
πιθανή φαντασία καί ή πιθανή άμα καί απερίσπασ
τος, προς δέ τούτοις ή πιθανή άμα καί απερί
σπαστος καί διεξωδευμένη. παρ ήν αιτίαν δν

1 [και] seel. Heintz.
2 συνδρομήs Heintz: συνδρομήν MSS., Bekk.

“ Literally, “ poured together,”  “ confused” ; hence 
“ shortened ” or “ telescoped.”
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case of the irreversible presentation it is merely 
required that none of the presentations in the con
currence should disturb us by a suspicion of its falsity 
but all should be apparently true and not improbable ; 
but in the case of the concurrence which involves the 
“  tested ”  presentation, we scrutinize attentively 
each of the presentations in the concurrence,—just 
as the practice is at assembly-meetings, when the 
People makes inquiry about each of those who desire 
to be magistrates or judges, to see whether he is 
worthy to be entrusted with the magistracy or the 
judgeship. Thus, for example, as there are present 183 
at the seat of judgement both the subject that judges 
and the object that is being judged and the medium 
through which j udgement is effected, and distance and 
interval, place, time, mood, disposition, activity, we 
judge the distinctive character o f each of these factors 
—as regards the subject judging, whether its vision 
be not dimmed (for vision of that kind is unfitted for 
judging) ; and as regards the object judged, whether 
it be not excessively small ; and as regards the 
medium through which the judgement is effected, 
whether the atmosphere be not dark ; and as to 
distance, whether it be not excessively great; and 
as to interval, whether it be not too short0 ; and as to 
place, whether it be not immense ; and as to time, 
whether it be not brief; and as to disposition, whether 
it is not found to be insane ; and as to activity, 
whether it be not unacceptable.

For all these factors together form the criterion— 184 
namely, the probable presentation, and that which is 
at once both probable and irreversible and besides 
these that which is at once probable and irreversible 
and tested. And it is because o f this that, just as
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τρόπον εν τώ βίω, όταν μεν περί μικρού πράγματος 
ζητώ μεν, ev α μάρτυρα άνα κρίνομεν, όταν δε περί 
μείζονος, πλείονας, όταν δ’ έτι μάλλον περί αναγ
καιότερου, και έκαστον των μαρτυρουντων εξετά- 
ζομεν εκ τής των άλλων άνθομολογήσεως, οϋτω, 
φασίν οι περί τον Καρνεάδην, εν μεν τοΐς τυχοΰσι 
πράγμασι τή πιθανή μόνον φαντασία κριτηρίω 
χρώμεθα, εν δε τοΐς διαφερουσι τή απερίσπαστα), 
εν δέ τοΐς προς ευδαιμονίαν συντείνουσι τή περι-

185 ωδευμενη. ου μην άλλ’ ώσπερ επί των διαφερόντων 
πραγμάτων την διάφορόν φασι παραλαμβάνειν 
φαντασίαν, οϋτω καί κατά τάς διαφόρους περι
στάσεις μη τή αυτή κατακολουθεΐν. τή μεν γάρ 
αυτό μόνον πιθανή προσεχειν λεγουσιν εφ* ών ου 
δίδωσιν ήμΐν καιρόν ή περίστασις προς ακριβή τοΰ

186 πράγματος άναθεώρησιν. οΐον διώκεται τις ύπο 
πολεμίων, και ελθών εις τάφρον τινά φαντασίαν 
σπά ώς κάνταΰθα πολεμίων αυτόν λοχώντων’ εΐθ’ 
υπό ταυτης τής φαντασίας ώς πιθανής συναρ- 
πασθεις εκκλίνεται καί φεύγει την τάφρον, επόμενος 
τή περί την φαντασίαν πιθανότητι, πριν ακριβώς 
επιστήσαι πρότερον εί τώ οντι λόχος έστι πολεμίων

187 κατά τον τόπον ή ούδαμώς. τή 8e πιθανή καί 
περιωδευμενη επονται εφ’ ών χρόνος δίδοται εις τό 
μετά επιστάσεως καί διεξόδου χρήσθαι τή κρίσει 
του προσπίπτοντος πράγματος, οΐον εν άλα μπει 
οίκήματι εϊλημα σχοινιού θεασάμενός τις παραυ - 
τίκα μεν όφιν ύπολαβών τυγχάνειν ύπερήλατο, τό 
δε μετά τούτο ύποστρεφας εξετάζει ταληθές, καί 
ευρών ακίνητον ήδη μεν είς τό μη είναι όφιν ροπήν

188 ΐσχει κατά την διάνοιαν, όμως δέ λογιζόμενος ότι 
καί δφεις ποτέ άκινητοΰσι χειμερινώ κρύει παγεν- 
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in ordinary life when we are investigating a small 
matter we question a single witness, but in a greater 
matter several, and when the matter investigated is 
still more important we cross-question each of the 
witnesses on the testimony of the others,—so like
wise, says Carneades, in trivial matters we employ as 
criterion only the probable presentation, but in 
greater matters the irreversible, and in matters which 
contribute to happiness the tested presentation. 
Moreover, just as they adopt, they say, a different 185 
presentation to suit different cases, so also in different 
circumstances they do not cling to the same presenta
tion. For they declare that they attend to the 
immediately probable in cases where the circum
stances do not afford time for an accurate considera
tion of the matter. A man, for example, is being 186 
pursued by enemies, and coming to a ditch he receives 
a presentation which suggests that there, too, 
enemies are lying in wait for him ; then being carried 
away by this presentation, as a probability, he turns 
aside and avoids the ditch, being led by the probability 
of the presentation, before he has exactly ascertained 
whether or not there really is an ambush of the enemy 
at the spot. But they follow the probable and tested 187 
presentation in cases where time is afforded for using 
their judgement on the object presented with delibera
tion and thorough examination. For example,® on 
seeing a coil o f rope in an unlighted room a man 
jumps over it, conceiving it for the moment to be a 
snake, but turning back afterwards he inquires into 
the truth, and on finding it motionless he is already 
inclined to think that it is not a snake, but as he 188 
reckons, all the same, that snakes too are motionless

• Cf. PM. i. 227.
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τες, βακτηρία καθικνεΐται τοΰ σπειράματος, και 
τότε ούτως εκπεριοΒευσας την προσπίπτουσαν 
φαντασίαν συγκατατίθεται τω φεΰΒος είναι το όφιν 
ύπάρχειν το φαντασθεν αύτώ σώμα, και πάλιν, 
ώς προεΐπον, όρώντες τι περιφανώς συγ κατα
τιθέμεθα ότι τοΰτο αληθές εστι, προΒιεξοΒευσαντες 
ότι αρτίους μεν εχομεν τάς αισθήσεις, υπαρ δε και 
ου καθ' υπνους βλεπομεν, συμπάρεστι Βε και 
Βιαυγης αήρ και απόστημα σύμμετρον και ακινησία

189 του προσπίπτοντος, ώστε Βιά ταϋτα πίστην είναι 
την φαντασίαν, χρόνον ημών εσχηκότων αυτάρκη 
προς ΒιεζοΒον τών κατά τον τόπον αυτής θεωρού- 
μενών. 6 8' αυτός λόγος εστι και περί τής ά- 
περισπάστου' προσίενται γάρ αυτήν όταν μηΒεν ή 
τό άντιπεριελκειν Βυνάμενον, ώς επί Μενελάου 
προείρηται.

190 Ά λλα και τής ΆκαΒημαϊκής ιστορίας άνωθεν 
από Πλάτωνος άποΒοθείσης, ούκ εστιν άλλότριόν 
που και την τών Κυρηναϊκών στάσιν επελθειν· 
Βοκεΐ γάρ και τών άνΒρών τούτων ή αΐρεσις από 
τής Σωκράτους άνεσχηκεναι Βιατριβής, άφ' ήσπερ

191 άνεσχε και ή περί τον Πλάτωνα ΒιαΒοχή. φασιν 
οΰν οι Κυρηναϊκοί κριτήρια είναι τά πάθη και μόνα 
καταλαμβάνεσθαι και άΒιάφενστα τύγχανειν, τών 
Βε πεποιηκότων τά πάθη μηΒεν είναι καταληπτόν 
μηΒε άΒιάφευστον. οτι μεν γάρ λευκάινόμεθα, 
φασί, και γλυκαζόμεθα, Βυνατόν λεγειν άΒιαφευ- 
στως και [βεβαίως] άνεξελεγκτως' ότι δε το εμποιη- 
τικόν τοΰ πάθους λευκόν εστιν ή γλυκυ εστιν, ούχ

192 οΐόν τ' άποφαίνεσθαι. είκός γάρ εστι και ύπό μη 
λευκοΰ τινά λευκαντικώς Βιατεθήναι και ύπό μή
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at times when numbed by winter’s frost, he prods at 
the coiled mass with a stick, and then, after thus 
testing the presentation received, he assents to the 
fact that it is false to suppose that the body presented 
to him is a snake. And once again, as I said before, 
when we see a thing very plainly we assent to its 
being true when we have previously proved by testing 
that we have our senses in good order, and that we see 
it when wide awake and not asleep, and that there 
exists at the same time a clear atmosphere and a 
moderate distance and immobility on the part of the 
object perceived, so that because of these conditions 189 
the presentation is trustworthy, we having had 
sufficient time for the scrutiny o f the facts observed 
at the seat of the presentation. The same account is 
to be given of the irreversible presentation as w ell; 
for they accept it whenever there is nothing capable 
o f controverting it, as was said above in the case o f 
Menelaus.

But now that we have set forth the Academic 190 
doctrine from Plato down, it is not, I fancy, out of 
place to deal also with the Cyrenaic position ; for the 
Cyrenaic School appears to have arisen from the 
teaching of Socrates, from which also arose the School 
of Plato and his successors. The Cyrenaics, then, 191 
assert that the affections are the criteria, and that 
they alone are apprehended and are infallible, but 
of the things that have caused the affections none 
is apprehensible or infallible. For, say they, that 
we feel whiteness or sweetness is a thing we 
can state infallibly and incontrovertibly ; but that 
the object productive of the affection is white or 
is sweet it is impossible to affirm. For it is likely 192 
that a man might be made to feel whiteness by what

103



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

γλυκέος γλυκανθήναι. καθα γάρ 6 μεν σκοτωθείς 
καί ίκτεριών ώχραντικώς υπό πάντων κινείται, 6 
δε οφθαλμιών έρυθαίνεται, ο δε παραπιέσας τον 
οφθαλμόν ώς υπό δυοΐν κινείται, ό δε μεμηνώς 
δισσάς όρα τάς Θήβας και δισσόν φαντάζεται τον

193 ήλιον, επί πάντων δε τούτων τό μεν οτι τάδε τι 
πάσχουσιν, οιον ώχραίνονται ή ερυθαίνονται ή 
δνάζονται, αληθές, τό δε οτι ωχρόν εστι τό κινούν 
αυτούς ή ενερευθές ή διπλοΰν φεΰδος είναι νενόμι- 
σται, οΰτω καί ημάς εύλογώτατόν εστι πλέον των 
οικείων παθών μηδέν λαμβάνειν δύνασθαι. δθεν 
ήτοι τα πάθη φαινόμενα θετέον η τα ποιητικά τών

194 παθών, καί εί μεν τα πάθη φαμέν είναι φαινόμενα, 
πάντα τα φαινόμενα λεκτέον αληθή καί καταληπτά* * 
εί δέ τα ποιητικά τών παθών προσαγορευομεν 
φαινόμενα, πάντα εστι τά φαινόμενα φευδή και 
πάντα ακατάληπτα, τό γάρ περί ημάς συμβαΐνον 
πάθος εαυτού πλέον ουδεν ήμΐν ένδείκνυται. ενθεν 
καί, εί χρή τάληθές λέγειν, μόνον τό πάθος ήμΐν 
εστι φαινόμενον τό δ* εκτός καί του πάθους ποιη
τικόν τάχα μέν έστιν ον, ου φαινόμενον δέ ήμΐν.

195 καί τούτη περί μέν τά πάθη τά γε οικεία παντες 
εσμέν απλανείς, περί δέ τό εκτός υποκείμενον 
πάντες πλανώμεθα' κάκεΐνα μέν εστι καταληπτά, 
τοϋτο δέ άκατάληπτον, τής φυχής πάνυ ασθενούς 
καθεστώσης προς διάγνωσιν αυτού παρά τούς 
τόπους, παρά τά διαστήματα, παρα τας κινήσεις,

• Cf. Ρ.Η. ί. 101, 126.
* Eurip. Bacch. 918:

και μην δραν μοι δύο μέν ήλιους δοκω 
δισσάς δέ Θήβας.

“ The madman ” is Pentheus.
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is not white and sweetness by what is not sweet. For 
just as the sufferer from vertigo or jaundice a receives 
a yellowish impression from everything, and the 
sufferer from ophthalmia sees things red, and he who 
pushes his eye sideways gets as it were a double 
impression, and the madman beholds a “  doubled 
Thebes,”  and sees the image of a doubled sun,& and in 193 
all these cases, while it is true that they have this 
particular affection (have, for instance, a feeling of 
yellowness or of flushing or of doubleness), yet it is 
supposed to be false to say that the object which 
impresses them is yellow or reddish or double,—so 
also it is most reasonable to hold that we are not able 
to perceive anything more than our own immediate 
affections. Hence we must posit as apparent either 
the affections or the things productive o f the affections. 
And if we assert that the affections are apparent, we 194 
must declare that all apparent things are true and 
apprehensible ; but if we term the things productive 
o f the affections apparent, all the apparent things are 
false and all non-apprehensible.c For the affection 
which takes place in us reveals to us nothing more 
than itself. Hence too (if one must speak the truth) 
our affection alone is apparent to us, and the external 
object which is productive of the affection, though it 
is perhaps existent, is not apparent to us. And in 195 
this way, whereas we are all unerring about our own 
affections, as regards the external real object we all 
err ; and whereas the former are apprehensible, the 
latter is non-apprehensible, the soul being far too 
weak to discern it, owing to the positions, the

* i.e. on the Cyrenaic assumption (§ 191) that affections 
are apprehensible and true, their causes not so.
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7ταρά τάς μεταβολάς, παρά άλλας παμπληθείς 
αιτίας, ενθεν ουδέ κριτήριόν φασιν είναι κοινόν 
ανθρώπων, ονόματα δε κοινά τίθεσθαι τοΐς χ ρή -

196 μασιν.1 λευκόν μεν γάρ τι καί γλυκύ καλοΰσι 
κοινώς πάντες, κοινόν δε τι λευκόν ή γλυκύ ούκ 
εχουσιν. έκαστος γάρ τοΰ ίδίου πάθους αντιλαμ
βάνεται, τό δε εί τούτο τό πάθος από λευκού εγ- 
γίνεται αύτώ και τω πελας, ουτ ’ αυτός δνναται 
λεγειν μη άναδεχόμενος τό τοΰ πελας πάθος, ούτε

197 ό πελας μη άναδεχόμενος τό εκείνου, μηδενός δε 
κοινού πάθους περί ημάς γινομένου προπετες εστι 
τό λεγειν ότι τό εμοι τοΐον φαινόμενον τοΐον και 
τω παρεστώτι φαίνεται, τάχα γάρ εγώ μεν οϋτω 
συγκεκριμαι ως λευκάίνεσθαι υπό τού εξωθεν 
προσπίπτοντος, ετερος δε οϋτω κατεσκευασμενην 
εχει την αΐσθησιν ώστε ετερως διατεθηναι. ού

198 πάντως οΰν κοινόν εστι τό φαινόμενον ημΐν. καί 
ότι τω  όντι παρά τάς διαφόρους τής αίσθήσεως 
κατασκευάς ούχ ωσαύτως κινούμεθα, πρόδηλον επι 
τε των ίκτεριώντων καί όφθαλμιώντων καί των 
κατά φύσιν διακειμενων· ώς γάρ απο τοΰ αυτού οι 
μεν ωχραντικώς οι δε φοινικτικώς οι δε λευκαν- 
τικώς πάσχουσιν, ούτως είκός εστι και τους κατα 
φύσιν διακειμενους παρά την διάφορον των αι
σθήσεων κατασκευήν μή ωσαύτως από των αυτών 
κινεΐσθαι, άλλ’ ετερως μεν τον λευκόν, ετερως δε 
τον χαροπόν, μή ώσαύτως δε τον μελανόφθαλμον. 
ώστε κοινά μεν ήμάς ονόματα τιθεναι τοΐς πράγ- 
μασιν, πάθη δε γε εχειν ίδια.

199 * Ανάλογα δε είναι δοκεΐ τοΐς περί κριτηρίων

1 χρήμασιν  N a t o r p :  κρίμασιν  m s s . ,  B e k k .
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intervals, the motions, the changes, and a host of 
other causes. Hence they assert that there exists 
no criterion common to mankind, but common names 
are given to the objects. For all in common use the 
terms “ white " or “  sweet,”  but they do not possess 
in common anything white or sweet. For each man 
perceives his own particular affection, but as to 
whether this affection is produced by a white object 
both in himself and in his neighbour, neither the 
man himself can affirm without experiencing his 
neighbour’s affection, nor can the neighbour without 
experiencing that o f the man. But since there is no 197 
affection which is common to us all, it is rash to assert 
that the thing which appears of this kind to me 
appears to be o f this kind to the man next me as well.
For possibly while I am so constituted as to get a 
feeling o f whiteness from that which impresses me 
from without, the other man has his sense so con
structed as to be otherwise affected. So what appears 
to us is not always common to all. And that we do 198 
not, in fact, receive identical impressions, owing to the 
different constructions of our senses, is obvious in the 
case o f sufferers from jaundice and ophthalmia and 
of those who are in a normal condition. For just as 
some have an affection of yellow, others of crimson, 
others of white, caused by the same object, so also 
it is likely that those who are in a normal condition 
will not receive identical impressions from the same 
objects owing to the differing construction of their 
senses, but the grey-eyed one kind, the blue-eyed 
another, and the black-eyed a different kind. So that 
we give to things names that are common, but the 
affections we have are peculiar to each of us.

Corresponding to the statements made by these 199
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λεγομενοις κατά τούτους τους άνδρας καί τά  περί 
τελών λεγάμενα, διήκει γάρ τά  πάθη καί επί τά  
τέλη, των γάρ παθών τά  μεν εστιν ήδεα τά  δε 
αλγεινά τά  δε μεταξύ, καί τά  μεν αλγεινά κακά 
φασιν εΐναι, ών τέλος άλγηδών, τά  δε ήδεα αγαθά, 
ών τέλος εστίν άδιάφευστον ηδονή, τά  δε μεταξύ 
ούτε αγαθά ούτε κακά, ών τέλος τό ούτε αγαθόν 
ούτε κακόν, οπερ πάθος εστί μεταξύ ηδονής καί

200 άλγηδόνος. πάντων ουν τώ ν οντων τά  πάθη 
κριτήριά εστι καί τέλη, ζώμεν τε , φασίν, επόμενοι 
τούτοις, εναργείς τε καί ευδοκήσει προσεχοντες, 
εναργεία μεν κατά τά  άλλα πάθη, ευδοκήσει δε 
κατά την ηδονήν.

Ύοιαΰτα μεν καί οι Κυρηναϊκοί, συστελλοντες 
μάλλον τό κριτήριον παρά τούς περί τον  Πλάτωνα* 
εκείνοι μεν γάρ σύνθετον αυτό εποίουν εκ τε εναρ- 
γείας καί του λόγου, οΰτοι δε εν μόναις αυτό ταΐς 
εναργείαις καί τοις πάθεσιν όρίζουσιν.

201 Ούκ άποθεν δε τής τούτων δόξης εοίκασιν εΐναι 
καί οι άποφαινόμενοι κριτήριον ύπάρχειν τής αλή
θειας τάς αισθήσεις, οτι γάρ εγενοντό τινες το  
τοιοΰτο άξιοΰντες, προΰπτον πεποίηκεν Ά ντιοχος  
6 από τής ’Ακαδημίας, εν δευτερω τώ ν Κανονικών 
ρητώς γράφας ταΰτα  “  άλλος δε τις, εν ιατρική μεν 
ούδενός δεύτερος, άπτόμενος δε καί φιλοσοφίας, 
επείθετό τάς μεν αισθήσεις όντως καί αληθώς 
άντιλήφεις εΐναι, λόγω δε μηδέν δλως ημάς κατα-

202 λαμβάνειν.”  εοικε γάρ διά τούτων 6 * Αντιοχος την 
προειρημενην τιθεναι στάσιν καί Άσκληπιάδην τον

β i.e. the ethical “  ends ”  (good and evil); cf. P.II. i. 25. 
6 See §§ 141 ft.
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men regarding criteria are, as it seems, their state
ments regarding Ends. For the affections reach even 
as far as the Ends.0 For o f the affections some are 
pleasant, some painful, some intermediate ; and the 
painful, they say, are evils, whereof the End is pain, 
and the pleasant are goods, whereof the infallible 
End is pleasure, and the intermediate are neither 
goods nor evils, whereof the End is neither good nor 
evil, this being an affection intermediate between 
pleasure and pain. O f all things, therefore, that exist 200 
the affections are the criteria and Ends, and we live, 
they say, by following these, paying attention to 
evidence and to approval—to evidence in respect o f 
the other affections, but to approval in respect o f 
pleasure.

Such are the views o f the Cyrenaics, who thus, as 
compared with the Platonists, restricted the nature 
o f the criterion more closely ; for whereas the latter 
made it to be a compound of both evidence and 
reason,6 the former confine it to evidences and affec
tions.

Not far removed, it would seem, from the opinion 201 
of the Cyrenaics are those who declare the senses to be 
the criterion o f truth. For that there have been some 
who have maintained this view has been made clear 
by Antiochus0 the Academic, when in the Second 
Book o f his Canonics he writes thus : “  But a certain 
other man, second to none in the art of medicine 
and a student also of philosophy, believed that the 
sensations are really and truly perceptions, and that 
we apprehend nothing at all by the reason.”  For in 202 
these words Antiochus seems to be stating the view 
mentioned above and to be hinting at Asclepiades the

• Cf. § 162 supra; P.II. i. 235.
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ιατρόν αίνίττεσθαι, άναιροΰντα μεν τό ηγεμονικόν, 
κατά δε τον αυτόν χρόνον αύτώ γενόμενον. άλλα 
περί μεν της τούτον φοράς ποικιλώτερον και κατ’ 
ίδιαν εν τοΐς Ιατρικοΐς ύπομνήμασι διεξήλθομεν, 
ώστε μη έχειν ανάγκην παλινωδεΐν.

203 ’Επίκουρος δε δυοΐν όντων των συζυγονντων 
άλλήλοις πραγμάτων, φαντασίας καί της δόξης, 
τούτων την φαντασίαν, ήν καί ένάργειαν καλεΐ, διά 
παντός αληθή φησίν ύπαρχειν. ώς γάρ τα πρώτα 
πάθη, τουτέστιν ηδονή καί πόνος, άπό ποιητικών 
τινών καί κατ’ αυτά τά ποιητικά συνίσταται, οΐον 
ή μεν ηδονή άπό τών ήδέων ή δε άλγηδών άπό τών 
αλγεινών, καί ούτε τό τής ηδονής ποιητικόν εν
δέχεται ποτέ μή' είναι ήδύ ούτε τό τής άλγηδόνος 
παρεκτικόν μή νπάρχειν αλγεινόν, άλλ’ άναγκη και 
τό ήδον ήδύ καί τό άλγΰνον αλγεινόν τήν φνσιν 
νποκεισθαι, οϋτω καί επί τών φαντασιών, παθών 
περί ημάς ούσών, τό ποιητικόν εκάστου αυτών 
πάντη τε καί πάντως φανταστόν εστιν, ο ούκ 
ενδέχεται δν φανταστόν, μή ύπάρχον κατ’ αλήθειαν 
τοιοΰτον οΐον φαίνεται, ποιητικόν φαντασίας καθ- 
εστάναι.

204 Και επί τών κατά μέρος το παραπλήσιον χρή 
λογίζεσθαι. το γάρ ορατόν ου μόνον φαίνεται 
ορατόν, άλλα και εστι τοιοΰτον όποιον φαίνεται· 
και το ακουστόν ου μόνον φαίνεται ακουστόν, 
άλλα και ταΐς αληθείαις τοιοΰτον ύπήρχεν, καί 
επί τών άλλων ωσαύτως, γίνονται ουν πάσαι

205 αί φαντασίαι άληθεΐς. καί κατά λόγον· ει γάρ 
αληθής λέγεται1 φαντασία, φασίν οι ’Επικούρειοι,

1 Xtyercu Ν : φαίνεται cet., Bekk.
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physician, who abolished the “  ruling principle,” ® and 
who lived at the same time as himself. But o f this 
man’s attitude we have given a more circumstantial 
and particular account in our Medical Memoirs,h 
so that there is no need to repeat the story.

Epicurusc asserts that there are two things 203 
which are correlative—namely, presentation and 
opinion,—of which the presentation, which he also 
terms “  evidence,”  is constantly true. For just as the 
primary affections—that is to say pleasure and pain 
— come about owing to certain agents and in accord 
with those agents (pleasure, for instance, from things 
pleasant and pain from things painful), and it is 
impossible for the agent productive o f pleasure ever 
to be not pleasant, or that which is creative of pain 
to be not painful, but of necessity that which gives 
pleasure must in its real nature be pleasant and that 
which gives pain painful,—so also in the case of the 
presentations, which are affections o f ours, the agent 
which is productive of each of them is always entirely 
presented, and, as being presented, it is incapable 
o f being productive o f the presentation without being 
in very truth such as it appears.

In the case, also, o f the particular sensations one 204 
must argue in like manner. Thus the visible object 
not only appears visible but actually is such as it 
appears ; and the audible object not only appears 
audible but also really is so in truth ; and so on with 
the rest. The presentations, then, which occur are 
all true. And reasonably so ; for, say the Epicureans, 205

e i.e. denied the existence of that part of the soul which 
the Stoics termed the “  ruling principle ”  or “  regent part”  ; 
cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxv.

b This work of Sextus is no longer extant.
• Cf. § 368.
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όταν από υπάρχοντάς re και κατ αυτό το ύπ
αρχον γίνηται, πάσα δε φαντασία από ύπάρχοντος 
τοΰ φανταστοΰ και κατ αυτό τό φανταστόν συν- 
ίσταται, πάσα κατ' ανάγκην φαντασία εστιν αληθής,

206 εξαπατά Βε ενίους ή Βιαφορά των από τοΰ αύτοΰ 
αισθητού, οΐον ορατού, Βοκουσών προσπιπτειν 
φαντασιών, καθ' ήν ή άλλοιόχρουν ή αλλοιόσχημον 
ή άλλως πως εξηλλαγμενον φαίνεται τό υποκεί
μενον. ύπενόησαν γάρ ότι των οΰτω Βιαφερουσών 
και μαχομενών φαντασιών Βει την μεν τινα αληθή 
είναι την Β' εκ τών εναντίων φευΒή τυγχάνειν. 
όπερ εστιν εϋηθες, και άνΒρών μη συνορώντων την

207 £ν τοΐς ουσι φυσιν. ου γάρ ολον οράται το στε- 
ρεμνιον, ΐνα επί τών ορατών ποιώμεθα τον λόγον, 
άλλα τό χρώμα τοΰ στερεμνίου. τοΰ Βε χρώματος 
τό μεν εστιν επ' αύτοΰ τοΰ στερεμνίου, καθάπερ 
επί τών σύνεγγυς καί εκ τοΰ μέτριου Βιαστήματος 
βλεπομενών, τό Β' εκτός τοΰ στερεμνίου καν τοΐς 
εφεξής τόποις υποκείμενον, καθάπερ επί τών εκ 
μακροΰ Βιαστήματος θεωρούμενων, τοΰτο Βε εν 
τώ μεταξύ έξαλλαττόμενον, καί ΪΒιον άναΒεχόμενον 
σχήμα, τοιαύτην άναΒίΒωσι φαντασίαν οποίον και

208 αυτό κατ' αλήθειαν ύπόκειται. δνπερ ούν τρόπον 
ούτε ή εν τώ  κρουομενω χαλκώματι φωνή εξ- 
ακούεται ούτε ή εν τώ στόματι τοΰ κεκραγοτος, άλλ' 
ή προσπίπτουσα τή ήμετερα αίσθήσει, καί ώς ούθείς 
φησι τον εξ άποστήματος μικράς άκούοντα φωνής 
φευΒώς άκούειν, επείπερ σύνεγγυς ελθών ώς μει- 
ζονος ταύτης άντιλαμβάνεται, ούτως ούκ αν εΐποιμι 
φεύΒεσθαι την δφιν, δτι εκ μακροΰ μεν Βιαστήματος

° The Epicureans explained the fact that our impressions 
of a coloured object vary with its distance from us by assum- 
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if a presentation is termed “  true ”  whenever it arises 
from a real object and in accord with that real object, 
and every presentation arises from a real presented 
object and in accord with that object, then every 
presentation is necessarily true. But some are de- 206 
ceived by the difference in the presentations which 
seem to be derived from the same object o f sense— 
for instance a visible object—because o f which the 
object appears o f another colour or o f another shape, 
or altered in some other way. For they have sup
posed that, o f the presentations thus differing and 
conflicting, one kind must be true and the kind 
derived from an opposite source false. But this is 
silly, and the notion of men who do not fully con
sider the real nature o f things. Thus—to base our 207 
argument on objects o f sight—it is not the whole of 
the solid body that is seen, but the colour of the solid 
body. And of the colour, one part is on the solid (as 
in the case of objects seen close at hand or at a moder
ate distance), and another part outside the solid and 
existent in the spaces adjacent (as in the case o f 
things viewed at a great distance).® And this being 
altered in the intervening space and receiving a 
special shape o f its own gives rise to a presentation 
which is similar to its own real nature. For just as 208 
neither the sound in the brass instrument that is 
struck, nor the sound in the mouth of the man who 
shouts, is heard but the sound which strikes on our 
own sense ; and just as no one says that he who hears 
a faint sound from a distance hears falsely because 
the same man, on coming close, perceives it as loud ;
—just so I should decline to say that the eyesight is
ing that its colour is partly absorbed by the intervening 
space, and thus is “ outside the solid ” (body).
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μικρόν ορά τον πύργον και στρογγυλόν εκ δε του
209 σύνεγγυς μείζονα και τετράγωνον, άλλα μάλλον 

αλήθευειν, οτι και οτε φαίνεται μικρόν αυτή το 
αισθητόν και τοιουτόσχημον, όντως εστι μικρόν 
και τοιουτόσχημον, τη διά τοΰ άερος φορά απο- 
θραυομενων των κατά τά  είδωλα 7τεράτων, καί οτε 
μεγα πάλιν καί άλλοιόσχημον, πάλιν ομοίως μεγα 
καί άλλοιόσχημον, ηδη μεντοι ού τό αυτό άμφότερα 
καθεστώς, τοΰτο γάρ της δια στρόφου λοιπόν εστι 
δόξης οιεσθαι, οτι τό αυτό ην τό τε εκ τοΰ σύνεγγυς

210 καί τό πόρρωθεν θεωρούμενου φανταστόν. αί- 
σθησεως δε ίδιον υπήρχε τοΰ παρόντος μόνον και 
κινοΰντος αυτήν άντιλαμβάνεσθαι, οΐον χρώματος, 
ούχί δε τό διακρίνειν ότι άλλο μεν εστι τό ενθάδε 
άλλο δε το ενθάδε υποκείμενον, διόπερ αί μεν 
φαντασίαι διά ταΰτα πάσαί είσιν αληθείς, (αί δε 
δόξαι ού πάσαι ησαν αληθείς,)1 άλλ* εΐχόν τινα̂  
διαφοράν, τούτων γάρ αί μεν ησαν αληθείς αι 
δε φευδεΐς, επείπερ κρίσεις καθεστάσιν ημών επί 
ταΐς φαντασίαις, κρίνομεν δε τά μεν όρθώς τά 
δε μοχθηρώς ήτοι παρά τό προστιθεναι τι καί 
προσνεμειν ταΐς φαντασίαις η παρά τό άφαιρεΐν 
τι τούτων καί κοινώς καταφεύδεσθαι της αλόγου

211 αϊσθησεως. ούκοΰν τών δοξών κατά τον Ε π ί
κουρον αί μεν αληθείς είσιν αί δε φευδεις, αληθείς 
μεν αι τε επιμαρτυρούμεναι καί ούκ άντιμαρ- 
τυρούμεναι προς της εναργείας, φευδεΐς δε αι τε 
άντιμαρτυρούμεναι καί ούκ επιμαρτυρούμεναι προς

212 της εναργείας. εστι δε επιμαρτύρησις μεν κατα- 
ληφιε δι εναργείας τοΰ τό δοξαζόμενου τοιοΰτον

1 <αί δέ . . . ά\ηθ€Ϊί> add. Usener, Mutsch.: at Si δόξαι 
ΐϊχύν (om. αλλ’) Bekk.
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false because at a long distance it sees the tower as 
small and round but from close at hand as large and 
square, but I should say rather that it reports truly 209 
because, when the object o f sense appears to it small 
and o f a certain shape, it really is small and o f a cer
tain shape, as the limits belonging to the images ® are 
rubbed away by their passage through the air ; and 
again when it appears large and of a different shape 
it is correspondingly large and of a different shape, 
since it is no longer the same object that is both at 
once. For it is left to the distorted opinion to imagine 
that the presented object seen from close at hand is 
the same as that seen from a distance. But it is the 210 
special function o f sense to perceive only that which 
is present and affects it—colour, for instance—but 
not to discern that the object here is one thing and 
the object there another. Hence, for these reasons, 
presentations are all true, (but opinions are not all 
true) but possess certain distinctions. For some of 
them are true, others false, since they are judgements 
o f ours concerning the presentations, and we judge 
sometimes rightly and sometimes wrongly either 
because o f adding and attaching something to the 
presentations or because of subtracting something 
from them and, in either case, falsifying the irrational 
sensation. Of opinions, then, according to Epicurus, 211 
some are true, others false ; the true being those 
which testify for, and not against, the evidence of 
sense, and the false those which testify against, and 
not for, that evidence. And confirmatory testimony 212 
is apprehension by means of evidence that the thing

• Sensation, according to Epicurus, is caused by “  images ”  
or “  effluences,”  which issue forth from the external objects and 
strike upon the organs of sense; cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxiii.
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etvaι όποιον ποτέ εδοξάζετο, οΐον Πλάτωνο? μα- 
κρόθεν προσιόντος εικάζω μεν και δοξάζω παρά τό 
διάστημα ότι Πλάτων εστί, προσπελάσαντος δε 
αυτού προσεμαρτυρήθη οτι ό Πλάτων εστί, συν- 
αιρεθεντος του διαστήματος, και επεμαρτυρήθη δι*

213 αυτής της εναργείας. ούκ άντιμαρτυρησις δε εστιν 
ακολουθία του ύποστ αθεντος καί δοξ ασθεντος 
άδηλου τω φαινομενω, οΐον ό Επίκουρος λεγων 
είναι κενόν, δπερ εστιν άδηλον, πιστοϋται δι εναρ
γούς πράγματος τούτο, τής κινήσεως' μη ο ντο? 
γάρ κενοΰ ουδέ κίνησις ωφειλεν είναι, τόπον μη 
εχοντος του κινούμενου σώματος εις ον περιστη-

214 σεται διά το πάντα πλήρη είναι καί ναστά, ώστε 
τω δοξασθεντι άδήλω μή άντιμαρτυρεΐν τό φαινό- 
μενον κινήσεως οΰσης. ή μεντοι άντιμαρτυρησις 
μαχόμενόν τί εστι τή ούκ άντιμαρτυρήσει · ήν γάρ 
συνανασκευή του φαινομένου τω  ύποσταθεντι ά
δήλω, οΐον ό στωικός λεγει μή είναι κενόν, άδηλόν τι 
άξιων, τούτω δε ούτως ύποσταθεντι οφείλει τό 
φαινόμενον συνανασκευάζεσθαι, φημί δ* ή κίνησις· 
μή όντος γάρ κενοΰ κατ άνάγκην ουδέ κίνησις 
γίγνεται κατά τον ήδη προδεδηλωμενον ήμΐν

215 τρόπον, ωσαύτως δε καί ή ούκ επιμαρτυρησις 
άντιξούς εστί τή επιμαρτυρήσει· ήν γάρ ύπόπτωσις 
δι* εναργείας του τδ δοξαζόμενου μή είναι τοιοΰτον 
όποιον περ εδοξάζετο, οΐον πόρρωθεν τίνος προσ
ιόντος είκάζομεν παρά τό διάστημα Πλάτωνα είναι, 
άλλα συναιρεθεντος του διαστήματος εγνωμεν δι 
εναργείας ότι ούκ εστι Πλάτων, καί γεγονε τό 
116

opined is o f such a sort as it was opined to be—as 
when, for example, on the approach of Plato from 
afar I guess and opine, because of the distance, that 
it is Plato, and when he has drawn near the fact that 
he is Plato is further testified—the distance being 
reduced— and is confirmed by actual evidence of 
sense. And lack o f contrary testimony is the con- 213 
gruity of the supposed and opined non-evident object 
with the apparent—as when Epicurus says that 
void exists, which is a thing non-evident, and this is 
supported by an obvious fact, namely motion ; for if 
void does not exist, neither ought motion to exist, the 
moving body having no place into which to pass over, 
owing to the fact that all things are full and close- 
packed ; so that, since motion exists, the apparent 214 
does not give testimony that contradicts the opined 
non-evident fact. But contrary testimony is some
thing which conflicts with lack of contrary testimony ; 
for it is the joint-refutation o f the apparent fact and 
the supposed non-evident fact,—as when, for instance, 
the Stoic says that void does not exist, assert
ing something non-evident, and jointly with this 
supposed fact the apparent fact, by which I mean 
motion, is necessarily refuted; for if void does not 
exist, of necessity motion does not exist either, 
according to the argument we have already set out.
So likewise lack of confirmatory testimony is opposed 215 
to confirmatory testimony ; for it is the impression 
due to sense-evidence that the thing opined is not 
such as it was opined to be ; as, for instance, when 
someone is approaching from afar and we guess, 
because of the distance, that it is Plato, but when 
the distance is reduced we learn by evidence that 
it is not Plato. Such an occurrence is lack of con-
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τοιοΰτον ούκ επιμαρτύρησις' ού γάρ επεμαρτυρήθη
216 τώ φαινόμενα) το δοξαζόμενον. δθεν ή μεν επι- 

μαρτύρησις και ούκ άντιμαρτυρησις του αληθές 
εΐναί τι εστι κριτηριον, η δε ούκ επιμαρτυρησις 
και άντιμαρτυρησις του φεΰδος είναι, πάντων δε 
κρηπίς και θεμέλιος ή ενάργεια.

217 Τ οιοντο μεν και κατά τον Επίκουρόν εστι κριτή- 
ριον οι δε περί τον *Αριστοτέλη καί Θεόφραστον 
καί κοινώς οι περιπατητικοί, διττής ονσης κατά το 
άνωτάτω της των πραγμάτων φυσεως, επεί τά μεν, 
καθώς προεΐπον, αισθητά εστι τά δε νοητά, διττόν 
καί αύτοί το κριτηριον άπολείπουσιν, αισθησιν μεν

218 των αισθητών νόησιν δέ τών νοητών, κοινόν δε 
άμφοτερων, ώς ελεγεν ό θεόφραστος, το εναργες. 
τάξει μεν ονν πρώτον εστι τό άλογον καί άναπόδει- 
κτον κριτηριον, η αΐσθησις, δυνάμει δέ ο νοΰς, ει καί 
τη τάξει δευτερευειν δοκεΐ παρά την αισθησιν.

219 από μεν γάρ τών αισθητών κινείται η αΐσθησις, 
από δέ της κατά ενάργειαν περί την αισθησιν 
κινήσεως επιγίνεταί τι κατά ψυχήν κίνημα τοΐς 
κρείττοσι καί βελτίοσι καί εξ αυτών δυναμενοις 
κινεΐσθαι ζώοις. δπερ μνήμη τε καί φαντασία 
καλείται παρ αύτοΐς, μνημη μεν του περί την 
αισθησιν πάθους, φαντασία δε του εμποιησαντος

220 τη αίσθήσει τό πάθος αισθητού, διόπερ ϊχνει τό 
τοιοΰτον άναλογεΐν κίνημα φασιν και ον τροπον 
εκείνο, φημί δέ τό ίχνος, υπό τινός τε γίνεται καί 
από τίνος, υπό τίνος μεν οΐον της τού ποδος επ- 
ερείσεως, από τίνος δε ώσπερ τού Δίωνος, ούτω και 
τό προειρημενον τής ψυχής κίνημα ύφύ ού μεν 
γίνεται ώσπερ τού περί την αισθησιν πάθους, άφ’

· Gf. § 228.
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firmatory testimony ; for the thing opined was not 
confirmed by the apparent fact. Hence confirmatory 216 
testimony and lack o f contrary testimony form a 
criterion of the truth of a thing, but lack o f con
firmatory testimony and contradictory testimony of 
its falsehood. And the base and foundation o f all 
is the evidence of sense.

Such, then, is the criterion according to Epicurus. 217 
But Aristotle and Theophrastus and the Peripatetics 
in general, seeing that the nature of things falls 
into two main classes,—since, as I said before, some 
things are sensible, others intelligible,—themselves 
also admit a twofold criterion, sense o f things sensible 
and intellect o f things intelligible, while common to 218 
both, as Theophrastus said, is the plainly evident. 
First, then, in order comes the irrational and non- 
demonstrable criterion, sense, but first in potency 
intellect, although it appears to come second in order 
as compared with sense. For the sense is affected by 219 
things sensible, and as a result o f the affection of the 
sense in an evident way there supervenes an affection 
o f the soul in such creatures as are superior and better 
and able to move o f themselves; and this is termed by 
them memory and presentation—memory of the affec
tion felt by the sense, and presentation of the sensible 
object which has produced the affection in the sense. 
Hence they say that an affection of this kind is com- 220 
parable to a foot-mark®; and just as that (I mean 
the foot-mark) is made both by something and from 
something—by something as, for example, by the 
pressure of the foot, and from something, as, say, from 
Dion,—so also the affection of the soul mentioned 
above is generated by something, as, say, the affection 
o f the sense, and from something, such as the sensible
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ου δε καθάπερ τοΰ αίσθητοΰ, προς ο καί ομοιότητά
221 τινα σώζει. τούτο δε πάλιν το κίνημα, όπερ 

μνήμη τε και φαντασία καλείται, είχεν εν εαυτώ 
τρίτον επιγινόμενον άλλο κίνημα τό τής λογικής 
φαντασίας, κατά κρίσιν λοιπόν και προαίρεσιν την 
ήμετεραν συμβαΐνον, οπερ κίνημα διάνοια τε και 
νοϋς προσαγορεύεται, οΐον όταν τις προσπεσόντος 
κατ' ενάργειαν Αίωνος πάθη πως την αΐσθησιν και 
τραπή, υπό δε τοΰ περί την αΐσθησιν πάθους εγ- 
γενηταί τις αύτοϋ τη ψυχή φαντασία, ήν και μνήμην 
πρότερον ελεγομεν και ΐχνει παραπλήσιον ύπάρχειν,

222 άπό δε ταύτης της φαντασίας εκουσίως άναζω- 
γραφή αύτώ και άναπλάσαη φάντασμα, καθάπερ τον 
γενικόν άνθρωπον, τό γάρ δη τοιοϋτο κίνημα της 
ψυχής κατά διαφόρους επιβολάς οι περιπατητικοί 
των φιλοσόφων διάνοιαν τε και νουν ονομάζουσι, 
κατά μεν τό δυνασθαι διάνοιαν, κατά δέ ενεργειαν

223 νουν' όταν μεν γάρ δυνηται τοΰτον ποιεΐσθαι τον 
άναπλασμόν ψυχή, τουτεστιν όταν πεφυκη, διάνοια 
καλείται, όταν δε ενεργητικώς ήδη ποιή, νους ονο
μάζεται. άπό μεντοι τοΰ νοΰ και τής διανοήσεως 
συνίσταται ή τε έννοια και επιστήμη και τέχνη, 
διανόησις μεν γάρ γίνεται δτέ μεν των κατά μέρος

224 ειδών ότέ δέ των τε ειδών και τών γενών' άλλ’ 6 
μεν άθροισμός τών τοιουτων τοΰ νοΰ φαντασμάτων 
και ή συγκεφαλαίωσις τών επί μέρους εις τό 
καθόλου έννοια καλείται, εν δε τώ άθροισμώ τούτα» 
και τη συγκεφαλαιώσει τελευταΐον ύφίσταται ή τε 
επιστήμη και τέχνη, επιστήμη μεν τό ακριβές και 
αδιάπτωτου εχουσα, τέχνη δε ή μη πάντως τοιαυτη.

225 ώσπερ δε ή τών επιστημών και τεχνών φΰσις εστίν 
υστερογενής, οΰτω και ή καλούμενη δόξα" όταν γάρ 
120
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object, to which also it preserves a certain similarity.
And this affection, again, which is termed both 221 
memory and presentation, possesses within itself a 
third and separate supervenient affection—that of 
rational presentation, which is an after-result con
sequent on our judgement and preference; and this 
affection is called mind and thought; as, for example, 
when someone, on receiving an evident impression of 
Dion, suffers a certain affection of sense and a certain 
disturbance, and by the affection of his sense there is 
produced in his soul a presentation (which is also, as 
we said above, memory and similar to a foot-mark), 
and from this presentation there is voluntarily limned 222 
and represented by him an imagined object, such as 
generic Man. Now this kind of affection o f the soul 
the Peripatetic philosophers call either mind or 
thought according to the different ways in which it 
occurs—mind in so far as it is a potency, thought in 
so far as it is an actuality ; for whenever the soul is 223 
potentially able to form this representation—that is 
to say, whenever it is o f a nature to do so—it is called 
mind, but whenever it is already actually doing so, 
it is termed thought. Moreover, from thought and 
the action of mind arise comprehension and science 
and art. For mental action deals at one time with 
particulars, at another with both particulars and 
genera ; but the aggregation of such images o f the 224 
thought and the summing-up of the particulars in 
the universal is termed comprehension, and in this 
process of aggregation and summing-up the last stage 
constitutes science and art—science being that which 
possesses accuracy and inerrancy, art that which 
does not always possess them. And as the sciences 225 
and arts are o f later origin, so also is what is termed
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είξη ή φυχή rfj από τής αίσθήσεως εγγενομενη 
φαντασία καί τώ φανέντι πρόσθηται καί συγκατα-

226 θηται, λέγεται δόξα, φαίνεται οΰν εκ των είρη- 
μένων πρώτα κριτήρια της των πραγμάτων γνώ- 
σεως η τε αίσθησις καί ό νους, η μεν οργάνου 
τρόπον έχουσα 6 δε τεχνίτου, ώσπερ γάρ ημείς 
ου δυνάμεθα χωρίς ζυγοΰ την των βαρέων καί 
κουφών έξέτασιν ποιεισθαι, ουδέ άτερ κανόνος την 
των ευθέων καί στρεβλών διαφοράν λαβεΐν, ούτως 
ουδέ 6 νοϋς χωρίς αίσθήσεως δοκιμάσαι πέφυκε τα 
πράγματα.

Ύοιοΰτοι μέν ώς εν κεφαλαίοις είσί και οι απο
227 του περιπάτου· απολειπόμενης δ' ετι της στωικης 

δόξης παρακειμένως καί περί ταυτης λέγω μεν. 
κριτηριον τοίνυν φασίν αλήθειας είναι οι άνδρες 
οΰτοι την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν, ταυτην δ* * 
είσόμεθα, πρότερον γνόντες τί ποτέ έστι κατ αυτους 
η φαντασία καί τίνες επ' είδους ταυτης διαφοραι.

228 φαντασία οΰν εστί κατ' αυτούς τυπωσις εν φυχή. 
περί ής ευθύς καί διέστησαν· Κλεάνθης μέν γαρ 
ηκουσε την τύπωσιν κατά είσοχην τε καί εξοχην, 
ώσπερ καί (την)1 διά τών δακτυλίων γινομένην

229 του κηρού τύπωσιν, Χρύσιππος δέ άτοπον ηγείτο 
τό τοιοΰτο. πρώτον μέν γάρ φησι, της διανοίας 
δεήσει ύφ’ εν ποτέ τρίγωνόν τι καί τετράγωνον 
φαντασιουμένης τό αυτό σώμα κατά τον αυτόν 
χρόνον διαφέροντα έχειν περί αύτώ σχήματα άμα 
τε τρίγωνον καί τετράγωνον γίνεσθαι ή καί περι
φερές, οπερ εστίν άτοπον εΐτα πολλών άμα φαν-

1 <tV> add. Zeller.
° Cf. P.H. ii. 70.

* i.e. the mind, or part of the soul which receives the 
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“  opinion ”  ; for whenever the soul yields to the 
presentation produced in it by sense and inclines and 
assents to the object which has appeared, this is 
called “  opinion.”  It appears, then, from what has 226 
been said that the primary criteria o f the knowledge 
o f things are sensation and thought, the former 
playing the part of the instrument, the latter that o f 
the craftsman. For just as we are unable to carry out 
a test of things heavy and light without a balance, 
or to grasp the difference between things straight 
and crooked without a rule, so likewise thought is 
naturally incapable o f estimating objects when 
divorced from sense.

Such, then, summarily stated, are the views of the 
Peripatetics ; and as there still remains the Stoic 227 
doctrine, let us deal with it also in the next place. 
These men, then, assert that the criterion o f truth 
is the apprehensive presentation. What this is we 
shall understand when we have first learnt what, in 
their view, presentation is and what are its specific 
differences. Presentation then, according to them, 228 
is an impression on the soul. But about this they at 
once began to quarrel; for whereas Cleanthes under
stood “  impression ”  as involving eminence and 
depression,® just as does the impression made in wax 
by signet-rings, Chrysippus regarded such a thing as 229 
absurd. For in the first place, he says, when the 
mind imagines at one and the same moment a tri
angular object and a quadrangular, the same body b 
must needs be circumscribed by different forms at the 
same time and become simultaneously both triangular 
and quadrangular, or even circular, which is absurd;

“ impression,”—the Stoics regarding the soul as just as truly 
“ corporeal ”  as the body; cf. Vol. I. Introd. pp. xxiv f.
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τασιών υφισταμένων iv ήμΐν παμπληθείς καί τούς 
σχηματισμούς έξειν την φυχήν, ο τοΰ προτέρου

230 χείρον έστιν. αυτός οΰν την τύπωσιν είρησθαι υπό 
τοΰ Ζ,ήνωνος ύπενόει αντί τής ετεροιώσεως, ωστ 
είναι τοιουτον τον λόγον “  φαντασία εστιν ετε- 
ροίωσις φυχής/’ μηκετι άτοπου όντος τοΰ το αυτό 
σώμα ύφ* ενα και τον αυτόν χρόνον πολλών περί 
ημάς συνισταμένων φαντασιών παμπληθείς άνα-

231 δέχεσθαι ετεροιώσεις· ώσπερ γάρ ό αήρ, όταν άμα 
πολλοί φωνώσιν, άμυθήτους υπό εν και διαφερούσας 
άναδεχόμενος πληγάς ευθύς πολλάς ϊσχει και τάς 
ετεροιώσεις, οΰτω και τό ηγεμονικόν ποικίλως 
φαντασιούμενον άνάλογόν τι τουτω πείσεται.

232 ”Αλλοι δε ουδέ τον κατά διόρθωσιν εκείνου εζ~ 
ενεχθέντα όρον όρθώς έχειν φασίν. εί μεν γάρ έστι 
τις φαντασία, αυτή τύπωσις και ετεροίωσις τής 
φυχήζ καθεστηκεν' εί δε τις έστι τύπωσις τής 
φυχής, εκείνη ου πάντως έστι φαντασία, καί γάρ 
προσπταίσματος γενομένου περί τον δάκτυλον ή 
κνησμοΰ περί την χεΐρα συμβάντος τύπωσις μεν 
καί ετεροίωσις τής φυχής άποτελεΐται, ούχί δε καί 
φαντασία, έπείπερ ουδέ περί τώ τυχόντι μέρει τής 
φυχής γίνεσθαι ταύτην συμβέβηκεν, άλλα περί τή

233 διάνο ία μόνον καί τώ  ήγεμονικώ. προς οΰς
άπαντώντες οι από τής στοάς συνεμφαίνεσθαί φασι 
τή τυπώσει τής φυχής τό ώς αν εν φυχή, ώστε είναι 
τό πλήρες τοιοΰτον “  φαντασία έστι τύπωσις έν 
φυχή ώς αν έν φυχή καθά γάρ ή έφηλότης 
λέγεται λευκότης έν όφθαλμώ συνεμφαινόντων 
ημών τό ώς έν όφθαλμώ, τουτέστι τό κατά ποιόν

β A disease of the eye, supposed to be derived from rays of 
the sun (“ Helios ” ).
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and further, when many presentations occur in us 
simultaneously, the soul will also receive innumerable 
formations, which result is worse than the former.
He himself, therefore, suspected that the term 230 
“ impression”  was used by Zeno in the sense o f 
“  alteration,”  so that the definition runs like this—
“ presentation is an alteration o f the soul ” ; for it is 
no longer absurd that, when many presentations 
co-exist in us at the same moment, the same body 
should admit o f innumerable alterations ; for just 231 
as the air, when many people are speaking simul
taneously, receives in a single moment numberless 
and different impacts and at once undergoes many 
alterations also, so too when the regent part is the 
subject o f a variety of images it will experience some
thing analogous to this.

But others assert that not even the definition 232 
thus put forth in accordance with the amendment 
of Chrysippus is correct. For if a presentation exists, 
it is an impression and alteration o f the soul; but if 
an impression of the soul exists, it is not in all cases 
a presentation. For in fact when a knock happens to 
the finger, or a scratch occurs in the hand, there is 
produced indeed an impression and alteration of the 
soul, but not a presentation as w ell; seeing that this 
is a result which occurs not in any chance part of the 
soul but only in the mind and the regent part.—By 233 
way of meeting their objection the Stoics declare that 
in the phrase “  impression of the soul ”  there is im
plied also the words “  in so far as it is soul,”  so that 
the full statement is this— “ presentation is an 
impression in the soul in so far as it is soul.”  For just 
as “  ephelotes ” a is defined as “ whiteness in the eye,” 
wherewith we also imply that “  in so far as it is eye ”
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μέρος τού όφθαλμοϋ, τήν λευκότητα εΐναι, ΐνα μη 
πάντες οι άνθρωποί εφηλότητα εχωμεν ώς άν 
πάντες εκ φύσεως εχοντες λευκότητα εν όφθαλμώ, 
ούτως όταν λέγω μεν την φαντασίαν τύπωσιν εν 
φυχή, συνεμφαίνομεν καί τό περί ποιον μέρος 
γίνεσθαι της φυχής την τύπωσιν, τουτεστι τό 
ηγεμονικόν, ώστε εξ απλούμενον γίνεσθαι τον όρον 
τοιοΰτον “  φαντασία εστίν ετεροίωσις εν ηγεμο-

234 νικώ.”  άλλοι δε από τής αυτής όρμώμενοι
δυνάμεως γλαφυρώτερον άπελογήσαντο. φασί γάρ 
φυχήν λεγεσθαι δίχως, τό τε συνεχον την όλην σύγ- 
κρισιν καί κατ ιδίαν τό ηγεμονικόν, όταν γάρ 
εΐπωμεν συνεστάναι τον άνθρωπον εκ φυχής καί 
σώματος, ή τον θάνατον είναι χωρισμόν φυχής από

235 σώματος, ιδίως καλοΰμεν τό ηγεμονικόν, ωσαύτως 
δε καί όταν διαιρούμενοι φάσκωμεν αγαθών τα μεν 
είναι περί φυχήν τά  δε περί σώμα τα δ* εκτός, ου 
την ολην φυχήν εμφαίνομεν άλλα τό ηγεμονικόν 
ταύτης μόριον’ περί τούτω γάρ τά πάθη καί τά

236 αγαθά συνίσταται. διόπερ καί όταν λεγη 6 Ζήνων 
φαντασίαν είναι τύπωσιν εν φυχή, άκουστεον φυχήν 
ου τήν όλην αλλά τό μόριον αυτής, ΐνα ή τό λεγό
μενον ούτως εχον “  φαντασία εστίν ετεροίωσις περί

237 τό ηγεμονικόν.”  άλλα καν ούτως εχη, φασί 
τινες, πάλιν ήμάρτηται. καί γάρ ή ορμή καί ή συγ- 
κατάθεσις καί ή κατάληφις ετεροιώσεις μεν είσι 
τοΰ ηγεμονικού, διαφερουσι δε τής φαντασίας* ή 
μεν γάρ πεΐσίς τις ήν ήμετερα καί διάθεσις, αΰται 
δε πολύ μάλλον [η όρμαί] ενεργειαί τινες ήμών ύπ- 
ήρχον. μοχθηρός άρα εστίν 6 όρος πολλοΐς καί

238 διαφόροις πράγμασιν εφαρμοζόμενος' καί ον τρόπον 
6 τον άνθρωπον όρισάμενος, καί είπών ότι άνθρωπός 
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(that is to say, “  in a certain portion of the eye ” ) 
there exists whiteness, in order that all o f us men 
may not have “ ephelotes,” seeing that we all natur
ally have whiteness in the eye,—so when we define 
presentation as “  impression in the soul,” we also 
imply therewith that it occurs in a certain part of the 
soul, to wit, the regent part, so that, stated explicitly, 
the definition is this—“ presentation is alteration in 
the regent part.” — Others, starting with the same 234 
line o f argument, have made a more subtle defence.
For they say that soul is used in two senses, as 
denoting both that which holds together the whole 
framework and, in especial, the regent part. For 
when we say that man is composed of soul and body, 
or that death is a separation o f soul from body, we 
are speaking specially o f the regent part. So like- 235 
wise, when we are classifying goods and say that some 
are goods o f the soul, some of the body, and some 
external, we do not mean the whole soul but the 
regent part of it, for it is to this that the affections and 
the goods belong. Hence, when Zeno says that “  pre- 236 
sentation is an impression on the soul,”  we must 
understand by “ soul ” not the whole but that part of 
it, so that the statement may be in this form, “  pre
sentation is alteration of the regent part.”— But even 237 
when put in this form some say that it is wrong again. 
For, in fact, impulse and assent and apprehension are 
alterations of the regent part, but are different from 
presentation. For whereas this is a passivity o f ours 
and a condition, the former are much rather activities.
The definition, therefore, is a bad one, as it suits many 
different things ; and just as he who defines “ man ”  238 
and says that “  man is a rational animal ”  α does not

• Cf. PAL ii. 26 if.
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icrri ζώον λογικόν, ούχ ύγιώς την έννοιαν τοΰ 
ανθρώπου υπόγραφε διά το καί τον θεόν ζώον είναι 
λογικόν, ουτω και ό την φαντασίαν άποφηνάμενος 
ετεροίωσιν ηγεμονικού Βιεπεσεν ου μάλλον γάρ 
ταύτης η εκάστης των κατηριθμη μενών κινήσεων

239 όστιν άπόδοσις. τοιαύτης δ ’ ούσης και τήσδε 
τής ενστάσεως πάλιν επί τάς συνεμφάσεις οΐ στωικοί 
άνατρεχουσι, λεγοντες τω δρω Βεΐν τής φαντασίας 
συνακουειν το κατά πεΐσιν· ώς γάρ ό λεγων τον 
έρωτα επιβολήν είναι φιλοποιίας συνεμφαίνει το 
νέων ωραίων, καί εί μη κατά το ρητόν τούτο εκφερη 
(ούθείς γάρ γερόντων καί ακμής ώραν μη εχόντων 
ερα), ούτως όταν λέγω μεν, φασί, την φαντασίαν 
ετεροίωσιν ηγεμονικού, συνεμφαίνομεν το κατά 
πεΐσιν αλλά μη τό κατά ενεργειαν γίνεσθαι την

240 ετεροίωσιν. Βοκούσι Βε μηΒ' ούτως εκπεφευ-
γεναι τό έγκλημα· δτε γάρ τρέφεται τό ηγεμονικόν 
καί νή Δία γε αύξεται, ετεροιοΰται μεν κατά πεΐσιν, 
ούκ εστι Βε ή τοιαυτη ετεροίωσις αυτού, καίπερ κατά 
πεΐσιν ούσα καί Βιάθεσιν, φαντασία, εκτός εί μη τι 
πάλιν λεγοιεν Ιδίωμα πείσεως είναι την φαντασίαν,

241 δπερ Βιενήνοχε των τοιούτων Βιαθεσεων, ή εκείνο 
γε, επεί ή φαντασία γίνεται ήτοι των εκτός ή των 
εν ήμΐν παθών, δ Βή κυριώτερον Βιάκενος ελκυσμός 
παρ' αύτοΐς καλείται, πάντως εν τω  λόγω τής 
φαντασίας συνεμφαίνεσθαι τό την πεΐσιν γίνεσθαι 
ήτοι κατά την εκτός προσβολήν ή κατά τά εν ημΐν 
πάθη’ δπερ ούκετ εστιν επί τής κατά τάς αυξήσεις 
ή θρεφεις ετεροιώσεως συνεξακούειν.

° i.e. a “ presentation”  without any real “ presented” 
object (and so purely subjective and illusory) which “attracts ” 
the mind to a “ phantasma,”  or imaginary object.
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give a sound description of the notion o f “  man ”  
because “  god ”  also is a rational animal, so also he 
who declares presentation to be “  an alteration of 
the regent part ”  is at fault, since this is no more an 
account of presentation than of any one of the motions 
enumerated.—Such being this further objection, the 239 
Stoics resort once again to their “  implications,”  say
ing that we must understand, as implied in the defini
tion, the words “  by way of passivity.”  For just as 
he who says that love is “  an impulse to win affection ”  
implies therewith “  o f youths in their bloom,”  even 
though he does not state this expressly (for no one 
loves old men and those who are not in their first 
bloom), so when we describe presentation as “  altera
tion o f the regent part,”  we imply therewith, they 
say, that the alteration occurs “  by way of passivity ”  
and not by way o f activity.—But not even so do they 240 
seem to have escaped the charge ; for when the 
regent part is being nourished and, in sooth, in
creased, it is altered by way o f passivity, but this 
kind o f alteration, although it is by way of passivity 
and condition, is not presentation—unless they should 
say once again that presentation is a special form of 
passivity which is distinct from the passive conditions, 
or else say this—that, since presentation is either of 241 
things external or o f our own internal affections (this 
being more precisely termed by them “ vacuous attrac
tion a ” ), there is always implied in the definition of 
presentation that the '* passivity ”  is either in respect 
o f external impact or in respect o f our internal affec
tions ; but this additional implication is no longer 
possible in the case of alteration due to processes of 
increase or nutrition.
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Ά λ λ ’ ή μεν φαντασία κατά τούς από τής στοάς 
οϋτω δυσαπόδοτός εστι' των δε φαντασιών πολλαϊ 
μεν και άλλαι είσϊ διαφοραί, άπαρκέσουσι δε αΐ

242 λεχθησόμεναι. τούτων γάρ αί μεν είσι πιθαναι, αΐ 
δε απίθανοι, αι δε πιθαναι άμα και απίθανοι, αι δε 
ούτε πιθαναι ούτε απίθανοι, πιθαναι μεν οϋν είσιν 
αί λεΐον κίνημα περί φυχήν εργαζόμενοι, ώσπερ νυν 
τό ημέραν είναι και τό εμέ διαλέγεσθαι και παν ο 
της όμοιας έχεται περιφανείας, απίθανοι δε αί μη 
τοιαΰται άλλ’ άποστρεφουσαί ημάς τής συγκατα-

243 θεσεως, οιον “  εί ήμερα εστιν, ουκ εστιν ήλιος υπέρ 
γής· εί σκότος εστιν, ήμερα εστιν.”  πιθαναι δε 
και απίθανοι καθεστάσιν αί κατά τήν πρός τι 
σχεσιν ότε μεν τοΐαι γινόμενοι ότε δε τοΐαι [γινό
μενοι], οΐον αί των απόρων λόγων, οϋτε δε πιθαναι 
ούτε απίθανοι καθάπερ αί των τοιουτων πραγμάτων 
“ άρτιοί είσιν οί αστέρες, περισσοί είσιν οί αστέρες.”  
των δε πιθανών [τ) απίθανων]1 φαντασιών αί μεν

244 εισιν αληθείς, αί δε φευδεΐς, αί δε αληθείς και 
φευδεΐς, αί δε οϋτε αληθείς οϋτε φευδεΐς. αληθείς 
μεν ουν είσιν ών εστιν αληθή κατηγορίαν ποιήσα- 
σθαι, ώς του “ ήμερα εστιν”  επί τοΰ παρόντος ή 
τον “  φώς εστι,”  φευδεΐς δε ών εστι φευδή κατ
ηγορίαν ποιήσασθαι, ώς τοΰ κεκλάσθαι τήν κατα 
βυθοϋ κώπην ή μϋουρον είναι τήν στοάν, αληθείς 
δε και φευδεΐς, οποία προσεπιπτεν Όρέστη κατά

245 μανίαν από τής Ή λεκτρα? [καθό μεν γάρ ώς από 
υπάρχοντάς τίνος προσέπιπτεν, ήν αληθής, υπήρχε 
γάρ Ή λεκτρα, καθό δ ’ ώς από Έρινϋος, φευδής,

1 [ή άττιθάνων] seel. Arnim.
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Thus presentation, in the doctrine of the Stoics, 
is hard to define. In presentations, also, there are 
many and various distinctions, of which it will be 
enough to record the following. Some of them are 242 
probable, some improbable, some at once both prob
able and improbable, some neither probable nor 
improbable. “  Probable,” then, are those which 
produce a smooth motion in the soul—as, at the 
present moment, the impression that “ it is day ”  
and that “  I am discoursing,”  and everyone which 
attains a similar degree of obviousness ; “  improb
able ”  are those which do not do so but make us 
decline to assent, such as the judgement “  if it is day, 243 
the sun is not above the earth,”  “  if it is dark, it is 
day.”  “  Both probable and improbable ” are those 
which, according to the relation in which they stand, 
are at one time of this kind and at another time of 
that kind, as for instance presentations of problematic 
statements. “  Neither probable nor improbable ”  are 
such as are concerned with judgements of this sort—
“ the stars are even in number,”  “  the stars are odd.” ® 
And of the probable presentations some are true, 
some false, some both true and false, some neither true 244 
nor false. True, then, are those about which it is pos
sible to make a true affirmation, as, at the present 
moment, “  it is day ”  or “  it is light ”  ; false are those 
about which it is possible to make a false affirmation, 
as that the oar under the water is bent or that the 
porch narrows to a point; an example of both true 
and false is the impression of Electra experienced 
by Orestes in his madness (for in so far as his impres- 245 
sion was of an existing object it was true, for Electra 
existed, but in so far as it was that of a Fury it was

0 Cf. P.H. i. 97, ii. 90.
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ούκ ήν γάρ Έ /ηνύς), καί πάλιν εΐ τις από Αίωνος 
ζώντος κατά τούς ύπνους ώς από παρεστώτος

246 όνειροπολεΐται φευδή και διάκ€νον ελκυσμόν. ούτε 
δε αληθείς οΰτ€ φευδεΐς εισιν αι γενικοί' ών γάρ τά  
είδη τοΐα ή τοΐα, τούτων τά γένη ούτε τοΐα ούτε 
τοΐα, οΐον των ανθρώπων οι μεν εισιν "Έιλληνες οι 
δε βάρβαροι, άλλ' ό γενικός άνθρωπος ούτε "Έλλην 
εστίν, επει πάντες άν οι επ' είδους η σαν *Έ λληνες,

247 ούτε βάρβαρος διά την αυτήν αιτίαν. των δε 
αληθών αι μεν είσι καταληπτικοί at δε ού, ου 
καταληπτικοί μεν αι προσπίπτουσαί τισι κατά 
πάθος· μυρίοι γάρ φρενιτίζοντες καί μελάγχολώντες 
αληθή μεν ελκουσι φαντασίαν, ού καταληπτικήν δε 
άλλ' εξωθεν καί εκ τύχης ούτω συμπεσουσαν, δθεν 
ουδέ διαβεβαιοΰνται περί αυτής πολλάκις, ουδέ

248 συγκατατίθενται αυτή, καταληπτική δε εστιν ή 
από υπάρχοντας καί κατ αυτό τό ύπάρχον εναπο- 
μεμαγμενη καί εναπεσφραγισμενη, οποία ούκ άν 
γενοιτο από μή ύπάρχοντος’ άκρως γάρ ποιούμενοι 
αντιληπτικήν είναι των υποκείμενων τήνδε την 
φαντασίαν, καί πάντα τεχνικώς τά περί αύτοΐς 
ιδιώματα άναμεμαγμενην, έκαστον τούτων φασίν

249 *X€LV συμβεβηκός. ών πρώτον μεν τό από ύπ
άρχοντος γίνεσθαΐ' πολλοί γάρ τών φαντασιών 
προσπίπτουσιν από μή ύπάρχοντος ώσπερ επί 
τών μεμηνότων, αΐτινες ούκ άν εΐεν καταληπτικοί, 
δεύτερον δε τό καί από ύπάρχοντος είναι καί κατ' 
αυτό τό ύπάρχον ενιαι γάρ πάλιν από ύπάρχοντος 
μεν εισιν, ούκ αυτό δέ τό ύπάρχον ίνδάλλονται, 
ώς επί τοΰ μεμηνότος ' Ορέστου μικρώ πρότερον
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false, for there was no Fury); and again when a man 
experiences a false and “ vacuous attraction”  in 
his dreams, imagining that Dion is standing beside 
him when Dion is alive. Neither true nor false 246 
are the generic presentations ; for the genera of 
things o f which the particulars are o f this kind or 
o f that are neither o f this kind nor o f that kind ; as, 
for instance, whereas some men are Greeks, others 
barbarians, the generic Man is neither a Greek (for 
then all particular men would have been Greeks), 
nor yet a barbarian (for the same reason).—And of 247 
true presentations some are apprehensive, others not,
—not apprehensive being those which are experienced 
by persons in a morbid condition ; for countless 
sufferers from frenzy and melancholia receive a 
presentation which though true is not apprehensive 
but occurs externally and fortuitously, so that often 
they make no positive affirmation about it and do not 
assent to it. An apprehensive presentation is one 248 
caused by an existing object and imaged and stamped 
in the subject in accordance with that existing object, 
o f such a kind as could not be derived from a non
existent obj ect. For as they deem that this presenta
tion is eminently perceptive of real objects and repro
duces with artistic precision all their characteristics, 
they declare that it possesses each one of these as 
an attribute. Of these the first is derivation from an 249 
existing ob ject; for many presentations occur from 
what is non-existent, as in the case o f madmen, and 
these will not be apprehensive. Second is derivation 
both from an existing object and according to that 
existing ob ject; for some again, though they are 
derived from an existing object, do not resemble that 
object, as we showed a little while ago in the case of
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εδείκνυμεν. εΐλκε μεν γάρ φαντασίαν από ύπάρ
χοντος τής Ή λ εκτρας, ού κατ' αύτο δε τδ ύπαρχον· 
μίαν γάρ των Έρινυων ύπελάμβανεν αυτήν είναι, 
καθό και προσιοΰσαν και τημελεΐν αυτόν σπουδά- 
ζουσαν άπωθεΐται λεγων

μεθες μι οΰσα των εμών Έ/κνυ'ων.
καί 6 'Ηρακλής από ύπάρχοντος μεν εκινεΐτο των 
Θηβών, ού κατ αύτο δε το ύπαρχον* καί γάρ κατ' 
αύτο το ύπαρχον Βει γίνεσθαι τήν καταληπτικήν

250 φαντασίαν, ού μήν αλλά καί εναπομεμαγμενην καί 
εναπεσφραγισμενην τυγχάνειν, ινα πάντα τεχνικώς

251 τ ά  ιδιώματα των φανταστών1 άναμάττηται. ώς 
γάρ οί γλύφεις πάσι τοΐς μερεσι συμβάλλουσι των 
τελούμενων, καί δν τρόπον αί διά των δακτυλίων 
σφραγίδες αεί πάντας επ' ακριβές τούς χαρακτήρας 
έναπομάττονται τω κηρω, οϋτω καί οί κατάληφιν 
ποιούμενοι των ύποκειμενων πάσιν όφείλουσι τοίς

252 Ιδιώμασιν αυτών επιβάλλειν. το δε “  οΐα ούκ αν 
γενοιτο από μή ύπάρχοντος ”  προσέθεσαν, επεί ούχ 
ώσπερ οί από τής στοάς αδύνατον ύπειλήφασι κατά 
πάντα άπαράλλακτόν τινα εύρεθήσεσθαι, ούτω καί 
οί από τής 'Ακαδημίας. εκείνοι μεν γάρ φασιν ότι 
δ  εχων τήν καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν τεχνικώς 
προσβάλλει τή ύπούση των πραγμάτων διαφορά, 
επείπερ καί είχε τι τοιοϋτον ιδίωμα ή τοιαύτη 
φαντασία παρά τάς άλλας φαντασίας καθάπερ οι 
κεράσται παρά τούς άλλους οφεις· οί δε από τής 
Ακαδημίας τουναντίον φασί δύνασθαι τή κατα-

1 φανταστών Apelt :  φαντασιών m s s . ,  Beklc.
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the mad Orestes. For though he derived a presenta
tion from an existing object, Electra, it was not in 
conformity with that ob ject; for he supposed that 
she was one o f the Furies, and accordingly repulses 
her, as she approaches and eagerly seeks to tend him, 
with the words a—

Avaunt! For of my Furies thou art one.

Heracles, too, derived an impression o f Thebes6 from 
an existing object, but not according to that ob ject; 
for the apprehensive presentation must also be in 
accord with the object itself. Moreover, it must also 250 
be imaged and stamped in the subject, in order that 
all the characteristics of the presented objects may 
be reproduced with artistic exactitude. For just as 251 
carvers set their hands to all the parts of the works 
they are completing, and as the seals on rings always 
imprint all their markings exactly on the wax, so 
likewise those who experience apprehension o f real 
objects ought to perceive all their characteristics. 
And they added the clause “  o f such a kind as could 252 
not be derived from a non-existent object ”  because 
the Academics did not, like the Stoics, suppose it to 
be impossible that a presentation exactly similar in 
all respects should be found. For the Stoics assert 
that he who has the apprehensive presentation 
discerns with artistic exactitude the difference sub
sisting in the objects, since a presentation of that 
kind as compared with all other presentations has 
a special characteristic of its own, like the horned 
serpents as compared with all other serpents ; but 
the Academics assert on the contrary that a false

* Cf. § 192 (Heracles seems to be put for Pentheus, by 
oversight).
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ληπτική φαντασία απαράλλακτου εύρεθήσε σθαι 
φεΰδος.

253 Ά λλα  γάρ οί μεν αρχαιότεροι των στωικών 
κριτήριόν φασιν εΐναι τής αλήθειας την κατα
ληπτικήν ταυτην φαντασίαν, οί δε νεώτεροι προσ-

254 ετίθεσαν και το μηδέν εχουσαν ενστημα. εσθ' οτε 
γάρ καταληπτική μεν προσπίπτει φαντασία, ά
πιστος δε διά τήν εξωθεν περίστασιν. οΐον οτε 
*Αδμήτω ο Ηρακλής τήν “Αλκηστιν γήθεν άν- 
αγαγών παρεστησε, τότε 6 *Αδμητος εσπασε μεν 
καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν από τής Άλκήστιδος,

255 ήπίστει δ* αυτή- καί οτε από Τροίας 6 Meve'Aaos 
άνακομισθεϊς εώρα τήν αληθή 'Ελένην παρά τώ  
Πρωτεΐ, [/cat] καταλιπών επί τής νεώς τό εκείνης 
εΐδωλον, περί ου δεκαετής συνεστη πόλεμος, άπο 
ύπάρχοντος μεν καί κατ αυτό τό ύπαρχον και 
εναπομεμαγμενην καί εναπεσφραγισμενην ελάμβανε

256 φαντασίαν, ονκ εΐκε δε αυτή.1 ώσθ* ή μεν κατα
ληπτική φαντασία κριτήριόν εστι μηδέν εχουσα 
ενστημα, αΰται δε καταληπτικοί μεν ήσαν, εΐχον 
δε ενστάσεις' ο τε γάρ "Αδμητος ελογίζετο ότι 
τεθνηκεν ή * Αλκή στις καί ότι 6 άποθανών ούκετι 
άνίσταται, αλλά δαιμόνια τινά ποτέ επιφοιτα· ο τε 
MevcAao? συνεώρα ότι άπολελοιπεν εν τή νηι 
φνλαττομενην τήν 'Ελένην, καί ούκ άπίθανον μεν 
εστιν 'Ελένην μή εΐναι τήν επί τής Φάρου ενρε-

257 θεΐσαν, φάντασμα δε τι καί δαιμόνων. ενθενδε ούχ 
απλώς κριτήριόν γίνεται τής αλήθειας ή κατα
ληπτική φαντασία, άλλ* όταν μηδέν ενστημα εχη. 
αυτή γάρ εναργής ούσα καί πληκτική μονον ονχι 
των τριχών, φασί, λαμβάνεται, κατασπώσα ημάς

1 e&ce $ i  a v r y  L a ch eU er : el%e Si αύτ-ήν m ss., B^kk.
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one exactly similar to the apprehensive presentation 
can be found.

But whereas the older Stoics declare that this 253 
apprehensive presentation is the criterion o f truth, 
the later Stoics added the clause “  provided that it 
has no obstacle.”  For there are times when an 254 
apprehensive presentation occurs, yet is improbable 
because of the external circumstances. When, for 
instance, Heracles presented himself to Admetus 
bringing back Alcestis from the grave,® Admetus 
then received from Alcestis an apprehensive presen
tation, but disbelieved i t ; and when Menelaus on 255 
his return from Troy 6 beheld the true Helen at the 
house of Proteus, after leaving on his ship that image 
o f her for which the ten years’ war was waged, though 
he received a presentation which was imaged and 
imprinted from an existing object and in accordance 
with that object, he did not accept it as valid. So 256 
that, whereas the apprehensive presentation is the 
criterion when it has no obstacle, these presentations, 
although they were apprehensive, yet had obstacles.
For Admetus argued that Alcestis was dead and thathe 
who is dead does not rise again, but certain daemons 
do rove about at times; and Menelaus also reflected 
that he had left Helen under guard in his ship and 
that it was not improbable that she who was discovered 
in Pharos might not be Helen but a phantom and 
supernatural. Hence the apprehensive presentation 257 
is not the criterion o f truth unconditionally, but only 
when it has no obstacle. For in this latter case it, 
being plainly evident and striking, lays hold of us, 
almost by the very hair, as they say, and drags us

• Cf. Ρ.Ή. i. 228.
* Cf. § 180.
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εις συγκατάθεσιν, καί άλλου μηδενός δεόμενη εις 
το τοιαύτη προσπίπτειν η εις το την προς τας

258 άλλας διαφοράν ύποβάλλειν. διό δη καί πας άν
θρωπος, όταν τι σπονδάζη μετά ακρίβειας καταλαμ- 
βάνεσθαι, την τοιαυτην φαντασίαν εξ εαντοΰ μετά- 
διώκειν φαίνεται, οΐον επί των ορατών, όταν 
άμυδράν λαμβάνη του υποκείμενου φαντασίαν, 
εντείνει γάρ την δφιν καί σύνεγγυς ερχεται του 
όρωμενου ώς τελεον μη πλανασθαι, παρατρίβει γαρ 
τούς οφθαλμούς, και καθόλου πάντα ποιεί μεχρις 
άν τρανήν και πληκτικήν σπάση τοϋ κρινομενου 
φαντασίαν, ώς εν ταύτη κειμενην θεωρών την της

259 καταλήφεως πίστιν. καί γάρ άλλως τουναντίον 
αδύνατόν εστι λεγειν, και ανάγκη1 τον άφιστάμενον 
τοϋ άξιοΰν οτι φαντασία κριτηριόν εστι, καθ’ ετερας 
φαντασίας ύπόστασιν τοΰτο πάσχοντα βεβαιοΰν το 
φαντασίαν είναι κριτηριόν, τής φύσεως οίονει 
φέγγος ήμιν προς επίγνωσιν τής αλήθειας την 
αισθητικήν δύναμιν άναδούσης και την δι αυτής

260 γινομενην φαντασίαν, άτοπον ονν εστι τοσαύτην 
δύναμιν άθετεΐν και το ώσπερ φώς αυτών άφαιρεΐ- 
σθαι. ον γάρ τρόπον 6 χρώματα μεν άπολείπων καί 
τάς εν τούτοις διαφοράς, την δε δρασιν άναιρών ώς 
ανύπαρκτον ή άπιστον, και φωνάς μεν είναι λίγων, 
ακοήν δε μή ύπάρχειν αξιών, σφόδρα εστιν άτοπος 
(δι* ών γάρ ενοήσαμεν χρώματα καί φωνάς, εκείνων 
απάντων ουδέ χρήσθαι δυνατοί χρώμασιν ή φωναΐς), 
οΰτω καί τά πράγματα μεν 6μολογ ών, τήν δε 
φαντασίαν τής αίσθήσεως, δι ής τών πραγμάτων 
αντιλαμβάνεται, διαβάλλων τελεως εστιν εμβρόντη
τος, καί τοΐς άφύχοις ίσον αυτόν ποιών.

1 καί άνά·γκη Hirzel: κατ' άνά~/κην m s s . ,  Bekk.
1S8
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off to assent, needing nothing else to help it to be 
thus impressive or to suggest its superiority over all 
others. For this reason, too, every man, when he is 258 
anxious to apprehend any object exactly, appears of 
himself to pursue after a presentation o f this kind—as, 
for instance, in the case of visible things, when he 
receives a dim presentation o f the real object. For 
he intensifies his gaze and draws close to the object 
o f sight so as not to go wholly astray, and rubs 
his eyes and in general uses every means until he 
can receive a clear and striking presentation of the 
thing under inspection, as though he considered that 
the credibility o f the apprehension depended upon 
that. Moreover it is impossible to affirm the opposite, 259 
and he who abstains from asserting that presentation 
is the criterion, since he does so owing to the existence 
o f another presentation, thereby o f necessity confirms 
the fact that presentation is the criterion,—nature 
having kindled as it were a light for us, to aid in the 
discernment of truth, in the faculty o f sense and the 
presentation which takes place by means thereof.
It is absurd, then, to set aside so great a faculty and 260 
to rob ourselves as it were of our own daylight. For 
just as the man who allows colours and the differences 
in them but abolishes vision as unreal or improbable, 
and while affirming the existence of sounds asserts 
the non-existence of hearing, is utterly illogical (for 
if the organs by which we perceive colours and sounds 
were absent we should be unable to experience 
colours or sounds),—so also he who admits the exist
ence of objects, but inveighs against the presentation 
of sense by means of which he apprehends the objects, 
has completely lost his wits and puts himself on a level 
with things that have no soul.
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261 T οιοΰτο μεν καί το τών στωικών εστί δόγμα' 
πάσης δε σχεδόν της περί κριτηρίου διαφωνίας ύπ’ 
οφιν κείμενης, καιρός άν εΐη της άντιρρησεως 
εφάπτεσθαι καί επί τό κριτηριον επανάγειν. καθώς 
οδν προεΐπον, οί μεν εν τώ λόγω οι δε εν ταΐς 
άλόγοις αίσθησεσιν οΐ δε εν άμφοτεροις τουτοις 
άπελιπον, καί οί μεν τό ύφ’ οδ ώς τον άνθρωπον, 
οί δε τό δι* οδ ώς την αΐσθησιν καί διάνοιαν,

262 οί δε τό ώς προσβολήν καθάπερ τήν φαντασίαν, 
πειρασόμεθα (οδν)1 κατά τό δυνατόν έκαστη των 
τοιουτων στάσεων τάς απορίας εφαρμόττειν, ινα 
μη κατ άνδρα πάντας τούς κατηριθμη μένους 
φιλοσόφους επιόντες ταυτολογεΐν άναγκαζώμεθα.

ΠΕΡΙ ΑΝΘΡΩΠΟΥ

263 Τάξει τοίννν πρώτον σκοπώμεν τό ύφ* οδ, τουτ- 
εστι τον άνθρωπον οΐμαιγάρ ώς τούτου προαπορη- 
θεντος ούδεν ετι δεήσει περιττότερον περί των 
άλλων κριτηρίων λεγειν' ταΰτα γάρ η μόρη εστίν 
ανθρώπου η ενεργήματα η πάθη, εϊπερ ουν κατα
ληπτόν εστι τουτί τό κριτηριον, πολύ πρότερον 
οφείλει επινοεΐσθαι, παρόσον πάσης καταληφεως 
επίνοια προηγείται, μόχρι δε του δεύρο ανεπι- 
νόητον είναι συμβεβηκε τον άνθρωπον, ώς παρα-

264 στησομεν ούκ άρα καταληπτός πάντως εστιν ο 
άνθρωπος· ω επεται την της αλήθειας γνώσιν 
άνεύρετον ύπάρχειν, του γνωρίζοντος αυτήν ακατά
ληπτου καθεστώτος, εύθεως γάρ τών περί της 
επίνοιας ζητησάντων Σωκράτης μεν ηπορησε
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Such, then, is the doctrine of the Stoics ; and now 261 
that practically all the controversy regarding the 
criterion lies before our view, it will be a fitting time 
to commence our counter-argument and to apply it 
to the criterion. This, as I said above,® some have 
supposed to reside in reason, some in the irrational 
senses, some in both ; and some have named “  Man ”  
as the agent " by which ”  6 ; some the sense and 
intellect as the instrument “ by means of which ”  ; 
some the impact as, for instance, the presentation.
We shall endeavour, then, so far as possible to state 262 
the difficulties appropriate to each of these rival 
views, that we may not be compelled to repeat our
selves by assailing one by one all the philosophers 
enumerated.

Concerning M an

First in order, then, let us examine the criterion 263 
“ by whom,”  or agent, that is to say Man c ; for I 
suppose that when we have cast doubt on this, to 
begin with, there will no longer be any need to pro
ceed to further discussion o f the other criteria ; for 
these are either parts or actions or affections o f Man.
If, then, this criterion is to be apprehended, it must 
be conceived long before, inasmuch as conception in 
every case precedes apprehension. But up till now 
Man has proved to be inconceivable, as we shall 
establish ; therefore Man is certainly not appre- 264 
hensible ; and from this it follows that the knowledge 
of truth is indiscoverable, seeing that the subject who 
knows it is inapprehensible. Thus, for instance, of 
those who investigated the conception, Socrates was

• See §§ 47 ff. 6 Cf. P.H. ii. 21.
• Cf. P.H. ii. 47.
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μείνας εν τή σκεφει καί είπών αυτόν άγνοεΐν τ ι  τ' 
εστι και πώς εχει προς τό σόμπαν' “  εγώ γάρ ούκ 
οΐδα ”  φησίν “  εΐτε άνθρωπός είμι είτε και άλλο

265 τι θηρίον Τ νφώνος πολνπλοκώτερον.”  Δημόκριτος 
δε ό τη Αιός φωνή παρεικαζόμενος, και λόγων τάδε 
περί των ζυμπάντων, επεχείρησε μεν την επίνοιαν 
εκθεσθαι, πλεΐον 8ε ΙΒιωτικής άποφάσεως ούδεν 
ΐσχνσεν, είπών “  άνθρωπός εστιν ο πάντες ΐΒμεν.”

266 πρώτον μεν γάρ και κύνα πάντες ΐσμεν, άλλ’ ούκ 
εστιν ο κυων άνθρωπος' και ίππον πάντες Ϊσμεν και 
φυτόν, άλλ' ούδεν τούτων ήν άνθρωπος, εΐτα και 
τό ζητούμενου συνηρπασεν’ ούδείς γάρ εκ προχείρου 
δώσει γινώσκεσθαι τον άνθρωπον όποιος εστιν, εΐγε 
6 ΤΙύθιος ώς μεγιστον ζήτημα προύθηκεν αύτώ τό 
γνώθι σεαυτόν. εί δε και δοίη, ού πάσιν άλλα 
τοΐς άκριβεστάτοις τών φιλοσόφων επιτρεφει μόνον

267 τούτον επίστασθαι. οΐ δε περί τον Επίκουρον
και δεικτικώς ωήθησαν δύνασθαι την επίνοιαν του 
άνθρωπον παρίστασθαι, λεγοντες “  άνθρωπός εστι 
τοιουτονϊ μόρφωμα μετ' εμφυχίας.”  ούκ εγνωσαν 
δ’ ότι εί τό δεικνύμενόν εστιν άνθρωπος, τό μη 
δεικνύμενον ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος, και πάλιν ή 
τοιαύτη δεΐξις ήτοι επ' άνδρός εκφερεται ή γυναί
κας, ή πρεσβύτου ή μειράκιου, σιμού γρυπού,

268 τετανότριχος ούλοκόμου, τών άλλων διαφορών' και 
εί μεν επ' άνδρός εκφεροιτο, ή γυνή ούκ εσται 
άνθρωπος, εί 8' επί γυναικός, περιγραφήσεται τό 
άρρεν, καί εί επί νέου, αί λοιπαί τών ηλικιών εκ- 
πεσούνται τής άνθρωπότητος.

269 *Ησαν δε τινες τών φιλοσόφων οι τον γενικόν
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a doubter, remaining undecided and declaring him
self ignorant both of what he himself is and in what 
relation he stands to the Universe— “  for I do not 
know,”  he says, “  whether I am a man or some other 
kind of beast more complex than Typhon.”  a But 
Democritus, who likened himself to the voice of Zeus, 
and spoke so about the sum of all things, attempted 
indeed to explain the conception, but was able to 
produce nothing more than a crude statement, in 
the words “ Man is what we all ken.” For, in the first 266
place, we all know Dog as well, but Dog is not Man. 
And Horse we all know and Plant, but none of these 
is Man. And further, he has begged the question ; 
for no one will grant off-hand that the nature of Man 
is known, seeing that the Pythian propounded “ Know 
thyself”  as Man’s chief problem. And even were 
one to grant this, one would not ascribe the know
ledge of Man to all but only to the most exact philo
sophers.—Epicurus and his followers supposed that 267 
the conception of Man could be conveyed by indica
tion, saying that “  Man is this sort o f a shape com
bined with vitality.”  But they did not notice that 
if the thing indicated is Man, the thing not so indi
cated is not Man. And again, such an indication is 
made in the case o f either a man or a woman, an 
elder or a youth, snub-nosed or hook-nosed, straight
haired or curly-haired, and all the other differences ; 
and if it is made in the case of a man, a woman will 268 
not be Man, and if in the case o f a woman, the male 
will be ruled out, and if in the case of a youth, all the 
remaining ages will be debarred from Manhood.

Some philosophers there have been who have de- 269
“ Cf. Plato, Phaedr. 230 a . 

22-28.
With §§ 264-282 cf. P.H. ii.
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άνθρωπον διά λόγου διδάσκοντες, κάντεΰθεν οίό- 
μενοι την επίνοιαν δύνασθαι των επί μέρους αν
θρώπων άνακύφειν. τούτων 8e οι μεν ούτως 
άπεδοσαν “  άνθρωπός εστι ζώον λογικόν θνητόν, 
νοΰ καί επιστήμης δεκτικόν ”  οι και αυτοί ού 
τον άνθρωπον άλλα τα συμβεβηκότα τώ άνθρώπω

270 παρεδοσαν. διαφέρει δε τό τινί συμβεβηκός εκείνου 
του α» συμβεβηκεν, επεί τοι εί μη διαφέρει, ούκ 
αν ην συμβεβηκός άλλ’ αυτδ εκείνο, αμελεί γοΰν 
των συμβεβηκότων τα μεν αχώριστα εστι των οΐς 
συμβεβηκεν, ώς μήκος καί πλάτος καί βάθος σώ- 
μασι {δίχα γάρ της τούτων παρουσίας άμήχανόν

271 εστιν επινοησαι σώμα), τα δε χωρίζεται του ω 
συμβεβηκεν καί απαλλασσόμενων μενει εκείνο9 
οΐον τρεχειν διαλεγεσθαι ύπνοΰν εγρηγορεναι τω  
άνθρώπω· πάντα γάρ ταΰτα συμβεβηκε μεν ημΐν, 
ού διά παντός δε'" καί γάρ μη τρεχοντες μενομεν οι 
αυτοί καί ήσυχάζοντες, καί επί των άλλων ωσ
αύτως. διττής ούν οΰσης των συμβεβηκότων δια
φοράς ούδετεραν εύρησομεν την αυτήν τω ύπο-

272 κειμενω πράγματι, άλλ* άεί διαφερουσαν. μάταιοι 
τοίνυν είσί καί οι τον άνθρωπον ζώον λεγοντες 
λογικόν θνητόν καί τά έξης· ού γάρ τον άνθρωπον 
άπεδοσαν, άλλα τά συμβεβηκότα τούτω κατηρίθ- 
μησαν. ών το μεν ζώον τών διά παντός αύτώ 
συμβεβηκότων εστιν· άδύνατον γάρ μη ζώον όντα 
άνθρωπον είναι· τό δε θνητόν ούδε συμβεβηκός 
εστιν, άλλ’ επιγινόμενόν τι τω άνθρώπω· ότε γάρ

273 εσμεν άνθρωποι, ζώμεν καί ού τεθνηκαμεν. τό δε 
λογίζεσθαι καί επιστήμην εχειν συμβεβηκε μεν, 
ού διά παντός δε· καί γάρ μη λογιζόμενοί τινες
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fined by logic the generic Man, imagining that from 
this the conception of particular men will also emerge.
O f these philosophers some have given this definition 
—“ Man is a rational mortal animal, receptive of 
thought and knowledge.”  So they too have pre
sented to us not Man but the properties of Man.
But the property of a thing is different from the thing 270 
o f which it is a property, since o f course if it were not 
different it would not have been a property but the 
actual thing itself. And, to be sure, while some pro
perties are inseparable from the things to which they 
belong—as are length, breadth and depth from 
bodies, for without their presence it is impossible to 
conceive Body,—others are separated from the thing 271 
to which they belong, and it still remains when they 
are removed—as, for instance, in the case o f Man, 
running, talking, sleeping, waking; for all these 
properties belong to us, but not continuously; for 
we remain the same when we are not running and 
when we are silent, and so likewise as regards the rest 
of these properties. As, then, there are two distinct 
kinds o f properties, we shall find that neither o f them 
is the same as the substantial thing but always dis
tinct. So then those who define Man as “ a rational 272 
mortal animal,”  and so on, achieve nothing ; for they 
have not given a definition of Man but merely 
enumerated his properties. And of these “  animal 
is one of his constant properties, for it is impossible 
to be Man without being animal. But “  mortal ” 
is not even a property but something supervenient 
which occurs to M an; for when we are men we are 
alive and not dead. “  Reasoning and possessing 273 
knowledge ”  is indeed a property o f his, but not con
stantly ; for in fact some who are not reasoning are
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άνθρωποί είσιν, ώσπερ oi νηδύμω κατασχεθεντες 
νπνω, και (οι}1 επιστήμην μη εχοντες ούκ εκπεπτώ- 
κασι της άνθρωπότητος, ώσπερ οι μεμηνότες. 
ετερον οΰν ζητούντων ημών ετερον παρεστάκασιν.

274 Έ τ ι  τό μεν ζώον ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος, επει παν 
ζώον εσται άνθρωπος, τό δε λογικόν εί μεν αντί 
του λογίζεσθαι τάττοιτο, καί οι θεοί λογιζόμενοι 
άνθρωποι γενησονται, τάχα δε καί τινα των άλλων 
ζώ ω ν εί δε αντί του σημαντικός προφέρεσθαι 
φωνάς, τούς κόρακας καί φιττακούς καί τά τοιαΰτα

275 ανθρώπους εΐναι λεξομεν, οπερ άτοπον. καί μην εί 
τό θνητόν φαίη τις άνθρωπον εΐναι, ακολουθήσει το 
καί τά άλογα των ζώων θνητά οντα ανθρώπους 
ύπάρχειν. τό δε ομοιον καί περί του νοΰ τε καί 
επιστήμης δεκτικόν εΐναι χρή φρονεΐν. πρώτον μεν 
γάρ καί εις θεούς πίπτει τά τοιαΰτα' δεύτερον 8ε, 
εΐπερ επιδεκτικόν εστι τούτων 6 άνθρωπος, ούκ 
εστι ταΰτα 6 άνθρωπος, άλλ* εκείνος τούτων επι
δεκτικός οΰ την φύσιν ού παρεστησαν.

276 Καιτοι τινες τών συνετών εΐναι δοκούντων κατά 
την δογματικήν αΐρεσιν προς τούτο ύπαντώντες φασίν 
οτι έκαστον μεν τών κατηριθμημενων ούκ εστιν 
άνθρωπος, πάντα δε εις τό αύτό συναχθεντα ποιεί 
τούτον, οΐόν τι καί επί μερών καί όλου θεωροΰμεν

277 γινόμενον· ώς γάρ χειρ κατ ιδίαν ούκ εστιν άν
θρωπος, ούδε κεφαλή, ούδε πούς, ούδε άλλο τι τών 
το ιόντων, αλλά τό εξ αυτών σύνθετον δλ ον νοείται, 
οϋτω καί 6 άνθρωπος ούτε ζώόν εστι φιλώς ούτε 
λογικόν κατ' ιδίαν ούτε θνητόν κατά περιγραφήν, 
αλλά τό εξ απάντων άθροισμα, τουτεστι ζώον άμα

<οί> add. Heintz.
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men, as for instance those that are “  by slumber 
sweet o’ercome,” and those who are not “ possessing 
knowledge ”  have not lost manhood, as for instance 
madmen. Thus while we have been seeking one 
thing, they have offered us another.

Again, “ Animal”  is not “  Man,”  since in that case 274 
every animal would be a man. And if “  rational ”  
is put in place o f “  exercising reason,”  then the gods, 
too, when they reason will become men, and possibly 
some o f the other animals as well; while if “  rational ”  
stands for “  uttering significant sounds,”  we shall be 
saying that crows and parrots and the like are men, 
which is absurd. Moreover, if  one should say that 275 
“  mortal ”  is Man, it will follow that the irrational 
animals also, being mortal, are men. And one must 
take a similar view of the words “  receptive of thought 
and knowledge.”  For, firstly, this applies to gods as 
w ell; and secondly, if  Man is receptive o f these, 
Man is not these things but he who is receptive of 
these things, the real nature o f whom they have not 
explained.

Some, however, of those who have a reputation for 276 
cleverness in the Dogmatic School say, by way of 
reply to this, that it is not each of the properties 
enumerated that is “  Man,”  but all o f them combined 
together compose “  Man ”—the sort o f thing we see 
happening in the case o f parts and a whole.® For just 277 
as a hand by itself is not a man, nor is a head, nor a 
foot, nor any other such part, but the compound made 
up of them is conceived as a whole,—so also “  Man ”  
is not barely “  animal,”  nor solely “  rational,”  nor 
“  mortal ”  alone, but the aggregate o f all these— 
that is to say, at once animal and mortal and rational.

• Of. P.H. iii. 98 ff.
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278 και θνητόν και λογικόν, πρόχειρος δ’ εστι και προς 
τοΰτο ύπάντησις. πρώτον μεν γάρ πώς, ει κατ 
ίδιαν έκαστον ούκ εστι ταϋτα άνθρωπος, δυναται 
εις ταντό συναχθεντα άνθρωπον ποιεΐν, μήτε 
πλεονάσαντα παρό εστι, μήτε ελλιποντα παρο 
ύπόκειται, μήτε άλλως πως τραπεντα; εΐτ ουδέ 
την αρχήν δυναται είς ταύτό πάντα συνδραμειν, ινα

279 και τδ εξ απάντων άνθρωπος γενηται. τό γοΰν 
θνητόν εύθεως, ότ εσμέν άνθρωποι, ού συμβεβηκεν 
ημιν, άλλα κατά σνμμνημόνευσιν λαμβάνεται. 
θεωροΰντες γάρ Δίωνα και Θεωνα και Σωκράτη 
και κοινώς τούς κατά μέρος ημιν όμοιους τετε- 
λευτηκεναι λογιζόμεθα ότι και ημείς εσμεν θνητοί, 
και μηδεπω τοΰ θανεΐν παρόντος ημιν ζώμεν γάρ

280 δήπουθεν. και μην τό λογίζεσθαι ότε μεν πάρεστιν 
ημιν ότε δε ού πάρεστι, και τό επιστήμην εχειν 
πάλιν ού τών διά παντός συμβεβηκότων τώ άν- 
θρώπω καθεστηκεν, ώς ήδη παρεστήσαμεν. λεκτεον 
ούν μηδε την κοινήν τούτων σύνοδον άνθρωπον 
είναι.

281 Πλάτων δε χείρον παρά τούς άλλους ορίζεται τον 
άνθρωπον, λεγων “  άνθρωπός εστι ζώον άπτερον 
δίπουν πλατυώνυχον, επιστήμης πολίτικης δεκτι
κ ό ν δ θ ε ν  και προΰπτά εστι τά όφείλοντα προς 
αυτόν λεγεσθαι. πάλιν γάρ ού τον άνθρωπον εκτεθει- 
ται, αλλά τά συμβεβηκότα και άποσυμβεβηκότα

282 τούτω κατηρίθμηταί' τό μεν γάρ άπτερον άποσυμ- 
βεβηκεν αύτώ, τό δε ζώον και τό δίπουν και τό 
πλατυώνυχον συμβεβηκεν, τό δε επιστήμης πολιτι
κής δεκτικόν ποτέ μεν συμβεβηκε ποτέ δε άποσυμ- 
βεβηκεν. ώστε ημών ετερόν τι μαθεΐν ζητούντων 
αύτός ετερόν τι παρεστησεν.
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But to this also there is an answer ready to hand. 278 
For, firstly, if each of these things separately is not 
“ Man,”  how can they make “  Man ”  when combined 
together so as neither to extend beyond what he is 
nor to fall short of his real extent nor to diverge in 
any other way ? And, next, they cannot so much as 
congregate all together so that the sum of them all 
should form “  Man.”  Thus “  mortal,”  for instance, 279 
is not a property o f ours when we are men but is 
derived from concurrent recollection. For from seeing 
that Dion and Theon and Socrates, and in general 
individuals similar to ourselves, have died we reason 
that we also are mortal, even though death is not yet 
present with us—for, to be sure, we are alive. More- 280 
over, reasoning, too, is at one time present with us, 
at another time not present; and “  possessing know
ledge ”  again, as we have already explained,® is not 
one o f the constant properties o f Man. It must 
be said, then, that not even the union o f all these 
properties is ** Man.”

Plato gives a worse definition o f Man than the 281 
others when he states that “  Man is a wingless 
animal, with two feet and broad nails, receptive o f 
political science.” 6 Hence the objections which 
should be brought against him are obvious. For, once 
again, he has not explained Man but has enumerated 
the positive and negative attributes o f M an; for 282 
“  wingless ”  is a negative attribute o f his, while 
“  animal ”  and “  with two feet ”  and “  with broad 
nails ”  are positive attributes, and “  receptive o f 
political science ”  is at one time a positive, at another 
a negative attribute. So that while we are seeking to 
learn one thing, he offers us another.

• See § 273. * Cf. P.H. ii. 28.
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'Αλλά γάρ ούτως άποδεδείχθω τό μη δυνασθαι
283 τον άνθρωπον εκ προχείρου νοεΐν. παρακειμενως 

δε λεκτεον ότι καί η κατάληφις αύτοΰ των απόρων 
εστί, καί μάλιστα οτι από μέρους ηδη τούτο 
συμβεβίβασται. τό γάρ μη επινοούμενον ούδε 
καταληφθηναι πεφυκεν· άνεπινόητος δε γε 6 άν
θρωπος δεδεικται τό οσον επί ταΐς των δογματικών

284 εννοίαις, τοίνυν καί ακατάληπτος, όμως δ' οΰν 
καί καθ' ετερον τρόπον ενεσται τό τοιοΰτο κατα- 
σκευάζειν. εΐπερ καταληπτόν εστιν ό άνθρωπος, 
ήτοι όλος δι όλου εαυτόν ζητεί τε καί καταλαμ
βάνει, η όλος εστί τό ζητουμεν ον καί υπό την 
κατάληφιν πΐπτον, (η μερει μεν εστί τό ζητούν, 
μερει δε τό ζητουμενον,)1 ώσπερ εί καί την όρασιν 
υπόθοιτό τις εαυτην όρώσαν η γάρ όλη εσται όρώσα 
η όρωμενη η μερει μεν εαυτην όρώσα μερει δε ύφ'

285 εαυτης όρωμενη. άλλ' εί μεν όλος δι' όλου ό 
άνθρωπος εαυτόν ζητ·ίη καί συν τουτω νοοΐτο, συν 
τώ όλος δι* όλου εαυτόν νοεΐν, ούδέν ετι εσται τό 
καταλαμβανόμενον, όπερ άτοπον. εί δε όλος είη 
τό ζητουμενον καί συν τουτω νοοΐτο όλος, συν τώ  
ζητεΐσθαι, πάλιν ούδεν άπολειφθησεται τό ζητούν

286 καί τό την κατάληφιν ποιησόμενον. καί μην ούδε 
δυνατόν εστι παρά μέρος ότε μεν όλον ύποκεΐσθαι 
τό ζητούν ότε δε όλον τό ζητουμενον. ότε γάρ 
όλος ύπόκειται ζητών καί συν τουτω νοείται όλος, 
συν τώ ζητεΐν όλος, ούδεν άπολειφθησεται ο ζητη-

1 <>) . . . ξψ.> sic ego lacunam explevi: similiter Bekk.
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Well, then, let us grant that it is thus proved that 
it is not possible to form off-hand a conception o f 
Man. In like manner one must declare that the 283 
apprehension o f Man is a thing impracticable, 
especially since this has been partially established 
already (for what is not conceived is not capable of 
being apprehended ; and it has been shown that Man, 
so far as the conceptions of the Dogmatists are 
concerned, is inconceivable, and therefore also non- 
apprehensible). All the same, it will be possible to 284 
establish this point by another line o f argument as 
well. I f Man is apprehensible either he as a whole 
wholly seeks and apprehends himself, or as a whole 
he is the object sought and coming under apprehen
sion, (or he is partly the subject, partly the object 
of apprehension,) just as if  one were to imagine the 
sense o f sight seeing itself; for either it will be 
wholly seeing or seen, or partly seeing itself and 
partly seen by itself. But if man as a whole should 285 
wholly seek himself and should be conceived there
with (that is, with the fact that he as a whole wholly 
conceives himself}, there will no longer be any object 
that is apprehended, which is absurd. And if, on the 
other hand, he as a whole is the object sought and 
as a whole is conceived therewith (that is, with the 
fact that he is sought), then again we shall be left 
with no subject that seeks or is about to effect the 
apprehension. Moreover it is not possible to take 286 
him in parts so that at one time he should be wholly 
the subject seeking, and at another wholly the object 
sought. For when as a whole he is seeking and as a 
whole is conceived therewith (that is, with the fact 
that as a whole he is seeking), no object will be left 
for him to seek ; and conversely, when as a whole
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σεν και άνάπαλιν, ore όλος δι* όλου εστι τό ζητού
μενου, ούκ εσται το ζητούν.

287 Αείπεται άρα μη ολον αυτόν εαυτώ επίβαλλε ιν, 
αλλα. μερει τινϊ την εαυτού κατάληφιν ποιεΐσθαι. 
ο πάλιν εστι των απόρων. 6 γάρ άνθρωπος ούδεν 
εστι παρά τον όγκον και τάς αισθήσεις και την

288 διάνοιαν, οθεν εί μελλει τινϊ μερει εαυτόν κατα- 
λαμβάνεσθαι, ήτοι τω σώμα τι τάς αισθήσεις και 
την διάνοιαν γνωριεΐ, ή εναλλάξ ταΐς αίσθήσεσι και 
rrj διανοια το σώμα καταλήφεται. τω  μεν ούν 
σώματι ούχ οΐόν τε εστι τάς αισθήσεις και την 
διάνοιαν γνωρίζειν' άλογον γάρ εστι τούτο και 
κωφόν και αφυές προς τάς τοιουτοτρόπους ζητή-

289 σεις, άλλως τε, εί τό σώμα τών αισθήσεων καί 
της διανοίας αντιληπτικόν εστιν, οφείλει τό ταυτας 
καταλαμβάνον όμοιοΰσθαι ταυταις, τουτεστιν ομοίως 
διατίθεσθαι καί αίσθησίς τε και διάνοια γίνεσθαι. 
όράσεως γάρ άντιλαμβανόμενον, καθό όρα, ορασις 
εσται, καί γευσεως γευομενης καταληπτικόν ύπ- 
άρχον γεΰσις γενήσεται, καί επί τών άλλων τό

290 άναλογον. καθά γάρ τό θερμού άντιλαμβανόμενον 
ώς θερμού θερμαινόμενον αντιλαμβάνεται, θερμαι- 
νόμενον δε ευθύς εστι θερμόν, καί ώς τό φυχροΰ 
γνώσιν ποιούμενον ώς φυχροΰ φυχόμενον εύθεως 
εστι φυχρόν, οΰτω καί 6 σάρκινος όγκος εί αντιλαμ
βάνεται τών αισθήσεων ώς αισθήσεων, αισθάνεται,

291 αισθανόμενος δε πάντως αίσθησίς γενήσεται, καί 
ταύτη ούκετι ύποκείσεται τό ζητούν, άλλ’ εσται τό 
ζητονμενον, συν τώ  και τελεως καταγελαστον 
εΐναι τό μή διαφερειν τον όγκον των αισθήσεων και 
της διανοίας, πάντων σχεδόν τών δογματικώς
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he is wholly the object sought, the subject which 
seeks will not exist.

We are left, then, with the alternative that Man 287 
does not as a whole perceive himself but forms the 
apprehension o f himself by means o f some part of 
himself. But this again is a thing impracticable. For 
Man is nothing more than his substance and senses 
and intellect, so that, if he is to apprehend himself 288 
with one of his parts, either he will perceive his senses 
and intellect with his body, or conversely he will 
apprehend his body with his senses and intellect. It 
is, however, impossible for him to perceive his senses 
and intellect with his body ; for it is irrational and 
senseless and unsuited for suchlike investigations. 
And besides, if  the body is capable o f perceiving 289 
the senses and the intellect, as apprehending these it 
must be similar to them, that is, it must be in a similar 
condition and become both sense and intellect. For 
when it perceives the sense o f sight, in so far as it sees 
it will be sight, and when it is apprehensive o f taste 
in the act o f tasting it will become taste, and similarly 
with the other senses. For just as that which per- 290 
ceives a hot thing as hot perceives it by being heated, 
and being heated is at once hot, and as that which 
acquires knowledge o f a cold thing as cold by feeling 
cold is at once cold, so also if the fleshly substance 
perceives the senses as senses it has sense-perception, 
and having sense-perception it certainly will become 
sense, and in this way the seeking subject will no 291 
longer subsist but it will be the object sought,— 
besides the fact that it is perfectly ridiculous to 
suppose that the body’s substance does not differ 
from the senses and the intellect, when practically
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φιλοσοφησάντων την iv τούτοι? δια φοράν είσ- 
ηγησα μενών.

292 Ό  δ’ αυτδ? και έπί της διανοίας earl λόγος' εί 
γάρ αντιλαμβάνεται rαυτής ο ογκος ώς διάνοιας, 
τουτεστι νοούσης, εσται διάνοια 6 ογκος, διανοια 
δε ών ουκ εσται το ζητούν άλλα τδ ζητούμενον. 
ού τοινυν τδ σώμα καταληπτικόν εστι του αν- 
θρώπου.

293 Και μην ουδέ αί αισθήσεις. αΰται γάρ πάσχουσι 
μόνον και κηρού τρόπον τυποΰνται, άλλο δ’ ΐσασιν 
ουδέ εν, έπεί τοι εάν ζητησίν τίνος ανταΐς νείμω μεν, 
ούκετ άλογοι γενήσονται άλλα λογικοί και διανοια? 
εχουσαι φυσιν. όπερ ούχ ούτως εΐχεν εΐ γαρ το 
λευκαίνεσθαι και μελαίνεσθαι και γλυκάζεσθαι και 
πικράζεσθαι και εύωδίζεσθαι καί κοινώς πάσχειν 
ίδιον έστιν αυτών, τδ ζητεΐν ενεργητικώς ούκ εσται

294 ίδιον αυτών. εΐτα πώς οΐόν τέ εστι διά τούτων 
καταληφθηναι τον ογκον ούκ εχουσών σωματικήν1 
φυσιν; οιον εύθεως η ορασις σχήματος μεν και 
μεγέθους καί χρόας έστιν αντιληπτική, ούτε δε 
σχήμα ούτε μεγεθος ούτε χρώμα έστιν δ ογκος, 
άλλ’ εί καί άρα, τό ω ταΰτα συμβεβηκεν καί διά 
τούτο τδν μεν ογκον ού δυνατοί λαβεΐν ή ορασις, 
μόνον δέ όρα τα συμβεβηκότα τώ ογκω, οΐον τό

295 σχήμα, τό μεγεθος, την χρόαν. ναι, φήσει τις, 
αλλά τό εκ τούτων συνηρανισμενον 6 ογκος έστιν. 
όπερ ήν ληρώδες. πρώτον μεν γάρ εδείξαμεν ότι 
ουδέ ή κοινή σύνοδος τών τινί συμβεβηκότων

296 εκείνο εστι τό ω τινί συμβεβηκεν· εΐτα καν τούτο 
ούτως εχη, πάλιν τών άμηχάνων έστιν υπό τής

1 σωματικήν·. την M S S . ,  Bekk.: την <αύτην> cj. Mutsch.
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all the dogmatic philosophers have made mention 
o f the difference between them.

The same argument applies also to the intellect; 292 
for if the bodily substance perceives it as intellect— 
that is, as thinking—the substance will be intellect, 
and being intellect it will be not the seeker but the 
sought. So, then, the body is not capable o f appre
hending Man.

Nor indeed are the senses. For these are solely 293 
passive and are stamped like wax, and not a single 
thing else do they know, since, to be sure, if we 
ascribe to them a seeking for anything they will 
become no longer irrational but rational and en
dowed with the nature of intellect. But this is not 
the case; for if feeling the white and the black and the 
sweet and the bitter and the odorous, and passive feel
ing in general, is a peculiar property o f theirs, active 
seeking will not be a peculiar property o f theirs.— 
Further, how is it possible for the bodily substance to 294 
be apprehended by them when they do not possess 
a corporeal nature ? Thus the sense o f sight, for 
instance, is perceptive o f form and size and colour, 
but the substance is neither form nor size nor colour 
but, if anything, that whereof these are properties ; 
and because o f this sight is not able to perceive 
the substance and only sees the properties of the 
substance, such as its form, size, colour. “  Yes,”  295 
someone will say, “  but the aggregate made up of 
these is the substance.”  But this is fatuous. For, 
in the first place, we have shown a that not even the 
united combination o f the properties o f a thing is 
the thing of which they are properties. And further, 296 
even were it so, it is again an impossibility for the

• See § 278.
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δφεως ληφθήναι τό σώμα, εί γάρ μήτε μήκος 
φίλου εστι το σώμα μήτε σχήμα κατ' ιδίαν μήτε 
χρώμα χωρίς, το δε εκ τούτων σύνθετον, δεήσει 
την δρασιν του σώματος άντιλαμβανομενην συν- 
τιθεναι ταΰτα καθ’ έκαστον παρ' εαυτή, καί οϋτω

297 τον κοινδν πάντων άθροισμδν σώμα λεγειν. άλλα 
τό συντιθεναι τι μετά τίνος, και τό τοιόνδε μεγεθος 
μετά του τοιοΰδε σχήματος λαμβάνειν, λογικής 
εστι δυνάμεως. άλογος δε γέ εστιν ή δρασις· 
τοίνυν ου ταύτης εργον καθεστηκε τό άντιλαμ-

298 βάνεσθαι τοΰ σώματος. καίτοι ού μόνον την 
κοινήν σύνοδον ώς σώμα νοεΐν εστιν άφυής, άλλα 
και προς την εκάστου τών τούτω συμβεβηκότων 
κατάληφιν πεπήρωται. 61ον εύθεως μήκους· καθ' 
ύπερθεσιν γάρ μερών τούτο λαμβάνεσθαι πέφυκεν, 
άπό τίνος άρχομενων ημών και διά τίνος και επι τι 
καταληγόντων, δπερ ποιεΐν άλογος φύσις ού δύνα-

299 ται. εΐτα και βάθους· περί αυτήν γάρ πλάζεται 
τήν επιφάνειαν ή δρασις, είς βάθος δ' ούκ ενδύνει. 
λανθάνει γοϋν αυτήν και τά περίχρυσα τών χαλκών, 
εΐρητο δτι και προς χρωμάτων γνώσιν ήν αν
επιτήδειος, οτε τήν Κυρηναϊκήν στάσιν άνηροΰμεν.

300 διόπερ εΐ μηδε τών συμβεβηκότων τώ  σώματι ή 
δρασις εστιν άντιληπτική, πολύ πλέον ούδ' αύτοΰ 
τοΰ σώματος εσται θεωρητική, και μήν ουδέ 
ακοής εστιν εργον τό τοιοΰτον ή οσφρήσεως ή γεύ- 
σεως ή αφής* εκάστη γάρ τούτων τό προς εαυτήν 
μόνον αισθητόν επίσταται, τό δε ούκ αν εΐη 6 
δγκος. ή γάρ άκοή φωνής μόνον εστιν αντιληπτι
κή, φωνή δε ούκ εστιν 6 δγκος. και ή δσφρησις 
εύώδους μόνον ή δυσώδους εστι κριτήριου· άλλ*
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body to be perceived by the sense o f sight. For if 
neither bare length, nor form by itself, nor colour in 
isolation, is the body, but the compound made up of 
them, it will be necessary for the sight which appre
hends the body to put these together one by one in 
itself, and thus to call the general aggregate of them 
all “  body.”  But the act of putting together one 297 
thing with another, and of perceiving such and such 
a size together with such and such a form, belongs 
to the rational faculty. And the sense of sight is 
irrational, so that it is not its task to perceive the 
body.—Moreover, it is not only unsuited by nature 298 
to conceive the general aggregate as body, but it is 
also disabled for the apprehension o f each of the 
body’s properties. That of length, for instance ; for 
this is naturally perceived by passing over its parts, 
as we commence at a point and proceed through a 
point and end up at a point, which an irrational nature 
cannot do. Again, take the property o f depth ; for 299 
sight roams over the actual surface and does not 
penetrate to the depth. Thus it fails to discover the 
copper in coins that are gilded over. And when we 
overthrew the Cyrenaic theory α it was stated that 
sight is also unfitted for the discerning o f colour. 
Consequently, if  the sense of sight is not even 300 
perceptive of the properties of the body, much less 
will it be capable of discerning the body itself. Nor, 
indeed, is this a task for hearing or smell or taste 
or touch ; for each of these senses is only aware of 
the percept proper to itself, and this will not be the 
bodily substance. For hearing is perceptive of sound 
only, and sound is not the substance. And smell is 
a judge only of the odorous or mal-odorous; but no

« See §§ 190 if.
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ούθείς ούτως εστίν άφρων ώς τήν ύπόστασιν του 
7Γ€ρϊ ημάς σώματος εν τοΐς ενώδεσιν η δυσωδεσιν 
άπολείπειν. τα δ’ αυτά λεκτεον και περί των 
άλλων αισθήσεων, ινα μη μακρολογώ μεν. ώστε 
αυται μεν τον όγκον ού καταλαμβάνονται.

301 Kat μην ούδε εαυτάς. τις γάρ ορασει την 
δρασιν ειδεν; η τις άκοή της ακοής ακηκοεν; τις 
δε γεύσει ποτέ της γεύσεως εγεύσατο, η οσφρησει 
όσφρησεως ώσφρήσατο, η αφής εθιγεν αφή; ταΰτα 
γάρ διανοητά ην. τοίνυν μηδ' εαυτών αντιληπτικός 
λεκτεον είναι τάς αισθήσεις. ούτωσϊ δε ούδε 
άλληλων. δρασις γάρ άκούουσαν ακοήν ού δύναται 
όράν, και άνάπαλιν άκοη όρώσης όράσεως ού πεφυ- 
κεν ακούειν, και επί τών άλλων 6 αύτός της εγ· 
γειρησε ως τρόπος, επεί τοι καν λέγω μεν ορασει 
ληπτην είναι την ακοήν ώς ακοήν, τουτεστιν [ώ?] 
άκούουσαν, δώσομεν το όμοιοπαθειν την δρασιν 
εκείνη, ώστε μηκετι αύτήν δρασιν είναι άλλ’ άκοήν

302 πώς γάρ δύναται κριναι άκούουσαν άκοήν αύτή μη 
εχουσα φύσιν άκουστικήν; και άναστρόφως, ινα 
καί ή άκοη ώς όρώσης άντιλάβηται της οψεως, δει 
πολύ πρότερον δρασιν αύτήν γενεσθαι. τούτο δε 
ούδεμίαν υπερβολήν εοικεν άτοπίας άπολείπειν. 
λεκτεον άρα μηδε τάς αισθήσεις ή του σώματος 
άντιλαμβάνεσθαι ή αυτών ή άλλήλων.

303 Ναί, φασιν οι δογματικοί, άλλ’ ή διάνοια καί τον 
όγκον και τάς αισθήσεις και εαυτήν γνωρίζει, δπερ 
καί αύτό τών άπορων εστίν. όταν γάρ άζιώσωσι 
τήν διάνοιαν άντιληπτικήν γίνεσθαι του τε όλου 
σώματος καί τών εν αύτώ, πευσόμεθα πότερον υφ’ 
εν δλω επιπεσοΰσα τώ δγκω τήν κατάληφιν ποιεί-
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one is so witless as to class the substance o f our body 
amongst things odorous or mal-odorous. And—not 
to make a long story o f it—the same may be said 
regarding the rest of the senses. So that the senses 
do not apprehend the bodily substance.

Nor indeed do they apprehend themselves. For 301 
who has beheld sight by sight ? Or who has heard 
hearing by hearing ? And who ever tasted taste by 
taste, or smelt smell by smell, or touched touch by 
touch ? For these are objects for the intellect. Hence 
it must be declared that the senses are not even per
ceptive o f themselves; nor, in consequence, of one 
another. For sight cannot see hearing as it hears, 
and conversely hearing is incapable o f hearing sight 
as it sees,—and the same method of criticism applies 
to the other senses,—since, of course, if  we assert that 
hearing as hearing (that is, as in act o f hearing) is 
perceptible by sight, we shall be admitting that sight 
is like to the former in quality, so that it is no longer 
sight but hearing ; for how can it discern hearing 302 
in act of hearing unless it possesses itself a nature 
capable of hearing ? And conversely, in order that 
hearing may perceive sight as in act of seeing it 
must itself have become vision long before. But 
this, it would seem, reaches the very height of 
absurdity. One must, therefore, declare that the 
senses do not perceive either the body or themselves 
or one another.

“  Yes,”  say the Dogmatists, “  but the intellect 303 
discerns both the bodily substance and the senses and 
itself.”  But this, too, is a thing impracticable. For 
when they claim that the intellect is perceptive both 
o f the whole body and of its contents, we shall 
inquire whether it apprehends by making contact all
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τα ι, ή τοΐς μερεσιν αυτού, και ταΰτα συντιθείσα τδ
304 δλον καταλαμβάνεται, καί τώ  μεν δλω ούκ άν 

θελήσαιεν, ώς εσται συμφανες εκ των επιφερο- 
μενων τά δε (ιερή εΐ λεγοιεν αυτήν συντιθεναι 
κάντεϋθεν τδ δλον γνωρίζειν, μείζονι συνειληθήσον- 
ται απορία, των yaρ του δλου μερών τινά εστιν 
άλογα, τά  δε aAoya άλόγως ημάς κινεί, τοίνυν ή 
διάνοια προς τούτων άλόγως κινούμενη άλογος 
γενήσεται, άλογος δε οΰσα ούκ εσται διανοια'

305 ώστε ου καταλήψεται τον δγκον η διάνοια. και 
μην ουδέ τάς αισθήσεις δυναται κατά τον αύτόν 
τρόπον διαγινώσκειν. ώς γάρ τδ σώμα ου δυναται 
[περι]λαβεΐν τώ  αυτή μεν λογικής μετεχειν δυνά- 
μεως εκείνο δε άλογον είναι, ουτω πάλιν αδυνατήσει 
τάς αισθήσεις καταλαμβάνεσθαι, επείπερ άλογοί 
είσιν και διά τούτο άλόγως τδ καταλαμβανόμενου 
αυτά? εκίνουν. ειτα τάς αισθήσεις λαμβάνουσα 
πάντως αυτή αΐσθησις εσται. ΐνα γάρ τάς αισθή
σεις ώς αισθήσεις λάβη, τουτεστιν αίσθανομενας, 
και αυτή γενήσεται δμοιοειδής εκείναις· τήν γάρ 
δρασιν δρώσαν καταλαμβανόμενη πολύ πρότερον 
δρασις γενήσεται, και τήν ακοήν άκούουσαν κρί- 
νουσα ούχ ετερα γενήσεται τής ακοής. 6 δε αύτδς 
και επι όσφρήσεως και γεύσεως και αφής εστι

306 λόγος. άλλ’ εΐπερ ή γνωρίζουσα τάς αισθήσεις
διάνοια εύρίσκεται εις τήν εκείνων μεταβεβηκυΐα 
φύσιν, ονδεν εσται ετι υποκείμενον τδ ζητούν τάς 
αισθήσεις* ο γάρ ύπεθεμεθα ζητεΐν, τοΰτο άναπε- 
φηνε τδ αύτδ ταΐς ζητουμεναις, διά δε τοΰτο και

307 χρήζον του καταληψομενου, ναι φασιν, αλλά ταυ-
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at once with the substance as a whole, or with its 
parts, and by combining these it apprehends the 
whole. That it is with the whole they will not agree, 304 
as will be evident from what follows ; and if they 
should say that it combines the parts and therefrom 
discerns the whole, they will be plunged into diffi
culties. For o f the parts of the substance some are 
irrational, and those that are irrational move us 
irrationally. The intellect, therefore, being irration
ally moved by these will become irrational, and being 
irrational it will not be intellect. So that the intellect 
will not apprehend the substance.—Nor, in fact, can 305 
it distinguish the senses, according to the same argu
ment. For just as it is unable to apprehend the 
body owing to the fact that it has itself a share o f 
rational power whereas the body is irrational, so also 
it will be unable to apprehend the senses since they 
are irrational and therefore move what apprehends 
them irrationally. Further, in perceiving the senses 
it will certainly be sense itself. For in order that it 
may perceive the senses as senses (that is, as exercis
ing sense-perception) it will itself become of like 
nature with them ; for when it apprehends sight as 
in act o f seeing it will, long before, become sight, and 
in discerning hearing in act o f hearing it will become 
no different from hearing. The same argument 
applies to both smell and taste and touch.—But if 306 
the intellect that discerns the senses is found to have 
passed over into their nature, there will no longer 
exist any subject which seeks to know the senses ; 
for that which we assumed to be seeking has turned 
out to be identical with the senses sought, and 
consequently in need of something to apprehend it.
“  Yes,” they say, “  but the same thing is both intellect 307

161



τόν io n  διάνοια και αΐσθησις, ον κατα^ταντο δε, 
άλλα κατ άλλο μέν διάνοια κατ' άλλο δε αΐσθησις’ 
και ον τρόπον το αυτό ποτηριού κοΐλον τε και 
περίκυρτον λέγεται, ού κατά τα  ντο δε, αλλα κατ ̂ 
άλλο μεν κοΐλον, οΐον τό εντός μέρος, κατ' άλλο δε 
ττερίκυρτον, καθάπερ το εκτός, και ώς ή αύτη όδος 
άνάντης re και κατάντης νοείται, άνάντης μέν τοΐς 
άνιοΰσι δι' αυτής κατάντης δε τοΐς κατιοΰσιν, 
ούτως η αύτη δύναμις κατ' άλλο μέν εοτι νους κατ 
άλλο δε αΐσθησις, και ούκ εΐργεται η αύτη οΰσα της

308 προειρημένης των αισθήσεων καταλήφεως. πανυ 
δ’ είσιν ευήθεις, και κενώς μόνον προς τάς εκ- 
κειμένας απορίας άντηχοΰσιν. φαμέν γάρ , ei και 
συγχωρηθώσιν αΐ διάφοροι αΰται δυνάμεις περί την 
αυτήν ουσίαν ύποκεΐσθαι, πάλιν μένει τό μικρώ

309 πρόσθεν ύπό ημών κινηθέν άπορον, ζητώ γάρ, 
τούτο τό κατ' άλλο μέν νοΰς είναι λεγόμενον κατ' 
άλλο δε αΐσθησις πώς δνναται τώ  καθ' ο νοΰς εστιν 
άντιλαμβάνεσθαι του καθ' ο αΐσθησις εστιν; λογι
κόν γάρ ον και αλόγου ποιούμενον κατάληφιν 
άλόγως κινήσεται, άλόγως δε κινούμενου άλογόν 
εστι, τοιοΰτον δε ον ούκ εσται καταλαμβάνον αλλά 
καταλαμβανόμενου, όπερ πάλιν ήν άτοπον.

310 Διά τούτων μέν δη παρεστάσθω ότι ο άνθρωπος 
ούτε διά του σώματος τάς αισθήσεις δύναται λαβεΐν 
ούτε άνάπαλιν διά τούτων  το σώμα, (εΐγε) μηδέ 
(αύται)1 αύτάς ή άλλήλας. έζής δε ύποδεικτέον 
ότι ουδ' έαυτής επιγνώμων εστιν ή διάνοια, 
καθάπερ άξιοΰσιν οι δογματικοί τών φιλοσόφων, 
εΐπερ γάρ ο νοΰς εαυτόν καταλαμβάνεται, ήτοι 
όλος εαυτόν καταλήφεται, ή όλος μέν ούδαμώς

1 μ. < α ί τ α ί >  cj. Bekk.
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and sense, but not in the same aspect, it being in 
one aspect intellect but in another sense ; and just as 
the same drinking-cup is said to be both concave and 
convex, though not in the same aspect, but in one 
aspect concave, as is the inside part, and in another 
convex, as is the outside,—and as the same road is 
conceived as being both an incline and a decline, an 
incline for those ascending by it but a decline for those 
descending,—so likewise the same faculty is in one 
aspect thought but in another sense, and being the 
same it is not precluded from the aforementioned 
apprehension of the senses.”  But they are utterly 308 
simple-minded, and only make empty replies to the 
difficulties propounded. For we assert that, even if 
it be granted that these different faculties really 
belong to the same substance, there still remains the 
difficulty raised by us a little while ago. For I ask, 309 
as regards this thing which is said to be thought in 
one aspect and sense in another, how by its aspect 
as thought can it perceive its aspect as sense ? For 
it being rational and apprehending an irrational thing 
will be moved irrationally, and being moved irration
ally it will be irrational, and being this it will not be 
apprehending but apprehended. And this again is 
absurd.

Let it be established, then, by these arguments that 310 
Man is unable to perceive either the senses by means 
of the body or, conversely, the body by means of the 
senses, seeing that these cannot perceive either them
selves or one another. Next we have to show that 
the intellect is not cognizant of itself, as the Dogmatic 
philosophers claim. For if the mind apprehends 
itself, either it as a whole will apprehend itself, or it 
will do so not as a whole but employing for the purpose
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311 /*€/>« δε t i v l  εαυτού προς τοΰτο χρώ μένος. καί 
oAo? μεν εαυτόν καταλαμβάνεσθαι ούκ αν δυνηθείη. 
εί yap ολος εαντόν καταλαμβάνεται, δλος εσται 
κατάληφις και καταλαμβάνουν, ολον δ’ οντος τοΰ 
καταλαμβάνοντος ούδεν ετι εσται το καταλαμ- 
βανόμενον των δε άλογωτάτων εστι τό είναι μεν 
τον καταλαμβάνοντα, μη είναι δε τό ου εστιν η

312 κατάληφις. και μην ουδέ μερει τινι δυναται προς 
τοΰτο χρησθαι ό νοΰς. αυτό γάρ τό μέρος πώς1 * 
εαυτό καταλαμβάνει; εΐ μεν γάρ ολον, ούδεν 
εσται τό ζητούμενον εί δε μερει τινί, εκείνο πάλιν 
πώς εαυτό γνώσεται; και ούτως εις άπειρον, 
ώστε άναρχον είναι την κατάληφιν, ήτοι μηδενός 
ευρισκομένου πρώτου τοΰ την κατάληφιν ποιησο- 
μενου η μηδενός οντος τοΰ καταληφθησομενου.*

313 επείτα3 4 εί εαυτόν καταλαμβάνει ό νοΰς, και 
τον τόπον εν φ εστι συγκαταληφεται· παν γάρ τό 
καταλαμβανόμενον* συν τινι τόπου καταλαμβάνεται, 
εί δε και τον τόπον 6 νοΰς τον εν ω εστι συγκατα
λαμβάνει εαυτώ, εχρήν μη διαφωνεισθαι τούτον 
παρά τοΐς φιλοσόφοις, τών μεν κεφαλήν λεγόντων 
είναι τών δε θώρακα, και επ' είδους τών μεν 
εγκέφαλον τών δε μηνιγγα, τινών δε καρδίαν, 
άλλων δε η πάτος πύλας η τι τοιοΰτο μέρος τοΰ 
σώματος, διαφωνοϋσι δε γε περί τούτου οι δογ
ματικοί τών φιλοσόφων ούκ άρα καταλαμβάνει 
εαυτόν ό νοΰς.

314 Καί δη ούτω κοινότερον επί παντός ανθρώπου

1 ττώ? Kayser:  δπωί  m s s .  ί αδ τώί cj. Bekk.
* καταΚηφθησομένου cj. Bekk.: καταΚηψομένου m s s .

* ίπειτα, cj. Bekk.: ϊπειτά irus N : iveiirep cet., Bekk.
4 καταλαμβανύμονον cj. Bekk.: καταλαμβάνορ mss., Bekk,
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a part of itself. Now it will not be able as a whole to 311 
apprehend itself. For if as a whole it apprehends 
itself, it will be as a whole apprehension and appre
hending, and, the apprehending subject being the 
whole, the apprehended object will no longer be any
thing ; but it is a thing most irrational that the appre
hending subject should exist while the object o f the 
apprehension does not exist. Nor, in fact, can the 312 
mind employ for this purpose a part o f itself. For 
how does the part itself apprehend itself? I f  as a 
whole, the object sought will be nothing; while if 
with a part, how will that part in turn discern itself ? 
And so on to infinity. So that apprehension is a 
thing without beginning, as either no first subject is 
found to apprehend or no object exists to be appre
hended.— Further, if  the mind apprehends itself it 313 
will also apprehend therewith the place in which it 
exists ; for everything that is apprehended is appre
hended together with some place. And if the mind 
apprehends together with itself the place also wherein 
it exists, this ought not to have been a matter of 
dispute among the philosophers,® some of them de
claring it to be the head, others the breast, and, in 
particular, some the brain, others the pia mater, some 
the heart, others the portals of the liver or some such 
part o f the body. Regarding this the Dogmatic 
philosophers do actually dispute among themselves ; 
therefore the mind does not apprehend itself.

Let this, then, stand as a statement o f the diffi- 314

Cf. Ρ.Ή. i. 118.
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διηπορήσθω ή περί του κριτηρίου ζήτησις. επειδή 
δε φιλαύτως οι δογματικοί άλλοι? μεν ου παρα- 
χωροΰσι την της αλήθειας κρίσιν, μόνους δ 
εαυτούς ταύτην εύρηκεναι λεγουσιν, φερε επ 
αυτών στησαντες τον λόγον διδάσκωμεν οτι ουδέ 
ούτως εύρεθήναί τι δυνατόν εστιν αλήθειας κρι-

315 τήριον. έκαστος τοίνυν των άζιούντων τάληθες 
εύρηκεναι ήτοι φάσει μόνον τοΰτο άποφαινεται η 
άπόδειζιν παραλαμβάνει. αλλά φάσει μεν ούκ ερεΐ· 
των γάρ άντικαθεζομενων αύτώ τις την τουναντίον 
άξιοΰσαν προοίσεται φάσιν, καί ούτως ου μάλλον 
εκείνος η οΰτος εσται πιστός’ φίλη γάρ φάσει ίσον

316 φερεται φίλη φάσις. εΐ δε μετ άποδείξεως κρι
τή ριον αυτόν άποφαίνηται, πάντως υγιούς, άλλ’ 
ΐνα μάθωμεν οτι υγιής ή άπόδειξίς εστιν ή προσ- 
χρώμενος κριτή ριον εαυτόν άποφαινεται, όφείλομεν 
εχειν κριτήριον, και τοΰτο προωμολογημενον' ούκ 
εχομεν δε γε σύμφωνον κριτήριον, ζητείται δε’

317 ούκ άρα δυνατόν εστιν εύρειν κριτήριον. πάλιν 
επει οι σφας αύτούς κριτήρια λεγοντες της αλήθειας 
από διαφώνων αιρέσεων ανάγονται και παρ* αύτό 
τοΰτο διαφωνοϋσιν άλλήλοις, δει παρεΐναί τι ήμΐν 
κριτήριον ω προσχρώμενοι κρινοΰμεν την διαφωνίαν 
εις το τισι μεν συγκατατίθεσθαι τισι δε μηδαμώς.

318 τοΰτο ούν τό κριτήριον ήτοι πάσι διάφωνόν εστι 
τοΐς διαφωνοϋσιν ή ενι μόνον σύμφωνον, άλλ ει 
μεν πάσι διάφωνόν, μοίρα και αύτό γενήσεται της 
διαφωνίας, μοίρα δ’ oV ταύτης ούκ αν εΐη κρι- 
τήριον άλλα και αύτό παραπλησίως τή δλη δια-
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culties which beset the inquiry about the criterion, 
in its larger aspect as Man in general.® But inas
much as the Dogmatists, in their self-conceit, do not 
pass over to others the judgement o f truth but assert 
that they themselves alone have discovered it, come 
and let us base our argument upon them and demon
strate that not even so is it possible for any criterion 
o f truth to be discovered. Now each of those who 315 
claim to have discovered the truth either makes this 
declaration by merely asserting it or adduces a proof.
But he will not utter it by assertion ; for one o f those 
who belong to the opposite side will utter an assertion 
claiming the opposite, and in this case the former will 
be no more trustworthy than the latter; for a bare 
assertion counterbalances a bare assertion. But if 316 
his declaration o f himself as criterion is accompanied 
by proof, it must be sound proof. But in order to 
ascertain that the proof which he employs in declaring 
himself as criterion is sound, we must possess a 
criterion, and one that is already agreed upon ; but 
we do not possess an undisputed criterion, it being 
the object o f inquiry ; therefore it is not possible to 
discover a criterion.—Again, since those who call 317 
themselves criteria o f truth derive from discordant 
Schools o f thought, and just because o f this disagree 
with one another, we need to possess a criterion 
which we can employ to pronounce upon their dis
agreement so as to give assent to the one party and 
not to the other. This criterion, then, is either in 318 
disagreement with all those who disagree or in agree
ment with only one. But if it disagrees with all, it 
will itself also be a party in the disagreement, and 
being a party in this it will not be a criterion but itself 
also, like the whole o f the disagreement, in need of
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φωνία κρίσεως δεόμενον το  γάρ αυτό δοκιμάζειν
319 άμα καί δοκιμάζεσθαι τώ ν αμήχανων, εί Be μη 

7τάσι Βιαπ€φώνηκ€ν αλλ* ivl συμφωνώ, (ό eh  οΰτος 
ω σύμφωνεί)1 εκ της διαφωνίας ών χρείαν εχει τοΰ  
δοκιμάσοντος. καί διά τούτο τό σύμφωνον αύτω  
κριτήριον μη ετερον ον παρ’ εκείνο δεήσεται κρί
σεως, δ€ομ€νον Be κρίσ€ως ούκ εσται κριτηριον.

320 τό δε πάντων κυριώτατον, εΐπερ τινά των δογ
ματικών λεγομεν etvai κριτήν της αλήθειας και παρ’ 
αύτω μόνω ταυτήν ύπάρχειν, ήτοι τη ηλικία αυτού 
ενατενίζοντες τούτο εροϋμεν, η τη ηλικία μεν ού- 
δαμώς τώ  πάνω δε, η ουδέ τούτω  άλλα τη avveaei 
και τη διανοία, η avveaei μεν ούδαμώς μαρτυρία Be 
τη  τω ν πολλών, ούτε δε ηλικία ούτε φιλοπονια 
οϋτ άλλω τινι τών είρημενων προσεχειν οικεΐον 
εστιν εν τη περί τοΰ αληθούς ζητήσει, ως παρα- 
στήσομεν ούκ άρα τινά τών φιλοσόφων ρητεον

321 κριτηριον είναι τής αλήθειας, και δη τη ηλικία 
μεν ου προσεκτεον, επείπερ οι πλείους τών δογ
ματικών ομήλικες σχεδόν ήσαν οτε αυτούς ελεγον 
κριτήρια της αλήθειας· πάντες γάρ πρεσβΰται 
γενόμενοι, οιον Πλάτων, εί τνχοι, καί Δημόκριτος 
και Επίκουρος και Ζήνων, εαυτοΐς την εύρεσιν

322 τής αλήθειας προσεμαρτύρησαν. εΐτ ούκ άπεοικεν, 
ώς εν τώ  βίω και τή κοινή συνήθεια θεωροΰμεν 
οτι συνετώτεροι πολλάκις τών πρεσβυτερών εισι 
νέοι, τον αύτόν τρόπον καν φιλοσοφία εύεπηβολω- 
τερους γεγονεναι παρά τούς πρεσβυτας τους νέους.

323 ενιοι μεν γάρ, ών εστι και ’Ασκληπιάδης 6 ιατρός, 
διαρρήδην ελεξαν πολλώ λείπεσθαι της περί τους 
νέους συνεσεως καί αγχίνοιας τούς πρεσβυτας,

1 <ό . . . συμφωνείς cj. Bekk.
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a judgement; for that the same thing should be at 
once both examining and examined is a thing im
practicable. And if it does not disagree with all but 319 
agrees with one, the one with whom it agrees, as 
being involved in the disagreement, requires an 
examiner. And on this account the criterion which 
agrees with that one, being no different from it, will 
need judgement, and needing judgement it will not 
be a criterion.—But the most important argument o f 320 
all is this :—if we say that some one particular Dog
matist is the judge o f truth, and that this attribute 
belongs to him alone, we shall make this statement 
after looking intently either at his age, or not at his 
age but at his labours, or not at these but at his 
sagacity and intellect, or not at his sagacity but at the 
testimony of the multitude. But in our inquiry into 
the truth it is not appropriate, as we shall show, to 
give attention either to age or to industry or to any 
other o f the points mentioned above ; therefore it 
should not be asserted that any one o f the philo
sophers is the criterion of truth. Now one should not 321 
attend to age, seeing that most of the Dogmatists 
were pretty much of the same age when they de
clared themselves to be criteria o f truth ; for it was 
when they had all become old—take Plato, for 
instance, and Democritus and Epicurus and Zeno— 
that they testified to their own discovery o f truth. 
Further, it is not unlikely that, just as in ordinary life 322 
and common intercourse the young are often found 
to be more intelligent than the old, so likewise in 
philosophy the young may be more keen-witted than 
the old. For some people, including Asclepiades the 323 
physician, have asserted expressly that the old fall 
far short o f the young in intelligence and mental
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παρά, δε την των πολλών καϊ είκαιοτέρων φευδο- 
δοξίαν εναντίως εχειν ύπεληφθη το πράγμα, διά γάρ 
το πολύπειρον των πρεσβυτών εδοζαν οί νεώτεροι 
λείπεσθαι κατά σύνεσήν, του πράγματος εναντίως 
εχοντος· πολυπειρότεροι μεν γάρ, ώς εφην, είσίν 
οι γεγηρακότες, ου συνετώτεροι δε παρά τους 
νέους. ούκοΰν διά μεν ηλικίαν ού λεκτεον κρι-

324 τήριον είναι τινα τών δογματικών. καϊ μην
ουδέ διά φιλοπονίαν. πάντες γάρ επ’ Ίσης ε ’ισί φιλό
πονοι, και ουδέίς εστιν δς εις τον της αλήθειας 
αγώνα κατελθών καϊ ταυτην εύρηκεναι φησας 
ραθυμως άνεστραπται. πάντων δε κατα τούτο 
ισότητα μαρτυρουμενών, το ενι μόνω προσκλιθήναι

325 τών αδίκων εστιν. ωσαύτως δε ούκ αν τις
άλλον άλλου προκρίναι ενεκα συνεσεως. πρώτον μεν 
γάρ συνετοί πάντες ύπηρχον, καϊ ούχ οι μεν νωθεΐς οι 
δε ού τοιοΰτοι. εΐτα πολλάκις οί συνετοί δοκοΰντες 
ύπάρχειν ού της αλήθειας τοΰ δε φεύδους εισι 
συνήγοροι, τώ ν γοϋν ρητόρων τούς μεν τώ  φεύδει 
γενναίως1 σνλλαμβανομενους και εις ϊσην αύτό 
πίστιν ανάγοντας τώ  άληθεΐ δυνατούς τε και 
νοερούς είναι φαμεν, τούς δε μη τοιούτους άνά-

326 παλιν βραδείς τε καϊ ασύνετους, τάχα τοίνυν καν 
φιλοσοφία οί μεν περινούστατοι τών ζητησάντων 
την αλήθειαν τώ  εύφυεΐς είναι πιθανοί καθεστάναι 
δοκοΰσι, καν τώ  φεύδει συνηγορώσιν, οί δε αφυείς 
απίθανοι, καν τώ  άληθεΐ συμμαχώσιν. ούτε οδν 
διά ηλικίαν ούτε διά φιλοπονίαν ούτε διά σύνεσιν 
οίκεΐόν εστι τινά τίνος προκρίνειν καϊ τόνδε μεν 
λεγειν εύρηκεναι τάληθες τόνδε δε μηδαμώς.

1 ψεύδει yevvaiws Kalbfleisch:  ψευδείς είναι ώϊ M S 3 . :  ψεύδει 
πιθανώς  Bekk.
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acumen, although the opposite was supposed to be 
the fact owing to the false opinion held by most 
thoughtless people. For the young are believed to 
fall short in intelligence because of the great experi
ence of the old, though the opposite is the fact; for 
while the aged are, as I said, more experienced, they 
are not more intelligent than the young. So, then, 
one must not say that, on the ground of age, any of 
the Dogmatists is the criterion.— Nor yet, surely, on 324 
the ground of industry. For they are all equally 
industrious, and there is none who, after competing 
in the race for truth and asserting that he has found 
it, conducts himself indolently. And when all give 
evidence of equality in this respect, it is a thing unjust 
to give the preference to one only.— So likewise no 325 
one could prefer one as superior to another on the 
ground of intelligence. For, in the first place, they 
are all intelligent, nor are some obtuse and others not 
so. Further, those who are reputed to be intelligent 
are frequently advocates not of truth but of falsehood. 
Thus we call those orators who ably support what is 
false, and raise it to equal the true in credibility, com
petent and brainy, and those who are not o f this class 
we call, on the contrary, slow of wit and unintelligent. 
Possibly, then, in philosophy also the most sharp- 326 
witted of the seekers after truth seem to be convin
cing, even if they advocate what is false, owing to their 
natural ability, whereas those lacking this ability are 
unconvincing even when they contend for what is 
true. So, then, neither on the ground of age nor of 
industry, nor o f intelligence, is it proper to prefer any
one to another and to say that this man has discovered 
the truth and that man has not.—It remains, then, 327
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327 καταλείπεται τοίνυν τώ πλήθει των συμφωνούντων 
προσεχειν τάχα γάρ (αν)1 τις τοΰτον άριστον 
κριτήν είναι της αλήθειας φήσειε τον φ συμφώνως 
οι πλείους μαρτνροΰσιν. δπερ εστί ληρώΒες και 
των προΒιαβεβλημενων ήμΐν κριτηρίων χείρον, 
ϊνα γάρ τάλλα παρώμεν, ίσοι είσί τοΐς περί τινων 
συμφωνοΰσιν οί τοΐς αύτοΐς άντιφωνοΰντες, οιον 
τοΐς ’ Αριστοτελικοί? οί Επικούρειοι και τοΐς ’ Επι
κούρειοι? οί από τής στοάς, καί επί των άλλων

328 ωσαύτως, εί οΰν άριστός εστιν ό συνεωρακώς 
τάληθες επεί ταύτό άξιοΰσι πάντες οί άπ* αυτοί5 
όρμώμενοι, τί μάλλον τόνΒε ή τόνΒε άριστον είναι 
φήσομεν καί κριτήριον αλήθειας; οϊον εί Ε π ί 
κουρον διά το πολλούς είναι τούς περί αύτοΰ συμ- 
φωνοϋντας ότι εύρε τάληθες, τί μάλλον Επίκουρον 
ή Άριστοτελην[; ή]* ότι ουκ ελάσσους είσίν οι καί

329 τούτω συνασπίζονται; ου μην άλλ’ ώ? παλιν εν 
τοι? κατά τον βίον πράγμασιν ουκ αδύνατόν εστιν 
ενα συνετόν άμείνονα είναι πολλών ασυνετών, ούτω 
καί εν φιλοσοφία ουκ άπεοικεν ενα φρόνιμον είναι 
καί διά τούτο πιστόν, πολλούς δε χηνώΒεις καί 
διά τούτο απίστους, καν συμφώνως τινι προσμαρ- 
τυρώσιν σπάνιος μεν γάρ εστιν 6 συνετός, πολύς δε

330 ό είκαΐος. είτα καν τή συμφωνία καί τή των
πλειόνων μαρτυρία προσέχω μεν, πάλιν εις τουναν
τίον τή προθεσει περιαγόμεθα* κατ’ ανάγκην γάρ 
των περί τίνος συμφωνούντων πλείους εισιν οι 
περί αύτοΰ Βιαφωνοΰντες. ο δε λέγω, σαφεστερον 
γενήσεται οικείου τεθεντός ήμΐν παραΒείγματος.

1 <d?> cj. Bekk. [; η] seel. Heintz.
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that we should attend to the majority of those in 
agreement; for possibly someone will assert that he 
is the best judge of truth with whom the testimony 
of the majority is in agreement.® But this is non
sensical and worse than the criteria which we have 
already rejected. For, to pass over all other points, 
those who disagree about any facts are equal in 
number to those who agree about the same facts—  
the Epicureans, for example, are equal to the Aristo
telians, and the Stoics to the Epicureans, and so on 
with the rest. If, then, he that has discerned the 328 
truth is the best because all those who derive from 
him maintain the same view, why should we say that 
this man rather than that man is the best and the 
criterion of truth ? If, for instance, we name 
Epicurus because those who agree about him that 
he has found the truth are many in number, why 
Epicurus rather than Aristotle, since those who side 
with the latter are no less numerous ? But, notwith
standing, just as in the ordinary affairs of life it is 323 
not impossible that one intelligent person should be 
better than many unintelligent persons, so, once 
again, in philosophy it is not unlikely that one man 
should be sensible and on that account trustworthy, 
and many be like geese and on that account untrust
worthy, even though they testify with one voice in 
someone’s favour ; for the intelligent man is rare, the 
thoughtless common.— Moreover, even if we attend 
to general agreement and the testimony of th e33® 
majority, we are brought round again to a position 
which contradicts our assumption ; for of necessity 
those who disagree about a thing are more numerous 
than those who agree about it. What I mean will 
become clearer if we take a familiar example. Let 331
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331 έστω γάρ, νποθεσεως χάριν, τών καθ' εκάστην 
αΐρεσιν φιλοσοφουντων πλείους είναι τούς κατα 
την στωικήν αΐρεσιν φιλοσοφοΰντας, λεγετωσάν τ€ 
ουτοι συμφώνως Ζήνωνα μόνον εύρηκεναι τάληθες, 
ετερον δε μηδενα. ούκοΰν άντιφθεγξονται αύτοΐς 
οί από *Επικούρου, φευδεσθαι δε αυτούς εροΰσιν 
οι από του περιπάτου, άντεροϋσι δε και οι από 
της 'Ακαδημίας και καθόλου πάντες οι από των

332 αιρέσεων, ώστε πάλιν τουτους τούς συμφώνως 
Ζήνωνα προκεκρικότας, συγκρινομενους τοΐς συμ
φώνως λεγουσι μη είναι Ζήνωνα κριτήριον, κατα 
πολύ ελάσσους εύρίσκεσθαι. και παρ’ αυτό τούτο 
εΐ τοΐς συμφώνως περί τίνος άποφαινομενοις χρη 
γνωματεύειν όταν ώσι πολλοί, ούδενα ρητεον 
τάληθες εύρηκεναι' παντι γάρ τώ υπό τινων επαι- 
νουμενω πολύς εστιν ό εκ των άλλων αιρέσεων

333 άντιφθεγγόμένος, τό δε πάντων συνεκτικώτατον, 
οί περί τίνος ώς εύρηκότος τάληθες συμφωνοϋντες 
ήτοι διάφορον εχουσι διάθεσιν καθ' ήν συμφωνοΰσιν, 
ή διάφορον μεν ούδαμώς μίαν δε και την αυτήν, 
άλλά διάφορον μεν ούδαμώς αν εχοιεν, επεί πάντως 
αύτούς δεήσει διαφωνεΐν μίαν δε εχοντες εις 
ισότητα περιίστανται τφ  τουναντίον άποφαινομενω. 
ώς γάρ εκείνος μίαν εχει διάθεσιν καθ' ήν άντι-

334 πεπτωκεν αύτοΐς, οΰτω καί οΰτοι την ίσην εχουσι 
εκείνω, παρελκοντος λοιπόν του πλήθους αυτών 
προς πίστιν· καί γαρ εί καθ' ύπόθεσιν εις ήν

β !.e. all who agree about the matter are in the same 
“ condition,” or state of mind, respecting it. Thus, like 
their single opponent, they are in one state of mind, and 
their numbers go for nothing, so that his testimony is as 
weighty as theirs.
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us suppose, for the sake o f argument, that those who 
belong to the Stoic School o f philosophy are more 
numerous than those who belong to each of the other 
Schools, and that the former agree in saying that 
Zeno alone has discovered the truth and no one else. 
Then the Epicureans will contradict them, and the 
Peripatetics will declare that they are liars, and the 
Academics will gainsay them, as will also all the 
members generally of the other Schools, so that once 332 
again those who have unanimously given the prefer
ence to Zeno, when compared with those who unani
mously declare that Zeno is not the criterion,are found 
to be far fewer in number. Here, too, is another 
reason : If one ought to vote for those who make an 
unanimous statement about any matter when they 
are numerous, it must be asserted that no one has 
found the truth ; for everyone who is commended 
by a certain number has a multitude from the other 
Schools who cry out against him. But the most con- 333 
vincing argument of all is this : Those who agree 
together about a certain person that he has found the 
truth are in a condition with respect to their agree
ment which is either different or not different at all 
but one and the same. But they will by no means 
be in a different condition since then they must cer
tainly disagree ; while if they are in one condition 
they are brought round into a state o f equality with 
him who states the opposite.® For just as the latter 
is in one condition in respect of which he has opposed 
them, so also the former are in a condition equal 334 
to his, their large numbers being henceforward re
dundant for ensuring belief; for, in fact, if it had been 
but one of them who was supposed to have made this
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εζ αυτών 6 τούτο λίγων, ίσον αν εδύνατο τοΐς 
πασιν.

335 ’ΑΛΑ’ εΐπερ 6 την αλήθειαν εύρηκώς iv φιλο
σοφία. ή διά ηλικίαν ή διά φιλοπονίαν ή διά σύνεσιν 
ή τω  πολλούς εχειν τούς μαρτυροΰντας εύστοχη- 
κεναι λέγεται, παρεστήσαμεν δε ημείς ότι δι* ούδεν 
τούτων ρητίον κριτήριον αυτόν ύπαρχειν αλήθειας, 
φαίνεται ώς άνεύρετόν εστι τό εν φιλοσοφία 
κριτήριον.

336 Έ τ ι  6 λίγων αυτόν αλήθειας είναι κριτήριον τό 
φαινόμενον αύτω λεγει, καί ούδεν πλεΐον. τοίνυν 
επεί καί έκαστος των άλλων φιλοσόφων τό φαινό- 
μενον αύτω λεγει καί εναντίον τω  προενεχθίντι, 
δήλον ώς ίσου πασιν οντος του τοιούτου ου δυνη- 
σόμεθα ώρισμενως τινά κριτήριον είναι λεγειν. ε 
γάρ οΰτος πιστός ότι φαίνεται αύτω τό εΐναι αυτόν 
κριτήριον, πιστός εσται καί ο δεύτερος επεί καί 
αύτω φαίνεται κριτήριον εΐναι αύτόν, καί ούτως 6 
τρίτος καί οί λοιποί· ω συνεισάγεται τό μηδενα

337 ώρισμενως κριτήριον αλήθειας ύπαρχε ιν. προς 
τούτοις ή φάσει τις εαυτόν κριτήριον εΐναι λεγει ή 
κριτηρίω προσχρώμενος. άλλα φάσει μεν φάσει 
επισχεθήσεται, κριτηρίω δε προσχρώμενος περι- 
τραπήσεται. ήτοι γάρ διάφωνόν εστιν αύτω  το 
κριτήριον τούτο ή σύμφωνον, καί εί μεν διά- 
φωνον, άπιστον, επείπερ διαπεφώνηκε τω  οίομενω

338 αύτόν κριτήριον ύπαρχε ι ν  εί δε σύμφωνον, χρείαν 
εξει τοΰ κρίνοντας, ώσπερ γάρ οΰτος 6 κριτήριον 
αύτόν άποφαινόμενος άπιστος ήν, οϋτω καί τό  
17 6
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statement, he would have had as much weight as all 
of them.

But if he that has discovered the truth in philosophy 335 
is said to have succeeded either because of his age or 
his industry or his intelligence, or through having 
many to testify for him, whereas we have estab
lished that for none of these reasons ought it to be 
said that he is really the criterion of truth, then it is 
evident that the criterion in philosophy is undiscover- 
able.

Further, he who declares himself to be the criterion 336 
of truth says what appears to himself and nothing 
more. So then, since each of the other philosophers 
also says what appears to himself and is contrary to 
the previous statement, it is plain that, as each of 
them is on a level with all the others, we shall be 
unable to state definitely that any one of them is a 
criterion. For if the first man is trustworthy because 
it appears to him that he is the criterion, the second 
man too will be trustworthy, since to him also it 
appears that he himself is the criterion, and so like
wise with the third, and the rest; wherefrom it 
follows that no one is definitely the criterion of truth.
—Furthermore, a man says he is the criterion either 337 
by mere assertion or by employing a criterion. But 
if it be by assertion, he will be checked by assertion, 
while if it be by employing a criterion, he will be over
thrown. For this criterion is either in disagreement 
with him or in agreement. And if it be in disagree
ment it is untrustworthy, since it is in disagreement 
with him who believes himself to be the criterion ; 
and if it be in agreement, it will stand in need of a 338 
judge. For just as the man who declares himself to 
bethe criterion is not to be trusted,so also thecriterion
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σύμφωνον αντώ κριτήριον, επεί τρόπω τινϊ την 
αυτήν εσχηκεν εκείνω δύναμιν, δεήσεται ετερου 
τίνος κριτηρίου, καί εΐ τούτο, ου λεκτεον έκαστον 
των φιλοσόφων είναι κριτήριον παν γάρ το κρίσεως

339 δεόμενον εξ αύτοΰ εστιν άπιστον. πάλιν 6
λεγων εαυτόν κριτήριον ήτοι φάσει τοΰτο άξιοι ή 
αποδείξει, καί φάσει μεν ου δύναται δι as 
προεΐπον αίτιας’ εί δε αποδείξει, πάντως ύγιεΐ' τό 
οε οτι εστιν υγιής ή τοιαυτη αποοειξις, ήτοι 
φάσει λεγεται η αποδείξει, καί ταϋτ εις άπειρον, 
τοίνυν καί διά τοΰτο λεκτεον άνεύρετον εΐναι τό 
της αλήθειας κριτήριον.

340 Έρωταται δε καί ούτως, οι κρίνειν τάληθές 
Απαγγελλόμενοι κριτήριον εχειν όφείλουσι του 
αληθούς, τοΰτο ούν τό κριτήριον ήτοι άνεπίκριτόν 
εστιν ή επικεκριται. καί εί μεν άνεπίκριτόν εστι, 
πόθεν οτι πιστόν; ούδεν γάρ των άμφισβητου- 
μενων χωρίς κρίσεως εστι πιστόν, εί δε επι- 
κεκριται, πάλιν τό κρΐναν αυτό ήτοι άνεπίκριτόν 
εστιν ή επικεκριται. καί εί μεν άνεπίκριτόν, 
άπιστον εί δε επικεκριται, πάλιν τό επικρΐναν 
αυτό ήτοι επικεκριται ή ούκ επικεκριται, καί

341 ούτως εις άπειρον. πάλιν τό κριτήριον άμφι- 
σβητούμενον καθεστώς δεϊταί τίνος άποδείξεως. 
άλλ’ επεί των άποδείξεων αί μεν είσιν άληθεΐς αί 
δε φευδεΐς, οφείλει καί ή εις πίστιν τοΰ κριτηρίου 
παραλαμβανομενη άπόδειξις Βιά τίνος κριτηρίου 
βεβαιοΰσθαι, ώστε εις τον δι άλλήλων εμπίπτειν 
τρόπον, τοΰ μεν κριτηρίου την διά τής άποδείξεως 
πίστιν περιμενοντος, τής δε άποδείξεως την από

342 τοΰ κριτηρίου βεβαίωσιν άναμενούσης, μηδετερου
1 vyiei· το δέ δτι Mutsch.: έπel υπέρ  τ ό  δέον m s s . ,  Bekk.
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in agreement with him, since it possesses in a fashion 
the same quality as he, will require some second 
criterion. And if this be so, one must not assert that 
each of the philosophers is the criterion ; for every
thing which requires judging is of itself untrust
worthy.—Once again, he who declares himself to 339 
be the criterion makes this claim either by assertion 
or by demonstration. Yet, for the reasons I have 
already given, he cannot do so by assertion ; and if 
he does so by demonstration, it must by all means be 
a valid one. But the fact that such a demonstration 
is valid is stated either by assertion or by demon
stration, and so on ad infinitum. So, then, on this 
ground also it must be declared that the criterion of 
truth is undiscover able.

This argument also is propounded :— Those who 340 
claim for themselves to judge the truth are bound to 
possess a criterion o f truth. This criterion, then, 
either is without a judge’s approval or has been 
approved. But if it is without approval, whence 
comes it that it is trustworthy ? For no matter of 
dispute is to be trusted without j udging. And if it has 
been approved, that which approves it, in turn, either 
has been approved or has not been approved, and so 
on ad infinitum.—Again, the criterion being a matter 341 
of dispute requires a proof. But since some proofs 
are true, some false, the proof which is adduced to 
confirm the criterion must needs be supported by a 
criterion ; so that we are plunged into circular reason
ing, the criterion on the one hand awaiting confirma
tion by the proof, and, on the other hand, the proof 
waiting for the support o f the criterion, and neither 342

179



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

δε αυτών διά θατερου πεπιστώσθαι δυναμενου. 
καί άλλως γίνεται το αυτό πιστόν τε και άπιστον, 
πιστόν μεν τό κριτήριον, ότι κρίνει την άπόδειξιν, 
και ή άπόδειξις, ότι άποδείκνυσι τό κριτηριον 
άπιστον δε τό μεν κριτηριον, ότι άποδείκνυται 
προς της άποδείξεως, ή δε άπόδειξις, ότι κρίνεται 
προς του κριτηρίου.

343 ΆΛΑ’ ή μεν του πρώτου κριτηρίου αγνωσία, τουτ- 
εστι του ύφ* οΰ, διά τοσουτων παρά τοΐς σκε- 
πτικοΐς άπορειται· εύαπόδοτος δε' εστι και 6 περί 
του δευτέρου λόγος, φημί δε του δι* οΰ. ει γάρ 
ευρίσκει ταληθές 6 άνθρωπος, ήτοι ταΐς αίσθήσεσι 
μόνον προσχρώμενος τούτο ευρίσκει η τη διάνο ία 
η τώ συναμφοτερω, ταΐς τε αίσθήσεσι και τη διά
νοια· ούτε δε μόνον ταΐς αίσθήσεσι προσχρώμενος 
δυναται τάληθες εύρεΐν ούτε καθ* αυτήν τη διάνο ία 
ούτε κοινώς ταΐς τε αίσθήσεσι καί τη διανοία, ώς 
παραστήσομεν' οΰκ άρα εΰρίσκειν τάληθες ο

344 άνθρωπος πεφυκεν. αίσθήσεσι μεν οΰν μόναις 
λαβεΐν τάληθες ου δυναται, καθώς έμπροσθεν επ- 
εδείζαμεν, καί νΰν δε επ' ολίγον παραμυθησόμεθα. 
φύσει γάρ είσιν άλογοι, καί πλέον του τυποΰσθαι 
προς τών φανταστών μή δυνάμεναι παντελώς 
άδετοι καθεστασι προς ευρεσιν τάληθοϋς. ου γάρ 
μόνον λευκαντικώς ή γλυκαντικώς δει κινεΐσθαι τό 
ληφόμενον τάληθες ε’ν τοΐς ύποκειμενοις, αλλά καί 
εις φαντασίαν άχθήναι του τοιουτου πράγματος 
“  τούτο λευκόν εστι ”  καί “  τούτο γλυκό εστιν.”

345 και επί τών άλλων τό παραπλήσιον. τώ  δε τοιουτω 
πράγματι ούκετι τής αίσθήσεως εργον εστιν επι- 
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of them being able to be confirmed by the other.
And besides, the same thing becomes both trust
worthy and untrustworthy—the criterion trust
worthy because it judges the proof, and the proof 
because it proves the criterion ; but the criterion 
untrustworthy because it is proved by the proof, and 
the proof because it is judged by the criterion.

Well, then, it is by all these arguments that the 343 
obscurity o f the first criterion—that o f the agent 
“  By which ”—is criticized amongst the Sceptics ; 
and the argument regarding the second— I mean that 
“  By means o f which ” or Instrument—is easy to set 
forth.® For if Man discovers the truth, he discovers it 
by employing either the senses only or the intellect 
or the combination of both the senses and the intel
lect ; but, as we shall establish, he cannot discover 
the truth by employing either the senses only or the 
intellect by itself or both the senses and the intellect 
conjointly; therefore Man is not capable o f dis
covering the truth. Now he is not able to grasp the 344 
truth by the senses alone, as we have shown above,6 
and shall now briefly rehearse. For they are by nature 
irrational, and having no further capacity beyond that 
of being impressed by the objects imaged, they are 
wholly disqualified for discovering the truth. For that 
which is to perceive what is true in the real objects 
must not only be moved by a whitish or sweetish 
feeling but also must be brought to have an impres
sion regarding such an object that “  this thing is 
white ’ ’ and ‘ ‘ this thing is sweet. ’ ’ And similarly with 
the rest of the senses. But to perceive an object of 345 
that kind is no longer the task of sense ; for sense is

• With §§ 343-346 cf. P.H. ii. 48-50.
* Cf. §§ 293 ff.
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βάλλεiv' χρώμα γάρ μόνον καί χυμόν και φωνήν 
λαμβάνειν πεφυκε, τό δε “  τοΰτο λευκόν εστιν ”  
ή “  τοΰτο γλυκό εστιν ”  οϋτε χρώμα ούτε χυμός 
τυγχάνον άνυπόπτωτόν εστιν αίσθήσει. φευδονταί 
τε εν πολλοΐς αΐ αισθήσεις καί Βιαφωνοΰσιν άλ- 
λήλαις, καθάπερ εδείξαμεν τους παρά τφ  Αίνη-

346 σιδήμω δέκα τρόπους επιόντες. τό Βε Βιάφωνον
καί εστασιασμενον ούκ εστι κριτήριον άλλα τοΰ 
κρίνοντος αυτό Βεόμενον. τοίνυν ου δυνανται καθ* 
αύτάς αΐ αισθήσεις κρίνειν ταληθές. συν-
θεσεώς1 τε Βει καί μνήμης προς άντίληφιν τών 
υποκείμενων, οΐον ανθρώπου, φυτοΰ, τών εοικότων. 
χρώματος γάρ μετά μεγέθους καί σχήματος καί 
άλαλων τινών ιδιωμάτων συνθεσίς εστιν 6 άν-

347 θρωπος, συνθεΐναι δε τι μνημονικώς ου δυναται 
ή αΐσθησις διά τό μήτε χρώμα μήτε χυμόν μήτε 
φωνήν είναι την επισυνθεσιν,* ών μόνον αντι
ληπτική εστιν ή αΐσθησις.

348 Και μην ουδέ ή διάνοια, εΐπερ γάρ επιγνώμων 
εστί τάληθοϋς ή διάνοια, πρότερον ώφειλεν εαυτην 
επιγινώσκειν καί ώς 6 άρχιτεκτων κρίνει τό τε 
ευθύ καί στρεβλόν ου3 χωρίς τοΰ επιβάλλειν τη 
κατασκευή τών κριτηρίων, οΐον τή τοΰ κανόνος 
καί τή τοΰ διαβήτου, ούτως εχρήν καί την διά
νοιαν, εΐπερ διακριτική εστι τοΰ αληθούς καί τοΰ 
φευδους, πολλώ πρότερον τή εαυτής φύσει σννεπι- 
βάλλειν, οΐον* ουσία τή εξ ής εστί, τόπω τφ  εν

349 Φ πεφυκε, τοις άλλοις άπασιν. ου πάνυ δε γε τά 
τοιαΰτα συνοράν δυναται, εΐγε οι μεν μηδέν φασιν

1 συνθέσΐώϊ Kochalsky: ffiWo-ews mss., Bekk.
* έττισύνθΐσιν Ν : ίττίθΐσιν cet., Bekk.: σύνθίσιν cj. Bekk,

8 ού Heintz: και mss., Bekk.
4 οΐον Heintz s δι ijv Bekk.: δων m s s .
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of a nature to grasp only colour and flavour and sound, 
whereas the recognition that “  this is white ”  or “  this 
is sweet,”  being neither colour nor flavour, is incapable 
of being experienced by sense.® The senses, too, in 
many cases give false reports and disagree with one 
another, as we have shown when expounding the 
Ten Modes o f Aenesidemus.6 But that which is in 346 
disagreement and at variance is not a criterion, but 
is itself in need o f a judge. So then the senses are 
not able by themselves to judge the truth.—There 
is need, too, o f combination and of memory for the 
perception of real objects such as man, plant, and the 
like. For man is a combination o f colour and size and 
form and certain other peculiarities, whereas sense is 347 
unable to combine anything by aid of memory owing 
to the fact that the combination is neither colour nor 
flavour nor sound, which things alone sense is capable 
of perceiving.

Nor, indeed, is the intellect.® For if the intellect is 348 
cognizant o f the truth, it ought previously to have 
been cognizant o f itself; and just as the architect 
does not judge of the straight and the crooked with
out giving attention to the structure o f his criteria— 
such as that of the rule and of the compasses,—so too 
the intellect, if  it is capable of distinguishing falsehood 
and truth, should have been aware much earlier of 
its own nature—the substance, for instance, whereof 
it is composed, the place wherein it exists, and all 
the rest. But it cannot altogether comprehend such 349 
things, seeing that some, like Dicaearchus, say that it

« Cf. P.H. ii. 51-56. 6 See P.II. i. 91 if.
• With §§ 348-352 cf. P.H. ii. 57-60.
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είναι αυτήν παρα το πώς εχον σώμα, καθάπερ ο 
Δικαίαρχος, ol Be είναι μεν ελεγον, ούκ iv τώ  
αύτώ Be τόπω περιεχεσθαι, άλλ' ol μεν έκτος τοΰ 
σώματος, ώς Αίνησίδήμος κατα * Ηράκλειτον, οί 
δε εν ολω τώ σώμα τι, καθάπερ τινες κατά Δημό
κριτον, οί Be εν μερει τοΰ σώματος, ών πάλιν

350 πολυσχιΒεΐς εϊσϊν αί γνώμαι. και οί μεν Βιαφερειν 
αυτήν τών αισθήσεων, ώς οί πλείους, οί Be αυ
τήν είναι τάς αισθήσεις, καθάπερ διά τινων οπών 
τών αισθητηρίων προκυπτουσαν, ης στάσεως ήρξε 
Στράτων τε 6 φυσικός και ΑίνησίΒημος. ούκ άρα

351 κριτήριόν εστιν ή διάνοια. πλείους τε είσιν
αί Βιάνοιαι, πλείους δε οΰσαι Βιάφωνοι καθεστάσιν, 
Βιαφωνοΰσαι Βε χρείαν εχουσι τοΰ επικρίνοντος 
αύτάς. τοΰτ οΰν ήτοι διάνοια πάλιν εστιν ή 
ετερόν τι παρ' αυτήν, και διάνοια μεν ούκ αν εΐη· 
μέρος yap της διαφωνίας γενόμενον κρίσεως Βεή- 
σεται καί ούκετι κριτήριόν γενήσεταί' ετερον δε 
παρ' αύτήν νπάρχον το μη είναι διάνοιαν κριτήριόν

352 παρίστησιν. εξεσται Βε καί τοΐς υπό τών άνδρών 
είρημενοις επιλογισμοΐς τα νΰν χρήσθαι· ήμΐν γαρ 
ούκ ανάγκη ταυτολογεΐν. προς τούτοις επεί 
ού μόνον εστιν εν ήμΐν διανοητικόν κατα τούς 
πλείστους τών φιλοσόφων, αλλά συν τούτω καί 
αισθητικόν, οπερ πρόκειται τοΰ Βιανοητικοΰ, εξ 
ανάγκης τοΰτο αύτοΰ1 προκείμενον ούκ εάσει τήν

1 αύτοΰ Heintz: αύτό m s s . ,  Bekk.

° Cf. Ρ.Η. i. 210 f . ; Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxviii. 
b Cf. § 313.
« This sentence is obscure and the text probably corrupt. 

Heintz proposed rots ΐπΐ των άνδρών . . . χρήσθαι ήμΐν ’ ού 
yap άν. ταντ. I suggest rots αύτών τών άνδρών . . . χρήσθα
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is nothing more than a certain condition o f body, 
while others have said that it exists, but have not all 
agreed that it is contained in the same place—some, 
like Aenesidemus “  according to Heracleitus,” a 
placing it outside the body, others in the whole of 
the body (like some “  according to Democritus ” ), 
and others in a part o f the body, and the views of 
these last, again, are very diverse.6 Also, while some 350 
assert, as do the majority, that it is distinct from the 
senses, others say that it is the senses,—it peering 
out through the sense-organs as though through peep
holes,—which theory was first held by Strato the 
physicist and Aenesidemus. Therefore the intellect 
is not the criterion.—Intellects, too, are many in 351 
number, and being many they are in disagreement, 
and as disagreeing they have need of one to pronounce 
judgement upon them. This, then, is either intellect 
again or something different from it. Now it will not 
be intellect; for if so, as being a party to the dis
agreement it will require judging and will no longer 
be a criterion ; and if it be something different from 
intellect, it supports the view that the intellect is not 
the criterion. It would also be possible now to make 352 
use o f the conclusions stated by the Dogmatists ; for 
there is no necessity for us to repeat ourselves.®— 
Furthermore, since there exists in us, according to 
most o f the philosophers, not only an intellectual part 
but along with this also a sensitive part which is set 
in front of the intellectual, this, being set in front of 
the other, will o f necessity prevent the intellect from
ήμΐν * πάλιν yap ούκ άvάyκη Tavrokoyeiv, the sense being “  we 
can employ (as an argument for distrusting the intellect) the 
divergent views of the Dogmatists themselves; but there is 
no need to repeat them again, as they have been described 
already.”
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353 διάνοιαν τών έκτος άντιλαμβάνεσθαι. ώσπερ γάρ 
το μεταξύ της δφεως καί του ορατού πεπτωκός 
σώμα ονκ εα την δφιν άντιλαμβάνεσθαι του όρατοΰ, 
ούτως εί μεταξύ τής διανοίας καί τοΰ εκτός 
ορατού κεΐται ή δρασις άλογος ουσα, ούκ εάσει 
την διάνοιαν ή δρασις τοΰ εκτός ορατού άντι- 
λαμβάνεσθαι, καί εί μεταξύ της διανοίας καί τοΰ 
εκτός ακουστού εστιν ή ακοή, ου συγχωρήσει την 
διάνοιαν τοΰ ακουστού1 επιγνώμονα γίνεσθαι, καί 
επί των άλλων αισθήσεων το παραπλήσιον. ένδον 
οΰν άποκεκλεισμενη ή διάνοια, καί ταΐς αίσθήσεσιν 
επισκοτουμενη, ούδενός εσται των εκτός αντι
ληπτική. ουδέ ταύτην τοίνυν ρητεον καθ' αυτήν 
είναι κριτήριον.

354 Αείπεται άρα λεγειν άμφότερα, τουτεστι την 
διάνοιαν ώς υπουργώ χρωμενην τή αίσθήσει λαμ- 
βάνειν τά εκτός, ο πάλιν εστιν αδύνατον· ή γάρ 
αΐσθησις ού τά εκτός παρίστησι τή διανοία, τό 
δε ίδιον αγγέλλει πάθος, οΐον ή αφή από ίτυρός 
θαλπόμενη ού τό εκτός καί καΐον πϋρ άναδίδωσι 
τή διανοία, τήν δε απ' αυτού θάλφιν, τουτεστι τό

355 ίδιον αυτής πάθος, καίτοι ουδέ τούτο, εί γάρ 
λήφεται ή νόησις τό τής αίσθήσεως πάθος, αΐσθησις 
εσται. τό γάρ όρατικοΰ πάθους άναδεκτικόν δρα- 
τικώς κινείται, τό δε όρατικώς κινούμενον δρασις 
εστιν καί τό ακουστικού πάθους άναδεκτικόν 
άκουστικώς κινείται, ο δε άκουστικώς κινείται, 
άκοή εστιν, καί επί τών άλλων αισθήσεων τό

356 παραπλήσιον. διόπερ καί ή διάνοια, ει το εκαστης 
αίσθήσεως αναλαμβάνει πάθος, αίσθητικώς κινείται,

1 έ<ττιν . . . άκουστοΰ Ν : om. cet., Bekk.
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perceiving the external objects. For just as the body 353 
which lies between the sight and the object o f sight 
prevents the sight from perceiving the object o f sight, 
so if the irrational sense o f sight intervenes between 
the intellect and the external object o f sight, the sight 
will prevent the intellect from perceiving the external 
object of sight, and if the hearing intervenes between 
the intellect and the external object o f hearing, it will 
not permit the intellect to become cognizant o f the 
object o f hearing; and similarly with the rest o f 
the senses. The intellect, then, being locked away 
inside, and being kept in the dark by the senses, will 
not be capable o f perceiving any o f the external 
objects. Neither, then, can it be said that it, taken 
by itself, is the criterion.

It remains, therefore, to say “  both of them,”—  354 
meaning that the intellect, by employing sense as 
assistant, grasps external objects.® But this again is 
impossible. For sense does not furnish the intellect 
with the external objects, but each sense reports its 
own peculiar affection—touch, for instance, when 
warmed by fire, does not supply to the intellect the 
external and burning fire but the warmth therefrom, 
that is to say, its own peculiar affection. And yet 355 
not even this. For if thought shall receive the 
affection o f sense, it will be sense. For that which is 
receptive o f visual affection is visually moved, and 
that which is visually moved is vision b ; that also 
which is receptive of acoustic affection is acoustically 
moved, and that which is acoustically moved is the 
sense o f hearing ; and similarly with the other senses. 
Wherefore the intellect also, if it receives the affection 356 
o f each sense, is sensitively moved, and being sensi-

• With §§ 354-358 cf. P.H. ii. 72-75. * Cf. § 305.
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αίσθητικώς δε κινούμενη αΐσθησίς εστιν, αϊσθησις 
δε οΰσα άλογός εστιν, άλογος δε γενομενη εκ- 
πεσεΐται του ετι νόησις ύπάρχειν, μη οΰσα δέ νόησις 
ού ληφεται το της αίσθησεως πάθος ώς νόησις.

357 καν λάβη δέ το των αισθήσεων πάθος, οΰκ 
εϊσεται τά εκτός, ανόμοια γάρ εστι τα έκτος τοΐς 
περί ημάς πάθεσιν, και μακρω διαφερει ή φαντασία 
του φανταστοϋ, οΐον ή από πυρός φαντασία του 
πυράς' τό μεν γάρ καίει, ή δ’ οΰκ εστι καυστική, 
άλλως τε, καν όμοια δώμεν είναι τοΐς περί ημάς 
πάθεσι τά εκτός, ού πάντως τά περί ημάς πάθη 
λαμβάνουσα η διάνοια καταληφεται τά εκτός, τά 
γαρ ομοια τισιν ετερα εστιν εκείνων των οίς ομοια

358 εστιν. διόπερ εί τά όμοια τοΐς εκτός ή διάνοια 
γνωρίζει, ού τά εκτός γνωρίζει αλλά τά όμοια 
εκείνοις. και δν τρόπον 6 τον Σωκράτην άγνοών 
την δε Σωκράτους εϊκόνα βλεπων ούκ οιδεν εί 
όμοιος εστι τη φαινομενη είκόνι 6 Σωκράτης, 
ούτως ή διάνοια τοΐς πάθεσιν επιβάλλουσα, τά 
εκτός μη θεασαμενη, ούτε όποΐά εστι ταϋτα 
εϊσεται, ουθ* ότι όμοιά εστι τοΐς πάθεσιν. μη 
γινώσκουσα δε τά φαινόμενα ούδε τά κατά την 
από τούτων μετάβασιν άξιου μένα γνωρίζεσθ αι 
άδηλα συνησει, ούτωσι δε ούδε κριτηριον εσται της 
αλήθειας.

359 *Αλλ* ενιοι των δογματικών την άνώτερον είρη- 
μενην ύπότευξιν και επί του παρόντος θρυλοΰσι, 
λεγοντες μη κεχωρίσθαι ταΰτα τά διαφεροντα της 
φυχης μόρη, τουτέστι τό λογικόν καί άλογον, άλλ’ 
ώς τό μέλι όλον δι όλου υγρόν άμα καί γλυκύ

• C/. Ρ.Η. ii. 75.
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tively moved it is sense, and being sense it is irrational, 
and having become irrational it will cease from being 
any longer thought, and not being thought it will not 
receive as thought the affection of sense.—But even 357 
if it receives the affection of the senses it will not 
know external objects. For external objects are 
unlike our affections, and the presentation is far 
different from the thing presented,—that of a fire, 
for instance, from the fire, for the latter burns 
whereas the former is not capable of burning. 
Besides, even if we grant that external objects are 
similar to our affections, it is not certain that by 
receiving our affections the intellect will apprehend 
external objects. For things similar to certain 
things are other than those things to which they are 
similar. Wherefore if the intellect is cognizant of 358 
things similar to the external objects, it is not 
cognizant o f the external objects but o f things 
similar to them. And just as he who does not know 
Socrates but is looking at the likeness o f Socrates 
does not know whether Socrates resembles the 
apparent likeness,® so the intellect, when it perceives 
the affections without having discerned the external 
objects, will not know either the nature o f these 
objects or whether they resemble the affections. 
And not knowing the apparent things, neither will it 
understand the non-evident things which are assumed 
to be known by transition therefrom ; and, conse
quently, it will not be the criterion of truth.

But some of the Dogmatists keep repeating in this 359 
case also the rejoinder which was mentioned above, 
saying that these different parts of the soul—that is, 
the rational and the irrational—are not separated, 
but just as honey is at once, through and through,

189



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

εστιν, οΰτω καί ή φνχή δλη δι ολου δύο εχει 
τάς άντιπαρηκούσας άλλήλαις δυνάμεις, ών ή μεν

360 εστι λογική ή 8e aAoyoj· και κινεΐσθαι την μεν 
λογικήν υπό των νοητών, την δε αλογον αντι
ληπτικήν γίνεσθαι των αίσθητών. δθεν και μάταιον 
εΐναι το λεγειν την διάνοιαν η κοινώς την φνχήν 
μη δύνασθαι της ετερας τούτων τών πραγμάτων 
διαφοράς άντιλαμβάνεσθαι· διάφορον γάρ εχουσα 
την κατασκευήν ευθύς και άμφοτερων εσται άντι-

361 ληπτική. πάνυ δε είσιν ευήθεις, αΰται γάρ αι 
δυνάμεις, και εί τά μάλιστα δοκοΰσι περί την 
αυτήν ουσίαν συνίστασθαι και άντιπαρήκειν άλλή- 
λαις και δι δλης πεφοιτηκεναι τής φυχής, ούδεν 
ήσσον ετερογενώς διαφερουσιν άλλήλων, καί άλλο 
μεν τι εστιν ήδε άλλο δε ήδε. καί τούτο πάρεστι 
μαθεΐν από τών προδηλοτερων εΐναι δοκούντων

362 συχνά γάρ ήν ά περί μεν την αυτήν ύλην θεωρείται, 
ου τήν αυτήν Se είχε φύσιν. βάρος γοϋν καί 
χρώμα περί μεν το αυτό σώμα άμφότερά εστιν, 
διενήνοχε Se άλλήλων· και πάλιν σχήμα καί 
μεγεθος τής μεν αυτής ουσίας εστί συμβεβηκότα, 
κεχωρισμενην Se είχε τήν φυσιν, άλλου μεν του 
μεγέθους άλλου δε τοΰ σχήματος νοούμενου, οΰτω 
τοίνυν καί ή προειρημένη λογική δύναμις, καν 
άναμίζ ύποκεηται τή1 άλόγω δυνάμει, πάλιν αυτής

363 διοίσει. ω λοιπόν συνεισερχεται το μή δυνασθαι 
τήν ετεραν ωσαύτως τή ετερα κινεΐσθαι καί όμοιο - 
παθεΐν διά τάς προκατηριθμημενας αιτίας, επεί 
δεήσει μίαν άμφοτερας γίνεσθαι, τήν μεν λογικήν 
άλογον, εάν άλόγως πάσχη, τήν Se άλογον λογικήν,

364 εάν λογικώς κινηθή. καν ύποθώμεθα δε τήν
1 ττ} Heintz: τφ m s s . ,  Bekk.
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both liquid and sweet, so also the soul possesses 
through and through these two faculties, co-extensive 
with each other, of which the one is rational, the 
other irrational ; and that the rational is affected by 360 
intelligible objects, while the irrational is perceptive 
of sensible objects. Hence, too, it is vain to say 
that the intellect, or the soul in general, is unable 
to apprehend the other distinct class o f such objects; 
for as the apparatus it possesses is twofold, it will 
inevitably be capable of apprehending both sorts of 
object.—But they are extremely silly. For even if 361 
these faculties seem ever so much to be combined in 
the same substance and to be co-extensive with each 
other and to range throughout the whole soul, none 
the less they are generically different from each other, 
this being one thing and that quite another. This 
one can learn from facts which seem especially 
obvious; for there are frequent instances o f things 362 
which are found attached to the same matter but 
which have not the same nature. Thus weight and 
colour are both attached to the same body but are 
different from each other ; and again, shape and 
size are attributes of the same substance but have 
separate natures, size being conceived as one thing, 
shape as another. In this way, then, the afore
mentioned rational faculty, even though it subsist in 
fusion with the irrational faculty, yet will differ from 
it. And this involves the further consequence that 363 
the one faculty is not able to be moved like the other 
and to have similar affections, for the reasons 
enumerated above ; since otherwise it would be 
necessary for both to become one, the rational 
irrational, if it has irrational affections, and the 
irrational rational, if  it has rational motions.—And 364
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διάνοιαν διά των αισθητικών πόρων ώσπερ τινών 
οπών προκύπτουσαν και χωρίς τών προκειμενων 
αυτής αισθήσεων τοις εκτός πράγμασι προσ- 
βάλλουσαν, άπορος ούδέν ήσσον και κατά τοΰτο ή 
ύπόθεσις εύρεθήσεται. δει γάρ την οϋτω τών υπο
κείμενων άντιλαμβανομένην διάνοιαν ως εναργών 
τών υποκείμενων άντιλαμβάνεσθαι, ούδέν δε' εστιν 
εναργές, ώς παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα δυνατόν εστι 
τό εν τοις ύποκειμένοις αληθές λαβεΐν. εναργές 
γάρ άξιοΰται τυγχάνειν υπό τών εναντίων τό εξ 
εαυτοΰ λαμβανόμενον καί μηδενός ετέρου χρήζον

365 εις παράστασιν. ούδέν δε εξ εαυτοΰ πέφυκε λαμ- 
βάνεσθαι, αλλά πάντα εκ πάθους, όπερ έτερον ήν 
τοΰ ποιοΰντος αυτό φανταστού· γλυκανθεϊς γαρ 
μέλιτος προσαχθέντος στοχάζομαι ότι γλυκύ εστι 
τό εκτός υποκείμενον μέλι, καί άλεανθείς πυρός 
προσαχθέντος σημειοΰμαι εκ της περί εμέ δια- 
θέσεως ότι τό εκτός υποκείμενον πυρ αλεεινόν 
εστι, καί επί τών άλλων αισθητών 6 αυτός Aoyoy.

366 έπεί οΰν τό εξ ετέρου ληπτόν συμφώνως κατά 
πάντας άδηλόν εστι, πάντα δε εκ παθών ήμετέρων 
έτερα όντα τούτων λαμβάνεται, πάντα εστι τα 
εκτός άδηλα καί διά τοΰτο ήμΐν άγνωστα· δει γάρ 
εις την τών αφανών γνώσιν εναργές τι παρεΐναι, 
καί τούτου μη παρόντος οιχεται καί ή εκείνων

367 κατάληφις. ουδέ γάρ ένεση λέγειν ώς εκείνα μέν 
εστιν όσον επί τούτω άδηλα, καταλαμβάνεται δε 
ύφ* ημών διά τό βέβαιον είναι την έκ τών παθών 
σημείωσιν. ου γάρ εί γλυκαντικώς διατίθεμαι

° Cf. § 350. ”
6 i.e. not perceptible directly but only through the medium 

of an “ affection ” of sense, or “ feeling.”
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even if we assume that the intellect peers through 
the sensitive passages as through peep-holes 0 and 
makes contact with the external objects apart from 
the senses placed in front of it,— even on this 
assumption the theory will be found no less untenable.
For the intellect which apprehends the real objects 
in this way must apprehend the real objects as self- 
evident ; but, as we shall establish, nothing is self- 
evident ; therefore it is not possible to grasp the 
truth o f the real objects. For it is laid down by 
our opponents that the “  self-evident ”  is “  that which 
is perceived o f itself and needs no second thing to 
establish it.”  But nothing is o f a nature to be 365 
perceived o f itself, but all things through affection, 
and this is other than the object o f presentation which 
produces i t ; for when I feel sweetness through the 
application o f honey I guess that the external sub
stance o f honey is sweet, and when I feel warm 
through the approach of fire I take my own condition 
as a sign that the external substance o f fire is warm, 
and the same may be said o f the other objects 
of sense. Since, then, that which is perceptible 366 
through another* 6 is by universal agreement non- 
evident, and all things are perceived through our 
affections, than which they are other, all external 
objects are non-evident and on this account unknow
able by us ; for to ensure knowledge o f things non- 
apparent there must be some self-evident fact present, 
and if this is not present, the apprehension o f those 
things likewise vanishes. Nor is it possible to say 367 
that, though those things are, so far as that goes, 
non-evident, yet they are apprehended by us owing 
to the fact that the indication derived from the 
affections is firm. For honey is not necessarily
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μόλιτος τη γεύσει προσαχθόντος, γλυκύ πάντως 
i<rrl τό μέλι, ούδε el πικραντικώς άφινθίου, πικρόν 
εστι τό άφίνθιον, ώς άν εξ ανάγκης των περί 
ημάς συμβαινόντων παθών και τοις ποιοΰσιν αυτά

368 αΙτίοις όφ€ΐλόντων συμβεβηκόναι. καθα γάρ η προσ- 
πεσοϋσα τη σαρκι μάστιξ άλγύνει μ4ν την σάρκα, 
ούχι 84 και άλγηδών εστιν, και ώς τό σιτίον η τό 
ποτόν ηδει μεν τον φαγόντα η πιόντα, ούκ έστι 84 
ηδονη, οϋτω καί τό πυρ θερμαίνειν μ4ν δυναται, ούχι 
8e γε και εξ ανάγκης θερμόν έΐναι, και τό μ4λι γλυ- 
κάζειν μ4ν, ονχι 84 και γλυκύ τυγχάν€ΐν και 4πΙ 
των άλλων αισθητών 6 αυτός λόγος, άλλ’ εΐπερ, ινα 
γνώμ€ν τάληθ4ς, δει τι είναι 4ναργ4ς, 848eiKTai δε 
πάντα άδηλα, όμολογητ4ον άγνωστον elvai τάληθ4ς.

369 Π ώ? δε ούχι και η περί τών άνωτάτω πραγ
μάτων διάστασις παρά τοις φιλοσόφοις άφαιρεΐται 
την της αλήθειας γνώσιν; el γάρ τών φυσικών 
οι μ4ν πάντα άνηρηκασι τα φαινόμενα, ώς οι περί 
Δημόκριτον, οι 84 πάντα εθεσαν, ώς οι περί τον 
’Emκούρον και Τίρωταγόραν, οι δε τινά μ4ν 
άνεΐλον τινά 84 εθεσαν, ώς οι από της στοάς και 
του περιπάτου, πάντη τε και πάντως, εάν τε την 
διάνοιαν εάν τε την αΐσθησιν εάν τε τό συναμφό- 
τερον ύπόθηταί τις κριτηριον, δει πρώτον είς την 
τούτων κρίσιν ήτοι φαινόμενόν τι παραληφθηναι 
η άδηλον, αλλά φαινόμενόν μ4ν ούχ οΐόν τε · εκ 
γάρ της άμφισβητουμόνης ύλης ύπάρχον άμφισ- 
βητησιμον εσται και διά τούτο ου κριτηριον. el 
84 άδηλον, άνόστραπται τά πράγματα, εΐ εκ τού 
μη γιγνωσκομόνου βεβαιοΰται τό δοκοΰν γιγνώσκε- 
σθαΐ' δπερ άτοπον.
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sweet if I have a feeling of sweetness when honey is 
applied to my sense of taste, nor is gall bitter if I have 
a bitter feeling on tasting it,a as though the feelings 
which belong to us ought necessarily to belong also 
to the causes which produce them. For just as the 368 
lash that falls upon the flesh gives pain to the flesh 
but is not also pain, and as the food or the drink gives 
pleasure to him that eats or drinks but is not pleasure, 
so also the fire is able to give warmth and yet not be 
necessarily warm, and the honey to sweeten and yet 
not be sweet; and the same argument applies to the 
other objects of sense. But if, in order that we may 
know the truth, there must be something self-evident 
in existence, and it has been proved that all things 
are non-evident, it must be acknowledged that truth 
is unknowable.

And can it be denied that the controversy amongst 369 
the philosophers regarding the highest matters does 
away with the knowledge of truth ? For if some of the 
physicists, like Democritus, have abolished all pheno
mena, and others, like Epicurus and Protagoras, have 
established all, while others again, like the Stoics and 
Peripatetics, have abolished some and established 
others,— then, whether one assumes as criterion the 
intellect or the sense or both together, in every case 
it is by all means necessary that either some apparent 
or some non-evident thing should be adopted to judge 
between these thinkers. But to adopt an apparent 
thing is impossible ; for as it is derived from the con
troverted matter it will be controverted and on this 
account not a criterion. While if a non-evident thing 
be adopted, things are turned upside down, when 
that which seems to be known is confirmed by what 
is not known—which is absurd.
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370 ΪΙλήν συγκ€χωρήσθω γε ή τάνθρώπου καί τών 
αισθήσεων καί τής διανοίας ύπόστασις εις το προ
βαίνει την των δογματικών άξίωσιν. άλΧ ΐνα 
καί διά τούτων τι γνωσθή, δει τό τρίτον όμολογήσαι 
κριτήριον, τοντεστι φαντασίαν· ούτε γάρ ή αΐσθησις 
ούτε 6 νοΰς δίχα του φανταστικώς ετεροιοϋσθαι

371 δύναταί τισιν επιβάλλειν. και τοΰτο δε το κρι
τήριου πολλής απορίας εστι πλήρες, ως πάρεστι 
σκοπεΐν τάζει την αρχήν των λόγων άνωθεν ποιησα- 
μενοις. επεϊ γάρ των τή φαντασία τά πράγματα 
κανονιζόντων οί μεν τή καταληπτική προσεσχον 
οί δε τή πιθανή, τό κοινόν άμφοτερων γένος ημείς 
εκλαβόντες, τουτεστιν αυτήν την φαντασίαν, άν-

372 αιρώμεν ταύτης γάρ άναιρεθείσης αίρονται και αί 
επ* είδους διαφοραϊ των φαντασιών, καί ώς μή 
δντος ζώου ουδέ άνθρωπος εστιν, οϋτω μή οϋσης 
φαντασίας ουδέ καταληπτική ή πιθανή τις ύφεστηκε 
φαντασία, εί γάρ τύπωσίς εστιν εν φυχή ή φαν
τασία, ήτοι κατ εξοχήν καί είσοχήν τύπωσίς 
εστιν, ώς οι περί τον Κλεάνθην νομίζουσιν, ή κατά 
φιλήν ετεροίωσιν γίνεται, καθάπερ οί περί τον

373 Χρύσιππον εδόξασαν. καί εί μεν κατ εξοχήν καί 
είσοχήν ύφίσταται, ταΰτα ακολουθήσει τά άτοπα 
άπερ φασίν οί περί τον Χρύσιππον, εί γάρ κηροΰ 
τρόπον τυποϋται ή φυχή φανταστικώς πάσχουσα, 
αεί τό έσχατον κίνημα επισκοτήσει τή προτερα 
φαντασία, ώσπερ καί 6 τής δευτερας σφραγΐδος 
τύπος εξαλειπτικός εστι του προτερου. άλλ* εί 
τοΰτο, αναιρείται μεν μνήμη, θησαυρισμός οΰσα

° Of. § 344. With §§ 370-379 cf. Ρ.Η. ii. 70. “ Present^
tive alteration” means the alteration produced in the per
cipient (sense or intellect) by the percept, which constitutes 
“ presentation.”
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However, let the substantiality of Man and of the 370 
senses and the intellect be granted, so that the thesis 
of the Dogmatists may go forward. Yet in order that 
anything should be known even by means of these, 
one must needs agree about the third criterion, that 
is, presentation ; for neither sense nor thought can 
possibly be aware of things without presentative 
alteration.0 But this criterion too is beset by mani- 371 
fold doubts, as we may see in detail when we have 
discussed it in a systematic way right from the begin
ning. For since some of those who make presentation 
the rule of things have had regard to the “  appre
hensive,”  others to the “ probable ”  presentation,6 
we shall select the generic form that is common to 
both kinds—namely, presentation itself—and abolish 
i t ; for when this is abolished, the particular differ- 372 
ences of the presentations are also abolished ; and 
just as when Animal is non-existent Man does not 
exist either, so if presentation is non-existent neither 
does any apprehensive or probable presentation sub
sist. For if the presentation is “  an impression 
on the soul,”  it is an impression either “  by way of 
depression and eminence,”  as Cleanthes supposes, 
or ‘ ‘ by way of mere alteration,”  as Chrysippus 
thought.0 And if it subsists by way of depres- 373 
sion and eminence, those absurd results will follow 
which are alleged by Chrysippus. I f  the soul when 
presentatively affected is impressed like wax, the last 
motion will always keep overshadowing the previous 
presentation, just as the impression o f the second seal 
is such as to obliterate that o f the first. But if this 
be so, memory is abolished, it being “  a treasury of

b The former view is that of the Stoics, the latter that of the 
Academics ; cf. §§ 227 ff., 174 ff. e Cf. § 228.
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φαντασιών, αναιρείται δε πάσα τέχνη· σύστημα 
γάρ ην και άθροισμά καταλήφεων, πλείονας δε 
φαντασίας και διαφόρους ού δυνατόν ύποστήναι 
περί τό ηγεμονικόν, άλλοτε άλλων νοουμένων των 
περί αυτό τύπων, ού τοίνυν η κυρίως νοουμένη

374 τύπωσίς έστι φαντασία. άλλως τε, εί όφις έστι 
των άδηλων τα φαινόμενα, θεωροΰμεν δε τα πολύ 
παχυμερέστερα τοΰ πνεύματος των φαινομένων 
σώματα μηδ* οντινοΰν περί αύτοΐς τύπον δυνάμενα 
τηρεΐν, εύλογον έστι μηδέ τό πνεύμα ένα μόνον 
τινά από φαντασίας τύπον φυλάττειν. καί μην 
τό ύδωρ παχύ με ρέστερόν έστι πνεύματος· άλλ’ 
ουδέποτε δακτύλου επερεισθέντος αύτω πέφηνε

375 τον από της έπερείσεως τύπον φυλάττον. καίτοι 
τί λέγω τό ύδωρ, δτε καί ό μαλακώτατος κηρός, 
στερρός ήδη κατά σύγκρισιν υπάρχων, τνποΰται 
μεν υπό τίνος άμα νοήματι διά την υγρότητα, ού 
συνέχει δε τον τύπον; εί οΰν αύτό τό1 κατά σύμ- 
βλησιν πεπηγός παρά τό ύδωρ σώμα καθεστώς 
σφόδρα άδυνάτως εχει τύπους τινάς περί αύτω 
φυλάττειν, φανερόν δηπουθεν οτι ούδε το πνεύμα 
φύσιν έχει προς τούτο επιτήδειον, λεπτομερέστερον 
καί εύρουν παρά τά τοιαΰτα τών σωμάτων ύπάρχον.

376 Ναι, αλλ* ού κυρίως τύπωσίς έστιν ή φαντασία, 
φιλή δε ετεροίωσις τής διανοίας. ο πάλιν τοΰ 
προτέρου χείρον ήν. τών γάρ ετεροιώσεων ή μέν 
τις έστι κατά πάθος ή δε ώς αλλαγή τοΰ υπο
κειμένου, καί κατά πάθος μέν οΐον εί 6 αύτός κατ’

1 αύτό τό cj. Bekk.: τό αύτό siss.
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presentations,”  and every art is abolished ; for art is 
“  a system and aggregation of apprehensions ” a ; but 
it is not possible for many and different presenta
tions to subsist in the regent part, when its mental 
impressions vary from time to time. So then the 
impression foremost in the mind is not a presentation.
—Again, if the things apparent are “ a vision of the 374 
things non-evident,”  and we find that the bodies of 
things apparent which are composed of far denser 
parts than is breath are unable to retain any im
pression at all that is made upon them, it is reasonable 
to infer that neither does breath 6 conserve any one 
single impression derived from a presentation. More
over, water is of denser parts than breath, but when a 
finger is pressed upon it it is never found to conserve 
the impression made by the pressure. Yet why do 375 
I speak of water, when even very soft wax, which 
by comparison is already firm, although because of 
its elasticity it takes an impression instantaneously, 
yet does not retain the impression ? If, then, such 
a body as this—which, as compared with water, is 
in a solid state — is quite incapable o f conserving 
any impressions made upon it, it is surely apparent 
that neither is breath endowed with a nature suited 
for this purpose, it being of finer parts and fluid as 
compared with those other bodies.

“ Yes, but the presentation is not precisely an im- 376 
pression, but a mere alteration of the intellect.”  But 
this again is worse than the previous definition. For 
of alterations one sort is by way of affection, the other 
consists in a change in the substance ; and it is by

° Cf. P.H. iii. 241.
6 “ Breath ” being the substance of the “ regent part,” 

cf. P.H. ii. 70, 81.
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ουσίαν και μορφήν υποκείμενος άνδριάς παρά μέρος 
ότε μεν θερμαίνοιτο του ήλιου προσλάμφαντος, 
ότε δε φύχοιτο νυκτός δρόσου καταπιπτουσης, ώς 
αλλαγή δε τοΰ υποκείμενον καθάπερ εί χωνενθεϊς

377 οΰτος 6 άνδριάς σφαίρα χάλκειος γενοιτο. εί οΰν 
ετεροίωσις της φυχης εστιν η φαντασία, ήτοι 
κατά πάθος ψιλώς εστιν ετεροίωσις η κατά αλλαγήν 
τοΰ υποκείμενου, και εί μεν κατά πάθος, επει 
κατά τάς διαφόρους φαντασίας πάθος διάφορον 
εστι, το νεον πάθος άλλάσσει το άρχαιότερον, και 
ούτως ούκ εσται κατοχή τίνος πράγματος περί 
την διάνοιαν, δπερ άτοπον εί δε ώς1 αλλαγή τοΰ 
υποκείμενου, άμα τω φαντασίαν τίνος λαβεΐν η 
φυχη ετεροιουμενη εκβησεται τοΰ φυχη τυγχάνειν 
και φθαρησεται, καθάπερ καί ό εις σφαίραν χωνευ
θείς άνδριάς εξ ε βαίνε τότε τοΰ άνδριάς ύπάρχειν. 
ούκ άρα ουδέ ετεροίωσις φυχης εστιν η φαντασία,

378 συν τω καί την περί μεταβολής άπορίαν αυτούς 
θλίβειν. εί γάρ μεταβάλλει τι καί ετεροιοΰται, 
ήτοι το μόνον μεταβάλλει τε καί ετεροιοΰται η τό 
μη μόνον, ούτε δε το μόνον ετεροιοΰται καί μετα
βάλλει, μόνει γάρ εν τω είναι οιον ην, ούτε τό μη 
μόνον’ εφθαρται γάρ καί μεταβεβληται, άλλ* ού 
μεταβάλλει, οΐον εί μεταβάλλει τό λευκόν, ήτοι

379 μόνον λευκόν μεταβάλλει η μη μόνον, ούτε δε 
μόνον λευκόν μεταβάλλει, μόνει γάρ λευκόν, καί 
εφ* δσον εστί λευκόν, ού μεταβάλλει’ ούτε μη 
μόνον, εφθαρται γάρ καί μεταβεβληται, άλλ’ ού 
μεταβάλλει, ούκ άρα μεταβάλλει τό λευκόν, διό

1 tbs om. LE, Bekk.
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way of affection when, for instance, the statue that 
remains the same in respect of substance and shape 
is alternately heated at one time by the sun shining 
upon it, and at another time chilled by dew falling 
upon it at night; but it consists in change in the sub
stance, if, for example, this statue were to be melted 
and become a brazen sphere. If, then, the presenta- 377 
tion is an alteration of the soul, it is an alteration 
either merely by way of affection or by way of change 
in the substance. And if it be by way of affection, 
then since the affection is different according as the 
presentations are different, the new affection changes 
the older, and thus there will be no retention of any
thing in the intellect, which is absurd ; while if it 
consists in change o f substance, at the very moment 
o f receiving a presentation the soul through being 
altered will cease from being soul and will be de
stroyed, just as also the statue that was melted into 
a sphere ceased at the same time from being a statue. 
Neither, then, is the presentation an alteration of 
the soul; and besides they are crushed by the diffi- 378 
culty about change. For if a thing changes and is 
altered either what remains changes and is altered 
or what does not remain. But neither what remains 
is altered and changes—for it remains by being such 
as it was,—nor what does not remain, for this has been 
destroyed and been changed but does not change.
For example, if  white changes it changes either while 
remaining or while not remaining white. But it does 379 
not change while remaining white, for it remains 
white, and inasmuch as it is white it does not change ; 
nor while not remaining white, for it has been de
stroyed and been changed but does not change. 
Therefore white does not change. Wherefore also,
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και ή φαντασία el μετάβολη τις εστι καί ετεροίωσις 
της φυχής, ανυπόστατος εστιν.

380 Διδόμενης re της ετεροιώσεως ούκ ευθύς καί η 
της φαντασίας ύπόστασις συγχωρηθήσεται. ελε- 
γετο γάρ τυπωσις είναι ηγεμονικού, τούτο δε ει 
εστι [τό ηγεμονικόν],1 και εν τίνι τόπω εστιν, ούχ 
ώμολόγηται, άλλων μεν οι5δ* ολως ύπαρχειν τι 
λεγόντων ηγεμονικόν, ώς των περί τον Άσκλη- 
πιάδην, τινών δε είναι μεν νομιζόντων, ου συμ- 
φωνουντων δε περί τού περιεχοντος αυτό τοπου. 
διόπερ εφ* όσον άνεπίκριτός εστιν ή τοιαυτη δια
φωνία, μενειν εν εποχή δει ώς άσυγχώρητόν το 
την φαντασίαν ηγεμονικού τυπωσιν είναι.

381 Δεδόσθω δε και τό τυπωσιν ύπάρχειν τού ηγε
μονικού ταυτην άλλ’ επεί ούκ άλλως αναγγέλ
λεται ή τοιαυτη τυπωσις τω ηγεμονικά) εΐ μη διά 
της αίσθήσεως, οΐον όράσεως ακοής η άλλης τίνος 
τοιαυτης δυνάμεως, ζητά) πότερον οΐα εστιν η 
περί την αίσθησιν ετεροίωσις, τοιαυτη γίνεται και 
η περί τψ ηγεμονικά, η διάφορος, και ει μεν ή 
αύτή, επει έκαστη τάχν αισθήσεων άλογός εστι, 
καί αυτό2 ετεροιούμενον άλογον εσται καί ού

382 διαφερον τής αίσθήσεως· ει δε διάφορος, ού τοιού- 
τον λήφεται τό φανταστόν όποιον ύπόκειται, άλλ* 
ετερον μεν εσται τό υποκείμενον, διαφερουσα δε 
ή περί τω ηγεμονικά συνισταμενη φαντασία, ο 
πάλιν εστιν άτοπον. ούδε ταυτη τοίνυν τυπωσιν 
εΐναι ρητεον ηγεμονικού καί ετεροίωσιν την 
φαντασίαν.

383 ΤΙρός τουτοις ή φαντασία αποτέλεσμά εστι τού
1 [τ  ̂vy·] seel. Heintz.

2 αύτύ: τό mss., Bekk.: τό (μονικόν) Heintz.
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if presentation is a change and alteration o f the soul, 
it is non-existent.

And even if alteration be granted, the real existence 380 
of presentation will not be admitted right away. For 
it was declared to be an impression of the regent part, 
but it is not agreed whether this regent part exists 
or in what spot it exists, some saying (like Asclepiades) 
that no regent part has any existence at all, and others 
believing that it exists though not agreeing as to the 
place which contains it.0 Wherefore, in so far as this 
controversy is unresolved, one must remain in a state 
of suspension, on the ground that it is not agreed that 
presentation is an impression o f the regent part.

But let it be granted also that presentation is an 381 
impression o f the regent part; yet since such an 
impression is not announced to the regent part other
wise than through the sense—through sight, for 
instance, or hearing, or any other such faculty,—I 
want to know whether the alteration that takes place 
in the regent part is of the same sort as that of the 
sense, or different. And if it is the same, since each 
of the senses is irrational, the regent part too, being 
altered, will be irrational and in no respect different 
from sense ; while if the alteration is different, it will 382 
not receive the presented object exactly as it exists, 
but the existent object will be one thing and the 
presentation formed in the regent part something 
different. And this again is absurd. Neither in 
this way, then, can it be said that presentation is an 
impression and alteration of the regent part.

Furthermore, the presentation is an effect of the 383 
e Cf. §§ 318 ff., 349.
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φανταστοϋ, καί τό φανταστόν αίτιόν έστι της φαν
τασίας και τυπωτικόν καθειστηκει της αισθητικής 
Βυνάμεως, Βιενηνοχέ τε το αποτέλεσμα του ποιοϋν- 
τος αυτό αίτιου, οθεν έπεί ταις φαντασίαις επι
βάλλει ό νοΰς, ληφεται τά αποτελέσματα των φαν-

384 τάστων, άλλ’ ου τα εκτός φανταστά. και εί λέγοι 
τις εκ των περί αύτώ πείσεων και παθών τοΐς 
εκτός έπιβάλλειν αυτόν, τά? άνώτερον είρημένας 
μετοίσομεν απορίας, ήτοι yap τα. αυτά έστι ταις 
ημετέραις φαντασίαις τά εκτός, η τά αυτά μεν 
ούκ αν είη, όμοια Βέ. (αλλά τά αυτά μεν ούκ 
έσταί')1 πώς γάρ Βυναται το αυτό αίτιόν τε

385 καί αποτέλεσμα έαυτοϋ νοείσθαι; εί 8’ όμοια, 
έπεί τό τινι όμοιον έτερόν εστιν εκείνου τοΰ 
(3 όμοιόν εστιν, η Βιάνοια τά όμοια τοΐς φαν- 
ταστοΐς άΛΛ’ ου τά φανταστά εΐσεται, συν τώ  
και τούτο άπορον εΐναι. πώς γάρ είσεται ή 
Βιάνοια ότι όμοιά έστι ταις φαντασίαις τά φαν
ταστά; ήτοι γάρ χωρίς φαντασίας τοΰτο αυτό 
γνώσεται η φαντασία τινί. καί χωρίς μεν φαν
τασίας άμηχανον ούΒέν γάρ η Βιάνοια μη φαν-

386 τασιούμένη πέφυκε λαμβάνειν. εί Βέ φαντασία, 
πάντως αυτή η φαντασία ΐνα γνωσθη εί όμοια 
έστι τώ ποιοΰντι αυτήν φανταστώ, οφείλει έαυτην 
λαβεΐν καί τό υποκείμενον φανταστόν. αλλά το 
μεν υποκείμενον φανταστόν τάχα Βυνήσεται λαβεΐν 
φαντασία ουσα έκείνου" έαυτην Βέ πώς ληφεται; 
ΐνα γάρ τοΰτο γένηται, Βεήσει ταύτό καί φαντασίαν

387 καί φανταστόν γίνεσθαι. καί έπεί εστιν έτερον
1 <ά\λά . . . &τται·> cj. Bekk.
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object presented, and the object presented is the 
cause of the presentation and is capable of impressing 
the sensitive faculty, and the effect is different from 
the cause which produces it. Hence, since the mind 
apprehends the presentations, it will be receiving the 
effects of the presented objects but not the external 
objects themselves. And should anyone argue from 384 
the feelings and affections it experiences that it 
apprehends the external objects, we shall adduce the 
difficulties previously stated.® For either the ex
ternal objects are the same as our presentations, or 
they will not be the same but similar. (But they are 
certainly not the same ;) for how can a cause and its 
effect be conceived as the same ? And if they are 385 
similar, since what is similar to a thing is other than 
that to which it is similar, the intellect will know 
things similar to the presented objects but not the 
presented objects ; and besides, this too is beset with 
difficulties. For how will the intellect know that the 
presented objects are similar to the presentations ?
It will know this either without a presentation or by 
means of a presentation. But without a presentation 
it is impracticable, for the intellect is naturally 
incapable of receiving anything unless by experiencing 
presentation. And if it knows it by means of a 386 
presentation, this presentation ought certainly to 
perceive both itself and the presented object in order 
to ascertain whether it is itself similar to the presented 
object which produced it. Now the presentation will 
possibly be able to perceive the presented object, it 
being a presentation thereof; but how will it perceive 
itself ? For in order that this should happen it will be 
necessary for the same thing to become both presenta
tion and presented object. And since the presented 387
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μεν τό φανταστόν (αίτιον γάρ εστιν) ετερον δε 
εστιν ή φαντασία (αποτέλεσμα γάρ ήν), εσται το 
αυτό ετερον εαυτόν, αίτιόν τε άμα καί αποτέλεσμα' 
ών εκάτερόν εστιν άλογον.

388 ΊΙπορη μενών δη τούτων μεταβάντες, και επί 
συγχωρήσει τοΰ είναι την φαντασίαν τοιαυτην 
οποίαν ποτέ θελουσιν ύπάρχειν οι δογματικοί, 
ετερως απορώ μεν. εί γάρ κριτηριον άπολειπτεον 
την φαντασίαν, ήτοι πάσαν άληθή φαντασίαν λε- 
κτεον είναι, καθώς ελεγεν 6 ΤΙρωταγόρας, η πάσαν 
φευδή, ώς εφασκε Ή.ενιάδης 6 Κορίνθιος, η τινά 
μεν άληθή τινά δε φευδή, ώς οι από τής στοάς

389 και τής * Ακαδημίας, ετι δε τοΰ περιπάτου, οΰτε 
δε πάσαν άληθή λεκτεον είναι οΰτε φευδή οΰτε 
τινά μεν άληθή τινά δε φευδή, ώς παραστήσομεν 
ούκ άρα κριτηριον είναι ρητεον την φαντασίαν, 
πάσαν μεν οΰν φαντασίαν ούκ αν εΐποι τις άληθή 
διά την περιτροπήν, καθώς ο τε Δημόκριτος και 6 
Πλάτων άντιλεγοντες τώ ΐίρωταγόρα έδιδασκον

390 €ΐ γάρ πάσα φαντασία εστιν αληθής, και το μη 
πάσαν φαντασίαν είναι άληθή, κατά φαντασίαν 
υφιστάμενον, εσται αληθές, καί οΰτω το πάσαν 
φαντασίαν είναι άληθή γενήσεται φεΰδος. καί 
χωρίς δε τής τοιαΰτης περιτροπής παρά τά φαινό
μενά εστι καί την ενάργειαν τό λεγειν πάσαν φαν
τασίαν είναι άληθή, πολλών πάνυ φευδών ούσών.

391 ούχ ωσαύτως γάρ κινούμεθα προς τό “  ήμερα
V ) )  ί  1 λεστιν €7τι του
τό τε ζήν Σωκράτη καί τεθνάναι, ουδέ την ΐσην 
ποτέ ταΰτα προσβάλλει ενάργειαν, άλλα το μεν 
ημέραν νυν είναι καί τό Σωκράτη τεθνάναι πιστόν 

° Cf. §§ 60, 48, 53; P.U. ϋ, 18, 76, 86.

παρόντος καί προς το “  νύξ εστι,
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obj ect is one thing (for it is cause) and the presentation 
another thing (for it is effect), the same thing will be 
other than itself (both cause and effect simultane
ously) ; and both these conclusions are illogical.

From the difficulties now stated let us pass on 388 
and mention other difficulties which occur even after 
conceding that presentation is o f that nature, 
whatsoever it be, which the Dogmatists desire. If 
presentation is accepted as the criterion, we must 
assert either that every presentation is true, as 
Protagoras asserted, or that every one is false, as 
Xeniades the Corinthian declared, or that some are 
true, some false, as the Stoics and Academicians said, 
and the Peripatetics as well.® But (as we shall 389 
show) we ought not to assert either that every one is 
true or every one false or some true and some false ; 
therefore we must not declare that presentation is 
the criterion. One cannot say that every presenta
tion is true, because this refutes itself, as Democritus 
and Plato 6 taught in opposing Protagoras ; for if 390 
every presentation is true, the judgement that not 
every presentation is true, being based on a presenta
tion, will also be true, and thus the judgement that 
every presentation is true will become false.—And 
even apart from self-refutation of this kind, it is 
contrary to apparent facts and to plain evidence to 
assert that every presentation is true, when very 
many are false. For our feelings do not respond in the 391 
same way, at the present moment, to the judgement 
“  it is day ”  and to the judgement “  it is night,”  or to 
“  Socrates is alive ”  and “  Socrates is dead,”  nor do 
these judgements bring with them equally clear 
evidence, but “  it is now day ”  and “ Socrates is

* See Plato, Theaet. 171 a ,  Euthyd. 286 b ,  c .
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έοικεν ύπάρχειν, τό δε νύκτα είναι και το ζην 
Σωκράτη ούχ ομοίως εστι πιστόν άλλα των ay-

392 υπαρκτών φαίνεται. και ό αυτός λόγος επί της 
εν τισι πράγμασιν ακολουθίας τε καί μάχης 
[άληθής τε και ψευδής εστι].1 τω μεν γαρ ημέραν 
είναι τό φως είναι και τω περιπατεΐν σε το κινει- 
σθαί σε εμφανώς ακολουθεί, τω  δε ημέραν είναι το 
νύκτα είναι και τω περιπατεΐν σε τό μη κινεΐσθαί 
σε προδήλως έμάχετο, και ή του ετέρου θέσις 
άρσις ήν του λοιπού, [εί συνακολουθεί τί τινι και 
μάχεται πάντως έτερον ετέρω].* εί δε έστί τί τινι 
μαχόμενον, ού πάσα φαντασία εστίν αληθής· το 
γάρ τινι μαχόμενον ώς αληθές ψεύδει ή ώς ψεΰδος

393 άληθεΐ μάχεται. εΐπερ τε πάσας συμβέβηκε 
τας φαντασίας είναι αληθείς, ούδέν εστιν ήμΐν 
άδηλον, αληθούς γάρ τίνος οντος και ψεύδους,  ̂
εΐτ αγνοουμένου τί τούτων εστίν αληθές καί τί 
ψεΰδος, το άδηλούμενον ήμΐν συνίσταται, καί 6 
λέγων “  άδηλόν έστί μοι το αρτίους ή περισσούς 
είναι τούς αστέρας ”  δυνάμει λέγει μη επίστασθαι 
πότερον αληθές εστι καί πότερον ψεΰδος, τό άρτιους 
είναι τούς αστέρας ή περισσούς, ώστε εί πάντα 
εστίν αληθή καί πάααι φαντασίαι είσίν αληθείς, 
ούδέν εστιν ήμΐν άδηλον, εί δε μηδέν εστιν ήμΐν 
άδηλον, πάντ εσται πρόδηλα, εί δε πάντ’ έσται 
πρόδηλα, ούδέν έσται τό ζητεΐν καί άπορεΐν περί 
τίνος· ζητεί γάρ τις καί απορεί περί τοΰ ά- 
δηλουμένου αύτω πράγματος, άλλ’ ούχί περί τοΰ 
φανεροΰ. άτοπον δε γέ εστι το ζήτησιν καί

1 [αληθή* .  .  . έστι] seel. Kochalsky.
2 [εί . . . έτέρω] seel. Heintz.

« C f. § 243.
208

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, I. 391-393

dead ”  seem to be credible, whereas “  it is night ”  and 
“  Socrates is alive ”  are not equally credible but 
appear not to be actual facts.—The same argument 392 
also applies to the sequence and conflict belonging 
to certain things. For the existence of light is 
plainly consequent on the existence of day, and the 
fact of your motion on that of your walking, whereas 
the existence of night obviously conflicts with the 
existence of day, and the fact of your not moving with 
that of your walking, and the affirmation of the one 
is the negation of the other[, if one thing is con
sequent on another thing, certainly also one thing 
is in conflict with another thing]. But if anything 
conflicts with anything, not every presentation 
is true; for that which conflicts with a thing con
flicts as truth with falsehood or as falsehood with 
truth.—Also, if  it is the fact that all presentations are 393 
true, nothing is non-evident to us. For it is when 
one is true and another false, and we do not know 
which of them is true and which false, that we have 
a case of the non-evident, and the man who says “ it 
is non-evident to me whether the stars are even in 
number or odd ”  0 is virtually saying that he does not 
know whether it is true or whether it is false that 
the stars are even or that they are odd. So that if 
everything is true and all presentations are true, 
nothing is non-evident to us. And if nothing is 
non-evident, all things are quite evident. And if all 
things are quite evident, there will be no such thing 
as inquiring and doubting about anything; for a 
man inquires and doubts about a matter which is to 
him non-evident, but not about what is apparent.
But it is absurd to abolish inquiry and doubt; not
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απορι,αν αναιρεΐν ουκ apa πάσα φαντασία εστιν 
αληθής, ουδέ πάντα εστιν αληθή.

394 Και μην εί πάσα φαντασία εστιν αληθής και 
πάντα εστιν αληθή, οϋτε άλήθευσίς τις εστιν οΰτ€ 
άπλανησία, ον διδασκαλία, [ου πλάνησις,]1 ον τέχνη, 
ούκ άπόδειξις, ούκ αρετή, ούκ άλλο τι των τοιού- 
των. σκοπώμεν δε το λεγόμενον, εί γάρ πάσα 
φαντασία εστιν αληθής, ούδέν εστι φεΰδος, μηδενός 
δε οντος φεύδους οϋτε το φεύδεσθαι εσται οϋτε το 
πλανάσθαι ούτε το άτεχνον είναι οϋτε τό φαϋλον 
ύπαρχειν έκαστον γάρ τούτων τοΰ φευδους έχεται

395 και περί τοΰτο την ύπόστασιν λαμβάνει, μηδενός 
δε φενδομενού ουδ’ άληθεύων τις εσται, και μηδενός 
πλανωμένον ουδ* απλανής καταστήσεταί τις. ωσ
αύτως δε μή οντος άτεχνου ςσυναναιρεΐται και 
6 τεχνίτης και μή ύπάρχοντος φαύλου 6 σοφός· 
ταΰτα γάρ κατά σύμβλησιν νοείται, και ον τρόπον 
μή οντος δεξιού τίνος ουδέ αριστερόν εστι μηδέ 
οντος τοΰ κάτω ουδέ τό άνω εστιν, οϋτω μή οντος 
τοΰ ετέρου των αντικειμένων ουδέ τό λοιπόν 
ύποστήσεται. οίχήσεται δέ και ή άπόδειξις καί

396 τό σημεΐον. ή μέν γάρ τοΰ αληθές είναι αλλά μή 
φεΰδος εστιν άπόδειξις· μηδενός γάρ οντος φεύδους 
ου χρεία τοΰ διδάξοντος οτι ούκ εστι φεΰδος· τό 
δέ σημεΐον καί τό τεκμήριον επηγγέλλετο εκ- 
καλυπτικόν είναι τοΰ άδηλουμένου, πάντων δέ άλη- 
θών οντων και δι* αύτών προφανών ου χρήζομεν 
τοΰ μηνύοντος τό μή γινωσκόμενον, είτε άληθές 
εστιν είτε και φεΰδος.

397 Καιτοι τί περί τούτων διέξιμεν, δτε οϋτε ζώον 
οϋτε κοινώς κόσμος ύποκείσεται συγχωρηθέντος

1 [οι> πλάνησα,] seel. Kayser.
2 1 0
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every presentation, therefore, is true, nor are all 
things true.

Moreover, if every presentation is true and all 394 
things are true, there is no veracity or inerrancy, no 
instruction, no art, no proof, no virtue, nor any other 
thing of the kind. Let us consider this statement.
If every presentation is true, nothing is false, and 
nothing being false lying will not exist nor error nor 
lack of art nor vice ; for each of these things is con
nected with falsehood and derives its existence there
from. And if no one lies neither will anyone be telling 395 
the truth, and if no one is in error neither will anyone 
be found to be inerrant. In the same way, if there 
is no one inartistic the artist likewise is abolished, and 
the sage if no vicious man exists. For these things 
are conceived by way o f correlation, and just as, if 
there is no right hand neither is there a left, and if 
there is no below neither is there an above, so, if  one 
of two contraries does not exist, neither will the other 
subsist. Proof also and sign will vanish. For the 396 
former is proof that the true exists but not the false ; 
but if no falsehood exists, there is no need for any
thing to instruct us that falsehood does not exist.
As to the sign and token, it was claimed that they 
serve to reveal what is non-evident, but if all things 
are true and self-apparent we do not need anything 
to indicate either the truth or falsity of a thing not 
known.

Yet why do we dilate on these details when neither 397 
animal nor universe in generala will exist if it be agreed

0 Or “  at large,”  “  universe ”  being a more comprehensive 
notion than “  animal.”
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του πάσας τάς φαντασίας αληθείς ύπάρχειν; el 
γάρ πάντα εστιν αληθή, πάντα ήμΐν γενήσεται 
πρόδηλα, καί el τοΰτο, εσται υγιές τε και αληθές 
και το πάντα ήμΐν είναι άδηλα, εν εκ των πάντων 
καθεστώς' αληθούς δε οντος τοϋ πάντα άδηλα 
τυγχάνειν, ούτε ζώον ούτε φντδν ούτε κόσμον 
προσδεξόμεθα φαίνεσθαι ήμΐν οπερ εστιν άτοπον.

398 λεκτεον άρα διά ταΰτα πάντα μή πάσας τάς φαν
τασίας είναι αληθείς και πιστάς, και μήν ούδε 
πάσας ψευδείς διά τάς ανάλογους αίτιας' Ισοδυναμεΐ 
γάρ τ(ρ πάσας είναι αληθείς και το πάσας είναι 
ψευδείς, διό και πάντα σχεδόν τά προειρημένα 
ήμΐν εσται και επί την τοιαυτην μεταφερειν στάσιν.

399 €ΐ γάρ πάσαι αί φαντασίαι είσι ψευδείς και ούδεν 
εστιν αληθές, αληθές εστι τό “  ούδεν εστιν αλη
θές.”  εΐ άρα μηδέν εστιν αληθές, εστιν αληθές* 
καί ούτως είς τουναντίον τή προθεσει περιήχθησαν 
οι περί τον Ξ,ενιάδην, λεγοντες πάσας τάς φαν
τασίας είναι ψευδείς και μηδέν δλως εν τοΐς ούσιν 
ύπάρχειν αληθές, καθόλου γάρ άμήχανόν εστι τον 
επί μέρους τι λεγοντα ψευδός μή ούχϊ και αληθές 
όριζειν. οιον οτε λεγομεν ψεύδος είναι τό Α , τοϋ 
μεν Α  τό ψεύδος αυτό ύπάρχειν κατηγοροΰμεν, τό 
Se ”  ψεύδος εστι τό Α ”  τίθεμεν, ώστε δυνάμει 
τοιοΰτόν τι άποφαίνεσθαι “  αληθές εστι τό ψεύ
δος είναι τό Α .”  άμα οΰν τώ  ψεύδος τι λεγειν

400 και τό είναι αληθές εξ ανάγκης όρίζομεν. ενεστι 
δε κατά τον αυτόν τρόπον και ενταυθοΐ διδάσκειν 
οτι εναργείς σχεδόν είσι των φαντασιών αί δια- 
φοραί, καθ' ας αί μεν επισπώνται ήμών τήν 
συγκατάθεσιν αί δ* αποκρούονται καί ούτε άπασαι 
επισπώνται κοινώς ούτε άπασαι συλλήβδην άπο- 
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that all presentations are true ? For if all things are 
true, all things will be quite evident to us, and if so, 
it will also be valid and true that all things are non- 
evident to us, this being one o f the “  all things ”  ; 
and if it be true that all things are non-evident 
we shall not admit that either animal or plant or 
universe appears to us; which is absurd. For all these 398 
reasons, therefore, one must declare that not all 
presentations are true and credible, and indeed, for 
analogous reasons, that not all are false. For the 
statement “  all are false ”  is equipollent with “  all 
are true.”  Wherefore also it will be possible for us 
to adduce against a position of this kind nearly all the 
objections previously stated. For if all the presenta- 399 
tions are false and nothing is true, it is true that 
“  nothing is true.”  If, therefore, nothing is true, a truth 
exists ; and in this way Xeniades α was driven round 
to the opposite o f his original position, when he said 
that all presentations are false and that absolutely 
nothing true exists in the world. For, as a universal 
rule, it is impossible to assert that any particular 
thing is false without also affirming a truth. For 
example, when we assert that A is false, we are predi
cating the existence of that very falsity of A , and we 
are affirming that “  A is false,”  so that what we 
virtually declare is this—“ It is true that A is false.”  
Simultaneously, then, with asserting a thing to be 
false we necessarily affirm the existence of truth. 
And in the same fashion one may here show that the 400 
differences in presentations are well-nigh self-evident, 
owing to which some attract our assent while others 
repel it, and neither all alike attract nor all without

• Cf. § 388.
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κρούονται, επεί τοι μηδεμιάς ονσης της διαφοράς, 
άλλα πασών επ' ίσης απίστων ούσών η πιστών, 
οϋτ€ τέχνη ττοτ άν ούτε άτεχνία καθειστήκει, ούκ 
έπαινος, ονκ επιτίμησις, ούκ απάτη· ενοεΐτο yap 
ή μεν τέχνη και αποδοχή και το ανεξαπάτητον 
κατά τάς αληθείς φαντασίας, η δε απάτη και 
επιτίμησις κατά τάς φευδεΐς. ούτε ουν πάσας 
αληθείς είναι ρητέον καί πιστάς οϋτε πάσας 
φευδεΐς καί απίστους.

401 Αείπεται άρα τάς μεν πιστάς τάς δε απίστους 
άξιοΰν, δπερ οί από της στοάς καί οι από της 
* Ακαδημίας έλεγον, οι μεν από τής στοάς̂  τάς 
καταληπτικάς φαντασίας αποδεχόμενοι, οί δε άπο 
τής ’Ακαδημίας τάς πιθανάς είναι δοκούσας. 
τούτο δε καί αυτό1 σκεφαμένοις ήμΐν ακριβώς

402 ενχη μάλλον εοικεν η αλήθεια, ην yap κατα
ληπτική φαντασία, ΐνα τις από ταντης άρχηται,^ή 
από νπάρχοντος καί κατ αυτό το ύπάρχον έν- 
απομεμαγμενη καί εναπεσφραγισμενη, οποία ούκ 
άν γενοιτο από μη νπάρχοντος. τούτων δε τά μεν 
άλλα λεγουσιν οί περί τον Καρνεάδην συγχωρήσειν 
τοΐς από τής στοάς, τό δε “  οια ουκ αν γενοιτο 
από μη νπάρχοντος ”  άσυγχώρητον εΐναι. γίνονται 
γάρ καί από μη υπαρχόντων φαντασίαι ώς από

403 υπαρχόντων, καί τεκμήριον τής άπαραλλαξίας το 
επ' ίσης ταύτας εναργείς καί πληκτικός εύρίσκε- 
σθαι, τον δε επ’ ίσης πληκτικός καί εναργείς εΐναι 
τό τάς ακολούθους πράξεις επιζεύγνυσθαι. ώσπερ 
γάρ εν τοΐς ύπαρ ό μεν διφών άρυόμενος ποτόν 
ήδεται, 6 δε Θηρών ή άλλο τι τών δειμαλέων 
φεύγων βοα καί κέκραγεν, ούτω καί κατά τούς

1 αύτύ cj. Bekk.: αυτού? mss.
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exception repel, since, to be sure, if no difference 
existed but all were equally untrustworthy or trust
worthy, there would exist no art nor lack o f art, no 
praise, no blame, no deceit; for art and approval and 
lack o f deceit are conceived through true presenta
tions, but deceit and blame through false ones. One 
ought not, then, to assert either that all are true and 
trustworthy or that all are false and untrustworthy.

It remains, therefore, to affirm that some presenta- 401 
tions are trustworthy, others untrustworthy, as the 
Stoics and the Academics have said, the Stoics ap
proving the “  apprehensive ” presentations, and the 
Academics those which appear to be “  probable.”  ® 
But, on examining it closely, this view also seems to 
us more like a pious aspiration than the truth. For 402 
an “  apprehensive ”  presentation—to take this first 
—is one which is “  imprinted and impressed by a real 
object and in accordance with that object itself, and 
such as could not be produced by anything not real.”  b 
As to the rest o f this account Carneades c says that 
he will concede it to the Stoics, but the clause “  Such 
as could not be produced by what is not real ”  should 
not be conceded. For presentations are produced by 
non-real objects just as by real ones. And the fact 403 
that they are found equally self-evident and striking 
is a token of their indistinguishability, while the fact 
that corresponding actions are linked to them is a 
token of their being equally striking and self-evident.
For as in waking life the thirsty man feels pleasure in 
indulging in drink, and the man who flees from a wild 
beast or any other object of terror shouts and cries 
aloud, so also in dreams delight is felt by the thirsty

0 Cf. §§ 227 ff., 174 ff.
»  SR 9ΑΆ QM.. Λ G /  0 ΛΟΑ
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νπνους ή μεν διάχυσίς εστι τοΐς διφώσι και από
404 κρήνης πίνειν δοκοΰσιν, άνάλογον δε φόβος τοΐς 

δειματουμένοις'
ταφών γάρ άνόρουσεν *Αχιλλεύς 

χερσί re συμπλατάγησεν, έπος τ  δλοφυδνόν 
έειπεν.

και δν τρόπον iv καταστάσει τοΐς τρανότατα φαινο- 
μένοις πιστεΰομεν και συγκατατιθέμεθα, οΐον Δίωνι 
μεν ώς Δίωνι Θέωνι δε ώς Θέωνι προσφερόμενοι, 
οϋτω και iv μανία το παραπλήσιον πάσχουσι τινές.

405 ο γοϋν Ηρακλής μανείς, και λαβών φαντασίαν 
από των ιδίων παίδων ώς Εύρυσθέως, την ακό
λουθον πράξιν ταύτη τή φαντασία συνήφεν. ακό
λουθον δε ήν τό τούς του εχθρού παΐδας ανελεΐν, 
δπερ και εποίησεν. εί οΰν καταληπτικαί τινες 
είσι φαντασίαι παρόσον επάγονται ημάς εις συγ- 
κατάθεσιν και εις τό την ακόλουθον αύταΐς πράξιν 
συνάπτειν, επει και φευδεΐς τοιαϋται πεφήνασι, 
λεκτέον απαράλλακτους είναι ταΐς καταληπτικαΐς

406 φαντασίαις τάς ακατάληπτους, καί μην δν τρόπον 
από των τόξω ν (ώς τόξω ν)1 * * ελάμβανε φαντασίαν 
6 ήρως, οϋτω και από τω ν Ιδίων παίδων δτι 
Ε ύρυσθεως είσϊ παΐδες. μία γαρ και ή αυτή 
προϋπεκειτο και ώσαυτως εχοντι φαντασία, άλλ 
ήν ή μεν από τω ν τόξων αληθής, ή δε από των

407 παίδων φευδής. επ' ίσης οΰν κινουσών* άμφο- 
τερων όμολογητεον άπαράλλακτον είναι την ετε- 
ραν τή ετερα’ και εί ή από των τόξων λέγεται 
καταληπτική, δτι ακόλουθος αύτή πράξις επε-

1 <ώϊ τόξωρ> Heintz.
* κινουσων Ν : κλινουσων cet., Bekk.
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when they think they are drinking from a spring, and 404 
similarly fear is felt by those in terror :

Achilles up-leapt in amazement, 
Smiting together his hands, and a doleful word did he utter.®

And just as in a normal state we believe and assent 
to very lucid appearances, behaving, for instance, 
towards Dion as Dion, and towards Theon as Theon, 
so also in a state o f madness some are similarly 
affected. Thus Heracles, when he was mad and had 405 
received a presentation of his own children as though 
they were those of Eurystheus,6 followed up this 
presentation with corresponding action. And the 
corresponding action was to destroy his enemy's 
children, which he did. If, then, presentations are 
apprehensive in so far as they attract us to assent and 
to the following of them up with corresponding action, 
then, since false ones also are seen to be of this kind, 
we must declare that the non-apprehensive presenta
tions are indistinguishable from the apprehensive. 
Moreover, just as the hero received a presentation 406 
of the bow and arrows, so also he received a presenta
tion o f his own children as being the children of 
Eurystheus. For the pre-existent presentation was 
one and the same and received by a man in the same 
condition ; yet while that of the bow and arrows was 
true, that o f the children was false. So, since both 407 
affected him equally, one must admit that the one 
was indistinguishable from the other ; and if that of 
the bow is termed “  apprehensive,”  because it was

® Homer, Iliad, xxiii. 101.
6 Heracles, in a fit o f madness, slew his own children in 

mistake for those of his enemy, King Eurystheus, who had 
imposed upon him his “  Twelve Labours.”  Cf. Eurip. Here. 
Fur. 969 ; Adv. Log. ii. 67.
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ζευχθη τοΐς τόξοις αύτοΰ ώς τόξοις χρησαμενου, 
λεγόσθω καί η από τω ν παίδων μη διαφερειν 
ταυτης, παρόσον και ταυτη τό ακόλουθον επε- 
ζενχθη εργον, τουτεστι τό τούς τον εχθρού παΐδας

408 δεΐν άναιρεΐν. άλλα γάρ αϋτη μεν η άπαραλλαξία 
των τε καταληπτικών και τω ν ακατάληπτων φαν
τασιών κατά τό εναργες και έντονον ιδίωμα παρ- 
ίσταταν ούδεν δε ηττον δείκνυται τοΐς από της 
*Ακαδημίας και η κατά χαρακτήρα καί [ή] κατά 
τύπον, καλοΰσι δε επί τά  φαινόμενα τούς στωικους.

409 επί γάρ τώ ν όμοιων μεν κατά μορφήν διαφερόν- 
των δε κατά τό υποκείμενον άμήχανόν εστι διορί- 
ζειν την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν από της φενδοΰς 
καί ακατάληπτου· οΐον δυοΐν ώών άκρως αλληλοις 
όμοιων (εί) εναλλάξ τώ  στωικώ δίδωμι προς 
διάκρισιν, [ « ]  επιβολών ό σοφός (ούκ)1 ίσχυσει 
λεγειν άδιαπτώτως πότερον εν εστι τό δεικνυμενον

410 ώόν η άλλο καί άλλο, ό δ’ αυτός λόγος εστι καί 
επί δίδυμων λήφεται γάρ ψευδή φαντασίαν ό 
σπουδαίος καί [ώ?]2 από ύπάρχοντος καί κατ 
αυτό τό ύπαρχον εναπομεμαγμενην καί εναπεσφρα- 
γισμόνην εχων την φαντασίαν, εάν από Κάστο- 
ρος ώς από Πολυδειίκου? φαντασιωθη. εντεύθεν 
γοΰν καί ό εγκεκαλυμμενος συνεστη λόγος· εάν 
γάρ προκύφαντος δράκοντος θελωμεν τώ  ύποκει- 
μενω επιστηναι, εις πολλην απορίαν εμπεσουμεθα, 
καί ούχ εξομεν λεγειν πότερον ό αυτός εστι 
δράκων τώ  πρότερον προκυφαντι η ετερος, πολλών

1 <ei> . . . [et] . . . <οι’κ> Heintz.
* [is] seel. Kayser: icaiwep cj. Bekk.

“ The statement of § 403 that false presentations may be 
as “ self-evident and striking”  as true ones, and therefore 
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followed by the corresponding action when he used 
the bow as a bow, let it be said that the presentation 
o f the children does not differ therefrom, inasmuch 
as it too was followed up by the corresponding action,
—namely, the duty of slaying the enemy’s children. 
Well then, this form of indistinguishability,in respect 408 
o f the characteristic of self-evidence and intensity, 
is established.® And that in respect o f stamp and im
pression is proved no less surely by the Academics. 
They summon the Stoics to face apparent facts. For 409 
in the case of things similar in shape but differing in 
substance it is impossible to distinguish the appre
hensive presentation from the false and non-appre- 
hensive. If, for example, o f two eggs that are 
exactly alike I offer each one in turn to the Stoic for 
him to distinguish between them, will the Sage be 
able on inspection to declare indubitably whether the 
egg exhibited is this one or that other one ? And the 410 
same argument also holds good in the case o f twins.
For the Good Man will receive a false presentation, 
though he has that presentation “  imprinted and im
pressed both by a real object and according to that 
very object,”  if  the presentation he gets be one of 
Castor as though it were of Poly deuces. It was this, 
too, that led to the framing of “  the Veiled ”  argu
ment ; when a snake has thrust out its head, if we 
wish to examine the real object we shall be plunged 
into great perplexity and shall not be able to say 
whether it is the same snake that thrust its head out 
before or another one, as there are many snakes

“  indistinguishable,”  has now been proved. The next 
sentence introduces the proof (in §§ 409-410) that an unreal 
percept may produce in the percipient an “ impression”  
indistinguishable from that caused by a real one.
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411 ένεσπειραμένων τώ aύτώ φωλεώ δρακόντων, ου 
τοίνυν εχει τι ιδίωμα ή καταληπτική φαντασία ω 
διαφέρει των φευδών τε και ακατάληπτων φαν
τασιών.

Προς το ντο ις, εϊ τι άλλο καταληπτικόν τινός 
εστι, καί ορασις. ούχι δε y αυτή καταληπτική 
τινός έστιν, ώς παραστήσομεν ούκ αρα εστι τι

412 καταληπτικόν τίνος. η γάρ ορασις λαμβάνειν 
μεν δοκεΐ χρώματα καί μεγέθη καί σχήματα καί 
κινήσεις, τούτων δε ονδεν λαμβάνει, καθάπερ ευθύς 
από των χρωμάτων άρζαμένοις ήμΐν φανεΐται. 
εΐπερ ουν ή ορασις καταλαμβάνεται τι χρώμα, 
φασίν οι εξ *Ακαδημίας, καί τό τοΰ ανθρώπου 
καταλήφεταί· ου καταλαμβάνεται δε τούτο· ούδ*

413 άλλο τοίνυν καταλήφεταί χρώμα. καί ότι ου 
καταλαμβάνεται, πρόδηλον μεταβάλλει γάρ κατά 
ώρας ενεργείας φύσεις ηλικίας περιστάσεις νόσους 
υγείαν ύπνον εγρήγορσιν, ώστε το μεν ούτως αυτό 
ποικίλλεσθαι γινώσκειν ή μας, τό δε τί εστι τό 
κατ’ αλήθειαν άγνοεΐν. ταύτη τε εί τοΰτο μη εστι 
καταληπτόν, ούδ* άλλο τι γενήσεται γνώριμον.

414 καί μην καί επί σχήματος τό αυτό γένος τής 
απορίας ευ ρήσο μ εν τό γάρ αυτό λεΐον καί τραχύ 
υποπίπτει ώς επί τών γραφών, στρογγυλόν τε καί 
τετράγωνον ώς επί πύργων, ευθύ τε καί κεκλασ- 
μένον ώς επί τής έξάλου τε καί ένάλου κώπης, 
καί επί κινήσεως κινούμενου καί ηρεμούν, ώς επί 
τών εν νηί καθεζομένων ή επί τοΐς αίγιαλοΐς 
έστώ των.

415 "Αλλως τε, εΐπερ προσαρμόζεται τή καταληπτι
κή φαντασία ή ακατάληπτος φαντασία, ούκ αν 
εΐη κριτήριου αλήθειας ή καταληπτική φαντασία. 
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coiled up in the same hole. So then the apprehensive 411 
presentation possesses no characteristic whereby it 
differs from the false and non-apprehensive presenta
tions.

Furthermore, if  anything else is apprehensive of 
anything, the sense o f sight is so. But in fact, as we 
shall establish, sight is not apprehensive of anything ; 
therefore nothing is apprehensive o f anything. For 412 
sight is thought to perceive colours and sizes and 
forms and motions, but it perceives none o f these 
things, as will be apparent to us at once if we com
mence with colours. If then, as the Academics say, 
sight apprehends any colour it will also apprehend 
that of man ; but it does not apprehend this ; neither 
then will it apprehend another colour. And that 413 
it does not apprehend this is quite evident; for 
this changes according to the seasons, occupations, 
natures, ages, circumstances, diseases, health, sleep
ing, waking, so that while we know that it is thus 
varied we are ignorant o f what in truth it is. And 
thus, if this colour is not apprehensible neither will 
any other become known. Moreover, we shall find 414 
the same kind of difficulty in the case of form. For 
the same thing is perceived as both smooth and 
rough, as in the case of pictures ; and as both round 
and square, as in the case of towers ; and as both 
straight and bent, as in the case o f the oar when out 
of and in the water ; and, as regards motion, both 
in motion and at rest, as in the case of persons seated 
in a ship or standing on the beach.®

Again, if the non-apprehensive presentation coin- 415 
cides with the apprehensive presentation, the appre
hensive presentation will not be the criterion of truth.

0 For these examples cf. P.H. i. 92, 118, 119, 102.
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ώσπερ γάρ τό 7τροσαρμοττόμενον στρεβλώ ούκ αν 
εΐη κριτήριον εύθεος, ούτως εΐ προσαρμόττεται 
φευδεσι καί άκαταλήπτοις φαντασίαις ή κατα
ληπτική φαντασία, ούκ αν εΐη κριτήριον. προσ- 
αρμόττεται δε γε άκαταλήπτοις και φευδεσι πράγ- 
μασιν ή καταληπτική φαντασία, καθώς παρα- 
στησομεν' ον τοίνυν κριτήριον εστι των τε αληθών

416 και των φευδών η καταληπτική φαντασία, επί 
γάρ τοΰ σωρίτου της έσχατης καταληπτικής φαν
τασίας τή πρώτη άκαταλήπτω παρακείμενης και 
δυσδιορίστου σχεδόν νπαρχούσης, φασίν οι περί 
τον Χρύσιππον ότι εφ* ών μεν φαντασιών ολίγη 
τις όντως εστι διαφορά, στήσεται 6 σοφός και 
ησυχάσει, εφ* ών δε πλείων προσπίπτει, επί τούτων

417 συγκαταθήσεται τή ετερα ως άληθεϊ. εάν οΰν 
παραστήσωμεν ημείς πολλά φενδή και άκατά- 
ληπτα τή καταληπτική φαντασία παρακείμενα, 
δήλον ώς εσόμεθα κατεσκευακότες τό μη δεΐν 
συγκατατίθεσθαι τή καταληπτική φαντασία, ΐνα 
μή ταύτη σνναινεσαντες προπεσωμεν διά την 
γειτνίασιν και εις την τών άκαταλήπτων και 
φευδών συγκατάθεσιν, καν ότι μάλιστα πολλή περί

418 τάς φαντασίας προσπίπτειν δοκή διαφορά, τό δε 
λεγόμενον σαφές εσται επί παραδείγματος, ύπο- 
κείσθω γάρ καταληπτική μεν φαντασία ή “  τά 
πεντήκοντά ολίγα εστίν,”  ήτις καί κατά πολύ 
φαίνεται κεχωρισμενη τής “  τά μύρια ολίγα εστίν ”  
ετερας. ούκοΰν επεί πλειστον άπεχει τής “  τά 
πεντή κοντά ολίγα εστι ”  καταληπτικής ή “  τά 
μύρια ολίγα εστίν ”  άκατάληπτος, ούκ εφεξει 6 
σπουδαίος μεγάλης προσπιπτούσης διαφοράς, αλλά
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For just as that which coincides with the crooked will 
not be the criterion of the straight, so the apprehensive 
presentation will not be the criterion if it coincides 
with false and non-apprehensive presentations. But 
the apprehensive presentation does coincide with non- 
apprehensive and false things, as we shall establish ; 
so then the apprehensive presentation is not the cri
terion of the true and the false. For in the case of the 416 
Sorites, when the last apprehensive presentation lies 
beside the first non-apprehensive one and almost defies 
distinction therefrom, Chrysippus declares that, in the 
case o f presentations where the difference is so small, 
the Sage will pause and keep silence,® but in cases 
where it appears greater he will assent to the former 
one as true. If, then, we shall establish that many false 417 
and non-apprehensive things lie beside the apprehen
sive presentation, it is plain that we shall have shown 
that one ought not to assent to the apprehensive pre
sentation, lest by approving of it we are driven on, 
because of their proximity, to give assent also to those 
which are non-apprehensive and false, even though 
the greatest possible difference may seem to exist 
between the presentations. What I mean will be clear 418 
by an example. Let us assume as an apprehensive 
presentation “  Fifty is few,”  which seems far apart 
from this other, “  Ten thousand is few.”  Then, since 
the non-apprehensive presentation “ Ten thousand 
is few ”  is very far removed from the apprehensive 
“ Fifty is few,”  the Good Man will not suspend 
judgement on perceiving this great difference but

° Cf. P.H. ii. 253 for the “ Sorites ” puzzle, and the Stoic 
rule of withholding assent and suspending judgement when a 
point is reached in the series where the difference between 
a true and a doubtful presentation, or judgement, becomes 
infinitesimal.
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σνγκαταθήσεται μεν τη “  τά πεντήκοντα ολίγα 
εστί ”  καταληπτική φαντασία, ού σνγκαταθήσεται 
δε τη “  τά μύρια ολίγα εστίν ”  άκαταλήπτω.

419 άλλ’ εί τή “  τά μύρια ολίγα εστίν ”  ον σνγκατα- 
θήσεται ο σοφός, παρόσον πολλω κεχώρισται της 
" τ ά  πεντήκοντα ολίγα εστίν,”  φανερόν δήπουθεν 
ότι σνγκαταθήσεται τη “  τά πεντήκοντα και εν 
ολίγα εστίν” ' ούδεν γάρ εστι μεταξύ ταυτής και 
τής “  τά πεντήκοντα ολίγα εστίν ”  ήν δε γε ή 
“  τά πεντήκοντα και εν ολίγα εστί ”  καταληπτικής 
εσχάτως υποκείμενης τής “  τά πεντήκοντα ολίγα 
εστί ”  πρώτη ακατάληπτος, σνγκαταθήσεται άρα 
6 σπουδαίος άκαταλήπτω φαντασία τβ “  τά πεν
τήκοντα και εν ολίγα εστίν ” · καί εί ταντη συγκατα- 
θήσεται, μηδεμίαν εχούση διαφοράν προς την “  τά  
πεντήκοντα ολίγα εστί,”  σνγκαταθήσεται καί τη

420 "  τά μύρια ολίγα εστίν ”  άκαταλήπτω. πάσα γάρ 
άκατάληπτος φαντασία (πάση)1 άκαταλήπτω φαν
τασία εστίν ΐση. επεί ονν ή μεν “  τά μύρια ολίγα 
εστίν ”  άκατάληπτος ΐση εστί τη ”  τά πεντήκοντα 
καί εν ολίγα εστίν,”  ονδενί δε (ήδε)2 διεφερε καί 
εκεχώριστο τής “  τά πεντήκοντα ολίγα εστί ”  
καταληπτικής, ΐση γενήσεται τη “  τά μύρια ολίγα 
εστίν ”  άκαταλήπτω φαντασία ή “  τά πεντήκοντα

421 ολίγα εστί ”  καταληπτική. καί οΰτω συν εξέρ
χεται τη φευδεΐ καί άκαταλήπτω φαντασία διά 
την άπαραλλαξίαν ή καταληπτική.

Ουδέ γάρ ενεστι λεγειν μή πάσαν άκατάληπτον 
φαντασίαν ΐσην πάση άκαταλήπτω τυγχάνειν φαν
τασία, αλλά την μεν μάλλον είναι άκατάληπτον

422 την δε ήσσον, επεί πρώτον μεν μαχεσονται εαυτόΐς
1 <7Γά<ττ}> Heintz.
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will assent to the apprehensive presentation “ Fifty 
is few ”  and will not assent to the non-apprehensive 
“  Ten thousand is few.”  But if the Sage will not 419 
assent to the “ Ten thousand is few ” inasmuch as it 
is far apart from the “ Fifty is few,” it is plain, I pre
sume, that he will assent to ”  Fifty-one is few ”  ; for 
there is nothing between this presentation and that 
of “  Fifty is few.”  But as “  Fifty is few ” was the 
apprehensive presentation placed last in order,
“ Fifty-one is few ”  is the first non-apprehensive one.
The Good Man, therefore, will assent to the non- 
apprehensive presentation “  Fifty-one is few.”  And 
if he will assent to this as being in no wise different 
from “  Fifty is few,”  he will assent also to the non- 
apprehensive “  Ten thousand is few ”  ; for every 420 
non-apprehensive presentation is equal to every other 
non-apprehensive presentation. Since, then, the 
non-apprehensive “ Ten thousand is few ”  is equal to 
the “  Fifty-one is few,”  and this was not at all different 
nor remote from the apprehensive “  Fifty is few,”  
the apprehensive “  Fifty is few ”  will become equal 
to the non-apprehensive presentation “ Ten thousand 
is few.”  And thus the apprehensive presentation, 421 
because o f its indistinguishability, passes out along 
with the false and non-apprehensive.

Nor indeed is it possible to argue that not every 
non-apprehensive presentation is equal to every non- 
apprehensive presentation, but this one is more, that 
one less non-apprehensive, since, in the first place, the 422 
Stoics will be in conflict both with themselves and *

* <ηδ(> addidi: di4<f>eptv αυτή 1) £κ. Fabr.
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καί τη φύσει τών πραγμάτων oi στωικοί. ώσπερ 
γάρ άνθρωπος ανθρώπου, καθό άνθρωπός έστιν, 
ον διαφέρει, ουδέ λίθος λίθον, ούτως ούτε α
κατάληπτος φαντασία ακατάληπτου φαντασίας δι- 
ενήνοχεν, ή ακατάληπτος εστιν, ούτε1 φευδης φευ- 
δοΰς, fj φενδής εστιν. κάντεΰθεν όρμώμενοι οι 
περί τον ϊηνωνα έδιδασκον δτι ίσα έστί τα άμαρ-

423 τηματα. εΐτα έστω την μέν μάλλον είναι άκατα- 
ληπτον την δε ήσσον. τί τούτο αύτοΐς βοηθέΐν 
δνναται; ακολουθήσει γάρ τη μέν μάλλον άκατα- 
λήπτω μη συγκατατίθεσθαι τον σοφόν, τη δέ 
ήσσον συγκατατίθεσθαι, όπερ εστιν άτοπον α
πλανές γάρ είχε κριτήριον κατ’ αυτούς ό σοφός, 
και κατά πάντα έθεοποιειτο διά το μη δοξάζειν, 
τοντέστι φεύδει συγκατατίθεσθαι, εν ω εκειτο η 
άκρα κακοδαιμονία και η των φαύλων διάπτωσις.

424 υ\να γε μην αισθητική γένηται φαντασία κατ 
αύτονς, οΐον όρατική, δει πέντε συνδραμειν, το τε 
αισθητήριον και το αισθητόν και τον τόπον και 
τό πώς καί την διάνοιαν, ώς εάν των άλλων 
παρόντων εν μόνον άπή, καθάπερ διάνοια παρα 
φυσιν εχουσα, ού σωθήσεται, φασίν, ή άντίληφις. 
ένθεν καί την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν έλεγόν 
τινες μή κοινώς κριτήριον, άλλ’ όταν μηδέν έχη

425 κατά τον τρόπον εν στη μα. τούτο μέντοι τών 
αδυνάτων εστιν· καί γάρ παρά τάς διαφοράς τών 
πόρων καί παρά τάς τού έκτος περιστάσεις καί 
παρ’ άλλους πλείονας τρόπους ούτε τά αυτά ούτε 
ωσαύτως ίνδάλλεται ήμΐν τά πράγματα, καθάπερ 
άνώτερον έπελογισάμεθα, ώστε εί μέν φαίνεται 
προς τήδε τη αίσθήσει καί τήδε τη περιστάσει

1 ο ΰ τ ε  c j . Bekk.: ο υ δ έ  mss.
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with the nature of things. For just as man, qua man, 
differs not from man, nor stone from stone, so neither 
does non-apprehensive presentation, qua non-appre- 
hensive, differ from non-apprehensive presentation, 
nor false, qua false, from false. Zeno, too, setting out 
from this standpoint, taught that “  Sins are equal.”
—Further, let it be granted that this presentation is 423 
more and that less non-apprehensive. How can this 
assist them ? For it will follow that the Sage will not 
assent to the more non-apprehensive, but will assent 
to the less, which is absurd ; for, according to them, 
the Sage possesses an infallible criterion, and is 
counted in all respects divine because he never 
opines,0 that is to say, assents to what is false, for 
therein consists the height of ill-fortune and the ruin 
of the foolish.

Moreover, in order that a sense-presentation, such 424 
as that of sight, should take place, it is necessary, 
according to them, that five things should concur— 
the organ of sense, the object of sense, the place, the 
manner, the intellect—since if one only be absent 
though all the rest be present (if, for instance, the in
tellect is in an abnormal state), the perception, they 
say, will not be safely effected. Hence, too, some 
have said that the apprehensive presentation is not a 
criterion universally, but only when it has no obstacle 
present.6 This, however, is a thing impossible ; for 425 
because of differences in the (sensory) passages and 
because of external circumstances and because of 
many other conditions things do not appear to us 
either the same or in the same way, as we argued 
abovec ; so that while we can say that a thing 
appears by this particular sense and in this particular

« Cf. P.H. ii. 83. 4 Cf §§ 254 ff. * Cf § 414.
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Βυνασθαι λεγειν, τό  δ* el ταΐς άληθείαις τοιοντόν 
εστιν οιον καί φαίνεται, ή άλλοΐον μεν εστιν 
άλλοΐον Be φαίνεται, μη εχειν ημάς Βιαυθεντεΐν, 
διά Be τούτο μηΒεμίαν elvai φαντασίαν χωρίς 
ενστήματος.

426 Πώ$· δ* ονχι και els τον Βι άλλήλων εμπίτττουσι 
τρόπον; ζητούντων γάρ ημών τίς εστιν η κατα
ληπτική φαντασία, όριζόμ€νοί φασιν “  ή από υπάρ
χοντας κατ αυτό τό ύπαρχον εναπομεμαγμενη^ και 
εναπεσφραγισμενη, οποία ούκ αν γενοιτο από μη 
ύπάρχοντος.”  εΐτα πάλιν, επεί παν τό όρικώς 
ΒιΒασκόμενον εκ γινωσκομενων διδάσκεται, προσ- 
ανακρινόντων ημών τι ποτ εστι και τό ύπάρχον, 
άναστρεφαντες φασιν δτι ύπάρχον εστιν ο κινεί 
καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν, ώστε ινα μεν μάθω μεν 
την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν, προειληφεναι όφεί- 
λομεν τό ύπάρχον, ινα δε τούτο, επί την κατα
ληπτικήν βαΒίζειν φαντασίαν καί οϋτω μηΒετερον 
γίνεσθαι σαφές, περιμενον την εκ τού ετερου

427 πίστιν. ώσπερ τε επεί τών φανταστών τα
μεν φαίνεται καί ύπάρχει, τα  Be φαίνεται μεν ούχι 
Be ye καί υπάρχει, χρήζομεν τίνος κριτηρίου τού  
παραστησοντος τίνα εστί τά  φαινόμενα άμα καί 
ύπάρχοντα καί τίνα τά  φαινόμενα καί μη υπάρ
χοντα,1 ούτως επεί καί τώ ν φαντασιών αί μεν είσι 
καταληπτικοί αί Be ον, Βεόμεθα κριτηρίου τού  
Βιατάξοντος τίνες είσι τοιαΰται καί τίνες άκατά-

428 ληπτοί τε καί φευΒεΐς. τούτο οΰν τό κριτηριον 
ήτοι καταληπτική γενησεται φαντασία η ον κατα
ληπτική. καί el μεν ού καταληπτική, ακολουθήσει 
καί πάντων άπαζαπλώς μη καταληπτικήν φαν-

1 καί τίνα . . . ύπάρχοντα Ν : om. cet., Bekk.
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circumstance, we cannot be quite sure whether it is 
in very truth such as it appears, or is o f one sort and 
appears to be o f another; and on this account no 
presentation exists without an obstacle.

And of course they fall into the fallacy of circular 426 
reasoning.0 For when we inquire what the appre
hensive presentation is, they define it as “  That 
which is imprinted and impressed by a real object and 
according to that object itself, of such a kind as 
would not be produced by a non-real object.”  Then 
again, since everything that is definitely explained 
is explained by things known, when we inquire 
further what the “  real object ”  is, they turn round 
and say that “  A real object is that which excites an 
apprehensive presentation.”  So that, in order that 
we may understand the apprehensive presentation, 
we must first have grasped the real object, while in 
order to do this we must have recourse to the appre
hensive presentation; and thus neither o f them 

. becomes clear as each awaits confirmation from the 
other.— And just as—since some objects o f presenta- 427 
tion both appear and are real, while others appear 
but are not also real—we need a criterion that will 
establish for us which are both apparent and real 
and which are apparent but unreal, so, since some 
presentations too are apprehensive and some not, we 
require a criterion which will discriminate which are 
o f the former kind and which are non-apprehensive 
and false. This criterion, then, will be a presentation 428 
that is either apprehensive or not apprehensive. And 
if it is not apprehensive, it will follow that the not 
apprehensive presentation is the criterion once for

• Cf. § 341.
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τασίαν κριτήριον είναι, ής εργον εστί το καί την 
καταληπτικήν εξετάζειν, δπερ ού θελήσουσιν εΐ 
δε καταληπτική, πρώτον μεν εΰηθες (αυτήν γάρ 
ταύτην εζητοΰμεν κρίνειν πότε εστί καταληπτική),

429 δεύτερον δε, εί προς τό διαγνώναι τάς καταληπτι
κός καί ακατάληπτους φαντασίας κριτήριον παρα- 
λαμβάνομεν την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν, δεήσει 
καί τό δτι ή κρίνουσα αύτάς τω οντι καταληπτική 
εστι φαντασία δοκιμάζεσθαι δια καταληπτικής φαν
τασίας, κάκείνην πάλιν δι* άλλης, καί τούτο μεχρις 
απείρου.

430 ’Αλλ* ίσως τις ερεΐ την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν 
καί τοΰ φανταστοΰ, δτι κατά αλήθειαν ύπόκειται, 
καί εαυτής, δτι καταληπτική εστι, κριτήριον ύπάρ- 
χειν. δπερ ού διήνεγκε τοΰ φάναι κατά αναστροφήν 
καί τό φανταστόν εαυτοΰ τε καί τής φαντασίας 
είναι δοκίμων, ώς γάρ των φαινομένων εν δια
φωνία καθεστώτων ζητείται τίνι κρινοΰμεν τό 
ύπαρχον καί τό μή ύπαρχον, οϋτω των φαντασιών 
άσυμφώνων ούσών σκεπτόμεθα τό τίνι κρινοΰμεν

431 τήν τε καταληπτικήν καί τήν μή τοιαύτην. διόπερ 
όμοιων δντων τών πραγμάτων, εϊ εαυτής κριτήριον 
είναι δυναται ή φαντασία καίπερ άσύμφωνος οΰσα, 
εσται καί τό φανταστόν εζ αύτοΰ πιστόν, καν δτι

432 μάλιστα διαφωνήταί' δπερ άτοπον. ή εΐπερ τοΰτο 
παρόσον εστί διάφωνον δεΐται τοΰ κρινοΰντος αυτό, 
δεή σεται καί ή φαντασία τοΰ δοκιμάσοντος αυτήν 
και παραστήσοντος εί τω  δντι καταληπτική εστιν.

*Αλλως τε, εί πάσα φαύλου κατ* αυτούς ύπόληφις 
άγνοια εστι καί μόνος ό σοφός αληθεύει καί επι
στήμην εχει τάληθοΰς βεβαίαν, ακολουθεί μέχρι
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all o f everything, its function being to examine also 
the apprehensive, a result they will not admit; and 
if it is apprehensive, in the first place it is silly to say 
so (for the object of our inquiry was to judge when 
this particular presentation is apprehensive) ; and 429 
secondly, if we adopt the apprehensive presentation 
as the criterion for distinguishing the apprehensive 
and non-apprehensive presentations, it will be neces
sary also that the fact that the presentation which 
judges them is really apprehensive should be tested 
by means of an apprehensive presentation, and this 
again by means o f another, and so on ad infinitum.

But perhaps someone will say that the apprehensive 430 
presentation is the criterion both o f the presented 
object, that it truly subsists, and of itself, that it is 
apprehensive. But this is in nowise different from the 
converse assertion that the presented object is the 
test both o f itself and of the presentation. For just 
as, when apparent things are contradictory, the 
question is by what shall we judge what is real and 
what not real, so also, when presentations are not in 
accord, we inquire by what we shall judge which of 
them is apprehensive and which not so. Wherefore, 431 
as the things are similar, if the presentation, although 
not in accord, can be its own criterion, the presented 
object also, be it ever so contradictory, will be of itself 
trustworthy, which is absurd. Or if this latter, in so 432 
far as it is contradictory, requires something to judge 
it, the presentation also will require something to 
test it, and to certify whether it is really apprehensive.

Again, if every conception of the fool is, according 
to them, ignorance and only the Sage speaks the 
truth and possesses firm knowledge o f the true,® it

« Cf. P.H. ii. 83.
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δεύρο άνευρετου καθεστώτος τοΰ σοφού κατ' ανάγ
κην και ταληθες άνευρετον είναι, διά δε τοΰτο και 
πάντα ακατάληπτα τυγχάνειν, επείπερ φαΰλοι 
πάντες οντες ούκ εχομεν βεβαίαν των οντων κατά-

433 ληφιν. τούτου δε ούτως εχοντος απολείπεται τα 
υπό των στωικών προς τούς από της σκεφεως 
λεγάμενα παρά μέρος καί υπό των σκεπτικών προς 
εκείνους λεγεσθαι. επει γάρ τοΐς φαύλοις κατ 
αυτούς εγκαταριθμοΰνται Ζήνων τε και Κλεάνθης 
και Χρύσιππος και οι λοιποί τών από τής αίρεσεως, 
πας δε φαύλος άγνοια κρατείται, πάντως ήγνόει 
Ζήνων πότερον εν κόσμω περιεχεται ή αυτός τον 
κόσμον περιεσχηκεν καί πότερον άνήρ εστιν ή 
γυνή, και ούκ ήπίστατο Κλεάνθης είτε άνθρωπός 
εστιν είτε τι θηρίον Τ υφώνος πολυπλοκώτερον.

434 και μην ή εγίνωσκε το δόγμα τούτο Χρύσιππος 
στωικόν ον, φημϊ δη το “  πάντα αγνοεί 6 φαύλος,”  
ή ούδε αυτό τοΰτο ήπίστατο. και εί μεν ήπίστατο, 
φεΰδος το πάντα άγνοεΐν τον φαϋλον' αυτό γάρ 
τούτο φαύλος ών εγίνωσκεν 6 Χρύσιππος, το 
πάντα άγνοεΐν τον φαϋλον. εί δ* ούδ' αύτό τοΰτο 
ήδει το οτι πάντα άγνοεΐ, πώς περί πολλών δογ
ματίζει, τιθεϊς το ενα είναι κόσμον καί προνοία 
τούτον διοικεΐσθαι και διόλου τρεπτην είναι την

435 ούσίαν και άλλα παμπληθή; πάρεστι δε, εί τινι 
φίλον εστί, και τάς άλλας άπορίας τον άντερω- 
τώντα, ώς έθος εχουσιν αυτοί1 τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς, 
προσάγειν δεδηλωμένου μεντοι τοΰ κατά την επι- 
χείρησιν χαρακτήρος ούκ ανάγκη μακρηγορεΐν.

1 αύτοί Kayser: αι/rots mss., Bekk. (άπορίας <κομίσαι> . . . 
&s ίθος . . . οί σκεπτικοί πρ. cj. Bekk.).

° Alluding to the saying of Socrates 5 cf. § 264.
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follows that, since up till now the Sage has proved 
undisco verable, the true also is necessarily undis- 
coverable ; and because of this, all things are non- 
apprehensible, seeing that we all, being fools, do not 
possess a firm apprehension of existent things. And 433 
this being so, it is open to the Sceptics to repeat in turn 
against the Stoics the objections made by the Stoics 
against the Sceptics. For since, according to them
selves, Zeno and Cleanthes and Chrysippus and the 
rest o f their School are numbered amongst the fools, 
and every fool is enslaved to ignorance, Zeno certainly 
was ignorant whether he was contained in the uni
verse or himself contained the universe, and whether 
he was a man or a woman; and Cleanthes did not 
know whether he was a man or a beast more full o f 
wiles than Typhon.® Moreover, Chrysippus either 434 
knew this dogma, which is a Stoic one (I mean, that 
“  The fool is ignorant o f all things ” ), or he did not 
know even this. And if he knew it, it is false that the 
fool is ignorant of all things; for Chrysippus, who was 
a fool, perceived this very fact that the fool is 
ignorant o f all things. But if he did not even know 
this very dogma that he is ignorant of all things, 
how does he dogmatize about many things, laying 
down that there is one universe, and that this is 
ordered by providence, and that its substance is to 
be wholly changed,6 and a multitude o f other things ? 
And it is possible, should anyone so desire, for the 435 
opponent to bring against them all the other diffi
culties which they themselves are accustomed to 
bring forward against the Sceptics ; but now that the 
character of the argumentation has been made clear, 
there Is no need for a lengthy exposition.

b i.e. resolved into Fire, the primal world-substance; see 
Vol. I. Introd. p. xxiv.
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Π ρο? δε τ ο ύ ς  τά ς  π ιθανάς άπ οδεχόμ ενους φ α ν
τα σ ία ς  σ ύ ντο μ ο ς  6 λ ό γο ς , τα υ τ ϊ  γά ρ  τ α  κριτήρια , 
Βυοιν θά τερον, ή ώ ς  π ρος τη ν  τ ο ϋ  β ίου  δ ιε ξα γω γ ή ν  
χρή σ ιμ α  α ύ το ΐς  ύπ είληπ τα ι ή ώ ς  π ρος τη ν  εύρεσιν

436 τή ς  εν το ΐς  ο νσ ιν  αληθβίας, και εί μ εν τ ο  π ρ ώ το ν  
λόγοιβν, ά τοπ ο ι γενή σ ο ντα ι· ούδεμ ια  γά ρ  τ ο ύ τ ω ν  
τω ν  φ α ντα σ ιώ ν  δυνα τα ι κ α τ ' ιδίαν χρειοΰν π ρος  
τα ς  τ ο ϋ  β ίου  δ ιε ξα γ ω γ ά ς , άλλα χρεία  εσ τ ιν  έκ αστη  
καί τη ς  τη ρ η σ εω ς , καθ' ή ν  ηδε  μ εν  διά  τό δ ε  ε σ τ ί  
π ιθανή , ηδε δε διά  τό δ ε  δ ιεξω δευμ ενη  καί απ ερί-

4 3 7  σπ α σ τό ς , εί δε ώ ς  π ρος τη ν  ταλη θοΰς εΰρεσιν , 
δ ια π εσοΰντα ι. ο ύ τε  γά ρ  ή π ιθανή μ όνον κριτήριον  
τα λ η θ οΰς · δει γ ά ρ , ινα τ ο ΰ τ ο  εύρεθή, πολύ π ρότερον  
α ύτή ν  7τεριω δευμενην  <είναι) /  διά  τ ο  π ά ντω ς  ημ άς  
εν τ ώ  διοδευειν έκ α στον  τ ω ν  κ ατά  τ ο ν  τό π ο ν2 
α υτή ς θεω ρούμ ενω ν  [μή] εις ύπ ονοιαν α να γεσθα ι, 
μ ή π οτε  ( τ ι ) 3 παραλελειπται τ ω ν  όφ ειλόντω ν κ ατά  
το ν  τό π ο ν  εξετά ζεσθ α ι, ε'ίγε π ερισπ ασμ ού περί 
τη ν  διάνοιαν συμ β α ίνοντος  α ίρετα ι ή τή ς  αλήθειας

438 γ νώ σ ις . τ ο  δε όλον μ ή π οτε  το ΐς  α υ τώ ν  ελεγχοις  
κ ρα τούντα ι. ώ ς  γά ρ  διαβάλλοντες τη ν  κ α τα 
ληπ τικήν φ α ντα σ ία ν  εφ ασκον μ ή  είναι κριτήριον  
τα υ τη ν  τή ς  αλήθειας τ ώ  καί άλλα? άπαραλλάκτους  
παρακεΐσθαι α υ τή  φ ευδεΐς, ο ύ τω ς  ούκ  άπεοικε  
καί το ΐς  δ ιεξω δευμ ενο ις  π ρά γμ α σιν  ήμ ΐν  εν τ ώ  
διαθεω ρεΐν τή ν  π ιθανήν φ α ντασίαν  άλλα τ ιν ά  
φευδή παρακεΐσθαι, ώ σ τε  λ ό γο υ  ενεκεν δοκεΐν μ εν  
ήμ άς εχειν άρ τία ν  τή ν  ψ υχήν καί τ ο  σ ώ μ α , μη  
ο ύ τω ς  δε εχειν , ή  ώ ς  εκ συμ μ έτρ ου  μ εν  δ ια σ τη -
1 <elναι> cj. Bekk. a rbv τόπον N : τρόπον cetM Bekk.
_____________ 8 <rt> Kayser (μή rt cj. Bekk.)._____________

0 Especially the Academics, cf. §§ 174 ff., 371, 401.
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Against those who accept the “  probable ”  presenta
tions0 the argument is brief. For of these criteria 
one or other o f two things must be true : they are 
adopted by them as useful either for the conduct 
o f life or for the discovery o f the truth o f existing 
things. And if the first is what they say, they will 436 
be absurd ; for none o f these presentations is able o f 
itself to suffice for the conduct of life, but each of 
them requires also that observation which certifies 
that this one is for this reason “  probable,”  and that 
one for that reason “ scrutinized and irreversible.” 6 
But if they should pronounce them useful for the dis- 437 
covery o f truth, they will come to grief. For the 
probable presentation alone is not the criterion of 
truth ; for it is necessary, for the discovery o f truth, 
that it should be scrutinized long before, owing to 
the fact that in our scrutiny o f each o f the things ob
served in connexion with it we are certainly brought to 
suspect that possibly some one o f the things that ought 
to be tested in that connexion has been overlooked, 
because, if a reversal occurs in the intellect, know
ledge of the truth is done away. And in general, it 438 
seems that they are defeated by their own criticisms.
For just as, in their disparagement o f the appre
hensive presentation, they kept saying that this is 
not the criterion o f truth since other indistinguishable 
presentations lie beside it which are false, so it is not 
unlikely that, during our examination o f the probable 
presentation, certain false things lie beside those 
which have been scrutinized, so that it appears (let 
us say) that we are in a fit condition of soul but we 
are not really so, or it appears that the presented

b For these technical terms and the distinction between 
them cf. §§ 184 if., P.H. i. 227 if., Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxvi.
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ματος δοκεΐν βλεπεσθαι το φανταστόν, άλλως δε
439 εχειν. πλήν το ye κεφάλαιον, el μήτε πασαι at 

φαντασίαι είσί moral μήτε πασαι άπιστοι, μήτε 
rives μεν moral rives δε άπιστοι, ούκ αν εΐη 
κριτήριον τής αλήθειας ή φαντασία, ω ακόλουθον 
τδ μηδέν είναι κριτήριον δια τδ μήτε τδ ύφ’ οδ 
μήτε ro δι* οδ μήτε ro καθ’ δ βεβαίαν εχειν την 
γνώσιν.

440 ’Αλλ* εΐώθασιν άνθυποφεροντες οι δογματικοί 
ζητεΐν πώς ποτέ καί ό σκεπτικός τδ μηδέν είναι 
κριτήριον άποφαίνεται. ήτοι γάρ ακρίτως τοΰτο 
λεγει η μετά κριτηρίου· καί εΐ μεν ακρίτως, 
άπιστος γενήσεται, ει δε μετά κριτηρίου, περί- 
τραπησεται καί λε'γων μηδέν είναι κριτηριον ομο
λογήσει είς την τούτου παράστασιν κριτηριον

441 παραλαμβάνειν. πάλιν τε ημών συνερωτώντων 
”  εί εστι κριτηριον, ήτοι κεκριται ή άκριτόν ε σ τ ι”  
καί δυοΐν θάτερον συναγόντων, ήτοι την είς άπειρον 
εκπτωσιν ή τδ άτόπως εαυτόν τι κριτηριον είναι 
λεγεσθαι, άντιπαρεξάγοντες φασι μη ατοπον ύπ-

442 άρχειν το εαυτοΰ τι κριτηριον άπολείπειν καί γάρ 
εαυτοΰ το ευθύ καί άλλων εστι δοκιμαστικόν, καί 
6 ζυγός της τε τών άλλων ίσότητος καί της ιδίας 
σταθμητικός ύπήρχεν, καί τδ φώς ού μόνον τών 
άλλων αλλά καί εαυτοΰ εκκαλυπτικόν φαίνεται, 
διόπερ καί τδ κριτηριον δύναται καί άλλων καί

443 εαυτοΰ κριτηριον καθεστάναι. ρητεον δε προς μεν 
τό πρώτον δτι σκεπτικόν εστιν έθος το τοΐς πε- 
πιστευμενοις μη συνήγορεΐν, άρκεΐσθαι δ* επ* 
αύτών ώς αύτάρκει κατασκευή τή κοινή προλήφει, 
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object is seen from a measurable distance, whereas 
the fact is otherwise. However, to sum up, if 439 
neither all presentations are trustworthy, nor all 
untrustworthy, nor some trustworthy, others untrust
worthy, the presentation will not be the criterion of 
truth. Whereupon it follows that no criterion exists 
because neither that o f the agent, nor that of the 
means, nor that “  according to which,”  provides 
knowledge that is secure.

But the Dogmatists are accustomed to retort by 440 
inquiring “  How ever does the Sceptic show that 
there is no criterion ? For he asserts this either with
out judging or with the help of a criterion ; but if it is 
without judging, he will not be trusted, while if it is 
with a criterion, he will be self-refuted, and while 
asserting that there is no criterion he will agree to 
adopt a criterion in order to confirm that assertion.”  
Again, when we pose the argument “  If a criterion 441 
exists it is either judged or unjudged,”  and draw 
one or other o f two conclusions— either the regress 
ad infinitum or the absurdity o f the statement that a 
thing is its own criterion,—they, in hostile array, 
declare that it is not absurd to admit that a thing is 
its own criterion ; for that which is straight is capable 442 
o f testing both itself and other things, and the balance 
is capable o f weighing both its own equality and that 
o f other things, and light appears capable o f revealing 
not only other things but itself as well, and conse
quently the criterion can stand as a criterion both 
o f other things and o f itself. But in reply to the 443 
first point it should be stated that it is the Sceptic 
practice not to advocate things that are believed, but 
in their case to be satisfied with the general pre
sumption as a sufficient ground in itself, but, on the
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τοΐς 8e άπίστοις είναι δοκοΰσι συναγορεύειν και 
εις ίσοσθενειαν αυτών έκαστον ανάγειν τή περί 
τα παραδοχής ήξιωμενα πίστει. τοίνυν και επί τοΰ 
παρόντος ούκ άναιροΰντες τό κριτήριον τούς κατά 
τούτου χειρίζομεν λόγους, άλλα βουλόμενοι δεΐζαι 
δτι ου πάντως πιστόν εστι τό είναι κριτήριον, 
διδόμενων εις τουναντίον και των ίσων αφορμών.

444 €?τα καν τώ δντι συναναιρεΐν δοκώμεν τό κριτήριον, 
δυνάμεθα εις τούτο ούχ ως κριτηρίω χρήσθαι τή 
προχείρω φαντασία, καθ' ήν τούς προσπίπτοντας 
ήμΐν πιθανούς λόγους τιθεντες εις τό μηδέν είναι 
κριτήριον εκτιθεμεθα μεν, ου μετά συγκαταθεσεως 
δε τοΰτο ποιοΰμεν διά τό και τούς άντικειμενους

445 λόγους επ' ίσης είναι πιθανούς, νή Δία, αλλά 
δύναταί τι και εαυτού είναι κριτήριον, ώς επί τε 
κανόνος και ζυγού εγίνετο. δπερ εστι μειρακιώδες, 
τούτων μεν γάρ έκαστου εστι τι ύπεραναβεβηκός 
κριτήριον, ώς αΐσθησις καί νούς, διό καί επί την 
κατασκευήν αυτών ερχόμεθα· τοΰ δε νΰν υπό την 
ζήτησιν πεπτωκότος κριτήριον ούδέν θελουσιν
f /  t  / V  / »  \V7T€pavo) τνγχανζίν. τοιννν a/πιστον €στι π€ρι 
αυτού τι λεγον και μη εχον τό προσμαρτυρούν 
την αλήθειαν.

446 Ύοσαΰτα μεν περί κριτηρίου· μετρον δε εχοντος 
αυτάρκες τοΰ υπομνήματος, από άλλης αρχής 
πειρασόμεθα και περί αυτού κατά άποτομήν τοΰ 
αληθούς διαπορειν.
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other hand, to advocate the things which seem to be 
unworthy of belief and to bring each o f these into a 
position of equipollence with the trust accorded to 
those which are deemed worthy of acceptance. So 
then, in the present case also, we do not employ the 
arguments against the criterion by way of abolishing 
it but with the object of showing that the existence 
of a criterion is not altogether to be trusted, equal 
grounds being presented for the opposite view. In 444 
the next place, even if we seem to be really helping 
to abolish the criterion, we are able to use the pre
sentation ready to hand, though not as a criterion; 
for when we state, in accordance with it, the probable 
arguments for the non-existence of the criterion that 
occur to us, we do indeed state them, but when we 
do this we do not add our assent, owing to the fact 
that the contrary arguments are equally probable.
“  But in sooth,”  say they, “  a thing can also be its 445 
own criterion, as was found in the case of the rule 
and the balance.”  But this is childish. For above 
each of these there stands a superior criterion, such 
as sense and mind, because of which we proceed to 
the task o f constructing them ; but the Stoics do not 
allow that anything stands above the criterion which 
is now under discussion. So then, when it makes any 
statement about itself and has no evidence for its 
truthfulness, it is untrustworthy.

Thus much, then, concerning the criterion ; and 446 
as this treatise is now sufficiently long, we shall make 
a fresh start and endeavour to discuss separately the 
subject o f Truth itself.

239



B

1 "Οσα μέν άπορητικώς ειωθε λέγεσθαι παρά τοΐς 
σκεπτίκοΐς εις άναίρεσιν του κριτηρίου της αλή
θειας, διά τοΰ ττροανυσθεντός ήμΐν υπομνήματος 
επεληλύθαμεν· συναποδόντες δε αύτοΐς και την 
άνωθεν από των φυσικών μέχρι των νεωτερων 
καταγομένην ιστορίαν, τούπ'ι πασιν ύπεσχόμεθα 
και περί αύτοΰ κατ ιδίαν έρεΐν τοΰ άληθοΰς. δθεν 
νυν την ύπόσχεσιν πληροΰντες εν πρώτοις σκεπτώ- 
μεθα εί εστι τι αληθές.

A'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΑΛΗΘΕΣ

2 "Οτι μεν μηδενδς δντος σαφούς κριτηρίου κατ 
ανάγκην συναδηλεΐται και το αληθές, πασιν ήδη 
φανερόν εστιν- όμως δε και εξ επιμέτρου παρέσται 
δίδασκειν δτι καν μηδέν άντικρυς προς το κριτήριον 
λέγω μεν, ή περί αύτοΰ τ  άληθοΰς διάστασις ικανή 

S εστιν εις εποχήν ημάς καταστήσασθαι, και δν 
τρόπον μηδενός δντος εν τή φύσει των πραγμάτων 
ευθέος και στρεβλοΰ ουδέ κανών εστι δοκιμαστικός 
τούτων, καί μηδενός δντος βαρέος και κούφου σώ
ματος συναναιρεΐται ή τοΰ ζυγοΰ κατασκευή, ουτω 
μηδενός δντος άληθοΰς οΐχεται καί το τής αλήθειας 
κριτήριον. το δ’ δτι ούδέν εστιν αληθές ή φεΰδος 
240

BOOK II

T h e  difficulties that are usually stated by the Sceptics 1 
in order to abolish the criterion o f truth have now 
been reviewed by us in the treatise already com
pleted ; and after giving their account o f the investi
gation from the time of the early physicists down to 
the later philosophers, we promised, in addition to all 
this, to discuss separately the subject o f Truth itself. 
So now in fulfilling our promise let us consider first 
of all whether anything true exists.

I.— D oes anything T rue e x is t ?

That, if no clear criterion exists, Truth likewise is 2 
rendered non-evident is at once apparent to every
one ; none the less it will be possible for us to show 
also—by way of further confirmation—that, even if 
we assert nothing directly against the criterion, the 
dissension which exists about Truth itself is enough 
to drive us to a position o f suspended judgement; 
and just as, if nothing straight nor crooked exists in 3 
the nature o f things, neither does there exist a rule 
capable o f testing them ; and if  no heavy or light 
body exists, the construction o f the balance like
wise is abolished; so too, if nothing true exists, the 
criterion of truth also disappears. And the fact that 
there is nothing true or false—if we are to judge by
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δσον επί τοΐς τών δογματικών λόγοις, μάθοιμεν αν 
την yeyovvΐαν αύτοΐς περί τούτου διάστασιν προ-

4 τάξαντες. τω ν γάρ σκεφαμενων περί1 αληθούς
οι μεν ονδεν είναι φασιν αληθές οί δε είναι, και των  
είναι φαμενων οί μεν μόνα ελεξαν αληθή είναι τα  
νοητά, οί δε μόνα τά  αισθητά, οί δε κοινώς τά

6 αισθητά τε και νοητά. Ξ,ενιάδης μεν ονν 6 Κορίν- 
θιος, ώς άνώτερον ύπεδείκνυμεν, μηθεν είναι φησιν 
αληθές' τάχα 8e και Μόνιμος 6 κύων, τΰφον είπών 
τά πάντα, δπερ οϊησίς εστι τών ούκ δντων ώς

6 δντων. οί δε περί τον Πλάτωνα και Δημόκριτον 
μόνα τά  νοητά ύπενόησαν αληθή είναι, άλλ’ ό μεν 
Δημόκριτος διά το μηδέν ύποκεισθαι φύσει αισθη
τόν, τών τά  πάντα σνγκρινουσών ατόμων πάσης

7 αισθητής ποιότητος έρημον εχουσών φύσιν, ο δβ 
Πλάτων διά το γίγνεσθαι μεν αεί τά αισθητά 
μηδέποτε δε είναι, ποταμού δίκην ρεούσης τής 
ουσίας, ώστε ταντό μή δύο τούς ελάχιστους χρό
νους ύπομενειν, μηδε επιδεχεσθαι, καθάπερ ελεγε 
καί ο Άσκληπιάδης, δύο επιδείξεις διά την οξύτητα

8 τής ροής, οί δε περί τον ΑΙνησίδημον καθ’ ‘ Ηρά
κλειτον καί τον  *Επίκουρον επί τά  αισθητά κοινώς 
κατενεχθεντες εν εΐδει διεστησαν. οί μεν γάρ περί 
τον ΑΙνησίδημον λεγουσί τινα τών φαινομένων 
διαφοράν, καί φασί τούτων τά  μεν κοινώς πασι 
φαίνεσθαι τά δε ιδίως τινί, ών αληθή μεν είναι τά  
κοινώς πασι φαινόμενα φευδή δε τά μή τοιαϋτα ’ 
δθεν καί αληθές φερωνύμως είρήσθαι τό μή λήθον

1 wepl Ν, cj. Bekk.: om. cet., Bekk.
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the statements o f the Dogmatists—we shall learn 
when we have first set out the controversy which 
has arisen amongst them on this subject.—O f those 4 
who have inquired concerning Truth, some say that 
there is not, others that there is, something true ; 
and of the latter, some have said that only intelligibles 
are true, others that only sensibles, and others that 
both sensibles and intelligibles alike are true. Thus 5 
Xeniades the Corinthian,0 as we indicated above, 
declares that nothing is true ; and so also, perhaps, 
Monimus the Cynic when he said that “ All things 
are vanity”  6 (that is to say, a vain fancy that non- 
existents are existent). Plato and Democritus sup- 6 
posed that only intelligibles are true ; but whereas 
Democritus did so because nothing sensible exists 
by nature,1—since the atoms which compose all things 
possess a nature which is void of every sensible 
quality,—Plato did so because sensibles are always 7 
becoming and never being, as their substance keeps 
flowing like a river, so that it does not remain the 
same for two moments together, and (as Asclepiades 
said) does not admit of being pointed out twice owing 
to the speed with which it flows. Aenesidemus 8 
“  according to Heracleitus ”  c and Epicurus both alike 
fell back on sensibles but differed as to details. For 
Aenesidemus says that there is a difference in things 
apparent, and asserts that some of them appear to all 
men in common, others to one person separately, and 
of these such as appear to all in common are true, 
and the other sort false ; whence also that which does 
not escape the common knowledge is by derivation

* “  Vanity ”  (rO^os), or “  folly ”  (empty surmise) ; liter
ally “  smoke.”

• Cf. i. 349, P.H. i. 210 ff.
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9 την κοινήν γνώμην. 6 δε Επίκουρος τά  μεν 
αισθητά πάντα ελεγεν αληθή καί όντα. ον Βιήνεγκ€ 
γάρ αληθές είναι τι λεγειν ή ύπαρχον- ενθεν καί 
υπογραφών τάληθες καί φεΰΒος “  εστι ”  φησίν 

άλησες το  όντως εχον ως λεγεται εχειν, και 
ψενοος εστι φησι το ουχ ούτως εχον ως λέ

γεται εχειν.”  την τε αΐσθησιν αντιληπτικήν ούσαν 
των ύποπιπτόντων αυτή, καί μήτε άφαιροϋσάν τι 
μήτε προστιθεΐσαν μήτε μετατιθεϊσαν τώ  άλογον 
είναι, διά παντός τε άληθενειν καί οντω  το ον 
λαμβάνειν ώς είχε φυσεως αυτό εκείνο. πάντων 8ε 
των αισθητών αληθών όντων, τά  Βοξαστά Βιαφερειν 
καί τά  μεν αυτών είναι αληθή τά  8ε φευΒή, καθώς

10 πρότερον εΒείξαμεν. οι 8ε από τής στοάς λεγονσι 
μεν τών τε αισθητών τινά καί τώ ν νοητών αληθή, 
ούκ εξ ευθείας 8ε τά αισθητά, αλλά κατ αναφοράν 
την ώς επί τά παρακείμενα τούτοις νοητά, αληθές 
γάρ εστι κατ’ αυτούς τό ύπάρχον καί άντικείμενόν 
τινι, καί φεΰΒος τό μη ύπάρχον καί [μή] αντι
κείμενων τινι- οπερ άσώματον αξίωμα καθεστώς 
νοητόν εΐναι.

11 ’ΑΛΑ’ ή μεν πρώτη περί τάληθοϋς Βιαφωνία 
τοιαύτη τις ύπήρχεν ήν 8ε καί άλλη τις παρά 
τούτοις Βιάστασις, καθ' ήν οι μεν περί τώ  σημαινο- 
μενω τό αληθές τε καί φεΰΒος ύπεστήσαντο, οι δε 
περί τή φωνήI, οι δέ περί τή κινήσει τής Βιανοίας. 
καί Βή τής μεν πρώτης Βόξης προεστήκασιν οί από 
τής στοάς, τρία φάμενοι συζυγεΐν άλλήλοις, τό  τε 
σημαινόμενον καί τό σημαίνον καί τό τυγχάνον,

12 ών σημαίνον μεν εΐναι την φωνήν, οΐον την Αίων, 
σημαι νόμενον δε αυτό τό πράγμα τό ύπ' αυτής

«* i.e. ά-ληθ^=μη λήθον (“ not escaping notice ” ).
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termed “ true.” ® But Epicurus asserts that all 9 
sensibles are true and existent.6 For there is no 
difference between saying that a thing is “  true ”  and 
saying that it is “  subsisting.”  Hence too, in describ
ing truth and falsity, he says “  That is true which is 
in the state in which it is said to be,”  and “  False is 
that which is not in the state in which it is said to be.”  
And he says that sense, being perceptive o f the objects 
presented to it and neither subtracting nor adding 
nor transposing aught through being irrational, con
stantly reports truly and grasps the existent object as 
it really is by nature. And whereas all the sensibles 
are true, the opinables differ, and some of them are 
true, others false, as we showed before.® But the 10 
Stoics assert that some sensibles and some intelligibles 
are true, the sensibles, however, not directly so but 
by reference to the intelligibles associated with them. 
For according to them the True is “  that which sub
sists and is opposed to something,”  and the False 
“ that which is not subsistent and is opposed to some
thing ”  d ; and this being an incorporeal judgement is 
an intelligible.

Such, then, was the first disagreement about Truth ; 11 
but there was also another controversy, and in this 
some placed truth and falsity in the thing signified, 
others in the sound, others in the motion of the 
intellect. The champions of the first opinion were the 
Stoics who said that “  Three things are linked to
gether, the thing signified and the thing signifying 
and the thing existing ”  ; and of these the thing signi- 12 
fying is the sound (“ Dion,”  for instance); and the 
thing signified is the actual thing indicated thereby,

* Gf. i. 203 ff., 368 ; infra, 363 if. · Of. i. 210.
* For a discussion of these definitions see §§ 85, 88 ff.
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ούκ αληθεϊ μεν ούκ αν ειπειεν άπιστον γάρ εστι το 
τοιοΰτον. εί δε αληθεϊ, πόθεν δτι αληθές εστι τό 
άποδεικνύον τό είναι τι αληθές; εΐ μεν αύτόθεν,

16 εσται και αύτόθεν αυτό λεγειν μη είναι αληθές· εΐ 
δε εξ άποδείξεως, ζητηθήσεται πάλιν πώς δτι καί 
τοΰτο αληθές εστι, και όντως είς άπειρον, επει 
οδν ΐνα μάθωμεν δτι εστι τι αληθές, δει άπειρα προ- 
ληφθηναι, αδύνατον δ* εστιν άπειρα ληφθηναι, αδύνα
τον γίγνεται τό βεβαίως γνώναι δτι εστι τι αληθές.

17 Και μην εΐ εστι τι αληθές, ήτοι φαινόμενόν εστιν 
η άδηλον η κατά μεν τι φαινόμενόν κατά δε τι 
άδηλον, ούτε δε φαινόμενόν εστιν, ώς παραστή- 
σομεν, ούτε άδηλον, ώς δείξομεν, ούτε κατά μεν τι 
φαινόμενόν κατά δε τι άδηλον, ώς παραμυθησόμεθα·

18 ούκ άρα εστι τι αληθές, εί γάρ φαινόμενόν εστιν, 
ήτοι παν φαινόμενόν αληθές εστιν η τι φαινόμενόν 
αληθές εστιν. αλλά παν μεν φαινόμενόν ούκ εστιν 
αληθές· ουδέ γάρ τό καθ' ύπνους η τό κατά μανίαν 
προσπΐπτόν εστιν αληθές· επει δεήσει των φαινο
μένων πολλην εχόντων μάχην όμολογεΐν τά μσχό- 
μενα συνυπάρχειν και επ' ίσης αληθή καθεστάναι · 
δπερ εστιν άτοπον. τοίνυν ού παν φαινόμενόν

19 εστιν αληθές, εί δε τι μεν αληθές φαινόμενόν εστι 
τι δε φεΰδος, όφείλομεν εχειν κριτήριου είς διάγνω- 
σιν τοΰ τί εστιν αληθές φαινόμενου καί τί φεΰδος. 
τοϋτ οΰν τό κριτήριου ήτοι πασι φαινόμενόν εστιν 
ή άδηλον, καί εί μεν φαινόμενόν εστιν, επει ον παν 
φαινόμενου αληθές εστι, δεήσει και τοΰτο φαινό
μενου καθεστώς εξ άλλον φαινομένου δοκιμάζεσθαι, 
κάκεΐνο εκ διαφεροντος, καί ούτως είς άπειρον
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true, for such a proof is not to be trusted. And if it is 
by a true proof, whence comes it that the proof which 
proves that something is true is itself true ? If it is true 
of itself, it will be possible also to state as true of itself 
that truth does not exist; while if it is derived from 16 
proof, the question will again be asked “  How is it that 
this proof is true ? ”  and so on ad infinitum. Since, then, 
in order to learn that there is something true, an in
finite series must first be grasped, and it is not possible 
for an infinite series to be grasped, it is not possible 
to know for a surety that something true exists.

Moreover, if  anything true exists it is either 17 
apparent or non-evident or partly apparent and 
partly non-evident.a But it is neither apparent, as 
we shall establish, nor non-evident, as we shall prove, 
nor partly apparent and partly non-evident, as we 
shall demonstrate ; therefore, there does not exist 
anything true. For if  it is apparent, either every- 18 
thing apparent is true or something apparent is 
true. But everything apparent is not true (for what 
is experienced in sleep or in madness is not true) ; 
since otherwise, as things apparent are frequently 
conflicting, we should have to allow that conflicting 
things are alike real and are equally true, which is 
absurd. So, then, not every apparent thing is true. 
And if something apparent is true and something 19 
false, we ought to have a criterion for discerning 
which apparent thing is true and which false. This 
criterion,then, is either apparent to all or non-evident. 
But if it is apparent, since not every apparent thing 
is true, this too, being an apparent thing, will need to 
be tested by another apparent thing, and that again 
by a different one, and so we go on ad infinitum. And if 20

“ With §§ 17-31 cj Ρ.Ή. u. 88-93.
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20 εκπίπτομεν. εί δέ άδηλον, ούκ εσται μόνα τά 
φαινόμενα αληθή, άλλα και τά άδηλα, εί γάρ το 
εις την τοΰ φαινομένου πίστιν παραλαμβανόμενον 
άδηλον λαμβάνομεν, τι άδηλον οφείλει αληθές είναι’

21 ον γάρ δή γε φεύδει κρίνεται ταληθές, εί δε εστι 
τι άδηλον αληθές, ου μόνον τό φαινόμενόν εστιν 
αληθές, ώς άρχήθεν ύπέκειτο. εΐτα πόθεν ότι καί 
τό άδηλον τούτο αληθές εστιν; εί μεν γάρ αυτόθεν, 
εσται καί πάντα τά άδηλα των πραγμάτων αυτόθεν 
αληθή, εί δ ’ ώς άποδειχθέν, πάντως ή εξ άδηλου 
ή εκ φαινομένου άποδειχθεν εσται αληθές. καί εί 
μεν εξ άδηλου, εκείνο πάλιν εξ άλλου τίνος δεήσει 
κεκρίσθαι, καί το τρίτον εκ τετάρτου, καί ούτως εις

22 άπειρον' εί δε εκ φαινομένου, εις τον δι’ άλλήλων 
εκπεσουμεθα τρόπον, το μεν φαινόμενόν εξ άδηλου 
πιστουμενοι, το δε άδηλον άναστρόφως πάλιν εκ

23 τοΰ φαινομένου βεβαιοϋιπ·ες. άλλ’ εί μήτε παν
φαινόμενόν εστιν άληθες μήτε τι φαινόμενόν, ούδεν 
φαινόμενόν εστιν άληθες. καί μην ούδε [τό]1

24 άδηλον, πάλιν γάρ εί άδηλόν εστι τ  αληθές, ήτοι 
παν άδηλόν εστιν άληθες ή ού παν' ούτε δε παν 
άδηλόν εστιν άληθες ούτε τι άδηλον, ώς παρα- 
στήσομεν· ούκ άρα ούδε άδηλόν εστι τάληθές.3 ει 
γάρ παν άδηλον εστιν άληθες, πρώτον μεν εχρήν 
μη στασιάζειν τούς δογματικούς, οΐον τούς μεν εν 
εΐναι λέγοντας στοιχεΐον τούς δε δυο καί τούς μεν 
άριθμητά τούς δε άπειρα, ούδε τάς άλλήλων φευδο-

1 [ τ ό ]  om . mss.
* τά\-ηθέί KochaLsky: τι άληθέί mss., Bekk.
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it be non-evident, it is not the apparent things alone 
that will be true but the non-evident things as well. 
For if we accept the non-evident thing which is 
adopted for confirming the apparent thing, something 
non-evident must be true ; for assuredly the true is 
not judged by the false. But if something non- 21 
evident is true, not the apparent only is true, as 
was originally assumed. Further, how comes it that 
this non-evident thing is true ? For if it is so of 
itself, then all things which are non-evident will be 
true of themselves. But if it is so because o f proof, 
it will certainly be either by means o f a non-evident 
or by means of an apparent proof that it is proved to 
be true. And if it is by means of a non-evident proof, 
that in turn will need to be judged by means o f some 
other proof, and the third by a fourth, and so on 
ad infinitum. But if it is by means o f an apparent 22 
proof, we shall be wrecked on the fallacy o f circular 
reasoning, when we confirm the apparent by the 
non-evident, and again conversely establish the 
non-evident by means o f the apparent. But if 23 
neither every apparent thing is true nor something 
apparent, then nothing apparent is true.—Nor, 
indeed, is <the true) non-evident. For, again, if 24 
the true is non-evident, either everything non- 
evident is true, or not everything ; but neither is 
everything non-evident true nor something non- 
evident, as we shall establish ; therefore the true is 
not non-evident. For if everything non-evident is 
true, then, in the first place, the Dogmatists ought 
not to have quarrelled—some of them, for example, 
saying that there is one element, others two, some 
a definite number, others an infinite number,—nor 
ought they to have given the lie to one another’s
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25 ποιεΐν δόξας, παντός τε άδηλου αληθούς οντος 
εσται τά μαχόμενα αληθή, καθάπερ τό αρτίους 
εΐναι τούς αστέρας καί το περισσούς’ επ’ ίσης γάρ 
εστιν άδηλα, καί πάντα τά άδηλα εστιν αληθή, 
ονχί δε γε τά μαχόμενα δυναται είναι αληθή' ούκ

26 άρα πάντα τά άδηλά εστιν αληθή. καί μην ουδέ 
τινά των αδήλων εστιν αληθή, το γάρ τουτί μεν 
το άδηλον αληθές εΐναι τουτί δε ψευδός ήτοι αυτό- 
θεν λεγεται καί χωρίς κριτηρίου ή συν κριτηρίω. 
καί εί μεν εξ ετοίμου λεγεται, ούδεν εξομεν λεγειν

27 προς τον τουναντίον αληθές άποφαινόμενον. εί δε 
συν κριτηρίω, πάντως τούτο το κριτήριον ή φαινό- 
μενόν εστιν ή άδηλον, καί εί μεν φαινόμενόν εστι, 
φεΰδος εσται το άρχήθεν υποκείμενον, τό μόνον

28 αληθές εΐναι τό άδηλον, εΐτα καί τό ω κρίνομεν τό 
φαινόμενόν, πόθεν ότι αληθές εστιν; εί μεν αυτό- 
θεν, καί τό ότι ούκ εστιν αληθές αύτόθεν λεγόμενον 
εσται πιστόν· εί δε εκ φαινομένου, κάκεΐνο τό 
φαινόμενόν εξ άλλου ληφθήσεται φαινομένου, καί

29 μεχρις απείρου’ εί δε εξ άδηλου, 6 δι άλλήλων 
συστήσεται τρόπος, μήτε τό φαινόμενόν δυναμενων 
ημών εχειν πιστόν δίχα του αδήλου μήτε τό άδηλον 
βέβαιον χωρίς τοΰ φαινομένου, τοίνυν ουδέ τό 
άδηλον δυναται εΐναι αληθές.

30 Αείπεται άρα λεγειν τό κατά μεν τι φαινόμενόν 
κατά δε τι άδηλον αληθές(, δπερ εϋηθες) ,1 εί γάρ τό 
φαινόμενόν, καθό φαινόμενόν εστι, τοΰτο υποτιθέ
μεθα αληθές, ήτοι καθό παν φαινόμενόν εστιν αληθές

1 <, Strep e£bj0es> Kochalskyr <5trep άδύνα τον) cj. Bekk.
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opinions. And if everything non-evident is true, 25 
things which conflict will be true—for instance the 
statement that the stars are even in number and 
that they are odd ; for they are equally non-evident, 
and all non-evident things are true. But o f course 
conflicting things cannot be true ; therefore not all 
non-evident things are true.— Nor, again, are some 26 
non-evident things true. For the statement that 
this non-evident thing is true and that false is made 
either o f itself and without a criterion or with a 
criterion. And if it is so stated off-hand, we shall 
have no answer to make to him who declares that 
the opposite is true. But if it is stated with a 27 
criterion, certainly this criterion is either apparent or 
non-evident. And if it is apparent the original 
assumption that only the non-evident is true will be 
false. Furthermore, whence comes it that the cri- 28 
terion itself whereby we judge the apparent thing is 
true ? I f  it is so of itself, then the (opponent’s) state
ment that it is not true will also of itself be trust
worthy ; and if it is so because o f an apparent thing, 
then that apparent thing too will be derived from 
another apparent thing, and so on ad infinitum,; and if 29 
it is so because of a non-evident thing, the argument 
will take the form of circular reasoning, as we are 
neither able to count the apparent thing trustworthy 
apart from the non-evident nor the non-evident 
well-founded without the apparent. So, then, the 
non-evident cannot be true either.

It remains, therefore, to say that what is partly 30 
apparent and partly non-evident is true( ; but this 
is silly). For if we assume that this apparent thing, 
in so far as it is apparent, is true, we assume it to be 
true either in so far as every apparent thing, or in so
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υποτιθέμεθα αυτό αληθές, η καθο ού παν· καί εί τό 
άδηλον, καθδ άδηλόν έστιν, ύπόκειται αληθές, ήτοι 
καθο παν άδηλον αληθές έστιν ύπόκειται αληθές, 
η καθο ού παν. και λοιπόν τάς αντάς απορίας

31 έπισυνθησομεν. οθεν εί μήτε τό φαινόμενόν έστιν 
αληθές μήτε τό άδηλον μήτ€ τό κατά μέν τι φαινό- 
μενον κατά δέ τι άδηλον, άλλο δέ παρά ταΰτα ούδέν 
έστιν, έζ ανάγκης ονδέν έστιν αληθές.

32 Τ ινές δέ και την από του γενικωτάτου[, τοΰ όντος,]1 
έπάγουσιν απορίαν, τουτι γάρ πάντων μέν €στιν 
έπαναβφηκός γένος, αυτό δέ ούδενί έτέρω ύπέσταλ- 
κεν. ήτοι ουν άληθές έστι τοΰτο η φεΰδος ή άληθές

33 άμα και φεΰδος η οϋτ€ άληθές ούτε φεΰδος. και ει 
μέν άληθές έστι, πάντα γενησεται άληθη, παρόσον 
έστιν αύτοϋ είδη · καί δν τρόπον έπεί τό γένος των 
άνθρώπων άνθρωπός έστι, και οι έπ* είδους εισιν 
άνθρωποι, καί έπεί λογικός, πάντες οι επί μέρους 
είσί λογικοί, καί έπεί θνητός, ωσαύτως θνητοί, 
ούτως εί τό των πάντων γένος έστιν άληθές, αναγκη

34 καί πάντα τά οντα είναι άληθη. πάντων δέ οντων 
άληθων ούδέν εσται φεΰδος, φεύδους δέ μη οντος 
ουδέ άληθές τι γενησεται, ώς πρότερον ύπεμνησα- 
μεν, δεικνύντες έκάτερον τούτων κατά την ώς προς 
θάτερον σύμβλησιν νοούμενον. καί άλλως, πάντων 
δντων άληθων θησομεν τά μαχόμενα άληθη, τούτο 
δέ έστιν άτοπον. ού τοίνυν άληθές έστι τό γενικώ-

35 τατον. καί μην ούδέ φεΰδος διά τάς όμοιας
άπορίας. εί γάρ φεΰδος έστι, πάντα εσται τά μετ- 
έχοντα αύτοϋ φευδη' πάντα δέ αύτοϋ μετεγει τα

1 [ ,  τοΰ δντος, ] seel. Heintz. _______________
0 For this all-inclusive class, or highest category, of the 

Stoic logic (τό n , “ Something” ) see Vol. I. Introd. p. xxvi, 
With §§ 32-36 ef. P.H. ii. 86-87.
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far as not every such thing, is true ; and if the 
non-evident thing, in so far as it is non-evident, is 
assumed to be true, it is assumed to be true either 
in so far as every non-evident thing, or in so far as 
not every such thing, is true. And, for the rest, we 
shall continue to raise the same difficulties. Hence 31 
if neither the apparent thing is true nor the non- 
evident, nor that which is partly apparent and partly 
non-evident, and besides these no other alternative 
exists, then of necessity nothing is true.

Some people also bring up the difficulty about the 32 
summurn genu$.a For this is a genus which stands 
above all others and is itself subordinate to no other. 
This, then, is either true or false or at once both true 
and false or neither true nor false. And if it is true, 33 
all things will be true, inasmuch as they are particular 
specimens o f i t ; and just as, because the genus of 
men is Man, the particulars are men, and because it 
is Rational, all the individuals are rational, and 
because it is Mortal, they likewise are mortal;—so 
too, if the all-inclusive genus is True, all existing 
things will necessarily be true also. And if all things 34 
are true, nothing will be false, and if  there exists 
nothing false neither will there be anything true, as we 
pointed out above 6 when we showed that each of 
these opposites is conceived as in correlation with the 
other. Besides, if  all things are true we shall be 
affirming that conflicting things are true, and this 
is absurd. So then the summum genus is not true.— 35 
Nor indeed is it false, because of the like difficulties. 
For if it is false, all things that partake o f it will be 
false; but all things, both corporeal and incorporeal,

* Cf. i. 395.

255



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

re σώματα καί τα άσώματα· πάντα άρα γενησεται 
ψευδή. τω  δε πάντα είναι ψευδή αΐ άνάλογον

36 άπορίαι άκολουθήσονσιν. λείπεται ονν αληθές
άμα και ψευδός λέγειν αντο είναι, η οΰτε αληθές ούτε 
ψεύδος, ο χείρον earn των πρότερον -αποδεδειγ
μένων διά το ακόλουθεΐν τουτω το πάντα τα επι 
μέρους αληθή άμα και ψευδή ή οΰτε αληθή οΰτε 
ψευδή γίνεσθαΐ' δπερ εστϊν άτοπον. ου τοίνυν εστι 
τι αληθές.

37 Και μην τό αληθές ήτοι των κατά διαφοράν και 
φύσει εστϊν ή των πρός τι· ούδέν δε τούτων έστίν, 
ώς παραστήσομεν' ουκ άρα εστι τάληθές. κατα 
διαφοράν μέν οΰν και φύσει ούκ εστι τάληθές 
παρόσον τό κατά διαφοράν και φύσει υποκείμενον 
ωσαύτως τους ομοίως διακειμένους κινεί, οΐον το 
θερμόν ου πρός άλλον μέν εστι θερμόν πρός άλλον 
δε ψυχρόν, αλλά πρός πάντας τους ωσαύτως διακει-

38 μένους θερμόν, τό δε αληθές ούχ ομοίως πάντας 
κινεί, αλλά ταύτόν ώς μέν πρός τόνδε άληθές είναι 
φαίνεται, ώς δε πρός έτερον ψεύδος, ούκ άρα των 
κατά διαφοράν και φύσει υποκειμένων εστι ταληθες.

εί δε των πρός τι εστϊν, επεϊ τά πρός τι νοείται 
μόνον, ούχϊ δε και ύπάρχει, πάντως και τάληθές

39 επινοητόν έσται μόνον, ούχ υπάρξει δε. και άλλως, 
εί των πρός τι εστι τδ άληθές, έσται το αύτο 
άληθές άμα και ψεύδος· ώς γάρ τό αύτό δεξιόν τε 
και άριστερόν εστι, πρός τωδε μεν δεξιόν προς 
τωδε δε άριστερόν, και δν τρόπον τό αύτό άνω και 
κάτω λέγεται, άνω μέν ώς πρός τό υποκείμενον 
κάτω δε ώς πρός τό ύπερκείμενον, οΰτω ταύτό 
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partake of i t ; all things, therefore, will be false 
And analogous difficulties will follow on the statement 
that all things are false.— It remains, then, to say 36 
that it is at once both true and false or that it is 
neither true nor false. But thi  ̂ is worse than the 
alternatives already stated, because it results from 
this that all the particulars are at once both true 
and false, or neither true nor false, which is absurd, 
There does not, then, exist anything true.

Again, the true is either an absolute ° and natural 37 
thing or a relative thing ; but it is neither of these, 
as we shall establish ; therefore the true does not 
exist. The true does not exist absolutely and by 
nature inasmuch as what subsists absolutely and by 
nature moves those who are in a like condition in the 
same way—the hot, for instance, is not hot to one 
man and cold to another but hot to all who are in the 
same condition. But the true does not move all alike, 38 
but the same thing in relation to this man seems 
to be true, but in relation to that other man false. 
Therefore the true does not belong to the class o f 
things which subsist absolutely and by nature.—And 
if it belongs to the class of things relative, then, since 
relatives are only conceived and have no real exist
ence, the true also will certainly be only a concept 
and will not really exist. Besides, if  the true is a 39 
relative thing, the same thing will be at once both 
true and false ; for just as the same thing is both right 
and left—right relatively to this object, left relatively 
to that,—and just as the same thing is said to be both 
above and beneath—above relatively to what lies 
below it, and beneath relatively to what lies above

a Literally, “  (existing) differentially,”  having a distinct 
and independent existence; cf. P.H. i. 37; §§161 ff. infra.
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τε σώματα καί τα άσώματα' πάντα άρα γενήσεται 
ψευδή. τω  δε πάντα είναι ψευδή αί άνάλογον

36 άπορίαι άκολουθήσουσιν. λείπεται ουν αληθές 
άμα και ψεύδος λεγειν αυτό είναι, ή ούτε αληθές ούτε 
ψεύδος, δ χείρον εστι των πρότερον ύποδεδειγ- 
μενων διά τό άκολουθεΐν τούτω το πάντα τά επι 
μέρους αληθή άμα και ψευδή η ούτε αληθή ούτε 
ψευδή γίνεσθαΐ' δπερ εστιν άτοπον. ου τοίνυν εστι 
τι αληθές.

37 Και μην τό αληθές ήτοι των κατά δια φοράν και 
φύσει εστιν ή των προς τι* ούδεν δε τούτων εστιν, 
ώς παραστήσομεν· ούκ άρα εστι τάληθες. κατά 
διαφοράν μεν ούν και φύσει ούκ εστι τάληθες 
παρόσον τό κατά διαφοράν και φύσει υποκείμενον 
ωσαύτως τούς ομοίως διακειμενους κινεί, οΐον τό 
θερμόν ού προς άλλον μεν εστι θερμόν προς άλλον 
δέ ψυχρόν, αλλά προς πάντα? τούς ωσαύτως διακει-

38 μένους θερμόν, τό δε αληθές ούχ ομοίως πάντα? 
κινεί, αλλά ταύτόν ώς μεν προς τόνδε αληθές είναι 
φαίνεται, ώς δε προς ετερον ψεύδος, ούκ άρα των 
κατά διαφοράν και φύσει υποκείμενων εστι τάληθες.

εί δε των πρός τι εστιν, επει τά πρός τι νοείται 
μόνον, ούχι δε και ύπαρχει, πάντως και τάληθες

39 επι νοητόν εσται μόνον, ούχ υπάρξει δε. και άλλως, 
εί των πρός τι εστι τό αληθές, εσται τό αυτό 
αληθές άμα και ψεύδος· ώ? γάρ τό αυτό δεξιόν τε 
και άριστερόν εστι, πρός τωδε μεν δεξιόν πρός 
τώδε δε άριστερόν, και δν τρόπον τό αυτό άνω και 
κάτω λεγεται, άνω μεν ώς πρός τό υποκείμενον 
κάτω δε ώς πρός τό ύπερκείμενον, οΰτω ταύτό 
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partake of i t ; all things, therefore, will be false 
And analogous difficulties will follow on the statement 
that all things are false.— It remains, then, to say 36 
that it is at once both true and false or that it is 
neither true nor false. But thi  ̂ is worse than the 
alternatives already stated, because it results from 
this that all the particulars are at once both true 
and false, or neither true nor false, which is absurd, 
There does not, then, exist anything true.

Again, the true is either an absolute 0 and natural 37 
thing or a relative thing ; but it is neither of these, 
as we shall establish ; therefore the true does not 
exist. The true does not exist absolutely and by 
nature inasmuch as what subsists absolutely and by 
nature moves those who are in a like condition in the 
same way—the hot, for instance, is not hot to one 
man and cold to another but hot to all who are in the 
same condition. But the true does not move all alike, 38 
but the same thing in relation to this man seems 
to be true, but in relation to that other man false. 
Therefore the true does not belong to the class of 
things which subsist absolutely and by nature.—And 
if it belongs to the class o f things relative, then, since 
relatives are only conceived and have no real exist
ence, the true also will certainly be only a concept 
and will not really exist. Besides, if the true is a 39 
relative thing, the same thing will be at once both 
true and false ; for just as the same thing is both right 
and left—right relatively to this object, left relatively 
to that,—and just as the same thing is said to be both 
above and beneath—above relatively to what lies 
below it, and beneath relatively to what lies above

0 Literally, “ (existing) differentially,”  having a distinct 
and independent existence; cf. P.H. i. 37; §§ 161 ff. infra.
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αληθές άμα καί ψευδός εροϋμεν. καί εί τούτο, ού 
μάλλον αληθές γενησεται η ψεύδος, ού μην αληθές.

40 Δυνάμει δε καί 6 Α Ινησίδημος τάς όμοιοτρόπους 
κατά τον τόπον απορίας τίθησιν. εί yap εστι τι 
αληθές, ήτοι αισθητόν εστιν η νοητόν εστιν, η καί 
νοητόν εστι καί αισθητόν εστιν. [η] ούτε δε1 αίσθητόν 
εστιν ούτε νοητόν εστιν, ούτε τό συναμφότερον, ώς

41 παρασταθησεται· ούκ άρα εστι τι αληθές, οτι μεν 
ουν ούκ εστιν αίσθητόν, ούτως επιλογ ιού μέθα, των 
αισθητών τα μεν εστι γένη τά δε είδη, καί γένη 
μεν αί ενδιηκουσαι εν τοΐς κατά μέρος κοινότητες, 
ώς άνθρωπος ό διά των κατά μέρος ανθρώπων 
πεφοιτηκώς καί Ιππος ό διά των κατά μέρος Ιππων, 
εΐδη δε αί καθ' έκαστον ιδιότητες, ώς Δίωνος,

42 Θεωνος, των άλλων, εΐπερ ούν αισθητόν εστι τό 
αληθές, καί τούτο πάντως κοινόν (ον)2 * * πλειόνων η 
εν ίδιότητι κείμενον εσται [αίσθητόν τό αληθές]·8 
ούτε δε κοινόν εστιν ούτε εν ίδιότητι κείμενον· ούκ

43 άρα αίσθητόν εστι τό αληθές. ετι ον τρόπον τό
μεν ορατόν δράσει ληπτόν εστι, τό δε άκουστον 
ακοή γνώριμόν εστι, τό δε όσφρητόν όσφρησει, 
ούτω καί τό αίσθητόν κοινώς αίσθήσει γνωρίζεται, 
ού γνωρίζεται δε κοινώς αίσθησεί' η γάρ αΐσθησις 
άλογός εστιν, καί τό αληθές ούκ άλόγως γνωρι-

44 ζεται. ούκ άρα αίσθητόν τό αληθές. καί μην
ούδε νοητόν εστιν, επεί ούδεν εσται τών αισθητών 
αληθές· δ πάλιν άτοπον. ήτοι γάρ πάσι κοινώς 
εσται νοητόν η τισίν ιδίως, ούτε δε πασι κοινώς

45 οΐόν τε είναι νοητόν τό αληθές ούτε τισίν ιδίως· τό

1 δί Ν : om. cet., Bekk.: |ί}] seel. Kochalsky.
2 <βι*> cj. Bekk. (et <ήr o i >  ante κοινόν).

* [α1σ0. . . . d\yMs] seel. Kochalsky (τό άληθίί seel. Bekk.).
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it,—so we shall call the same thing both true and 
false. And if so, it will be no more α true than false, 
and certainly not true.

Aenesidemus, too, virtually states difficulties o f a 40 
similar kind regarding this topic. I f anything true 
exists it is either sensible or intelligible or both in
telligible and sensible. But it is neither sensible nor 
intelligible nor both at once, as shall be established ; 
therefore there does not exist anything true. Now 41 
that it is not sensible, we shall argue in this way :—
Of things sensible some are genera, some particulars, 
and genera are the common qualities which pervade 
the particulars—as Man is that which ranges through 
the particular men, and Horse through the particular 
horses,—whereas particulars are the separate in
dividual qualities—of Dion, Theon, and the rest. If, 42 
then, the true is sensible, it too will either be the 
common property of many or it will constitute an 
individual quality; but it is neither a common nor 
an individual property; therefore the true is not 
sensible.—Again, just as the visible object is per- 43 
ceptible by vision, and the audible is known by hear
ing, and the odorable by smell, so too what is sensible 
is known by sense in general. But the true is not 
known by sense in general, for sense is irrational and 
the true is not known irrationally. Therefore the 
true is not sensible.—Nor, indeed, is it intelligible, 44 
for if  so none o f the sensibles will be true ; and this 
again is absurd. For either it will be intelligible to 
all in common or to some separately. But the true 
is not capable of being intelligible either to all in 
common or to some separately ; for it is impossible 45

“ For the Sceptic formula “  No more”  see P.H. i. 188 IF.
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τε γάρ κοινώς πάσι νοεΐσθαι αδύνατον, το τε ιδίως 
τινί η τισίν άπιστον και μάχιμον, ουδέ νοητόν άρα 
έστί τό αληθές. άλλα μην ουδέ αισθητόν άμα
και νοητόν, ήτοι γάρ παν αισθητόν και παν νοητόν

46 αληθές έστιν η τι αισθητόν και τι νοητόν, άλλα τό 
μέν φάσκειν παν αισθητόν καϊ παν νοητόν άληθές 
εΐναι των άμηχάνων' μάχεται γα,ρ τα αισθητά τοΐς 
αίσθητοΐς και τα νοητά τοΐς νοητοις και εναλλάξ 
τά αισθητά τοΐς νοητοις [και τά νοητά τοΐς αισθη· 
τοί?], και δεησει πάντων άληθών οντων τό αυτό 
είναι καί μη είναι, άληθές τε νπάρχειν καί φεΰδος. 
τι δε αισθητόν άληθές καί τί νοητόν άληθές άζιοΰν

47 πάλιν των άπορων· ζητείται γάρ τί τοΰτο. καί 
άλλως άκόλουθόν έστιν η πάντα λέγειν άληθη η 
πάντα λέγειν φευδη τά αισθητά* επ' ίσης γάρ έστιν 
αισθητά, καί ού τό μέν μάλλον τό δέ ήττον, καί 
τά νοητά πάλιν έπ* ‘ίσης έστί νοητά, καί ού το μεν 
μάλλον τό δέ έλαττον. ού πάντα δέ τά αισθητά 
λέγεται άληθη, ούδέ πάντα φευδη' ούκ άρα έστι 
τι άληθές.

48 Ναι, άλλ* ού καθό φαίνεται ή άλήθεια, κατ 
άλλην δέ αιτίαν λαμβάνεται. τις οΰν έστιν αΰτη 
η αιτία; θέτωσαν εις τό μέσον οι δογματικοί, ΐνα 
η εις συγκατάθεσιν ημάς έπισπάσηται η εις φυγήν

49 άποτρέφηται. εΐτα τούτην αύτην την αιτίαν πώς 
λαμβάνουσιν; ώς φαινομένην αύτοΐς η ώς μη 
φαινομένην; ει μέν ώς φαινομένην, φεύδονται 
λέγοντες την άληθειαν μη ύπάρχειν καθο φαίνεται' 
εί δ’ ώς μη φαινομένην, πώς τό μη φαινόμενον

50 αύτοΐς είληφασιν ; έζ αύτοΰ η Βι άλλου; και εζ 
αύτού μέν άδύνατον' ούδέν γάρ μη φαινόμενον εζ
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for it to be thought by all in common, and it becomes 
untrustworthy and debatable if thought by one or 
more persons separately. Therefore the true is not 
intelligible either.— Nor yet is it at once both sensible 
and intelligible. For either everything sensible and 
everything intelligible is true or something sensible 
and something intelligible. But to assert that every- 46 
thing sensible and everything intelligible is true is 
a thing impracticable ; for sensibles conflict with 
sensibles and intelligibles with intelligibles, and con
versely sensibles with intelligibles ; and, if  all things 
are true, it will necessarily follow that the same thing 
both is and is not existent, and that it is both true and 
false. Nor again is it feasible to hold that something 
sensible is true and something intelligible true ; for 47 
this is the point at issue. And besides it is logically 
consistent either to say that all sensibles are true or to 
say that all are false; for sensibles are on an equality, 
not one more and one less sensible, and intelligibles 
again are equally intelligible and not one more and 
one less intelligible. But not all sensibles are termed 
true, nor all false; therefore there is not anything true.

“  Yes, but the truth is perceived not in so far as it 48 
appears but owing to another cause.”  What, then, 
is this cause ? Let the Dogmatists state it openly 
so that it may either attract us to assent or repel us 
to avoidance. Further, how do they perceive this 49 
cause itself ? As appearing to them or as not appear
ing ? I f  as appearing, they lie when they say that 
truth does not exist in so far as it appears ; but if as 
not appearing, how have they perceived what is not 
appearing to them ? Through itself or by means of 
another ? To perceive it through itself is impossible, 60 
for nothing which does not appear is perceptible

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 46-50
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αύτοΰ ληπτόν εστιν· εί δε δι άλλον, εκείνο πάλιν 
πότερον φαινόμενόν εστιν ή μη φαινόμενόν; και 
ούτως εις άπειρον οιχομενης της ζητήσεως άν- 
εύρετον γίνεται το αληθές.

51 Τί οΰν; το πεΐθον ημάς, το πιθανόν ρητεον 
αληθές, οποίαν ποτέ αν εχη ουσίαν, είτε αισθητήν 
είτε νοητήν είτε το συναμφότερον, αισθητήν άμα

52 και νοητην. άλλα και τούτο των απόρων. ei γάρ 
το πιθανόν αληθές εστιν, επει ού το αυτό παντας 
πείθει ούδε διά παντός τούς αυτούς, δώσομεν το 
αυτό και ύπαρχειν και μη ύπαρχειν και το αυτδ 
αληθές άμα είναι και φεΰδος· ή μεν γάρ πείθει 
τινάς, αληθές εστι και ύπαρχον, fj δε ετερους ου 
πείθει, φεΰδος και ανύπαρκτον, αδύνατον δε γε το 
αυτό και είναι και μη είναι, αληθές τε ύπαρχε ιν και

53 φεΰδος' τοίνυν ούδε τό πιθανόν εστιν αληθές, 
εκτός εΐ μη τι τό πολλούς πεΐθον, τοΰτ εροΰμεν 
αληθές· τό γοΰν μέλι πολλούς μεν πεΐθον ύγιαίνον- 
τας ώς γλυκύ, και ενα μη πεΐθον ικτερικόν, αληθώς 
λεγομεν γλυκύ, δπερ ην ληρώδες. όταν γάρ περί 
αλήθειας σκεπτώμεθα, τότε ούκ εις τό πλήθος των 
συμφωνούντων δει άποβλεπειν άλλ’ εις τάς δια
θέσεις. μια δε διαθεσει κεχρηται 6 νόσων και μια

64 κατασκευή πάντες οι ύγιαίνοντες. ού μάλλον οΰν 
τήδε τή διαθεσει ή τήδε πιστευτεον εστιν, επει 
άναστρόφως ύποτεθεντος του πολλούς μεν πικρά- 
ζεσθαι ύπό του μέλιτος οΐον πυρεσσοντας, ενα δε 
γλυκάζεσθαι τον ύγιαίνοντα, πάντως ακολουθήσει 
πικρόν λεγειν τό μελί' δπερ άτοπον. τοινυν ως * •

“ For this Academic term cf. i. 174 ff.
* C f P.H. i. 101.

• Cf. i. 333 ; P.H. ii. 44.
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through itself; while if it is by means of another, is 
this in turn appearing or not appearing ? And as 
the inquisition thus proceeds ad infinitum, the true 
becomes undiscoverable.

What then ? Is that which persuades us, “  the prob- 61 
able,” 0 to be termed “ true ”  whatever be the nature 
it possesses, whether sensible or intelligible or a com
bination of both sensible and intelligible at once ? 
But neither is this feasible. For if the probable is δ2 
true, then because the same thing does not convince 
all men nor the same men always, we shall be grant
ing that the same thing both does and does not exist, 
and that the same thing is at once both true and 
false ; for in so far as it convinces some it will be true 
and existent, but in so far as it does not convince 
others it will be false and non-existent. But it is im
possible that the same thing should both exist and 
not exist, and be both true and false ; so, then, the 63 
probable is not true either. That is, unless we shall 
declare that what convinces many is true; thus, 
honey,6 which convinces many healthy people of its 
sweetness but does not convince one man who suffers 
from jaundice, we truly describe as sweet. But this 
is nonsensical. For when we are investigating truth 
we ought not to pay regard to the numbers o f those 
who are in agreement but to their conditions. And 
the diseased person is in one condition, and all the 
healthy persons in one bodily state.® One ought not, 54 
then, to trust the one condition more than the other, 
since if we assume, conversely, that many get a bitter 
taste from the honey (feverish people, for instance), 
while one man who is healthy gets a sweet taste, it 
will certainly follow that we must call the honey 
bitter, which is absurd. As, then, in this case we set
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ενθάδε 7ταρεντες την κατά το πλήθος μαρτυρίαν 
ούδεν ήσσον γλυκύ φαμεν το μέλι, ούτω και όταν 
πολλοί γλυκάζωνται εις δε πικράζηται, παρεντες 
το διά πλήθος των ούτω πασχόντων γλυκύ καλειν 
το μέλι, άλλως τάληθες εξετάζωμεν.

66 Α ί μεν καθόλου άπορίαι περί του αληθούς τοιαΰ- 
ταί τινες είσιν ακολούθως δε ελθωμεν και επί τάς 
κατά μέρος. καί δή τούς μεν πάντα λέγοντας 
ψευδή εδείζαμεν πρόσθεν περιτρεπομενους. εί γαρ 
πάντ' εστί ψευδή, ψεύδος εσται καί το “  πάντ* εστί 
ψευδή,”  εκ πάντων ύπάρχον. ψεύδους δε οντος 
τού “  πάντ* εστί ψευδή,”  το αντικείμενου αύτω 
αληθές εσται, το “  ου πάντ* εστί ψευδή.”  εί άρα 

66 ττάντ* εστί ψευδή, ού πάντ* εστί ψευδή, οι δε περί 
τον Δημόκριτον καί Πλάτωνα αθετούντες μεν τάς 
αισθήσεις, άναιρούντες δε τά αισθητά, μόνοις δ 
επόμενοι τοΐς νοητοις, συγχεουσι τά πράγματα, και 
ού μόνον την των ον των αλήθειαν σαλεύουσιν άλλα 
καί την επίνοιαν αυτών, πάσα γάρ νόησις απο 
αίσθήσεως γίνεται ή ού χωρίς αίσθήσεως, καί η 

57 άπό περιπτώσεως ή ούκ άνευ περιπτώσεως. όθεν 
ουδέ τάς λεγομενας ψευδείς φαντασίας, οΐον τάς 
καθ' ύπνους ή τάς κατά μανίαν, εύρήσομεν άπηρτη- 
μενας των διά τής αίσθήσεως κατά περίπτωσιν 
ήμΐν εγνωσμένων, καί γάρ ό κατά μανίαν 'Έ,ρινύας 
αύτω άναπλάσσων.

τάς αιματώδεις καί δρακοντώδεις κόρας

εκ των πεφηνότων αύτω σύνθετον μορφήν νοεί" 
ωσαύτως δε 6 πτηνόν άνθρωπον καθ' ύπνους
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aside the evidence o f the multitude and none the les3 
declare honey to be sweet, so also when many taste it 
sweet and one tastes it bitter, let us give up calling 
honey sweet because o f the numbers of those who 
experience it as such, and let us investigate the truth 
in another way.

O f some such kind are the general difficulties 55 
raised about "  the true ”  : let us pass on next to the 
particular difficulties. Now as to those who assert 
that all things are false, we proved above a that they 
are confuted. F or if all things are false, the statement 
“  All things are false,”  being one of the “  all things,”  
will be false. And if  the statement “  All things are 
false ”  is false, its contradictory, “  Not all things are 
false,”  will be true. Therefore, if  all things are 
false, not all things are false. And Democritus and 55 
Plato,6 by rejecting the senses and abolishing 
sensibles and following intelligibles only, throw 
things into confusion and shake to pieces not only 
the truth o f existing things but even the conception 
of them. For every thought occurs either owing to 
sensation or not apart from sensation, and either 
owing to experience or not without experience. 
Hence we shall find that not even the so-called false 57 
presentations—such as those in dreams or madness— 
are detached from things known to us by experience 
through sense. And in fact when the hero in his 
madness imagines as his Furies

Maids shaped like dragons and all blood-besprent,· 
he is conceiving a shape compounded of things that 
have appeared to his senses. And in the same way 
he who in his sleep dreams of a winged man does not

• Cf. i. 390, 398. b Cf. §§ 6 ff.
• Eurip. Orest. 256.
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όνε ιροπολου μένος ου δίχα τοΰ πτηνόν τι εωρακεναι
68 και άνθρωπον όνειροπολεΐται. και καθόλου ούδεν 

εστιν εΰρεΐν κατ' επίνοιαν ο μή εχει τι? αύτω κατά 
περίπτωσιν εγνωσμενον. τούτο γάρ ή κατά ομοιό
τητα των εν περιπτώσει πεφηνότων ληφθήσεται ή 
κατά παρανξησιν ή κατά μείωσιν ή κατ’ επισυν-

59 θεσιν. καθ' ομοιότητα μεν οΰν οΐον όταν άπο τής 
θεωρηθείσης Σω κράτους είκόνος τον μη εω ραμένο ν 
Σωκράτην επινοώμεν, κατά παραυξησιν δε οται> 
άπδ τοΰ κοινοΰ ανθρώπου κινούμενοι νοώμεν οΐον 
δς ούκ εώκει

άνδρί γε σιτοφάγιρ άλλα ρίω ύλήεντι 
ύφηλών όρεων,

60 κατά μείωσιν δε επειδάν συνελόντες πάλιν το 
μεγεθος τοΰ κοινοΰ ανθρώπου νόησιν λαμβάνωμεν 
πυγμαίου, κατ’ επισυνθεσιν δε δταν από ανθρώπου 
και Ιππου τον μηδέποτε ύποπεπτωκότα ήμΐν 
'ΙπποΚένταυρον νοώμεν. πάσης οΰν επίνοιας προ- 
ηγεΐσθαι δει την διά τής αίσθήσεως περίπτωσιν, και 
διά t o u t ’  αναιρούμενων των αισθητών εξ ανάγκης

61 συναναιρεΐται πάσα νόησις. δ τε λεγων πάντ 
εΐναι τά φαινόμενα φευδή και ότεή μόνα ύπάρχειν 
τά νοητά, τοΰτ ’ εστι κατ' αλήθειαν, ήτοι φάσει 
μόνον χρώμενος τοΰτ' ερεΐ ή και άποδεικνυς. αλλά 
φάσει μεν λεγων φάσει επισχεθήσεται, άπόδειξιν

62 δε παραλαμβάνειν πειρώμενος περιτραπήσεται. ή 
γάρ φαινομενω τινί διδάξει το ετεή μόνα εΐναι τά 
νοητά ή άδήλω. ούτε δε φαινομενω τοΰτο διδάξει,

β Homer, Od. ix. 191, describing the Cyclops.
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dream so without having seen some winged thing and 
a man. And in general it is impossible to find in 63 
conception anything which one does not possess as 
known by experience. For such a thing will be grasped 
either by way of resemblance to things which have 
been presented in experience, or by way of enlarge
ment thereof, or o f diminution, or o f composition. 
Thus, by way of resemblance, as when because of the 59 
likeness of Socrates which has been seen we conceive 
Socrates who has not been seen ; and by way of 
enlargement, when starting from the common man 
we move on to a conception of one of such a kind that 
he was

Less like a corn-eating man than a forest-clad peak of the 
mountains

Towering high; a
and by way of diminution, when, on the contrary, we 60 
decrease the size o f the common man and grasp a 
conception of the pygmy ; and by way of composition, 
when from man and horse we derive the conception 
o f a thing we have never perceived—the Hippo- 
centaur. Every conception, then, must be preceded 
by experience through sense, and on this account if 
sensibles are abolished all conceptual thought is 
necessarily abolished at the same time.—Further, he 61 
who declares that all apparent things are false and 
that only intelligibles exist “  in sooth ”—that is, in 
truth—will, in saying so, either use mere assertion or 
will prove it. But if he is stating it by assertion he 
will be checked by assertion, and if he tries to adduce 
proof he will be overthrown. For he will show that 62 
only intelligibles exist “  in sooth ”  by means o f 
either an apparent thing or a non-evident. But he 
will show this neither by an apparent thing, for such
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ου γαρ υπάρχει, ούτε άδήλω, εκ φαινομένου γάρ 
οφείλει προπεπιστώσθαι τό άδηλον, ου τοίνυν 
υγιής εστιν ή στάσις των περί Δημόκριτόν τε και 
Πλάτωνα.

63 * *0 δε ’Επίκουρος ελεγε μεν πάντα τα αισθητά 
είναι αληθή, και πάσαν φαντασίαν από ύπάρχοντος 
είναι, και τοιαυτην όποιον εστι τό κινούν την 
αισθησιν, πλανάσθαι δε τούς τινάς μεν των φαντα
σιών λέγοντας αληθείς τινάς δε ψευδείς παρά τό μή 
δυνασθαι χωρίζειν δόξαν από εναργείας. επι γοΰν 
του Όρεστου, δτε εδόκει βλεπειν τάς Έρινύας, ή 
μεν αϊσθησις ύπ* ειδώλων κινούμενη αληθής ήν 
(ύπεκειτο γάρ τά είδωλα), 6 δε νους οϊόμενος ότι

64 στερεμνιοί είσιν Έρινύες εψευδοδόξει. και άλλως, 
φησίν, οι προειρημένοι των φαντασιών διαφοράν 
είσάγοντες ούκ ίσχύουσι πιστώσασθαι τό τινάς μεν 
αυτών αληθείς ύπάρχειν τινάς δε ψευδείς· ούτε γάρ 
φαινομενω διδάξουσι τό τοιοΰτον, ζητείται γάρ τά 
φαινόμενα, ούτε άδήλω, διά φαινομένου γάρ οφείλει

65 τό άδηλον άποδείκνυσθαι. τοιαΰτα δη λεγων 6 
* Επίκουρος άκων εις την ομοίαν εκπεπτωκεν 
απορίαν. εί γάρ ομολογεί τών φαντασιών τάς μεν 
από στερεμνίων γίνεσθαι σωμάτων τάς δε από 
ειδώλων, και δίδωσι τό μεν τι είναι ενάργειαν τό 
δε δόξαν, ζητώ πώς κρίνει τάς από στερεμνίου 
σώματος φαντασίας και τάς από ειδώλου προσ- 
πιπτούσας; ούτε γάρ εναργεία, ζητείται γάρ, ούτε 
δόξη, δι εναργείας γάρ οφείλει πεπιστώσθαι.

66 άλλως τε και άτοπος εστιν εκ τών μάλλον ζητού
μενων τά ήττον ζητούμενα δεικνύναι πειρώμενος·

• i.e. according to his own original assumption.
* Cf. Eurip. Orest. 255.
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does not exist,® nor by a non-evident, for the non- 
evident must be confirmed beforehand by an 
apparent. So, then, the view of Democritus and 
Plato is not logically sound.

Epicurus asserted that “  All sensibles are true and 63 
every presentation is o f a real object and is of the 
same kind as is the object which excites the sensation, 
and those who say that some presentations are true, 
others false, are led astray owing to their inability to 
separate opinion from clear evidence. Thus in the 
case of Orestes, when he fancied he saw the Furies,6 
his sense excited by images0 was true (for the images 
really existed), but his mind, in thinking that the 
Furies were solid, formed a false opinion. And 64 
besides,”  he says, “  the persons mentioned above, 
when introducing a difference in the presentations, 
are not capable o f confirming the view that some of 
them are true, others false. For neither by means of 
an apparent thing will they prove such a statement, 
since it is apparent things that are in question, nor 
yet by a non-evident, since the non-evident must 
needs be proved by means o f an apparent.”  In 65 
saying this Epicurus has unwittingly fallen into a 
similar difficulty. For if he allows that some 
presentations come from solid bodies and others from 
images, and grants that clear evidence is one thing, 
opinion another, how, I ask, does he distinguish the 
presentations which occur from a solid body and those 
from an image ? For he can do so neither by 
evidence, this being in question, nor by opinion, for 
this must be confirmed by means o f evidence. 
Besides, it is absurd of him to try to prove the less 66 
questionable things by the more questionable. For

* Cf. i. 209 n.; Vol. I. Introd. p. xxiii; Lucret. iv. 34 ff.
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ημών γάρ σκεπτο μενών περί της των φαινομένων 
πίστεως, αυτός την περί των ειδώλων τερατο- 
λογουμενην καί μυθώδη δόξαν επεισάγει.

67 Και μην ουδέ τοΐς στωικοΐς εύοδεΐ 6 λόγος· 
θελουσι μεν γάρ των τε αισθητών καί νοητών είναι 
διαφοράν, καθ' ην τα μεν εστιν αληθή τα  δε φευδή, 
ούκ ίσχύουσι δε τό τοιοΰτον συνάγειν. διακόνους 
γάρ είναι τινας φαντασίας ώμολογηκασιν, όποΐαι 
π ροσεπιπτον τώ  Όρεστη από των Έρινύων, και 
άλλας παρατυπωτικάς τάς από υποκείμενων μεν, 
ου κατ' αυτά δε τά υποκείμενα, όποια ην η κατά 
μανίαν τώ  *Υϊρακλεΐ από τών ιδίων παίδων ώς 
Εύρυσθεως ύποπεσοΰσα. από υποκείμενων γάρ 
εγίνετο τών παίδων, ού κατ' αυτά δε τά υπο
κείμενα· ού γάρ ώς ίδιους εβλεπε παΐδας, αλλά 
φησϊν

εις μεν νεοσσός όδε θανών Ε ύρυσθεως 
εχθραν πατρώαν εκτίνων πεπτωκε μοι.

68 τούτου δε ούτως εχοντος αδιάκριτοι γίνονται αι 
φαντασίαι, και ούκ εχουσι λεγειν οι από της στοάς 
τίνες τε ταΐς άληθείαις καταληπτικοί είσι και από 
υποκείμενων και κατ' αυτά τά υποκείμενα γίγνον- 
ται, καί τίνες ούκ είσί τοιαΰται, καθάπερ διά 
πλειόνων έμπροσθεν εδείξαμεν.

69 Ο Ιος δε εστιν 6 περί ταύτης της στάσεως λόγος, 
τοιοΰτος γενοιτ' αν ημΐν καί ο περί τής λειπομενης, 
καθ' ήν οί μεν εν τώ σήμαινομενω, τουτεστιν 
άσωμάτω λεκτώ, τό αληθές καί τό φεΰδος ύπο-

β Cf. i. 209 η.; Vol. I. Introd. p. xxiii; Lucret. iv. 34 ff. 
b Cf. i. 241. * Eurip. Here. Fur. 982; cf. i. 405 ff.

d Cf. i. 402 ff.
* For lekton, “  meaning ”  or “  expression,”  cf. P.H. ii. 81.
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when we are inquiring about the trustworthiness o f 
things apparent, he introduces that marvellous and 
mythical doctrine of his about the images.®

Nor, indeed, is the Stoic theory free from difficulty. 67 
For while they urge that a difference exists in both 
sensibles and intelligibles, by which some o f them 
are true, others false, they are unable to deduce this 
by logic. For they have allowed that some presenta
tions are “ vacuous ” —such as those which Orestes 
received from the Furies,6—and that others are 
“  distorted,” being derived from real objects but not 
in conformity with those objects themselves,—as was 
that which came to Heracles in his madness from his 
own children as though from those o f Eurystheus; 
for it came from the children who really existed, but 
not in conformity with the actual real objects ; for he 
did not see the children as his own, but declares®—

This nestling of Eurystheus slain by me
Pays for his father’s enmity by death.

And this being so, the presentations are indistinguish- 68 
able and the Stoics are unable to say which are in 
truth apprehensive and are derived from real objects 
and in conformity with those objects themselves, and 
which are not of this kind, as we have already shown 
more at length.**

What we have said regarding this view is very 69 
much the same as what we have to say about the 
remaining view, according to which some assume 
truth and falsity to lie in the thing signified— 
that is to say in the incorporeal “  expression,” e
Regarding language and thought as both corporeal, the 
Stoics interpolated between them an incorporeal something, 
termed lekton, which is the subject matter of Logic; and thus 
they treated propositions, syllogisms, etc., as incorporeal.
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τίθενται, oi δ' εν τή φωνή, οί δ’ εν τώ κινήματι τής
70 διάνοιας, αντίκα γάρ, ΐνα άπδ τής πρώτης άρξηταί 

τις, ήξίουν οί στωικοϊ κοινώς εν λεκτώ τδ αληθές 
είναι και τδ  ψευδός, λεκτόν δε ύπάρχειν φασϊ τδ 
κατά λογικήν φαντασίαν υφιστάμενον, λογικήν δε 
είναι φαντασίαν καθ' ήν τδ φαντασθεν εστι λόγω 
παραστήσαι. των δε λεκτών τά μεν ελλιπή καλοΰσι 
τά δε αυτοτελή· ών τά μεν ελλιπή παρείσθω νυν, 
των δε αυτοτελών πλείους είναι φασι (διαφοράς)1'

71 καί γάρ προστακτικά καλοΰσι τινα, άπερ προσ- 
τάσσοντες λεγομεν, οΐον

δεΰρ' ΐθι, νυμφα φίλη,
καί αποφαντικά, άπερ άποφαινόμενοί φαμεν, οΐον 
“  δ Δίων περιπατει,”  καί πυσματα, άπερ λεγοντες

72 πυνθανόμεθα, οΐον “  που οίκεΐ Δίων; ”  ονομά
ζεται δε τινα παρ' αύτοΐς καί άρατικά, άπερ 
λέγοντες άρώμεθα,

ώδε σφ* εγκέφαλος χαμάδις ρεοι ώς δδε οίνος, 
καί εύκτικά, άπερ λεγοντες εύχόμεθα,

'Ζεΰ πάτερ, "ϊδηθεν μεδεων, κυδιστε μεγιστε, 
δδς νίκην Αΐαντι καί άγλαδν εΰχος άρεσθαι.

73 προσαγορευουσι δε τινα τών αυτοτελών καί αξιώ
ματα, άπερ λεγοντες ήτοι άληθευομεν ή φευδόμεθα. 
εστι δε τινα καί πλείονα ή αξιώματα, οΐον τδ μεν 
τοιοΰτο

ΤΙριαμίδησιν εμφερής 6 βουκόλος 
1 <διαφοράς> cj. Bekk.

° Homer, II. iii. 130. 6 Homer, R. iii. 300.
® Homer, II. vii. 202.
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— others in the sound, others in the motion of 
the intellect. Thus, for instance, to start with the 70 
first view, the Stoics maintained that truth and 
falsity exist in the “ expression.*' And they say that 
“  expression ”  is “ that which subsists in conformity 
with a rational presentation,”  and that a rational 
presentation is one in which it is possible to establish 
by reason the presented object. And of expressions 
they term some “  defective,” others “  self-complete” ; 
the defective we may now pass over, but of the self- 
complete there are, as they assert, several varieties ; 
for in fact they call some “  jussive,”  such as we utter 71 
in giving an injunction, as for example—

Come thou hither, O lady dear ; a 
others “  declaratory,” such as we utter when making 
a statement, as for example—“ Dion is walking 
about ”  ; and others “  interrogations,”  which we utter 
when asking a question, as for instance— “ Where 
does Dion dwell ? ”  And some, too, are named by 72 
them “  imprecatory,”  which we utter when we curse—

E’en as this wine is spilt, so may their brains be spilt 
earthwards; 6

also “  precatory,”  which we utter in prayer, o f which 
this is an example—

Zeus, my Father, who rulestfrom Ida, majestic and mighty,
Victory grant unto Ajax and crown him with glory and 

honour.®
And they also term some of the self-complete ex- 73 
pressions “  propositions,”  in uttering which we either 
speak the truth or lie. Some, too, are more than 
propositions. The following, for instance, is a pro
position—

The cowherd doth resemble Priam’s sons;
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αξίωμά εστιν’ ή γάρ άληθεύομεν λεγοντες αυτό ή 
φευδόμεθα’ το δε όντως εχον

ως ΪΙριαμίδαισιν εμφερής 6 βουκόλος
74 πλέον τι αξιώματος εστι καί ούκ αξίωμα, πλήν 

ικανής οϋσης εν τοις λεκτοΐς διαφοράς, ΐνα τι, 
φασίν, αληθές η η φεΰδος, δει αυτό προ παντός 
λεκτόν είναι, εΐτα και αυτοτελές, καί ου κοινώς 
όποιονδήποτε ουν άλλ’ αξίωμα’ μόνον γάρ τούτο, 
καθώς προεΐπον, λεγοντες ήτοι άληθεύομεν η

75 φευδόμεθα. ούκοΰν φασίν οι από της σκεφεως, το 
είναι τι λεκτόν άσώματον, ο κεχώρισται τής τε 
σημαινουσης φωνής, οΐον τής Αίων, και [τη?] του 
τνγχάνοντος, καθάπερ αυτοϋ του Αίωνος, πόθεν 
εχομεν παραστήσαι; ή γάρ αύτόθεν εροΰσι τοϋθ' 
νπάρχειν οι στωικοί, ή δι άποδείξεως την ΰπαρξιν

76 αυτοϋ πιστώσονται. καί ει μεν αύτόθεν λεγοιεν 
τό άσώματον τοϋτο λεκτόν νπάρχειν, και ήμΐν 
εξέσται λεγειν αύτόθεν οτι ούκ εστιν ως γάρ 
εκείνοι χωρίς άποδείξεώς εισι πιστοί, οϋτω και οι 
άπορητικοϊ τούναντίον διά φιλής προφερόμενοι 
φάσεως γενήσονται πιστοί, ή εΐπερ άπιστοϋνται, 
και οι από τής στοά? ομοίως άπιστοι γενησονται.

77 εί δε δι άποδείξεως τό τοιοϋτον πιστώσονται, 
χείρον αύτοις άπορον επακολουθήσει, ή γάρ άπό- 
δειξις λόγος εστιν, 6 δε λόγος εκ λεκτών συν· 
εστηκεν. τοις λεκτοΐς ουν παραστήσουσι τό είναι 
τι λεκτόν οι στωικοί, όπερ άπεμφαΐνον, επείπερ ό 
μη διδονς είναι τι λεκτόν ούδε πολλά δώσει λεκτά

78 είναι, ζητούμενων τε καί των εν τή άποδείξει
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for in uttering it we are either telling the truth or 
lying ; but a phrase like this—

How like to Priam’s sons the cowherd is,®

is somewhat more than a proposition and is not 
a proposition. As, however, there is considerable 74 
difference in the expressions in order that a thing 
may be true or false it must first of all, they say, be 
an expression, and next self-complete, and that, too, 
not o f any and every kind but a proposition ; for, as 
I said before, it is only when we utter this that 
we speak a truth or a falsehood. How then, say the 75 
Sceptics, can they establish that there exists any 
incorporeal expression which is separate both from 
the signifying sound, such as “  Dion,”  and from the 
actual object, such as Dion himself? For the Stoics 
will either declare offhand that this subsists or they 
will demonstrate its existence by proof. And if they 76 
shall declare offhand that this incorporeal expression 
subsists, it will be possible for us also to declare off
hand that it does not exist; for just as they are to 
be trusted without proof, so likewise the Doubters are 
to be trusted when by means of bare assertion they 
maintain the opposite, or, if they are distrusted, the 
Stoics also will become similarly distrusted. And 77 
if they shall support the statement by proof, they 
will find themselves faced in consequence with a 
worse difficulty. For proof is speech, and speech is 
composed of expressions. The Stoics, then, will be 
establishing by expressions the existence of an 
expression, which is nonsensical, since the man who 
does not grant that any expression exists will not 
grant either that many expressions exist. Also, when 78 
the existence o f the expressions of the proof is in
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λεκτών εί εστιν, εάν μέν εξ ετοίμου λαμβάνωσι το 
είναι ταΰτα, εξ ετοίμου και οί άπορητικοί το μη 
είναι λήφονται, της αυτής εττ άμφοτέρων ύποπιπ- 
τούσης πίστεως η απιστίας, εάν δε εξ άποδείξεως, 
εις άπειρον εκπεσοΰνται· άπόδειξιν γάρ άπαιτηθή- 
σονται των εν τη δεύτερα αποδείξει εμπεριεχό
μενων λεκτών, καί τρίτην κομίσαντες των εν τη 
τρίτη, καί τετάρτην των εν τη τέταρτη, ώστε 
άναρχον αύτοΐς είναι την άπόδειξιν τοΰ είναι 
λεκτόν.

79 Και άλλα δε πλείω εστιν εις τον τόπον λε'γειν, 
περί <νν ενκαιρότερον εν τοΐς περί άποδείξεως 
διεξελευσόμεθα. τά νΰν δε εκείνο ρητεον ότι το 
αυτοτελές άξίωμα σύνθετον είναι θελουσιν, οΐον το 
“  ήμερα εστι ”  συγκειται εκ τε τοΰ ήμερα καί τοΰ 
εστιν. άσώματον δε ούδεν ούτε συντεθήναι ούτε 
μερισθήναι δύναται· ίδια γάρ σωμάτων εστι ταΰτα. 
τοίνυν ούδεν εστιν αυτοτελές [πράγμα ουδέ]1 άξίωμα.

80 παν τε λεκτόν λεγεσθαι δεϊ, όθεν καί ταυτής 
ετυχε της προσηγορίας· ούδεν δε λεκτόν λέγεται, 
ώς παριστάσιν οί άπορητικοί· ούκ άρα εστι τι 
λεκτόν. ω έπεται μηδέ άξίωμα είναι μηδέν άληθές 
ή φεΰδος. λέγειν γάρ εστι, καθώς αύτοί φασιν οι 
άπό της στοάς, το την τοΰ νοούμενου πράγματος 
σημαντικήν προφέρεσθαι φωνήν, οΐον τοΰδε τοΰ 
στίχου,

μήνιν άειδε θεά ΪΙηληιάδεω Άχιλήος.
81 άλλα τούτου γε τήν σημαντικήν φωνήν άμήχανόν 

εστι προφέρεσθαι διά το ου τά μέρη μή συνυπάρχει, 
μηδέ αύτό εκείνο ύπάρχειν, τούτου δε τοΰ πράγ-

* [π pay μα  ούδί] seel. Kayser.
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question, if they shall perceive their existence 
directly, the Doubters also will perceive their non
existence directly, and if they perceive it as a result 
of proof, they will fall into the fallacy o f regress ad 
infinitum ; for they will be asked for a proof of the 
expressions contained in the second proof, and of 
those in the third when they bring forward a third, 
and of those in the fourth when they bring forward 
a fourth, so that their proof of the existence of 
expression is without a starting-point.

Many other arguments regarding this topic might 79 
be adduced, but it will be more opportune to go 
through them in our chapter “  Concerning Proof.” 
For the present, let this one be stated : They hold 
that the self-complete proposition is a compound—
“ day exists,”  for example, is compounded of both 
“  day ”  and “  exists.”  But no incorporeal thing can 
be either compounded or divided; for these are 
things peculiar to bodies. So, then, there is no self- 
complete [object or] proposition.— Further, every 80 
expression must be expressed, since from this it has 
got its name ; but no expression is expressed, as the 
Doubters establish ; therefore no expression exists. 
Whereupon it follows that no proposition, true or 
false, exists. For “  to express ”  is, as the Stoics 
themselves declare, “  to utter the sound capable of 
signifying the object conceived ” —this verse, for 
instance,

Sing, O goddess, the fury of Peleus’ offspring Achilles.·

But it is not feasible to utter the sound capable of 81 
signifying this, because that object whose parts do 
not co-exist does not exist itself, and the parts of this

• Homer, II . L
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ματος τά μέρη μη συνυπάρχειν, ώστε μηδ* αύτδ 
υπαρκτόν εΐναι. το δ’ οτι άσυνύπαρκτά έστιν 
αύτοΰ τα μέρη, αύτόθεν δείκνυται. δτε γάρ το 
πρώτον ήμιστίχιον προφερόμεθα, οϋπω έστι τό 
δεύτερον, και ore τδ δεύτερον προφερόμεθα, ούκέτ 
έστι τδ πρώτον, ώστε τον μέν δλον στίχον ού προ-

82 φερόμεθα. και μην ουδέ τδ ήμιστίχιον δταν γάρ 
πάλιν τδ πρώτον τοΰ ημιστιχίου μέρος λέγωμεν, 
τότε οϋπω τδ δεύτερον αύτοΰ μέρος προφερόμεθα, 
και δτε τδ δεύτερον προφερόμεθα, ούκέτι Λέγομεν 
το πρώτον, ώστε ουδέ τδ ήμιστίχιον υπάρχει, καν 
δέ σκοπώμεν, ουδέ μία λέξις, οΐον ή “  μήνιν1 ” · 
δτε γαρ την “  μη ”  συλλαβήν λ έγομεν, ουδέπω 
την “  νιν ”  προφερόμεθα, και δτε την “  νιν ”

83 προφερόμεθα, ούκέτι την “ μη,”  εί οΰν αδύνατόν 
έστιν ύπάρχειν τι οΰ τά μέρη άσυνύπαρκτά έστι, 
δέδεικται δέ και επί μιας λέξεως άσυνύπαρκτα τά 
μέρη, ρητέον μηδεμίαν ύπάρχειν λέξιν, διά τούτο 
δέ ούδέ αξίωμα, ο φασι σύνθετον είναι, οΐον τδ 
τοιοΰτο “  Σωκράτης έστιν.”  δτε γάρ λέγεται 
“  Σωκράτης,”  οϋπω έστι τδ “  έστιν,”  και δτε τδ 
“  έστι ”  λέγεται, τδ8 “  Σωκράτης ”  ού λέγεται, 
ούδέποτε άρα δλον υπάρχει τδ αξίωμα, αλλά μέρη 
τοΰ δλου· τά δέ μέρη τούτου ούκ έστιν αξιώματα.

84 ούκ άρα έστι τι αξίωμα, καίτοι τί περί δλου τοΰ 
αξιώματος διέξιμεν τοΰ ”  Σωκράτης έστιν,”  δτε 
και αύτδ κατ’ ιδίαν τδ πτωτικδν τδ Σωκράτης ού 
δύναται εν υπάρξει νοεΐσθαι διά την αύτήν αιτίαν; 
φημι δέ διά τό μή συνυπάρχειν τά συστατικά αύτοΰ 
μόρια.

1 μηνιν  RUstow: μηνίί M S S . ,  Bekk. 
* τό  Heintz: ό mss., Bekk.
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object do not co-exist, so that neither is it capable of 
existing itself. And the fact that its parts are not 
capable of co-existing is proved directly. For when 
we utter the first half-verse, the second is not yet in 
existence; and when we utter the second, the first 
is no longer in existence ; so that we do not utter 
the whole verse. Nor, indeed, even the half-verse. 82 
For when, once more, we are saying the first part 
of the half-verse, we are not then uttering as yet 
the second part of i t ; and when we utter the second, 
we are no longer saying the first; so that the 
half-verse does not exist either. Nor, if we consider 
it, does even a single expression, such as “  fury,”  
exist; for when we are saying the syllable “  fu ”  we 
are not as yet uttering the “ ry,” and when we utter 
the “  ry ” we are no longer saying the “  fu.”  If, then, 83 
it is impossible for anything to exist if  its parts are 
incapable of co-existence, and it has been proved in 
the case o f one locution that its parts are incapable of 
co-existence, we must declare that no locution exists. 
And for the same reason, also, no proposition exists 
either ; for they assert it to be a compound, as for 
instance “  Socrates exists.”  For when “  Socrates ”  
is being said, “  exists ”  does not yet exist; and when 
“  exists ”  is being said, “  Socrates ”  is not being said. 
Therefore the whole proposition never exists, but 
parts of the whole ; and its parts are not propositions. 
Therefore no proposition exists. Yet why should 84 
we discuss the whole proposition “  Socrates exists,”  
when even its nominative case, “  Socrates,”  taken by 
itself cannot be conceived as in existence for the same 
reason—I mean, for the reason that its component 
parts do not co-exist ?
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85 Διδόμενου τε τούτου,1 αξίωμα είναι τι αληθές 
καί τι φεΰδος ού συγχωρήσονσιν οι από της 
σκέφεως διά το μη εύαπόδοτον αυτό καθεστάναι 
τοϊς προς ούς εστιν 6 λόγος, φασϊ γάρ αληθές 
μεν εΐναι αξίωμα δ υπάρχει τε καί άντίκειταί τινι, 
φεΰδος δε ο ούχ υπάρχει μεν άντίκειταί δε τινι. 
ερωτώμενοι δε τι εστι τό ύπαρχον, λεγουσι τό

86 καταληπτικήν κινοΰν φαντασίαν’ εΐτα περί της 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας εξεταζόμενοι πάλιν επί 
τό ύπάρχον, επ' ίσης δν άγνωστον, άνατρεχουσι, 
λεγοντες “  καταληπτική εστι φαντασία ή από 
ύπάρχοντος κατ αυτό τό ύπάρχον.”  δπερ ήν ΐσον 
τω δι' αγνοουμένου τό άγνοούμενον διδάσκειν καί 
εις τον δι άλλήλων εμπίπτειν τρόπον, ΐνα γάρ 
τό ύπάρχον μάθωμεν, επί την καταληπτικήν ημάς 
φαντασίαν άποστελλουσι, λεγοντες ύπάρχον εΐναι 
τό κινοΰν καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν’ ΐνα δε τήν 
καταληπτικήν γνώμεν φαντασίαν, επί τό ύπάρχον 
άνταποστελλουσιν. μήτε οΰν εκείνο μήτε ταύτην 
γινώσκοντες ουδέ τό απ' αυτών διδασκόμενου 
αληθές καί φεΰδος αξίωμα συνήσομεν.

87 Καν ταύτης δε τής απορίας άφίστηταί τις, μείζων 
άλλη παρ αυτήν άνακύφει τοΐς τήν στωικήν τεχνο
λογίαν άποδεχομενοις. ώσπερ γάρ εί βουλοίμεθa 
μάθειν τί εστιν άνθρωπος, πρότερον όφείλομεν 
εγνωκεναι τ ί τό ζώον καί τ ί  τό λογικόν καί τί 
τό θνητόν (εκ τούτων γάρ συνεστηκεν ή του αν
θρώπου νόησις), καί δν τρόπον εί προαιροίμεθα 
γιγνώσκειν τ ί  εστι κύων, προκατειληφεναι δεήσει

1 τ ο ύ τ ο υ : τ ο ΰ  mss.,  Bekk. (lacunam ante άληθίι indie. 
Kochalsky).
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But if it be granted that a proposition exists, the 85 
Sceptics will not admit that a true or a false proposi
tion exists, because this is not easy of explanation for 
those with whom they are arguing. For these assert 
that a true proposition is that which subsists and is 
opposed to something, and a false one that which is 
not subsisting but is opposed to something. And when 
asked “  What is that which subsists ? ”  a they reply 
“  That which excites an apprehensive presentation ”  ; 
next, when examined concerning the apprehensive 86 
presentation they have recourse again to “  the sub
sisted,”  which is equally unknown, saying “  An 
apprehensive presentation is that derived from a 
subsisting object in conformity with that object 
itself.”  And this is equivalent to teaching the un
known thing by means o f an unknown thing and 
falling into the fallacy o f circular reasoning. For in 
order that we may learn the subsisted they send us 
off to the apprehensive presentation, saying that the 
subsisted is that which excites an apprehensive pre
sentation ; and in order that we may get to know the 
apprehensive presentation they send us back to the 
subsisted. As we know, then, neither the latter nor 
the former, neither shall we understand the true or 
false proposition which is explained through them.

And even if one sets aside this difficulty, another 87 
will pop up, greater than this, for those who accept 
the logical system o f Stoicism. For just as, if  we 
wish to learn what Man is, we ought to know first 
what Animal is, and what Rational is, and what 
Mortal is (for the concept of Man is compounded of 
these),—and just as, if we desire to know what Dog 
is, it will first be necessary for us to have grasped

« Cf. P.H. in. 242. 
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πάλιν τό ζώον και τό ύλακτικόν (έκ τούτων γάρ
88 ενοεΐτο ό κύων), ούτως ei αληθές έστι κατά τους 

στωικονς ο υπάρχει re και άντικειταί τινι και 
φεΰδος ο μη υπάρχει μεν άντικειταί δέ τινι, κατ’ 
ανάγκην όφείλομεν γινώσκειν εις την τούτων 
νόησιν τί έστι τό άντικείμενον. ού πάνυ δε γε 
δύνανται παραστησαι τό άντικείμενον ημΐν οι 
στωικοί' τοίνυν ουδέ τό αληθές η φεϋδος εσται

89 γνώριμα, φασϊ γάρ “  αντικείμενά έστιν ών τό 
έτερον τοΰ ετέρου άποφάσει πλεονάζει”  οΐον 
“  ημέρα έστιν—ουχ ημέρα έστιν.”  του γάρ

ήμερα εστιν αξιώματος το ουχ ήμερα εστιν 
άποφάσει πλεονάζει τη ουχί, και διά τοΰτ ’ άντι· 
κείμενόν εστιν έκείνω. άλλ* εϊ τοΰτ έστι τό άντι- 
κείμενον, εσται και τά τοιαΰτα αντικείμενα, τό τε 
“  ημέρα έστι (και φως έστιν ”  καί τό “  ημέρα 
εστιν) ”  και “  ούχϊ φως εστιν” ' τοΰ γάρ “  ημέρα 
εστιν (και φως εστιν) αξιώματος άποφάσει 
πλεονάζει τό “ (ημέρα έστιν και)1 ουχ ί φως έστιν 
ουχ ί δέ γε κατ’ αυτούς ταΰτα άντι κείμενά εστιν  
ούκ άρα άντι κείμενά έστι (τώ>2 τό έτερον τοΰ

90 ετέρου άποφάσει πλεονάζειν. ναι φασιν, άλλα συν 
τούτω άντικείμενά έστι, συν τω την άπόφασιν 
προτετάχθαι τοΰ ετέρου' τότε γάρ και κυριεύει 
του ολον αξιώματος, επι οε τον ήμερα εστιν 
καί ουχ ί φως έστιν,”  μέρος ούσα τοΰ παντός, ού 
κυριεύει προς τό άποφατικόν ποιησαι τό παν. 
έχρην οΰν, εροΰμεν, προσκεΐσθαι τη έννοια των 
άντικειμένων ότι τότε άντικείμενά έστιν, όταν μη 
φιλώς τό έτερον τοΰ ετέρου άποφάσει πλεονάζη,

1 <καΙ . . . ϊστιν> . . . <καϊ φωs (στιν> . . . ζ,ήμέρα . . . καΙ>
Arnim. * <τφ> Hervet.
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again what Animal is, and what "  Capable o f bark
ing ” is (for out of these was formed the concept of 
Dog),—so likewise if the True is, according to the 88 
Stoics, that which subsists and is opposed to some
thing, and the false that which is not subsistent but is 
opposed to something, in order to conceive these things 
we must necessarily know what the “  opposed ”  thing 
is. But the Stoics are certainly not able to explain 
to us the “  opposed ”  ; neither, then, will the true 
or the false become known. For they say that 89 
“  Opposed things are those of which the one exceeds 
the other by a negative,”—for instance “  It is day— 
it is not day.”  For the proposition “  It is not day ”  
exceeds the proposition “  It is day ” by the negative 
“ not,”  and because of this it is opposed thereto. 
But if this is “  opposed,”  such propositions as the 
following will also be opposed—“ It is day and it is 
light ”  and “  It is day and it is not light ”  ; for the 
proposition “  It is day and it is not light ”  exceeds 
“  It is day and it is light ”  by the negative. But in 
fact, according to them, these are not “  opposed ”  ; 
therefore things are not “  opposed ”  through the one 
exceeding the other by the negative. “  Yes,”  they 90 
reply, “  but they are opposed with this (added con
dition) that the negative is prefixed to one o f the 
propositions ; for then it controls the whole proposi
tion, whereas in the case of “  It is day and it is not 
light,”  the negative, being a part of the whole, does 
not control the whole so as to render it negative.
In that case, we will reply, to the concept of “  things 
opposed ”  it should have been added that they are 
opposed not when the one simply exceeds the other
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άλλ* όταν ή άπόφασις προτάττηται τοΰ αξιώ
ματος.

91 "Αλλο? δε τις και τον ΐΐλάτωνος παραλήφεται 
λόγον, ω κεχρηται iv τω περί φνχής, καί διδάξει 
ώς ούχ οΐόν τε εστι μετουσία της άττοφάσεως 
πλεονάζειν το αξίωμα παρά, τό μη εχον την άπό- 
φασιν. ώς γάρ ούδεν μετουσία θερμοΰ γίνεται 
φυχρόν, ούτως ούδεν μετουσία μικρού γίνεται μεγα 
άλλα μικρόν καί ώς μετοχή τοΰ μείζονος γίνεται 
τι μεγα, οϋτω καί μετοχή τοΰ μικροΰ εσται τι 
μικρόν. Βιό καί την εννεάδα κατά, την της μονάΒος 
πρόσληφιν μη γίνεσθαι μείζονα. τό γάρ εν ήττάν

92 εστι των εννεα' τοΰτ οΰν προσλαβοΰσα η εννεάς 
ον γενήσεται πλείων των εννεα, ελάττων δε μάλλον. 
[7771 * γάρ προσλήφει ταύτης ού γενήσεται ή εννεάς 
τής εννεα 8ος μείζων, αλλά ελάσσων μάλλον.] 
επεί οΰν καί ή ούχί άπόφασις μικρότερον τί εστι 
τοΰ αξιώματος, ού ποιήσει τό αξίωμα μεΐζον, διά 
τό, ώς μεγέθους τίνος μετουσία γίνεται τι μεΐζον, 
οϋτω καί ελάττονος μετουσία ελαττον άποτελεΐται.

‘ 0  μεν οΰν Πλάτωνος λόγος όντως εις τον τόπον
93 υπό τινων μεταχθήσεται· επισυνάπτοντες Βε ημείς 

τοΐς προκειμενοις κάκεΐνο λέγωμεν ώς ειπερ τό 
αληθές αξίωμά εστι, πάντως ή άπλοΰν εστίν 
αξίωμα ή ούχ άπλοΰν ή καί άπλοΰν καί ούχ 
άπλοΰν. των γάρ άξιωμάτων πρώτην σχεδόν καί 
κυριωτάτην εκφερουσι διαφοράν οι διαλεκτικοί 
καθ* ήν τά  μεν εστιν αυτών άπλά τά 8* ούχ 
άπλά. καί άπλά μεν όσα μήτ εξ ενός αξιώματος 
Βίς λαμβανομενον συνεστηκεν, μήτ* εξ άξιωμάτων
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1 τ$ Ν : ei cet., Bekk.—[rj; . . . μάλλον] seel. Kochalsky.
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by the negative, but when the negative is prefixed 
to the proposition.

Some other man, too, will adopt the argument o f 91 
Plato, which he uses in his book On the Soul, e and 
will show that it is not possible for the proposition by 
participation in the negative to exceed that which 
has no negative. For as nothing becomes cold by 
participation in the hot, so nothing becomes great, 
but small, by participation in the small; and as a 
thing becomes great by participation in the greater, 
so also a thing will be small by participation in the 
small. And because o f this, too, the nine does not 
become greater through the addition o f the monad. 
For the one is less than the nine ; so by the addition 92 
of it the nine will not become more than nine, but 
rather less. Since, then, the negative “  not ”  is a 
smaller thing than the proposition, it will not make 
the proposition greater, seeing that, just as a thing 
becomes greater by participation in a magnitude, so 
also it is rendered smaller by participation in a smaller 
thing.

By some, then, the argument o f Plato will be trans
ferred in this wise to our topic; butletussupplementthe 93 
arguments already put forward by stating this further 
argument: I f  the true is a proposition, it certainly 
is either a simple proposition or a not simple or both 
a simple and a not simple. For the Dialecticians pro
claim that almost the first and most important dis
tinction in propositions is that by which some o f them 
are simple, others not simple. And simple are all 
those which are neither compounded o f one proposi
tion twice repeated,6 nor of different propositions, by

“ See Plato, Phaedo 103 c.
* For the “  duplicated ”  proposition cf. P.H. ii. 112.
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διαφερόντων διά τίνος· ή τινών συνδέσμων, οΐον 
** ημέρα έστιν, νύξ έστιν, Σωκράτης διαλέγεται,”

94 παν δ τής όμοιας έστιν Ιδέας, ώσπερ γάρ τον 
στήμονα άπλοΰν λέγομεν καίπερ εκ τριχών συν- 
εστώτα, έπεί ούκ εκ στημόνων, οΐτινές είσιν ομο
γενείς, πέπλεκται, ούτως άπλά λέγεται αξιώματα, 
έπει ούκ εξ αξιωμάτων συνέστηκεν άλλ’ εξ άλλων 
τινών. οΐον το “ ημέρα έστιν”  άπλοΰν έστί 
παρόσον ούτε εκ τοΰ αύτοΰ έστιν αξιώματος δϊς 
λαμβανομένον ούτε έκ διαφερόντων συνέστηκεν, 
έξ άλλων δε τινών συγκέκριται, οΐον τοΰ ημέρα 
καί τοΰ έστιν. και μην ουδέ σύνδεσμός έστιν έν

95 αύτώ. ούχ απλά δε έτύγχανε τά οΐον διπλά, και 
όσα δ’ έξ αξιώματος δίς λαμβανομένου η έξ αξιω
μάτων διαφερόντων συνέστηκε διά συνδέσμου τε ή 
συνδέσμων, οΐον “  εΐ ημέρα έστιν, ημέρα έστιν· εί 
νύξ έστι, σκότος έστιν και ημέρα έστι και φώς 
έστιν* ήτοι ημέρα έστιν η ννξ έστιν.

96 των δε άπλών τινά μεν ώρισμένα έστιν τινά δε 
αόριστα τινά δε μέσα, ώρισμένα μεν τά κατά 
δεΐξιν έκφερόμενα, οΐον “  ουτος περιπατεΐ, οντος 
κάθηται ” · δείκνυμι γάρ τινα τών έπι μέρους

97 ανθρώπων, αόριστα δέ έστι κατ αυτούς έν οΐς 
αόριστόν τι κυριεύει μόριον, οΐον “  τις κάθηται,”  
μέσα δέ τά ούτως έχοντα '* άνθρωπος κάθηται ”  
ή “  Σωκράτης περιπατεΐ.”  το μέν οΰν “  τις περι- 
πατεΐ ”  αόριστόν έστιν, έπει ούκ άφώρικέ τινα 
τών έπι μέρους περιπατούντων κοινώς γάρ έφ’ 
έκάστου αύτών έκφέρεσθαι δύναται· το δέ “  οΰτος 
κάθηται ”  ώρισμένον έστιν, έπεί'περ άφώρικε τό 
δεικνύμενον πρόσωπον. τό δέ “  Σωκράτης κάθ-
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means of some one or more conjunctions ; as for 
example “ It is day,”  ”  It is night,”  “ Socrates is con
versing,”  and every proposition of similar form. For 94 
just as we call the web “ simple,”  although it is com
posed of threads, since it is not woven of webs, which 
are homogeneous with itself, so propositions are 
called “ simple ”  since they are not compounded of 
propositions but of certain other things. For ex
ample, “  It is day ”  is a simple proposition inas
much as it is neither formed from the same proposi
tion twice repeated nor compounded of different 
propositions, but is constructed of certain other 
elements, namely “  day ”  and “  it is.”  Moreover, 95 
there is no conjunction in it either. And ” not 
simple ”  are those which are, so to say, double, and 
all such as are compounded of a proposition twice 
repeated, or of different propositions, by means of 
one or more conjunctions, as for example—“ If it 
is day, it is day ” ; “  I f it is night, it is dark ” ;
“  Both day exists and light exists ”  ; “  Either day 
exists or night exists.” —And o f the simple some are 96 
“  definite,” some“  indefinite,” some”  intermediate” ; 
the definite are those uttered indicatively, for ex
ample “  This man is walking,”  “  This man is sitting ” 
(for I am indicating some particular person). “  In- 97 
definite,”  according to them, are those in which some 
indefinite part is dominant, as for example “  Someone 
is sitting ” ; and “  intermediate ”  those like this, “  A  
man is sitting ”  or ”  Socrates is walking.”  Now 
“  Someone is walking ”  is indefinite since it does not 
define any one of the individuals who are walking; 
for it can be applied in common to each one of them ; 
but “ This man is sitting ”  is definite because it 
defines the person indicated. And ”  Socrates is
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ηται ** μέσον υπήρχεν, επείπερ οΰτε αόριστον εστιν, 
άφώρικε γάρ το είδος, οΰτε ώρισμένον, ον γάρ 
μετά δείξεως εκφέρεται, άλλ* εοικε μέσον άμ- 
φοτέρων ύπαρχειν, τοΰ τε αορίστου καί τοΰ ώρισμέ-

98 νου. γίνεσθαι δέ φασι το αόριστον αληθές, το<· \ //) Μ 9 %τις περιπατει η τις καοηται, όταν το 
ώρισμενον αληθές εύρίσκηται, το  “  οδτος κάθηται ”  
ή “  οδτος περιπατει” · μηδενός γάρ των επί μέρους 
καθημένου ού δΰναται αληθές είναι το “  τις

/ n  99 y fκασηται αόριστόν.
99 Ύοιαϋτα μεν ώς εν κεφαλαίοις τά επί των απλών 

αξιωμάτων λεγάμενα τοΐς διαλεκτικοΐς υπήρχε ν. 
οι δέ άπορητικοί ζητοΰσι πρώτον εί δΰναται το 
ώρισμενον αληθές είναι· τούτον γάρ άναιρεθεντός 
ουδέ τό αόριστον δΰναται υπάρχει ν αληθές, αναιρού
μενου δε καί τοΰ αορίστου ουδέ τό μέσον τοΰτων 
ύποστήσεται. ταϋτα δ* ήν ώσπερ στοιχεία τών 
απλών αξιωμάτων· τοίνυν άθετουμένων αυτών 
οίχήσεται καί τά απλά αξιώματα, καί ούκ ενεσται 
λέγειν ταληθές εν τοΐς άπλοΐς ύπάρχειν άξιώμασιν.

100 καί δη τό ώρισμενον τούτο αξίωμα, τό 
“  οδτος κάθηται ”  ή “  οδτος περιπατει,”  τότε φασίν 
αληθές ύπάρχειν όταν τώ  ύπό την δεΐξιν πίπτοντι 
συμβεβήκη τό κατηγόρημα, οΐον τό καθήσθαι ή 
τό περιπατεΐν. άλλ’ εν τε τώ λέγειν “  οδτος περί
πατέΐ ”  δεικνυμένου τίνος τών επί μέρους ανθρώ
πων, ήτοι Σωκράτης έστί λόγου χάριν ό ύπό την 
δεΐξιν πίπτων ή μέρος τι τοΰ Σωκράτους' οΰτε δέ 
Σωκράτης εστίν ό ύπό την δεΐξιν πίπτων οΰτε 
μέρος τι Σωκράτους, ώς παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα

101 δΰναται αληθές είναι τό ώρισμένον αξίωμα, καί 
Σωκράτης μέν ούχ ύποπίπτει τή δείξει, παρόσον 
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sitting ”  is intermediate, because it is neither in
definite (for it defines the particular object), nor 
definite (for it is not uttered indicatively), but seems 
to be intermediate between these two, the indefinite 
and the definite. And they say that the indefinite— 98 
“  Someone is walking ”  or “  Someone is sitting ” — 
becomes true when the definite—“ This man is sit
ting ”  or “  This man is walking ” —is found to be 
true; for if  no one particular person is sitting the 
indefinite proposition “  Someone is sitting ”  cannot 
be true.

Such then, to speak summarily, are the statements 99 
made by the Dialecticians regarding the “  simple ”  
propositions. But the Doubters inquire, firstly, 
whether the “  definite ”  can be true ; for if this is 
abolished, the “  indefinite ”  cannot be true either; 
and if the indefinite also is abolished, neither will the 
“  intermediate ”  subsist. But these are elements, 
as it were, o f the simple propositions ; so that if they 
are rejected the simple propositions also will dis
appear, and it will not be possible to assert that the 
true exists in the simple propositions.— Now as to 100 
this definite proposition “  This man is sitting ”  or 
“  This man is walking,”  they declare that it is true 
when the thing predicated, such as “  sitting ”  or 
“  walking,”  belongs to the obj ect indicated. But when, 
in the statement “  This man is walking,”  some one 
particular man is indicated, the person indicated is 
either (let us say) Socrates or a part of Socrates ; but 
the person indicated is neither Socrates nor a part 
of Socrates, as we shall establish ; therefore the 
definite proposition cannot be true. Now Socrates 101 
is not the object indicated inasmuch as (he being
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αύτοΰ εκ ψυχής καί σώματος συνεστώτος ονθ’ ή 
ψυχή δείκνυται ούτε το σώμα, ώστ€ ουδέ τδ δλον 
υπό την δεΐξιν πίπτον εσται.1 καί μήν ουδέ μορών 
τι Σω κράτους ΰπέπιπτε τή δείξει· εί γαρ τώ υπό 
την δεΐξιν πίπτοντl συμβεβηκέναι φασϊ τδ κατη
γόρημα τό περιπατεΐν ή το καθήσθαι, ουδέποτε 
δέ τω δεικνυμένω μορίω οντι έλαχίστω συμβέβηκε 
τό κατηγόρημα, οΐον τό περιπατεΐν ή τό καθ
ήσθαι, κατ' ανάγκην ουδέ τδ μόριον εσται πίπτον

102 υπό την δεΐξιν. άλλ’ εί μήτε τούτο μήτε Σωκρά
της, παρά δέ ταΰτα ούδέν εστιν, οΐχεται τό κατά 
δεΐξιν έκφερόμενον ώρισμένον αξίωμα, συν τω  καί 
αόριστον αυτό γίνεσθαι σχεδόν εί γάρ ενδέχεται 
μεν τοΰτ είναι τό δεικνυμενον του Σωκράτους 
μέρος, ενδέχεται δέ μηδέ τοΰτο άλλ’ έτερον, εξ 
ανάγκης αόριστον γίνεται τό δλον. μη οντος οΰν 
του ώρισμένου αξιώματος ουδέ τδ αόριστον εσται. 
διά δέ τούτο ουδέ τδ μέσον νποστήσεται.

103 Προ? τούτοι? όταν λέγωσι τό μεν “  ημέρα 
έστιν ”  αξίωμα επί τοΰ παρόντος είναι αληθές, 
τό δέ “  νύξ έστι ”  ψεΰδος, και τό μέν “  ούχί 
ήμερα εστι ψευδός, το δε ονχι νυξ̂  εστιν 
αληθές, επιστήσει τις πώς μία οΰσα καί ή αυτή 
άπόφασις τοΐς μέν άληθέσι προσελθοϋσα ψευδή 
ταΰτα ποιεί, τοΐς δέ ψευδέσιν αληθή, δμοιον γάρ 
έστι τούτο τω  κατά τδ Αίσώπειον αίνιγμα Σειληνώ, 
δς ορών τον αυτόν άνθρωπον χειμώνος ώρα καί 
υπέρ τοΰ μή ψυχεσθαι τάς χεΐρας [έμφυσώντα] καί 
υπέρ τοΰ μή καίεσθαι έμφυσώντα τω  στόμάτι, 
εφη μή αν ύπομεΐναι τοιουτω θηρίω συζήν εξ οδ

1 ύστε ούδέ . . . πίπτον (σται: οϋτ€ . . . πίπτοντα M S S . ,

Bekk. [eld' ή ψ. δ. etre τδ σ., ούχί καί . . . πίπτΐΐ cj. Mutsch.),
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compounded of soul and body) neither his soul nor 
his body is indicated, so that he will not be indicated 
as a whole either. Nor yet is a part of Socrates the 
object indicated ; for if they assert that the thing 
predicated (walking or sitting) belongs to the object 
indicated, while the thing predicated, such as walking 
or sitting, never belongs to the part indicated, it being 
very small, it necessarily follows that the part will 
not be the object indicated. But if neither this nor 102 
Socrates (is indicated), and besides these there is 
no other alternative, then the definite proposition as 
indicatively stated disappears—in addition to the fact 
that it also becomes practically indefinite. For if the 
thing indicated admits of being this part of Socrates, 
and admits also of being not this part but another, 
then the whole necessarily becomes indefinite. If, 
then, the definite proposition is non-existent, neither 
will the indefinite exist. And because o f this the 
intermediate will not subsist either.

Furthermore, when they say that the proposition 103 
“  It is day ”  is at present true but “  It is night ”  
false, and “  It is not day ”  false but “  It is not night ”  
true, one will ponder how a negative, which is one 
and the same, when attached to things true makes 
them false, and attached to things false makes them 
true. For this is like the Silenus in the riddle of 
Aesop who, on seeing the same man in the winter 
season blowing with his mouth both to save his hands 
from being cold, and to save himself from being 
burnt, declared that he could not endure to live 
with a beast o f a kind such that out o f him proceed

291



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

104 τα εναντιώτατα προέρχεται, ώδε yap και αυτή 
ή άπόφασις τά μεν υπάρχοντα ανύπαρκτα ποιούσα, 
τα  δε ανύπαρκτα υπαρκτά, τεραστίου φύσεως 
μετείληφεν. ή γάρ ύπάρχειν αυτήν θέλουσιν ή μη 
ύπάρχειν η <μήτε ύπάρχειν μήτε μη ύπάρχειν η)1 
ύπάρχειν άμα και μη ύπάρχειν. καί εί μεν ύπ
άρχειν, πως ύπάρχοντι προσελθοΰσα ανύπαρκτον το 
δλον ποιεί καί ου μάλλον ύπάρχον; ύπάρχον γάρ 
ύπάρχοντι προσγενόμενον βέβαιοι μάλλον την ϋπ-

105 αρξιν. εί δε ανύπαρκτον, τίνι λόγω τώ μη ύπ- 
άρχοντι προσελθοΰσα ύπαρκτον αυτό ποιεί καί ου 
μάλλον ανύπαρκτον; άνυπάρκτω γάρ ανύπαρκτον 
προστεθέν ούχ ύπαρξιν άλλ* ανυπαρξίαν απεργά
ζεται. η πώς ανύπαρκτος οδσα μετατίθησι το 
ύπαρκτον εις ανυπαρξίαν, άλλ* ου κατά μεν τι 
ύπαρκτον κατά δέ τι ανύπαρκτον αύτο ποιεί; ώς 
γάρ λευκόν καί μέλαν συντεθεντα ου μέλαν η 
λευκόν ποιεί αλλά κατά μεν τι λευκόν κατά δέ τι 
μέλαν, οϋτω καί ανύπαρκτον ύπαρκτώ συνελθόν 
τδ δλον ποιήσει κατά μέν τι ύπαρκτον κατά δέ τι

106 ανύπαρκτον, άλλως τε τδ ανύπαρκτόν τι ποιούν 
ποιεί τι, τό δε ποιούν εστι καί υπάρχει* η άρα 
άπόφασις μη ύπάρχουσα ουδέ ποιήσει τι ανύπ
αρκτον.3 λείπεται άρα λέγειν μήτε ύπάρχειν αυτήν 
μήτε μη ύπάρχειν. άλλ* εί τοιαύτη εστί, πώς 
πάλιν μήτε ύπάρχουσα μήτε μη ύπάρχουσα τώ  
μέν ύπάρχοντι προσελθοΰσα ανυπαρξίαν ποιεί, τώ

107 δε μη ύπάρχοντι ύπαρξιν; ώς γάρ τό μήτε θερμόν 
μήτε φυχρόν τώ θερμώ προσελθόν ου δύναται 
ποιήσαι φυχρόν, ουδέ τώ  φνχρώ θερμόν, ούτως

1 <μήτε . . . Heintz.
* ανύπαρκτον Kalbfleisch: ύπαρκτον mss., Bekk.
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things most opposite. Thus, too, the negative itself, 104 
by making existing things non-existent and non- 
existents existent, partakes of the miraculous. For 
they claim that it either exists or exists not, or (neither 
exists nor exists not, or) both exists and exists not. 
And if it exists, how, by its attachment to an existing 
thing, does it make the whole non-existent and not, 
rather, existent ? For an existing thing attached to 
an existing thing further strengthens its existence.
But if it is non-existent, for what reason when 105 
attached to what does not exist does it make it 
existent and not, rather, non-existent ? For a non
existent attached to a non-existent produces, not 
existence, but non-existence. Or how when it is 
non-existent does it transform the existent into non
existence, instead of making it partly existent and 
partly non-existent ? For just as white and black, 
when put together, do not make black or white 
but what is partly white and partly black, so also the 
non-existent combined with the existent will make 
the whole partly existent and partly non-existent. 
Besides, that which makes something non-existent 106 
makes something, and that which makes is and 
exists ; the negative, therefore, as not existing, will 
not make anything non-existent. It remains, there
fore, to say that it neither exists nor exists not. But 
if such is its nature, how, once more, when it neither 
exists nor exists not, does it cause non-existence when 
attached to what exists and existence when attached 
to what does not exist ? For just as that which 107 
is neither hot nor cold when attached to what is 
hot cannot make it cold, nor the cold hot, so it is
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άλογόν1 εστι το μήτε ύπαρχον μήτε μη ύπαρχον 
τω  μεν ύπάρχοντι προσελθόν ανυπαρξίαν ποιεΐν, 
τω δε άνυπάρκτφ ύπαρξιν. τά  δε αν τα ενάσται 
άπορεΐν και εάν κατά τι μεν ύπάρχειν λεγωσι την 
άπόφασιν, κατά δε τι ανύπαρκτον είναι.

108 N w  δε επί ποσόν φηλαφηθείσης της επί των 
απλών αξιωμάτων παρά τοΐς διαλεκτικοί? νομο
θεσίας, μετίωμεν και επί την των ούχ απλών, 
καί δη ούχ απλά μεν εστιν αξιώματα τά άνώτερον 
προειρημένα, άπερ εξ αξιώματος διαφορουμενου η 
αξιωμάτων διαφερόντων συνάστηκε καί εν οΐς

109 σύνδεσμος η σύνδεσμοι επικρατοΰσιν. λαμβανεσθω 
δε εκ τούτων επί του παρόντος το καλούμενον 
συνημμάνον. τούτο τοίνυν συνεστηκεν εξ αξιώ
ματος διαφορουμενου η εξ αξιωμάτων διαφερόν- 
των διά τού “  ε ΐ ”  η “  ειπερ ”  συνδέσμου, οΐον 
εκ διαφορουμενου μεν αξιώματος καί τού “  ει ”  
συνδέσμου συνάστηκε τό τοιοΰτον συνημμάνον “  εί

110 ημάρα εστιν, ήμάρα εστιν,”  εκ δια φερόντων δε 
αξιωμάτων καί διά τού “  ειπερ ”  συνδάσμου το 
ούτως εχον “  ειπερ ημάρα εστι, φώς εστιν.”  τών 
δε εν τω συνημμάνω αξιωμάτων το μετά τον ει 
η τον ειπερ σύνδεσμον τεταγμάνον ηγούμενόν τε 
καί πρώτον καλείται, τό δε λοιπόν λήγόν τε καί 
δεύτερον, καί εάν άναστρόφως εκφάρηται τό δλον 
συνημμάνον, οΐον ούτως “  φώς εστιν ειπερ ημάρα 
εστιν” ' καί γάρ εν τούτω ληγον μεν καλείται τό 
“  φώς εστιν ”  καίπερ πρώτον εξενεχθάν, ηγού
μενον δε τό “  ημάρα εστιν ”  καίπερ δεύτερον λεγό
μενον, διά τό μετά τον ειπερ σύνδεσμον τετάχθαι.

111 ή μεν ουν σύστασις τού συνημμάνου, ώς εν συν-
1 &\oyov Kalbfleisch s &vi\oyov mss., Bekk.
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contrary to reason that what is neither existent nor non
existent when attached to the existent should produce 
non-existence, and when attached to the non-existent, 
existence. And it will also be open to us to raise the 
same difficulties if they should declare that the nega
tive is partly existent and partly non-existent.

And now that we have in some degree handled 108 
the legislation of the Dialecticians regarding simple 
propositions, let us proceed also to that which con
cerns the non-simple. Now non-simple propositions 
are those already mentioned above, being such as are 
composed of a duplicated proposition or of differing 
propositions, and are controlled by a conjunction or 
conjunctions. O f these let us take for the present 109 
the hypothetical proposition so-called. This, then, is 
composed of a duplicated proposition or of differing 
propositions, by means of the conjunction “  i f ”  or “  if 
in fact ” ; thus, for example, from a duplicated pro
position and the conjunction “ i f ”  there is composed 
such a hypothetical proposition as this—“  If it is day, 
it is day ”  ; and from differing propositions, and by HO 
means o f the conjunction “  if in fact,”  one in this 
form—“  If in fact it is day, it is light.”  And of the 
propositions contained in the hypothetical proposition 
that which is placed after the conjunction “  if ” or 
“  if  in fact ”  is called both “  antecedent ”  and “ first,” 
and the other one both “  consequent ”  and “  second,”  
even if the whole proposition is reversed in order of 
expression, as thus—“ It is light, if in fact it is day ”  ; 
for in this, too, the proposition “  it is light ”  is called 
“  consequent ”  although it is uttered first, and “ it is 
day ”  antecedent, although it is spoken second, owing 
to the fact that it is placed after the conjunction “  if 
in fact.”  Such then—to put it briefly—is the con- 111



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τόμω είπεΐν, εστί τοιαύτη, επαγγέλλεσθαι δε δοκέί 
τό τοιούτον αξίωμα άκολουθειν τω εν αύτω πρώτω 
τό εν αύτω δεύτερον καί οντος τοϋ ηγουμένου 
έσεσθαι το λήγον. δθεν σωζομένης μεν τής 
τοιαύτης επαγγελίας καί άκολουθοΰντος τω ήγου- 
μένω του λήγοντος αληθές γίνεται και το συν-

112 ημμένον, μη σωζομένης 8ε ψευδός, διόπερ από
τούτου ευθύς άρξάμενοι σκοπώμεν εί δύναται 
αληθές τι συνημμένου καί σώζον την είρημένην 
επαγγελίαν εύρεθήναι.  ̂ ^

Κοινώ? μεν γάρ φασιν απαντες οι διαλεκτικοί 
υγιές είναι συνημμένου όταν ακόλουθή τω εν αύτω 
ήγ ου μένω τό εν αύτω λήγον· περί δε του πότε 
ακολουθεί καί πώς στασιάζουσι προς άλλήλους, 
καί μαχόμενα τής ακολουθίας εκτίθενται κριτήρια.

113 οϊον 6 μεν Φίλων ελεγεν αληθές γίνεσθαι τό συν
ημμένου όταν μη αρχηται άπ' αληθούς καί λήγη 
επί ψεύδος, ώστε τριχώς μεν γίνεσθαι κατ' αυτόν 
αληθές συνημμένου, καθ' ένα δε τρόπον ψεύδος, 
καί γάρ όταν απ' αληθούς άρχόμενον επ' αληθές 
λήγη, αληθές εστιν, ώς τό “  εί ημέρα έστι, φως 
έστιν ”  · και όταν άπδ ψεύδους άρχόμενον επί 
ψεύδος λήγη, πάλιν αληθές, οΐον τό “  εί πέταται

114 ή γή, πτέρυγας εχει ή γή.”  ωσαύτως δε καί τό 
άρχόμενον από ψεύδους επ' αληθές δε λήγον εστιν 
άληθές, ώς τό “  εί πέταται ή γή, εστιν ή γή.”  
μόνως δε γίνεται ψεύδος όταν άρχόμενον από 
άληθοΰς λήγη επί ψεύδος, όποΐόν έστι τό “  εί 
ημέρα έστι, νύξ έστιν ” · ημέρας γάρ οΰσης τό μεν 
“  ημέρα έστιν ”  άληθές εστιν, όπερ ήν ηγούμενον, 
τό δε "  νύξ εστι ”  ψεύδος εστιν, όπερ ήν λήγον.
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struction o f the hypothetical proposition, and a 
proposition of this kind seems to promise that its 
second logically follows its first, and that if the 
antecedent exists the consequent will exist. Hence, 
if this sort of promise is fulfilled and the consequent 
follows the antecedent, the hypothetical proposition 
is true; but if it is not fulfilled, it is false. Accord- 112 
ingly, let us begin at once with this problem, and 
consider whether any hypothetical proposition can 
be found which is true and which fulfils the promise 
described.

Now all the Dialecticians agree in asserting that a 
hypothetical proposition is valid when its consequent 
follows (logically) its antecedent; but as to when and 
how it so follows they disagree with one another and 
propound conflicting criteria o f this “  following." 
Thus Philo α declared that “  the hypothetical is true 113 
whenever it does not begin with what is true and end 
with what is false ”  ; so that, according to him, the 
hypothetical is true in three ways and false in one 
way. For whenever it begins with truth and ends in 
truth it is true, as thus—“  I f it is day, it is light." 
And whenever it begins with what is false and ends 
in what is false, once more it is true, as for instance 
“  I f  the earth flies, the earth has wings.”  Likewise H* 
also that which begins with what is false and ends 
with what is true is true, as thus—“  I f  the earth flies, 
the earth exists." And it is false only in this one way, 
when it begins with truth and ends in what is false, 
as m a proposition o f this kind—“  I f  it is day, it is 
night ”  ; for when it is day the clause “  It is day ”  
is true, and this was the antecedent, but the clause 
" I t  is night,”  which was the consequent, is false.

• Cf. P.H. ii. HO; Vol. 1. Introd. p. xxxvL
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115 Διόδωρο? δε αληθές είναι φησι συνημμένον 
όπερ μήτε ένεδέχετο μήτε ενδέχεται άρχόμενον άπ 
αληθούς λήγειν επί φεΰδος. όπερ μάχεται τη 
Φίλωνος θέσει, τό γάρ τοιοΰτον συνημμένον “  ει 
ημέρα έστιν, εγώ διαλέγομαι ”  ημέρας οϋσης επί 
του παρόντος κάμοϋ δια λεγομένου κατά μεν τον 
Φιλώ να αληθές έστιν, έπείπερ απ' άληθοΰς άρ
χόμενον τοΰ “  ημέρα έστιν ”  είς αληθές λήγει το 
"  εγώ διαλέγομαι,”  κατά δέ τον Διόδωρον φεΰδος. 
ενδέχεται γάρ άπ* άληθοΰς ποτέ άρξάμενον τοΰ 
“  ημέρα έστιν ”  επί φεΰδος ληγειν τό “  εγώ δια
λέγομαι,”  ησύχασαντος εμοΰ. καί ενδέχεται άπ 
άληθοΰς άρχόμενον επί φεΰδος ληγειν τό “  εγώ

116 διαλέγομαι”  · πριν γάρ άρξωμαι διαλέγεσθαι, άπ̂  
άληθοΰς μέν ηρχετο τοΰ “  ημέρα έστιν,”  επι 
φεΰδος δέ έληγε τό “  εγώ διαλέγομαι.”  πάλιν το 
ούτως έχον “  ει νύξ έστιν, εγώ διαλέγομαι,’ 
ημέρας οϋσης καί σιωπώντος εμοΰ κατά μέν Φίλωνα 
ωσαύτως άληθές, άπό γάρ φεύδους άρχόμενον επί 
φεΰδος λήγει, κατά δε τον Διόδωρον φεΰδος· 
ενδέχεται γάρ αυτό άρξάμενον άπ* άληθοΰς λήξαι 
είς φεΰδος νυκτός επελθοϋσης, καί πάλιν εμοΰ μή

117 διαλεγομένου άλλ’ ήσυχάζοντος. άλλα δη καί το  
“  εί νύξ έστιν, ημέρα έστιν ”  ημέρας οϋσης κατά 
μέν Φίλωνα διά τοΰτ* άληθές ότι άπό φεϋδους 
άρχόμενον τοΰ  “  νύξ έστιν ”  είς άληθές λήγει τό 
“  ημέρα έστιν,”  κατά δέ Διόδωρον διά τοΰτο 
φεΰδος οτι ενδέχεται νυκτός επισχοϋσης, άπ* άλη
θοΰς άρχόμενον αυτό τοΰ “  νύξ έστιν,”  επί φεΰδος 
ληγ€ΐν το ημ€ρα €στιν.

118 Ύοιαϋτης οΰν οϋσης ώς εν παραδείγματος μέρει 
της έν τοΐς κριτηρίοις τοΰ συνημμένου άξιώματος 
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—But Diodorus a asserts that “  the hypothetical p ro -115 
position is true which neither admitted nor admits of 
beginning with truth and ending in falsehood.”  And 
this is in conflict with the statement of Philo. For 
a hypothetical of this kind—“ If it is day, I am con
versing,”  when at the present moment it is day and 
I am conversing, is true according to Philo since it 
begins with the true clause “  It is day ”  and ends with 
the true “  I am conversing ”  ; but according to Dio
dorus it is false, for it admits o f beginning with a 
clause that is, at one time, true and ending in the 
false clause “  I am conversing,”  when I have ceased 
speaking ; also it admitted o f beginning with truth 
and ending with the falsehood “  I am conversing,”  
for before I began to converse it began with the 116 
truth “ 'It is day ”  and ended in the falsehood “  I am 
conversing.”  Again, a proposition in this form—
“ I f  it is night, I am conversing,”  when it is day and 
I am silent, is likewise true according to Philo, for it 
begins with what is false and ends in what is false ; 
but according to Diodorus it is false, for it admits of 
beginning with truth and ending in falsehood, after 
night has come on, and when I, again, am not con
versing but keeping silence. Moreover, the proposi- 117 
tion “  I f  it is night, it is day,”  when it is day, is true 
according to Philo for the reason that it begins with 
the false “  It is night ”  and ends in the true “  It is 
day ”  ; but according to Diodorus it is false for the 
reason that it admits o f beginning, when night comes 
on, with the truth “  It is night ”  and ending in the 
falsehood “  It is day.”

Such, then, being the contradictory character (as n s  
these examples show) o f the criteria o f the hypo-

* For Diodorus Cronos cf. P.H. ii. 110.
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ύπεναντιώσεως, μήποτε άπορος γίνεται η του 
ύγιοΰς συνημμένου διάγνωσις- ϊνα γάρ μάθωμεν 
τούτο, προ παντός 8εΐ επικριθηναι την περί της 
ύγιότητος αύτοϋ των διαλεκτικών διάστασιν. εφ’ 
οσον δε άνεπίκριτός εστι, μενειν ανάγκη και αυτό

119 εν εποχή, και εικότως, ήτοι γάρ πάσι τοΐς κρι- 
τηρίοις των διαλεκτικών προσεξομεν η τινι τούτων. 
άλλα πάσι μεν ούχ οΐόν τε εστι προσεχειν μάχεται 
γάρ, ώς επί τών προειρημενών δυοΐν υπόδειξα, τα 
δε μαχόμενα ου δύναται επ’ ίσης είναι πιστά, εΐ 
δε τινι τούτων, ήτοι αύτόθεν καί άκρίτως προσ
εξομεν τινι, η μετά λόγου του δεικνύντος ότι υγιές

120 εστι το τοιοΰτον κριτηριον. καί εί μεν άκρίτως 
καί αύτόθεν συγκαταθησόμεθά τινι κριτηρίω, τί 
μάλλον τώδε η τώδε συγκαταθησόμεθα; όπερ 
ίσον ην τώ μηδενί συγκατατίθεσθαι διά την μάχην, 
εί δε μετά λόγου τοΰ δεικνύντος ότι υγιές εστι το 
παραλαμβανόμενον ύφ’ ημών τοΰ συνημμένου κρι
τήριου, ήτοι οΰτος ό λόγος άσύνακτός εστι καί

121 άπεραντος η συνακτικός καί περαίνων. άλλ’ 
άσύνακτός μεν καθεστώς καί άπεραντος άπιστός 
εστι καί μοχθηρός εν τώ προκρίνειν τι τοΰ συν
ημμένου κριτηριον. εί δε συνακτικός υπάρχει, πάν
τως διά τούτο συνακτικός τυγχάνει ότι άκολουθεΐ 
αύτοΰ τοΐς λημμασιν η επιφορά, ώστε δι άκολου-

122 θίας τίνος αυτόν δοκιμάζεσθαι. την δε άκολουθίαν 
ζξ άρχής ζητουμενην επί τοΰ συνημμένου λόγω1 
εδει δοκιμάζεσθαι. τοίνυν ίσον ην το τοιοΰτον τώ  
εις τον δι άλλήλων τρόπον εμπίπτειν ίνα γάρ τό

1 \&γψ Heintz : λόγου m ss ., Bekk.
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thetical proposition, it is to be feared that the task of 
distinguishing the valid hypothetical is impracticable ; 
for in order that we may perceive this, there must 
first o f all be a decision of the controversy o f the Dia
lecticians regarding its validity. And so long as this 
remains undecided, the valid proposition itself must 
also of necessity remain in suspense. And naturally 119 
so. For we shall either give heed to all the criteria 
o f the Dialecticians, or to some one o f them. But 
it is not possible to give heed to them all; for—as 
I have pointed out in the case o f the two mentioned 
above ®—they are conflicting, and things which con
flict cannot be equally trustworthy. And if we give 
heed to some one o f them, we shall give heed to it 
either at once and uncritically, or with the support 
o f reasoning which proves that a criterion o f this kind 
is valid. And if we shall assent to any one criterion 120 
uncritically and at once, why shall we assent to this 
one rather than to that one ? And this is equivalent 
to giving one’s assent to none, because of the conflict.
But if we assent with the support o f reasoning which 
proves that the criterion of the hypothetical adopted 
by us is valid, then this reasoning is either incon
clusive and indecisive or conclusive and decisive.
But if it is inconclusive and indecisive it is un- ]9l 
trustworthy and unsound when preferring a certain 
criterion of the hypothetical. And if it is conclusive, 
certainly it is conclusive for the reason that its con
clusion follows its premisses, so that it is approved 
because of a certain consistency. But the consist-122 
ency sought in the case of the hypothetical ought to 
have been approved by reasoning. So, then, a result 
o f this kind is equivalent to falling into the fallacy 
o f circular reasoning ; for in order to perceive the
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συνημμενον εξ ακολουθίας όφεΐλον δοκιμάζεσθαι 
μάθωμεν, επί λόγον τινά δει δραμεΐν, καί ϊνα οΰτος 
6 λόγος υγιής fj, την ακολουθίαν δει προπεπι-

123 στώσθαι, άφ* ης ότι εστιν υγιής κρίνεται. μη 
εχοντες ουν το υγιές συνημμενον όσον επί τη 
τοιαυτη απορία, ούδε σννακτικόν εξομεν λόγον. 
τούτον δε μη εχοντες ουδέ άπόδειξιν εξομεν· λόγος 
γάρ εστι συνακτικός η άπόδειξις. άποδείξεως δε 
μη παρουσης αναιρείται η δογματική φαντασία.

124 Ένεσται δε από τούτων και επί τα συμπεπλεγ- 
μενα καί επί τα διεζευγμενα κοινώς επί τε τα  
λοιπά είδη των ονχ απλών αξιωμάτων διαβαίνειν. 
το γάρ συμπεπλεγμενον εξ απλών οφείλει η ούκ 
εξ απλών η εκ μικτών συνεστάναι, πάντα δέ

125 ταΰτα ηπόρηται τών απλών προηπορημενων. ον 
μην άλλα καί όταν λεγωσιν υγιές είναι συμπε
πλεγμενον τό πάντ εχον εν αύτώ άληθη, οϊον το 
** ήμερα εστι καί φώς εστιν,”  φεΰδος δε τδ (εν)1 
εχον φεΰδος, πάλιν νομοθετοΰσιν αυτοί αντοΐς. 
ακόλουθον γάρ ήν, εί αληθές εστι το εκ πάντων 
αληθών σύνθετον ευθύς αληθές είναι καί τό εκ 
πάντων φευδών συγκείμενον φεΰδος, τό δε εκ 
φευδών άμα καί αληθών μη μάλλον αληθές είναι

126 η φεΰδος. εί μεν γάρ εξεστιν αύτόΐς ά θελουσι 
νομοθετεΐν καί ώς προαιροΰνται περί τών πραγ
μάτων διατάττεσθαι, επιτρεπτεον μεν τό εν εχον 
φεΰδος συμπεπλεγμενον λεγεσθαι παρ' αντοΐς φεΰ
δος, εξεσται δε καί άλλοις άντιδιατάττεσθαι καί 
λεγειν τό εκ πλειόνων αληθών ενός δε φενδους

1 <ίκ> Heintz.

0 “  Parade,”  or “  outward show,”  seems the only possible
S02
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hypothetical which requires to be approved by its 
consistency, we are obliged to have recourse to a form 
of reasoning, and in order that this reasoning may be 
valid, the consistency by which its validity is judged 
must be confirmed beforehand. If then, judging by 123 
this impasse, we do not possess the valid hypothetical, 
neither shall we possess conclusive reasoning ; and 
not possessing this, we shall not possess proof either ; 
for proof is conclusive reasoning. And if proof is 
absent, the parade a of Dogmatism is destroyed.

From these we may pass over both to the conjunc-124 
tive and to the disjunctive, and generally to all the 
remaining forms of non-simple propositions. For the 
conjunctive must be composed either o f simple or of 
non-simple or o f mixed propositions, and all these are 
subject to doubt when the simple sort are already 
doubted. Moreover, when they declare that the 125 
conjunctive which has all its parts true is valid—as, 
for instance, “  It is day and it is light,” —and that that 
which has a false part is false, they are again laying 
down the law for themselves. For it should have 
followed at once that, if the compound with all its 
parts true is true, the compound with all its parts 
false is false, but that which has some parts false and 
at the same time some true is no more true than false.
For if it is open to them to lay down what laws they 126 
please and to make rules about these matters just as 
they choose, we must allow their assertion that the 
conjunctive which contains one false clause is false; 
but it will be open also to others to make a contrary 
rule and assert that the conjunctive with several true

sense o f φαντασία here. Very probably the text is corrupt, 
but Heintz’s φιλοσοφία, adopted by Mutschmann, is not con
vincing. One might suggest παντά<πα>σιν.
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127 συμπεπλεγμενον αληθές ύπάρχειν. el δε τη φύσει 
των πραγμάτων προσεκτεον εστίν, ακόλουθον 
δήπουθεν το τϊ μεν ψεΰδος εχον τϊ δε αληθές 
συμπεπλεγμενον μη μάλλον αληθές η ψευδός είναι 
λεγειν ώσπερ γάρ το εκ λευκοΰ και εκ μελανός 
μεμιγμενον ού μάλλον λευκόν εστιν η μελαν (τδ 
μεν γάρ λεύκαν λευκόν ήν και τδ μελαν μελαν 
ύπήρχεν), οΰτω το μεν αληθές μόνον αληθές είναι 
συμβεβηκεν, το  δε ψεΰδος μόνον ψεΰδος υπάρχει, 
το δε σύνθετον εξ άμφοτερων ού μάλλον αληθές η

128 ψεΰδος προσαγορευτεον. άλλ' ώσπερ εν τω
βίω, φασί, τδ κατά μεν τά πλέΐστα μέρη υγιές 
Ιμάτιον κατ' ολίγον δε διερρωγός ούκ από των 
πλειστών καί υγιών μερών υγιές είναι λεγομεν άλλ' 
από τοΰ ολίγου καί διερρωγότος διερρωγός, οΰτω 
και τδ συμπεπλεγμενον, καν εν μόνον εχη ψεΰδος 
πλείονα δε αληθή, λεχθησεται τδ δλον από τοΰ

129 ενός ψεΰδος. οπερ εστίν εΰηθες. τω  μεν γάρ βίω 
συγχωρητεον καταχρηστικοΐς όνόμασι χρήσθαι, μη 
πάντως τδ προς την φΰσιν αληθές ζητοΰντι άλλα 
τδ προς την δόξαν, φρέαρ γοΰν όρυσσειν φαμεν 
καί χλαμύδα ύφαίνειν καί οικίαν οίκοδομειν, ού 
κυρίως’ εί γάρ φρέαρ εστίν, ούκ ορύσσεται άλλ* 
όρώρυκται, καί εί χλαμύς εστιν, ούχ ύφαίνεται 
αλλ' ΰφανται. ώστε εν μεν τώ  βίω καί τη κοινή 
συνήθεια τόπον εΐχεν η κατάχρησις’ όταν δε τά  
προς την φύσιν ζητώμεν πράγματα, τότε εχεσθαι 
δει της ακρίβειας.

130 ’Αλλ* οτι μεν άπορός εστιν 6 λόγος καί πολλήν 
εχων την ταραχήν τοΐς εν άσωμάτω τινί λεκτώ 
το αληθές καί ψεΰδος άπολείπουσιν, εκ τούτων 
αύτάρκως ύποδεδεικταί' ότι δε καί τοΐς εν φωνή 
304

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 127-130

clauses and one false is true. But if we ought to give 127 
heed to the real nature of these things, it is surely 
logical to say that the conjunctive which has one part 
true and one part false is no more true than false ; 
for just as what is compounded of white and black is 
no more white than black (for the white was white 
and the black was black), so also the true is in 
fact only true and the false is only false, and the 
compound of the two must be described as no more 
true than false.—But, they say, just as in ordinary 128 
speech e we do not say that the garment which is in 
most parts sound, but in a small part torn, is sound 
because o f its more numerous and sound parts, but 
we call it torn because of its small part which is torn, 
so also with the conjunctive,—if it has only one part 
false and several true, the whole will be named after 
the one false part. But this is silly. For we must allow 129 
ordinary speech to make use o f inexact terms, as it 
does not seek after what is really true but what is 
supposed to be true. Thus we speak o f digging a well 
and weaving a cloak and building a house, but not 
with exactness; for if there is a well, it is not being 
dug but it has been dug; and if there is a cloak, it 
is not being woven but it has been woven. So that 
in ordinary life and common conversation inexact 
speech is in place, but when we are inquiring into 
real facts, then we must stick to accuracy.

By all this it has been made sufficiently clear that 130 
the argument o f those who make truth and false
hood to lie in incorporeal “  expression ”  is hopeless 
and full o f confusion ; and it is easy also to see that 

• Lit. “  in life.”
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τανθ* νποστησαμενοις ονκ εστιν εύπορος, ρόδιον
131 μαθεΐν. πάσα γάρ φωνή, εΐ εστιν, ήτοι γινόμενη 

εστιν ή σιωπωμενη · οϋτε δε ή γινόμενη εστι τω  
μη νφεστάναι οϋτε ή σιωπωμενη τω μήπω γίνε- 
σθα,Γ ονκ αρα εστιν ή φωνή, ή μεν ονν γινόμενη 
ονκ εστιν, καθάπερ εκ των όμοιων Βείκννται· οντε 
γαρ οικία γινόμενη οικία εστιν, ον ναΰς, ονκ άλλο 
τι των τοιούτων, ωστ* ουδέ φωνή, ότι δ* ουδ* ή 
σιωπωμενη νφεστηκεν, ομόλογον, εΐπερ ονν ή 
γίνεται φωνή ή σιωπαται, κατ* ονδετερον δε 
τούτων των χρόνων εστιν, ονκ αν εϊη φωνή.

132 Και άλλως, εί εν φωνή εστι τό αληθές, ήτοι εν 
ελάχιστη εστί φωνή ή εν μακρα’ οντε δε εν ελά
χιστη, άμερες γάρ εστι τό ελάχιστον, και τό αληθές 
ονκ αμερες' οντε εν μακρα, άννπόστατος γάρ εστιν 
αυτή διά τό, ότε μεν τό πρώτον αντής προφερεται 
μέρος, μήπω είναι τό δεύτερον, ότε δε τό δεύτερον, 
μηκετι είναι τό πρώτον, ον τοίννν εν φωνή εστι

133 τ° αληθές. προς τούτοις, εί εν φωνή εστιν,
ήτοι εν σημαινούση ή μη εν σημαινούση. άλλ’ 
εν μεν τή μη σημαινούση τι, οιον τή βλίτνρι και 
τή σκινδαφός, ονκ αν εΐη τι* πώς γαρ τοϋ μη 
σημαινομενον πράγματος οΐόν τε εστιν ώς άληθοΰς

134 άντιλαμβάνεσθαι; λείπεται άρα λεγειν εν τή σημαι - 
νούση. ο δη πάλιν εστιν αδύνατον ονδεμία γαρ 
φωνή ώς φωνή σημαντική εστιν, επει εχρήν π όν
τας τονς άντιλαμβανομενονς φωνής "Ελληνα? και 
βαρβάρονς άντιλαμβάνεσθαι και τον σημαι νομενον 
νπ* αντής. ώστε ονδε κατά τοντο εν φωνή θετεον

135 ταληθές. των τε φωνών αί μεν είσιν άπλαΐ
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the argument of those who place them in speech 
is not satisfactory. For every speech, if it exists, is 131 
either coming to be or silenced; but neither does 
that which is coming to be exist, owing to its non
subsistence, nor that which is silenced, owing to its 
not as yet coming to be. Speech, therefore, does not 
exist. Now that which is coming to be does not exist, 
as is shown by parallel instances ; for a house when 
coming to be is not a house, nor is a ship, nor any
thing else o f the sort; nor, consequently, speech. 
And that silent speech has no existence either is 
admitted. If, then, speech is either becoming or 
silenced, and at neither o f these periods exists, speech 
will not exist.

Another objection,—if the true resides in speech, 132 
it is either in a minimal or in a long speech ; but it is 
not in a minimal, for the minimal object is indivisible 
and the true is not indivisible ; nor is it in a long 
speech, for this is not really existent because, when 
the first part o f it is being uttered, the second does 
not as yet exist, and when the second is being uttered 
the first no longer exists. So, then, the true does not 
reside in speech.—Furthermore, if it resides in speech, 133 
it is either in significant or in non-significant speech.
But it will not exist in that which has no significance, 
such as the words ** Blituri ”  and “  Skindapsos ”  ; for 
how is it possible to accept as true a thing which is 
not significant ? It only remains, therefore, to say 134 
that it resides in significant speech. But this again 
is impossible ; for no speech as speech is significant, 
for, were it so, all the Greeks and barbarians on per
ceiving speech ought also to have perceived what is 
signified by it. So that on this ground, too, the true 
must not be located in speech.—Also, some forms of 135
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α l δε σύνθετοι, άπλαΐ μεν οΐον ή Δίων, σύνθετοι 
0€ ωσπ€ρ η Διών περιπατει. ei ονν ev φωνή 
εστι ταληθές, ήτοι εν άττλή εστιν η εν συνθέτω. 
άλλ’ εν μεν απλή και άσυνθέτω ούκ εστιν· αξίωμα 
γαρ είναι δει ταληθές, και ούδέν αξίωμα άσύνθετον.

136 εν συνθέτω δε ούκ αν εΐη δια το μηδεμίαν σύνθετον 
ύφεστάναι λέξιν, οΐον την “  Δίων εστιν” · οτε γαρ 
λεγομεν την Δίων, ούττω λεγομεν την εστιν, και 
οτε ταύτην προφερόμεθα, ούκέτ εκείνην λεγομεν. 
ωστ ουδ’ εν φωνή τ  αληθές.

137 Και μην ουδ’ εν τω  κινήματι τής διανοίας, ώς 
ύπενόησάν τινες. εί γαρ εν τω  κινήματι τής 
διανοίας εστι τ  αληθές, ούδεν εσται τω ν έκτος 
αληθές' το γαρ κίνημα τής διανοίας εστιν εν ήμιν 
και ούκ εκτός, άτοπον δε γε τό λέγειν μηδέν 
είναι τω ν εκτός αληθές' άτοπον άρα και τό εν τω  
κινήματι τής διανοίας άπολείπειν τ  αληθές.

138 Των τε κινημάτων τής διανοίας ιδίων οντων 
έκαστου ούδεν εσται κοινόν αληθές, μηδενος δε 
οντος κοινού τίνος αληθούς πάντ εσται ασαφή και 
διάφωνα' ο γαρ έχει ουτος αληθές, τουτέστι τό  
κίνημα τής διανοίας, τούθ* έτερος ούκ εχει, και 
άναστρόφως, ο εκείνος έχει, τοϋθ ουτος ουκ 
εΐληφεν. άτοττον δε τδ μηδέν είναι λέγειν συμ-

139 φώνως αληθές' τοίνυν καί τό  άξιοΰν εν τω  κινή- 
ματι τής διανοίας ύποκεΐσθαι τ  αληθές άτοττον εστι 
καί ούχ υγιές.

* Ακόλουθόν τέ  εστι τοΐς εν τω  κινήματι τής διά
νοιας άττολείττουσι τ  αληθές ττάνθ’ 6μολογεΐν αληθής 
είναι, οΐον τό  κίνημα τής Έ π ικούρου διανοίας και 
Ζήνωνος καί Δημοκρίτου καί τω ν άλλων' ττασι
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speech are simple, others composite— simple as, for 
instance, “ Dion ” ; and composite, as “  Dion walks.”
If, then, the true exists in speech, it exists either in 
simple or in composite speech ; but it does not exist 
in the simple and non-composite ; for the true must 
be a proposition, and no proposition is non-composite. 
And it will not exist in composite speech because no 136 
composite expression (such as “ Dion exists ”) sub
sists ; for when we are saying “ Dion ” we are not 
as yet saying “ exists,”  and when we are uttering the 
latter we are no longer saying the former. So that 
the true is not in speech.

Nor yet is it in the motion of the intellect, as some 137 
have surmised. For if the true is in the motion of 
the intellect, none of the external things will be true ; 
for the motion of the intellect is within us and not 
external. But it is absurd to say that none of the 
external things is true ; therefore it is also absurd 
to locate the true in the motion of the intellect.

Also, as the motions of the intellect are peculiar 138 
to each individual, there will be nothing generally 
true, and when there is nothing that is true for all in 
common everything will be doubtful and discordant; 
for what this man holds as true (that is the motion 
of his intellect), that another man does not hold ; and 
conversely, what that man holds, this man has not 
experienced. But it is absurd to say that there is 
nothing which by common consent is true ; hence 139 
also it is absurd and unsound to assert that the true 
resides in the motion of the intellect.

It follows, also, that those who locate the true in 
the motion of the intellect must agree that all such 
motions are true—the motion, for instance, of the 
intellects of Epicurus and of Zeno and of Democritus
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γάρ αύτοΐς συμβέβηκεν επ' ίσης κινήμασιν είναι 
τής διάνοιας αδύνατον δε γέ εστι τδ πάντα είναι 
αληθή, ώς καί το πάντα φευδή' τοίνυν ουδέ τδ 
κίνημα τής διανοίας ταληθές εστιν.

140 Ά λλα  γάρ διά τοσούτων περί τε κριτηρίου και 
περί άληθοΰς άπορήσαντες, το μετά τοϋτο σκεπτώ- 
μεθα και περί των συντιθέμενων εφόδων άπο τοΰ 
κριτηρίου προς κατάληφιν τοΰ μη αύτόθεν νπο- 
πίπτοντος άληθοΰς, τουτέστι τοΰ τε σημείου και 
τής άποδείζεως. και τάζει γε πρώτον περί ση
μείου λέγω μεν' μετουσία γάρ τουτου ή άπόδειζις 
έκκαλυπτική γίνεται τοΰ συμπεράσματος.

Β\— ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΣΗΜΕΙΟΝ

141 Έπει των πραγμάτων διττή τις εστι κατά τδ 
άνωτάτω διαφορά, καθ' ήν τά μέν εστι πρόδηλα 
τά  δε άδηλα, και πρόδηλα μέν τά αύτόθεν ύποπίπ- 
τοντα ταΐς τε αίσθήσεσι και τή διάνο ία άδηλα δε 
τά μή έζ αυτών ληπτά, μεθοδικώτερον [δε] εις μέν 
την τών εναργών απορίαν 6 περί κριτηρίου λόγος

142 ήμΐν άποδέδοταί’ τουτου γάρ αβέβαιου δειχθέντος 
αδύνατον γίνεται και τδ περί τών φαινομένων 
διισχυρίζεσθαι ότι τοιαΰτά εστι πρδς την φυσιν 
όποια φαίνεται. λειπομένης δε ετι τής τών 
άδηλων διαφοράς, καλώς έχειν ήγουμεθα καί πρδς 
την τ  αυτής άθέτησιν συντόμω τινι χρήσασθαι 
εφόδω, τή τδ τε σημεΐον και την άπόδειζιν άν- 
αιρουστ)' τούτων γάρ πάλιν άναιρουμένων άβέβαιος

3 1 0
Cf. Ρ.Η. i. 138.
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and o f the rest; for it happens that all alike are 
motions of the intellect. But it is impossible that 
they should all be true, as likewise that they should 
all be false ; neither, then, is the true the motion of 
the intellect.

And now that we have presented all these 140 
difficulties concerning the criterion and concerning 
the true, let us consider in the next place the 
methods, based on the criterion, which are devised 
for the apprehension of the true that is not immedi
ately presented—that is to say, Sign and Proof. And 
first in order let us speak of Sign ; for it is by participa
tion in it that Proof becomes capable o f revealing the 
conclusion.

II.— D oes a Sign exist ?

Since there is a certain twofold distinction of a most 141 
general kind in things by which some are pre- 
evident,0 others non-evident—those being pre- 
evident which are immediately and o f themselves 
presented to the senses and the intellect, and those 
non-evident which are not apprehensible of them
selves,—our discussion of the criterion has been given 
its due place,6 as serving to show the doubtfulness 
of things evident; for if the criterion is proved to be 142 
precarious, it also becomes impossible to affirm, re
garding things apparent, that they are in reality such 
as they appear. And as the distinct class of things 
non-evident is still left, we deem it well, for the pur
pose of refuting it also, to employ a concise method of 
attack which destroys both sign and proof; for when 
these in turn are abolished, the apprehension of the

b i.e. the criterion has been discussed first (lit. “ more 
methodically,” i.e. observing the proper order of treatment).

311



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

γίνεται καί ή δι αυτών του αληθούς κατάληφις. 
βραχέα δ* ίσως οίκεΐόν εστι προ των κατά μέρος 
διελθεΐν περί τής του σημείου φύσεως.

143 Αεγεται τοίνυν το σημείον δίχως, κοινώς τε καί 
ιδίως, κοινώς μεν τδ δοκοΰν τι δηλοΰν, καθδ καί 
τδ πρδς άνανεωσιν τοϋ συμπαρατηρηθεντός αυτώ 
πράγματος χρησιμεΰον είώθαμεν καλεΐν σημεΐον, 
ιδίως δε τδ  ενδεικτικόν του άδηλουμενου πράγ
ματος, περί ου καί πρόκειται ζητεΐν επι του

144 παρόντος, εί δε τις τρανότερον επιβάλλει αύτοΰ 
τή φύσει, πάλιν προληπτεον ότι, ώς άνώτερον 
ελεγομεν, τών πραγμάτων πρόδηλα μεν εστι τα 
εξ αυτών εις γνώσιν ήμΐν ερχόμενα, οΐον ήν επι 
του παρόντος τδ ημέραν είναι και τδ εμε δια- 
λεγεσθαι, άδηλα δε τά μή ούτως εχοντα.

Γ .— ΠΟΣΑΤ ΤΩΝ ΑΔΗΛΩΝ ΔΙΑΦΟΡΑΙ

145 Τών δε άδηλων τά μεν τινα ήν καθάπαξ άδηλα, 
τά δε φύσει άδηλα, τά  δε πρδς καιρδν άδηλα. ών 
πρδς καιρδν μεν άδηλα καλείται άπερ την φυσιν 
[μεν] εχοντα εναργή παρά τινας εζωθεν περι
στάσεις κατά καιρούς ήμΐν άδηλεΐται, οΐον νυν ή 
τών *Αθηναίων πόλις ήμΐν φύσει μεν γάρ εναργής 
εστι και πρόδηλος, παρά δε τδ μεταξύ διάστημα

146 άδηλεΐται. φύσει δε ήν άδηλα τ ά  δι* αίώνος άπο- 
κεκρυμμενα και μή δυνάμενα ύπδ την ήμετεραν

β Cf. Ρ.Η. ϋ. 100.
6 Cf. Ρ.Η. π. 98.
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true by means of them likewise becomes precarious.
But it is, perhaps, fitting, before going into particulars, 
to discuss briefly the nature of sign.

The term “  sign,”  then, has two senses, the general 143 
and the particular.® In the general sense it is that 
which seems to make something evident—in which 
sense we are accustomed to call that a sign which 
serves to effect the renewal of the object observed in 
conjunction with it,— and in the particular sense it 
means that which is indicative of a non-evident object; 
and it is this latter which we propose at present to 
investigate. But if one is to understand its nature 144 
clearly, one must, again, grasp first the fact that, as 
we said above, those things are pre-evident which 
come to our knowledge of themselves—such as, at 
the present moment, the fact that “ it is day ”  and 
that “  I am conversing,”—and those things are non- 
evident which are not of this character.

III.—HOW  MANY ARE THE DISTINCT CLASSES OF 
T h in g s  N on - e v id e n t  ?

O f things non-evident some are absolutely non-145 
evident, some naturally non-evident, and some 
temporarily non-evident. And o f these, those are 
called “  temporarily ”  non-evident which are in their 
nature manifest but are at certain times rendered 
non-evident to us owing to certain external circum
stances—as for instance the city of Athens is to us 
at the present moment * 6 ; for though it is naturally 
manifest and pre-evident, owing to the intervening 
distance it is rendered non-evident. “  Naturally ” 146 
non-evident are the things which are everlastingly 
hidden away and are not capable o f presenting
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πεσεΐν ενάργειαν, καθάπερ οι νοητοί πόροι και το 
άξιου μενον εκτός είναι τοΰ κόσμου τισί φυσικοΐς

147 άπειρον κενόν, καθάπαξ δέ άδηλα λέγεται τυγ- 
χάνειν τα μηδέποτε υπ άνθρωπίνην κατάληφιν 
πεφυκότα πίπτειν, οΐόν εστι τό αρτίους είναι τούς 
αστέρας η περισσούς και τό τοσάσδε ύπάρχειν εν

148 Αιβυη φάμμους. τεσσάρων οΰν ούσών εν τοΐς 
πράγμασι διαφορών, μιας μεν τής των εναργών, 
δευτέρας δέ τής τών καθάπαξ αδήλων, τρίτης δ€ 
τής τών φύσει άδηλων, τετάρτης τής τών προς 
καιρόν, ου πάσαν φαμεν διαφοράν σημείου δεΐσθαι

149 άλλα τινά. ευθέως γάρ ούτε τα καθάπαξ άδηλα 
επιδέχεται τι σημειον ούτε τα εναργή, άλλα τα 
μέν εναργή δτι εξ αυτών προσπίπτει και ούδενός 
ετέρου δεΐται προς μήνυσιν, τα δέ καθάπαξ αδηλα 
ότι κοινώς πάσαν εκπεφευγότα κατάληφιν ουδέ

150 την διά σημείου επιδέχεται, τά δέ φύσει άδηλα 
καί τά προς καιρόν χρείαν έχει τής εκ τοΰ σημείου 
παρατηρήσεως, τά μέν προς καιρόν άδηλα ότι 
κατά τινας περιστάσεις αίρεται εκ τής προς ημάς 
εναργείας, τά δέ φύσει άδηλα δτι διά παντός εστιν

151 αφανή, διττής οΰν οϋσης διαφοράς τών σημείου 
δεομένων πραγμάτων διττόν άνεφάνη καί τό ση- 
μεΐον, τό μέν τι υπομνηστικόν, δπερ μάλιστα επί 
τών προς καιρόν άδηλων φαίνεται χρησιμεΰον, τό 
δέ ενδεικτικόν, δπερ επί τών φύσει άδηλων άξιοΰται

152 παραλαμβάνεσθαι. καί δη τό μέν υπομνηστικόν 
συμπαρατηρηθέν τώ  σημειωτέο δι εναργείας, άμα

α i.e. excretory ducts, called “ intelligible”  because not 
perceptible by sense but only by an intellectual act of infer
ence ; cf. P.H. ii. 98, 140.

* Of. i. 243.
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themselves clearly to our perception, such as the 
intelligible pores α and the existence (maintained by 
certain physicists) of an infinite Void outside the uni
verse. And “ absolutely ”  non-evident are said to be 147 
those things whose nature it is never to be presented 
to human apprehension, as is the fact that the stars 
are even in number or odd,6 and that the grains of 
sand in Libya are of a certain definite number. Since, 148 
then, there are four distinct classes o f objects—one 
being that o f things manifest, the second of things 
absolutely non-evident, the third of things naturally 
non-evident, the fourth of things temporarily so, we 
assert that not every distinct class, but some of them, 
require a sign. For obviously neither the absolutely 149 
non-evident nor the manifest things admit of a 
sign—the manifest because they strike on the senses 
o f themselves and require no other thing to announce
them, and the absolutely non-evident because they 
elude every kind of apprehension without exception 
and thus do not admit of apprehension by means of 
sign. But things naturally non-evident, and things 150 
temporarily so, have need of the kind of observa
tion effected by sign—the temporarily non-evident 
because, in certain circumstances, they are removed 
from our clear perception, and the naturally non- 
evident because they are for ever non-apparent. As, 151
then, there are two distinct classes o f things which 
require sign, Sign also has revealed itself as twofold— 
the “  commemorative,”  which appears to be chiefly 
o f use in the case o f things temporarily non-evident, 
and the “  indicative,”  which is deemed proper for 
adoption in the case o f things naturally non-evident.
—Thus the commemorative sign, when observed 152 
in conjunction with the thing signified in a clear
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τώ  ύποπεσεϊν εκείνου άδηλουμένου, άγει ημάς εις 
ύπόμνησιν τοΰ  συμπαρατηρηθέντος αντίο, νΰν δε 
εναργώς μη προσπίπτοντος, ώς επι τοΰ καπνού 
και τοΰ  πυράς· ταΰτα γάρ πολλάκις άλλήλοις συν-

Υ  / t  v  ~  \ ν  1 »λ «.εί,ευγμενα παρατηρησαντες αμα τω  το ετερον ιοειν, 
τουτεστι τον καπνόν, άνανεούμεθα το λοιπόν,

153 τουτεστι τό μη βλεπόμενον πΰρ. 6 αυτός λόγος
και επί της τω  έλκει επιγινομενης ουλής καί έπι 
της τοΰ θανάτου προηγούμενης καρδίας τρώσεως· 
ουλήν τε γάρ ίδόντες προηγησάμενον έλκος άνα- 
νεουμεθα, καρδίας τε τρώσιν θεασάμενοι μέλλοντα 
θάνατον προγινώσκομεν. άλλα τό μεν ύπομνη-

154 στικον σημείον τοιαύτην είχε την Ιδιότητα, τό  δε 
ενδεικτικόν διέφερε τούτον, ούκετι γάρ και αυτό 
συμπαρατήρησιν τω  σημειωτω επιδέχεται (άρχήθεν 
γάρ άννπόπτωτόν έστι τό φύσει άδηλον πράγμα, 
και διά τοΰτο ου δνναταί τινι τω ν φαινομένων 
συμπαρατηρηθηναι), άλλ* άντικρυς εκ τής ιδίας 
φύσεως και κατασκευής μόνον ούχι φωνήν άφιέν

155 λέγεται σημαίνειν τό οΰ έστιν ενδεικτικόν, οΐον 
ή φνχή τω ν φύσει άδηλων έστι πραγμάτω ν  ουδέ
ποτε γάρ υπό την ήμετέραν πέφυκε πίπτει ν εν- 
άργειαν. τοιαύτη δε οδσα εκ τω ν περί τό σώμα 
κινήσεων ενδεικτικώς μηνύεται· λογιζόμεθα γάρ 
ότι δύναμίς τις ενδεδυκυΐα τω σώμα τι τοιαύτας 
αύτω κινήσεις ένδίδωσιν.

156 Ά λλα γάρ δυοΐν όντων σημείων, τοΰ  τε ύπο- 
μνηστικοΰ και έπι τω ν πρός καιρόν αδήλων τά  
πολλά χρησίμευειν δοκοΰντος, και τοΰ ένδεικτικοΰ, 
οπερ επι τω ν φύσει αδήλων εγκρίνεται, μελλή- 
σομεν πάσαν ποιεΐσθαι ζήτησιν και απορίαν ού
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perception, brings us, as soon as it is presented and 
when the thing signified has become non-evident, 
to a recollection of the thing observed along with it 
and now no longer clearly perceived—as in the case 
of smoke and fire ; for as we have often observed 
these to be connected with each other, as soon as we 
see the one—that is to say, smoke—we recall the 
other—that is to say, the unseen fire. The same 153 
account applies to the scar which follows on the 
wound, and to the puncture of the heart which pre
cedes death ; for on seeing the scar we recall the 
wound which preceded it, and on viewing the puncture 
of the heart we foretell the imminence of death.— 
Such, then, is the special character o f the “  com
memorative ”  sign ; but the “  indicative ”  is of a 154 
different kind. For it does not, like the former, 
admit of being observed in conjunction with the 
thing signified (for the naturally non-evident object 
is, from the start, imperceptible and therefore cannot 
be observed along with any of the things apparent), 
but entirely o f its own nature and constitution, 
all but uttering its voice aloud, it is said to signify 
that whereof it is indicative. The soul, for instance, 155 
is one of the things naturally non-evident; for such is 
its nature that it never presents itself to our clear 
perception ; and being such, it is announced “  indi- 
catively ”  by the bodily motions ; for we argue that 
it is a certain power residing within the body which 
inwardly excites in it such motions.

So then, as there are two signs—that which is 156 
“  commemorative ”  and held to be mainly of use in 
the case o f things temporarily non-evident, and the 
“  indicative ”  which is employed in the case of things 
naturally non-evident—we propose to devote all our
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περί τον υπομνηστικόν, τούτο γάρ παρά πασι 
κοινώς τοΐς εκ τοΰ βίου πεπίστευται χρησιμεύειν, 
άλλα περί τοΰ ένδεικτικοΰ' τούτο γάρ ύπό των 
δογματικών φιλοσόφων και τών λογικών Ιατρών, 
ώς δυνάμενον την άναγκαιοτάτην αύτοΐς παρέχειν

157 χρείαν, πέπλασται. οθεν ουδέ μαχόμεθα ταΐς 
κοιναΐς τών ανθρώπων προλήφεσιν, ουδέ συγχεομεν 
τον βίον, λέγοντες μηθέν είναι σημεΐον, καθάπερ 
τινές ή μας συκοφαντοΰσιν. εΐ μεν γάρ παν άν- 
ηροΰμεν σημεΐον, τάχ ΐσως άν και τώ βίω και 
πάσιν άνθρώποις έμαχόμεθα- νυνι δε οϋτω καί 
αυτοί έγνωμεν, εκ μεν καπνού πυρ, εκ δε ουλής 
προηγησάμενον έλκος, εκ δέ προηγούμενης καρδίας 
τρώσεως θάνατον, εκ δε προ κείμενης ταινίας

158 άλειμμα λαμβάνοντας. νυν οΰν έπεί τό μεν υπο
μνηστικόν σημεΐον τίθεμεν, ω χρηται 6 βίος, τό 
δε ύπό τών δογματικών φευδώς δοζασθέν άναιροϋ- 
μεν, μηποτε προς τώ μη μάχεσθαι τώ βίω ετι 
καί συναγορεύομεν αύτώ, επείπερ τούς κατεξανα- 
στάντας της κοινής προλ,ήφεως δογματικούς καί 
τά φύσει άδηλα γινώσκειν λέγοντας σημειωτικώς 
εκ φυσιολογίας έλεγχο μεν.

159 Ταΰτα μεν οΰν ώς εν κεφαλαίοις περί τοΰ υπο 
την ζήτησιν πίπτοντος σημείου λελέχθω · χρή δέ επί 
τοΰ παρόντος διά μνήμης εχειν τό σκεπτικόν έθος, 
τοΰτο δ* εστί τό μη μετά πείσματος καί συγκατα- 
θέσεως εκτίθεσθαι τούς κατά της ύπάρξεως τοΰ 
σημείου λόγους (ίσον γάρ ήν τό τοιοΰτο ποιεΐν τώ  
άζιοΰν εΐναί τι σημεΐον παραπλησίως τοΐς δογμα- 
τίζουσιν), άλλ’ ώστε εις ίσοσθένειαν την ζήτησιν

α The “  Logical,”  or “  Dogmatic,”  was one o f the chief 
Schools o f Medicine in the Hellenistic age. Of. P.H. i. 236 n. 
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investigation and criticism not to the commemorative 
sign (for this is generally believed by all ordinary folk 
to be useful) but to the indicative ; for this has been 
devised by the Dogmatic philosophers and by the 
Logical physicians,0 as capable of affording them most 
necessary assistance. Hence we are not attacking 157 
the common preconceptions of mankind, nor are we 
turning life upside down by asserting that no sign 
exists, as some slanderously affirm of us. For if we 
were abolishing every sign we might, perhaps, have 
been attacking ordinary life and all mankind ; but 
as it is, we ourselves also are of the same mind and 
infer fire from smoke, and a previous wound from 
a scar, and death from a previous puncture of the 
heart, and oil from a previous fillet.6 As it is, then, 158 
seeing that we affirm the commemorative sign which 
ordinary folk employ, but abolish the sign falsely 
imagined by the Dogmatists, one should rather say 
that not only do we not attack ordinary life but we 
even act as its advocates, inasmuch as we refute by 
means of natural science the Dogmatists who have 
risen up against the common judgement and declared 
that they discern by means o f signs things naturally 
non-evident.

Let this, then, serve as a summary account o f the 159 
sign now under investigation ; and at this point it is 
right to keep in mind the practice o f the Sceptics.® 
This is to set out the arguments against the existence 
o f the sign, but not with conviction or assent (for to 
do it with assent would be on a par with maintaining, 
like the Dogmatists, that a sign exists), but so as to

6 Alluding to the custom o f athletes to wear fillets and 
anoint themselves.

e Cf. P.H. ii. 79, 103.
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άγειν, καί δεικνύναι o n  hτ* ΐσης εστι πιστόν τώ 
είναι τι σημεΐον το μη €Ϊναι η άνάπαλιν επ* ΐσης 
άπιστον τω μηδέν ύπαρχειν το ύπάρχειν τι σημεΐον' 
εντεύθεν γάρ η άρρεφία και η εποχή γίνεται τη

160 διανοία. αμελεί γοΰν διά τούτο και 6 δοκών ημΐν 
άντιλεγειν φάσκουσι μηδέν είναι ενδεικτικόν σημεΐον 
βοηθός εστιν, και το όφεΐλον κατασκευάζεσθαι 
μέρος σκεπτικώς, τοΰτ* αυτός προλαβών κατα
σκευάζει· εί γάρ οι μεν κατά τοϋ σημείου κομιζό- 
μενοι παρά τοΐς άπορητικοΐς λόγοι σφόδρ* είσι σθε
ναροί και σχεδόν αναντίρρητοι, τούτων δε ου 
λείπονται καί οι παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς την ϋπαρξιν 
αυτού κατασκευάζοντες, αύτόθεν εφεκτεον εστι 
περί της ύπάρξεως και μη αδίκως τω ετερω μερει

161 προσθετεον. πλην και τοϋ σκεπτικού έθους παρα- 
στα θ εντός, χωρώ μεν λοιπόν και επί την τού προ- 
κειμενου κατασκευήν.

Ύών οΰν οντων, φασίν οι από τής σκεφεως, τά 
μεν εστι κατά διαφοράν τά δε πρός τι πώς εχοντα. 
καί κατά διαφοράν μεν όπόσα κατ ιδίαν ύπόστασιν 
καί απολύτως νοείται, οΐον λευκόν μελαν, γλυκύ 
πικρόν, παν τό τούτοις παραπλήσιον φιλοΐς γάρ 
αύτοΐς καί κατά περιγραφήν επιβάλλομεν καί δίχα

162 τού ετερόν τι συνεπινοεΐν. πρός τι δε εστι τά κατά 
την ώς πρός ετερον σχεσιν νοούμενα καί ούκετι 
άπολελυμενως λαμβανόμενα, τουτεστι κατ* ιδίαν, 
οΐον τό λευκότερον καί μελάντερον καί γλυκύτερον 
καί πικρότερου, καί παν εΐ τι τής αυτής εστίν ιδέας, 
ου γάρ ον τρόπον τό λευκόν ή τό μελαν κατ ίδιαν 
ενοεΐτο περιγραφήν, ουτω καί τό λευκότερον η

« Cf. Ρ.Η. ϋ. 130. · Cf. Ρ.Η. i. 190.
β Cf. Ρ.Η. I. 135, 137.
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bring the inquiry to a position o f equipollence,® and 
prove that the non-existence o f a sign is equally 
credible with its existence, or, conversely, that the 
existence o f a sign is equally incredible with its non
existence ; for thereby there is produced in the 
intellect neutrality and suspension o f judgement.6 
Moreover, on this account even the man who appears ιβΟ 
to contradict us, when we assert that no indicative 
sign exists, is actually supporting us, and by already 
adopting it himself he establishes the view that ought 
to be established sceptically ; for if the arguments 
brought against the sign by the Doubters are 
exceedingly strong and almost incontrovertible, and 
those of the Dogmatists establishing its existence 
are not less weighty, we must at once suspend 
judgement regarding its existence and must not 
attach ourselves unjustly to either side. And now 161 
that the practice of the Sceptics has been set forth, 
let us next proceed to develop the theme before us.

O f existing things, then, some, as the Sceptics 
assert, have an absolute, others a relative, existence. 
Absolutely existing are all such things as are per
ceived with a subsistence of their own and absolutely,® 
as for instance white, black, sweet, bitter, and every
thing of a similar kind ; for we apprehend these by 
themselves alone and separately and without the ac
companiment of any other percept. But those things 162 
are relative which are perceived as standing in some 
relation to another thing and no longer apprehended 
absolutely (that is, separately by themselves) ; as, 
for example, the whiter and blacker and sweeter and 
bitterer, and whatever else is of the same character.
For the whiter or blacker is not perceived separately 
in the same way as the white or black ; but in order
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μελάντερον' άλλ* ΐνα τούτο νοησωμεν, συνεπιβάλ· 
Χειν δει καί εκείνω τω  ον Χευκότερόν εστιν η τω  
οΰ μελάντερόν εστιν. καί επί τού γλυκύτερου και

163 πικροτερου 6 αυτός λόγος, επεί οΰν δυο είσί τω ν  
πραγμάτων διαφοραί, μία μεν η τω ν κατά διαφοράν 
δεύτερα δε η των πρός τι πώς εχόντων, δεήσει καί 
το σημεΐον τό  γε ενδεικτικόν ήτοι τω ν κατά δια
φοράν η τω ν πρός τι ύπαρχειν τρίτη γάρ μεταξύ 
τούτων ιδέα των πραγμάτων ούκ εστιν. άλλα τω ν  
κατά διαφοράν μεν ούκ αν ειη, ώς αύτόθεν συγκεχώ-

164 ρηται καί πρός τω ν ετεροδόξων, τοίνυν τω ν πρός 
τι γενησεται. ώσπερ γάρ τό σημειωτόν κατά την 
ώς πρός τό σημεΐον σχεσιν νοονμενον τω ν πρός τι 
εστιν (ούτω  καί τό σημεΐον τω ν πρός τι  εστιν)·1 
τίνος γάρ εστι σημεΐον, καθάπερ τού σημειωτοΰ. 
εάν γοϋν τό ετερον αυτών καθ' ύπόθεσιν άνελωμεν, 
καί τό Χειπόμενον συναναιρεθήσεται, οΐόν τι καί 
επί τού δεξιού καί αριστερού φαίνεται γιγνόμενον  
μηδενός γάρ οντος δεξιού ουδέ αριστερόν τι εσται 
διά τό τώ ν πρός τι είναι τούτων εκάτερον, καί 
μηδενός οντος αριστερού συμπεριγράφεται καί η τού

165 δεξιού επίνοια. άλλα δη τά  πρός τι συγκατα
λαμβάνεται άΧΧήλοις· ούτε γάρ Χευκότερόν τι, ώς 
εφην, δυνατόν εστι γνώριζειν μη συννποπίπτοντος 
τού ού Χευκότερόν εστιν, ουδέ μελάντερόν (μη 
συνεπινοουμενού τού οΰ μελάντερόν)2 εστιν. τοίνυν 
επεί καί τό σημεΐον τών πρός τι εστιν, ώς παρεμυ- 
θησάμεθα, σνγκαταληφθήσεται τω  σημείω τό οΰ 
εστι σημεΐον. τό συγκαταλαμβανόμενον δε αύτώ 
ούκ εσται σημεΐον αυτού, τό γάρ ύπονοεΐν δτι

1 < ο ί)τω  . .  . έστίν> cj. Bekk.
<μή . . . μελάντΐρον} add. Ν : similiter cj. Bekk.
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to perceive the former, one must also apprehend along 
with it the object than which it is whiter, or than 
which it is blacker. And the same account applies 
to the sweeter and the bitterer. Since, then, there 163 
are two distinct classes o f things, one being that of 
things absolute, the second that of things relative, 
the indicative sign must belong either to the class of 
absolutes or to that o f relatives ; for there is no third 
class o f things between these two. But it will not 
belong to the absolutes, as is at once agreed even by 
those of the other persuasion. So, then, it will belong 164 
to the relative class. For just as the thing signified, 
because it is perceived as standing in relation to the 
sign, is a relative thing, (so too the sign is a relative 
thing,) for it is a sign of something, namely, o f the 
thing signified. Certainly, if we take away, let us 
suppose, one o f the two, the remaining one also will 
be taken away along with it, a thing which plainly 
happens also in the case of right and le ft ; for if there 
is no right, neither will there be a left, owing to the fact 
that each of these is a relative ; and if there is no left, 
the notion of right also is cancelled at the same time.
—Further, relatives are apprehended together ; for, 165 
as I said, it is impossible to be aware of a whiter thing 
without a joint perception of that than which it is 
whiter, or of a blacker thing (without a joint appre
hension of that than which it is blacker). So then, 
since the sign is, as we showed,® a relative thing, that 
whereof it is a sign will be apprehended along with 
the sign. But the thing apprehended along with it 
will not be a sign of it. For to imagine that what is 

• Cf. PJI. ii. 118 ff.
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δνναται τό τινι συγκαταλαμβανόμενον σημεΐον 
εκείνου γίνεσθαι τελεως άπερρωγός' άμφοτερων 
γάρ υπό μίαν προθεσμίαν λαμβανομενων ούτε τάδε 
τοΰδε εκκαλυπτικόν εστιν οΰτε τάδε τοΰδε μηνυ- 
τικόν, εκάτερον δε δι’ αύτοΰ προσπΐπτον άποδεΐ τής

166 τοιαύτης δυνάμεως. συνθείη δ’ αν τις άνά-
παλιν λόγον τοιοΰτον. τό σημεΐον είπερ καταλη
πτόν εστιν, ήτοι προκαταλαμβάνεται του σημειωτοΰ 
ή συγκαταλαμβάνεται αύτώ ή επικαταλαμβάνεται 
αυτατ οΰτε δε προκαταλαμβάνεται οΰτε συγκατα
λαμβάνεται οΰτε επικαταλαμβάνεται, ως παραστή-

167 σομεν’ ούκ άρα καταληπτόν εστι τό σημεΐον. και 
δη τό μεν λεγειν ότι επικαταλαμβάνεται τω σημει
ωτέο τό σημεΐον, αύτόθεν φαίνεται άτοπον πώς γαρ 
ετι δΰναται εκκαλυπτικόν είναι τό σημεΐον, οτε οΰ 
εκκαλυπτικόν εστι, τό σημειωτόν, προκαταλαμ
βάνεται αύτοΰ; άλλως τε και μαχόμενόν τι προσ- 
δεξονται οί δογματικοί τω συνήθως ύπ* αύτών 
δογματιζομενω, εάν τοΰτο λεγωσιν. φασϊ γαρ τό 
σημειωτόν άδηλον είναι καί μη εξ αύτοΰ κατα
ληπτόν' εΐ δε γε μετά την τούτου κατάληφιν 
επικαταλαμβάνεται τό σημεΐον, ούκ εσται τοΰτ 
άδηλον ο γε προ τής τοΰ μηνύοντος αύτό παρουσίας 
πεφώραται. ώστε ούκ επικαταλαμβάνεται τω ση-

168 μειωτέο τό σημεΐον. και μην ούδε συγκατα-
λαμβάνεται διά την μικρω πρόσθεν είρημενην αιτίαν· 
τά γάρ συγκαταλαμβανόμενα άλλήλοις ού δεεται 
τής εξ άλλήλων μηνύσεως άλλ’ ύφύ εν εξ αύτών 
προσπίπτει, καί διά τοΰτο οΰτε τό σημεΐον λεγοιτ 
αν είναι σημεΐον οΰτε τό σημειωτόν ετι ύπάρχειν

169 σημειωτόν. καταλείπεται οΰν λεγειν ότι
προκαταλαμβάνεται τό σημεΐον τ  οΰ σημειωτόν. ό
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apprehended along with a thing can be a sign o f that 
thing is perfectly absurd; for when both are pre- 
ceived at one and the same moment, neither does 
this serve to reveal that nor that serve to indicate 
this ; and each, when it is presented by itself, lacks 
any such efficacy.—Again, one might construct an 166 
argument o f this sort: The sign, if it is apprehensible, 
is either apprehended before the thing signified, or 
apprehended along with it, or apprehended after i t ; 
but, as we shall establish, it is not apprehended either 
before, or along with, or after i t ; therefore the sign 
is not apprehensible. Now to state that the sign is 167 
apprehended after the thing signified is seen at once 
to be absurd ; for how can the sign still be capable 
of revealing when that which it serves to reveal— 
the thing signified — is apprehended before it ? 
And, besides, if they make this statement, the Dog
matists will be accepting something which is in con
flict with one of their usual dogmas. For they assert 
that the thing signified is non-evident and not appre
hensible o f itself; but if, after the apprehension of 
this, the sign is apprehended subsequently, this thing, 
which was detected before the presence of that which 
announces it, will not be non-evident. So that the 
sign is not apprehended after the thing signified.— 
Nor yet, indeed, is it apprehended along with it, 168 
for the reason stated a little while ago®; for things 
apprehended along with one another do not require 
announcement by one another but are presented of 
themselves simultaneously ; and because o f this, 
neither will the sign be said to be a sign, nor the thing 
signified to be any longer signified.— It only remains, 169 
then, to declare that the sign is apprehended before

• Of. § 165.
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πάλιν εις τους αυτούς ελάγχους κυλιέται, πρότερον 
γάρ όφείλουσιν οι δογματικοί δεΐξαι ότι ού των πρός 
τι εστι το σημείον η ότι ού συγκαταλαμβάνεται 
άλληλοις τά ττρός τι, εΐτα τότε και παρ’ ημών 
λαμβάνειν το δύνασθαι του σημειωτοΰ προκατα-

170 λαμβάνεσθαι τό σημεΐον. αμετακίνητων δε όντων 
των πρώτων ούχ οΐόν τε εστι την προκατάληφιν τω  
σημείω μαρτυρεΐν εκ τοϋ γένους ον τι των πρός τι 
και όφείλοντι συγκαταλαμβάνεσθαι τω ου εστι ση
μεΐον. άλλ’ ειπερ, ΐνα καταληφθη τό σημεΐον, 
δει η προκαταλαμβάνεσθαι αυτό τοϋ σημειωτοΰ η 
συγκαταλαμβάνεσθαι τουτω η επικαταλαμβάνε- 
σθαι, δεδεικται δε μηδέν τούτων δυνατόν, ρητεον 
ήν1 άκατάληπτον είναι τό σημεΐον.

171 Έ τ ι  εκ της αυτής δυνάμεως άλλον λόγον συν- 
ερωτώσί τινες τούς δογματικούς, ούτως εχοντα. 
ειπερ εστι τι ενδεικτικόν τίνος σημεΐον, ήτοι φαινό- 
μενον φαινομένου σημεΐόν εστιν η αφανές άφανοΰς 
η φαινόμενον άφανοΰς η αφανές φαινομένου· ούτε 
δε φαινόμενον φαινομένου σημεΐόν εστιν ούτε 
αφανοΰς αφανές ούτε φαινόμενον άφανοΰς ούτε [δε]

172 εναλλάξ· ούκ άρα εστι τι σημεΐον. και ό μεν λόγος 
τοιοΰτος, πρόδηλος δε και η τούτου κατασκευή 
εστιν. και προδηλοτερα μάλλον γενησεται ύπο· 
δειξάντων ημών την κομιζομενην πρός αύτόν υπό 
τών δογματικών ενστασιν. φασί γα,ρ μόνον τας δύο 
συγχωρεΐσθαι συζυγίας, περί δε τών λειπομενων

173 δυοΐν διίστασθαι πρός ημάς, τό μεν γαρ φαινό- 
μενον φαινομένου και άφανοΰς φαινόμενον γίγνε-

1 V  :  οΰν m s s . ,  Bekk. (seel. Mutsch.).
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the thing signified. And this, again, lies open to the 
same criticisms. For the Dogmatists ought first to 
prove that the sign is not a relative thing, or that 
relatives are not apprehended along with each other, 
and then in the next place get us to admit that the 
sign can be apprehended before the thing signified.
But as our primary assumptions remain unaltered, 170 
it is impossible to get evidence for the anterior appre
hension of the sign, owing to the fact of its belonging 
to the class of relatives and having necessarily to be 
apprehended along with that whereof it is a sign.—
But if it be so that the sign, in order to be appre
hended, must either be apprehended before the thing 
signified, or apprehended along with this, or appre
hended after it, and it has been proved that none of 
these alternatives is possible, one must declare that 
the sign is non-apprehensible.

Further, some confront the Dogmatists with 171 
another argument, to the same effect, in this form :
If there exists an indicative sign, either it is an 
apparent sign of an apparent thing, or a non-apparent 
of a non-apparent, or an apparent of a non-apparent, 
or a non-apparent of an apparenta \ but it is neither 
an apparent sign of an apparent thing, nor a non- 
apparent of a non-apparent, nor an apparent of a 
non-apparent, nor the converse ; therefore no sign 
exists. Such is the argument, and its demonstrative 172 
force is quite evident. And it will become yet more 
evident when we have indicated the objection 
brought against it by the Dogmatists. For they 
declare that they allow only two of these combina
tions, and as regards the remaining two they are at 
variance with us. For, <say they,) whereas it is true 173 
that the apparent is a sign of the apparent and the
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σθαι σημεΐον αληθές εστιν, το δε μη φαινόμενου 
φαινομένου η μη φαινόμενου αφανούς ύπάρχειν 
δηλωτικόν φεΰδος ην.1 αύτίκα γάρ φαινόμενου μέν 
φαινομένου σημεΐόν εστιν, (οΐον)2 η σκιά τοΰ 
σώματος' αυτή τε γάρ σημεΐον ούσα φαινόμενόν 
έστι, το τε σώμα σημειωτόν καθεστώς εναργές 
υπάρχει. φαινόμενου δέ αφανούς δηλωτικόν καθ- 
ειστήκει, καθάπερ το ερευθος τής αίδοΰς' τό μέν 
γάρ εναργές και αύτοφώρατον ήν, ή δέ αιδώς ά·

174 φαντός, τελέως δέ είσιν ευήθεις οι ταΰτα λέγοντες. 
όμολογηθέντος γάρ τοΰ πρός τι είναι τό σημεΐον 
και τοΰ κατ ανάγκην συγκαταλαμβάνεσθαι άλλή- 
λοις τά ττρός τι, ου δυναται των επ' ίσης συνυποπι- 
τττόντων άλλήλοις τό μέν σημεΐον είναι τό δέ σημει- 
ωτόν, αλλά ττάντη τε και πάντως διά την εναργή 
άμφοτέρων συνυπόπτωσιν μήτε σημεΐόν τι εξ αυ
τών ύπάρχειν μήτε σημειωτόν, τοΰ μέν μή εχον- 
τος ο έκκαλυφει, τοΰ δε μή χρήζοντος τοΰ έκκαλν-

175 φοντος. τά δέ αυτά λεκτέον και περί τής λειπο- 
μένης συζυγίας, καθ' ήν ήξίουν τό φαινόμενου τοΰ 
αφανούς είναι σημεΐον' δει γάρ, εί τοΰτο ούτως έχει, 
προκαταλαμβάνεσθαι τό σημεΐον τοΰ σημειωτοΰ 
και επικαταλαμβάνεσθαι τό σημειωτόν τώ  σημείω, 
δπερ ήν άδυνανον διά τό εκ τοΰ γένους είναι τών 
7τρός τι και όφείλειν άλλήλοις συγκαταλαμβάνεσθαι.

176 Τών γε μην καταλαμβανομένων άνθρώπω πραγ
μάτων τά μέν δι αίσθήσεως καταλαμβάνεσθαι 
δοκεΐ τά  δέ διανοία, και δι αίσθήσεως μέν ώς 
λευκόν μέλαν, γλυκύ πικρόν, διανοία δέ καλόν 
αισχρόν, νόμιμον παράνομον, ευσεβές ασεβές, και 
τό σημεΐον ουν εΐπερ καταληπτόν εστιν, ήτοι τών

1 Ijv cj. Bekk.: ehai  m s s .  * <e?oi'> Heintz.
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apparent of the non-apparent, it is false that the non- 
apparent is indicative of the apparent or the non- 
apparent of the non-apparent. Thus, for example, an 
apparent thing is a sign of an apparent thing, as the 
shadow of the body; for it, being a sign, is an apparent 
one, and the body, being a thing signified, is an 
evident thing. And an apparent thing may really 
be indicative of a non-apparent, as blushing of shame ; 
for the former is obvious and self-detected, but shame 
is invisible. But those who speak thus are perfectly 174 
stupid. For if it be agreed that the sign is a relative 
thing and that relatives must necessarily be appre
hended together, then, of the things thus simultane
ously presented, it is not possible that one should be 
the sign, the other the thing signified ; but always 
and in every case, because of the evident joint-pre
sentation of the two together, neither one of them 
can be either sign or thing signified, as the one has 
nothing to reveal, and the other requires nothing to 
reveal it. And the same may also be said about the 175 
remaining combination, in which they claim that the 
apparent is a sign o f the non-apparent; for, if  this is 
so, the sign must be apprehended before the thing 
signified and the thing signified apprehended after 
the sign, which is impossible because they belong to 
the class of relatives and must be apprehended along 
with each other.

Now, o f the objects apprehended by man, some 176 
appear to be apprehended by means o f sense, others 
by the intellect,—by means of sense, as white, black, 
sweet, bitter ; and by intellect, fair, foul, lawful, 
lawless, pious, impious. So the sign also, if it is appre
hensible, is one o f the sensible or o f the intelligible
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αισθητών έστί πραγμάτων ή των νοητών, ώς εάν 
μη εκ τοΰ ετέρου γένους τούτων ύπάρχη, ουδ’ ολως

177 εσται την αρχήν ύπαρχον, άμέλει γέ τοι τοΰτ 
ευθύς τεκμήριου εστι τοΰ άληπτον αύτό τυγχάνειν, 
φημϊ δέ το μέχρι δεΰρο διέλκεσθαι την φύσιν αυτόν, 
των μέν αισθητόν ύπολαμβανόντων τούτο είναι των 
δε νοητόν. *Επίκουρος μεν γάρ και οι προεστώτες 
αυτού της αίρέσεως έλεξαν αΙσθητόν είναι το 
σημεΐον, οι δέ από της στοάς νοητόν, μένει δ’ ή 
τοιαύτη διάστασις σχεδόν άνεπίκριτος δι* αίώνος, 
και μενούσης αυτής άνεπικρίτου πάσα ανάγκη και 
τό σημεΐον εν έποχή φυλάσσεσθαι, όφεΐλον η

178 αισθητόν η νοητόν ύπάρχειν. και τό πάντων δεινό - 
τατον οτι μεταπέπτωκεν ή ύπόσχεσις αύτοΰ, εϊγε 
ύπισχνεΐται μεν έκκαλυπτικόν εσεσθαί τίνος ετέρου, 
άνάπαλιν δέ αυτό νΰν εΰρηται χρήζον ετέρου τοΰ 
εκκαλύφοντος’ εί γάρ παν τό διάφωνον άδηλόν εστι, 
τό δέ άδηλον εκ σημείου ληπτόν, πάντως και τό 
σημεΐον διαφωνούμενον δεήσεταί τίνος σημείου

179 προς παράστασιν ώς άδηλον. και μην ουδέ 
δύνανται λέγειν ότι το διαφωνούμενου αύτοΐς1 
ένεστιν αποδείξει καταστησασθαι και πιστόν έχειν. 
πρώτον μεν γάρ όταν άποδείξωσιν, τότε ώς πιστόν 
αυτό λαμβανέτωσαν εφ* όσον δέ φίλη μόνον αύτοΐς 
εστίν ύπόσχεσις άλλ’ ούκ άπόδειξις, έστηκε και τά

180 τής εποχής, εΐτα καί ή άπόδειξις τών άμφι
α βητουμένων εστίν, διαφωνουμένη δέ και αύτη 
χρείαν έχει τοΰ την πίστιν περιθήσοντος· διά δέ 
ζητουμένου τό ζητούμενου δεικνύναι θέλειν τελέως 
εστίν άτοπον. άλλως τε καί τώ γένει σημεΐον 
έστιν ή άπόδειξις· εκκαλυπτική γάρ ήν τοΰ συμ-

1 αύτο» : αύτό mss., Bekk.
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objects, so that if it does not belong to either of these 
classes it will have absolutely no existence at all. 
And, what is more, we have here at once a direct 177 
evidence that it is non-apprehensible,— I mean in 
the fact that hitherto its nature has been rent in 
twain, some supposing it to be sensible, others in
telligible. Thus Epicurus and the leaders of his 
School have stated that the sign is sensible, but the 
Stoics that it is intelligible. And this controversy 
remains, as one may say, eternally undecided, and 
while it remains undecided there is every necessity 
to keep the sign in suspense, since it is bound to be 
either sensible or intelligible. Most serious of all 178 
is the fact that the promise it makes has become void, 
inasmuch as it promises that it will serve to reveal 
some other thing, but is itself now found, conversely, 
to require that other thing to reveal it ; for if every
thing which is controverted is non-evident, and the 
non-evident is apprehensible through a sign, then 
certainly the sign too, being controverted, will re
quire a sign to make it manifest, as it is non-evident.
— Moreover, they cannot assert that it is possible for 179 
them to establish it, when controverted, by proof and 
hold it trustworthy.® For when they have first 
proved it, then let them accept it as trustworthy ; but 
so long as they have only a mere promise and not 
proof, the case for suspension stands. Further, proof 180 
also is a debatable thing, and being controverted it 
has need itself of something to lend it cogency ; but 
to try to prove the thing in question by a thing in 
question is perfectly absurd. And, moreover, proof is, 
generically,asign; for it serves to reveal Us conclusion.

• Cf. i. 293 ff.
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181 περάσματος, ΐνα οΰν το σημεΐον βεβαιωθή, Βει 
πίστην είναι την άπόδειξιν, ΐνα δε η άπόδειξις 
πίστη γενηται, δει προβεβαιωθήναι το σημεΐον, 
ώστε εκάτερον την εκ θατερου πίστιν περιμένον

182 επ' ίσης τω λοιπώ εστιν άπιστον, προς τουτοις 
το εν άποδείζεως μερει λαμβανόμενον είς την του 
σημείου βεβαίωσιν ήτοι αισθητόν εστιν η νοητόν, 
και εί μεν αισθητόν, πάλιν η άρχήθεν μενει ζήτησις 
τω τα αισθητά κοινώς διαπεφωνήσθαι· εί δε νοητόν, 
ομοίως άπιστον καθεστηκεν- ου χωρίς γάρ των 
αισθητών δυναται τοΰτο ληπτόν ύπάρχειν.

183 Πλτ)ν συγκεχωρήσθω τε καί εκ περιουσίας 
δεδόσθω τό ήτοι αισθητόν η νοητόν είναι τό ση
μεΐον. άλλα καί ούτως αδύνατον την ύπόστασιν 
αυτού πίστην ύπάρχειν. λεκτεον δε εν μερει περί 
εκατερου, καί εύθεως γε περί του [μη]1 αισθητόν 
αυτό τύγχανειν. ΐνα τοίνυν τουθ* ομόλογον fj, δει 
προσυμπεφωνήσθαι την τών αισθητών ύπαρξιν και 
ομόλογον είναι παρά πάσι τοΐς φυσικοΐς, ινα2 ως 
από ομολόγου ταυτής η περί τοΰ σημείου άνάγηται

184 σκεψις. ου συμπεφώνηται δε, άλλ’

εστ αν ύδωρ τε ρεη καί δενδρεα μακρά τεθηλη
ούποτε πεπαυσονται περί αυτής οι φυσικοί προς 
άλληλους πολεμοΰντες, επείπερ ό μεν Δημόκριτος 
μηδέν ύποκεισθαί φησι τών αισθητών, άλλα κενό- 
παθείας τινάς αισθήσεων είναι τάς αντιλήψεις 
αυτών, καί ούτε γλυκό τι περί τοΐς εκτός ύπάρχειν, 
ού πικρόν ή θερμόν ή ψυχρόν ή λευκόν ή μελαν, ουκ

1 Ον] seel. Kochalsky. * ΐνα cj. Bekk.: καί M S S .

With §§ 179-181 c f  P.H. ii. 121, 122.
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In order, then, that the sign may be established, the 181 
proof must be trustworthy ; and in order that the 
proof may be trustworthy, the sign must be pre- 
established ; so that each one o f the two, as awaiting 
its confirmation from the other, is just as untrust
worthy as the other. Besides this, that which is 182 
taken as a proof for the establishment of sign is either 
sensible or intelligible. And if it is sensible, the 
original inquiry remains once more, by reason of the 
general disagreement about sensibles®; while if it. 
is intelligible, it is equally untrustworthy, for this 
latter cannot be apprehended apart from things 
sensible.

However, let it be agreed and granted, into the 183 
bargain, that the sign is either sensible or intelligible. 
Yet, even so, it is impossible that its real existence 
should be worthy o f confidence. We must discuss in 
turn each of these alternatives, and, first and at once, 
the view that it is sensible. In order, then, that this 
may be admitted, the real existence o f sensibles must 
first be unanimously allowed and be admitted by all 
the Physicists, so that the investigation o f the sign 
may proceed from this as admitted. This, however, is 184 
not unanimously allowed, but

Long as the waters flow and the tall trees cease not to 
burgeon,6

the Physicists will never stop warring with one 
another about i t ; for Democritus c asserts that none 
o f the sensibles really exists, but our perceptions o f 
them are certain empty affections of the senses, and 
in things external there exists nothing sweet or bitter 
or hot or cold or white or black or any other o f the

6 C f P.II. ii. 37. * C f  i. 135 f f . ; P.H. i. 913 ff.
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άλλο τι τών πάσι φαινομένων· παθών γάρ ήμετέρων
185 ήν ονόματα ταΰτα. 6 Βέ Επίκουρος πάντα έλεγε 

τά αισθητά τοιαΰτα ύποκεΐσθαι όποια φαίνεται και 
κατ' αΐσθησιν προσπίπτει, μηδέποτε φευδομένης 
της αίσθησεως, άλλ' ημών1 φευδεσθαι ταύτην 
δοκούντων. οι δε από της στοά? και του περιπάτου 
μέσην οδόν τέμνοντες ενια μεν ύποκεΐσθαι τών 
αισθητών ελεξαν ώς αληθή ένια δε μη ύπάρχειν,

186 φ^υδομένης περί αυτών τής αίσθησεως. αλλά τό 
γε κεφάλαιον, είπερ αισθητόν είναι θέλομεν τό 
σημεΐον, προ παντός όμολογηθήναι δει καί βεβαίως 
παραστήναι την τών αισθητών ύπόστασιν, ΐνα καί 
τούτο δοθή παγίως καταληπτόν είναι· ή εΐπερ εκεί
νην δι* αίώνος έστασιάσθαι συμβέβηκεν, όμολογεΐν 
δεήσει καί τούτο τής αυτής ασυμφωνίας έχεσθαι.

187 ώσπερ γάρ τό λευκόν χρώμα ου δυναται άπτώτως 
καταληφθήναι μη όμολογηθείσης τής τών αισθη
τών ύποστάσεως, διά τό καί αυτό τών αισθητών 
ύπάρχειν, ούτως ουδέ τό σημεΐον, εΐπερ κατά γένος 
αισθητόν, λεχθήσεται πάγιον καθεστάναι μενούσης 
τής περί τών αισθητών μάχης, έστω δη καί συμ- 
πεφωνήσθαι τά αισθητά καί μηδ' ήντινοΰν γεγονέναι 
περί αυτών Βιάστασιν. ζητώ πώς δύνανται οι 
ετερόδοξοι ημάς διδάσκειν ότι τώ όντι αισθητόν 
εστι τό σημεΐον; παν γάρ αισθητόν πάσι τοΐς 
ωσαύτως έχουσιν (ομοίως}3 ύποπίπτειν πέφυκε και 
επ' ίσης λαμβάνεσθαι. οϊον του λευκού χρώματος 
ούκ άλλως μεν οι "Ελληνες αντιλαμβάνονται άλλως 
δε οι βάρβαροι, καί διαφερόντως μέν οι τεχνΐται εξ- 
ηλλαγμένως δέ οί ίδιώται, άλλ' ωσαύτως πάντες οι

188 γε άπαραποδιστούς εχοντες τάς αισθήσεις, τού τε
1 άΧΚ̂ ημων Heintz : &\\ων m ss., Bekk.

2 <ομοίω!> add. Heintz.
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things apparent to a ll; for these are names for our 
affections. But Epicurus declared that all sensibles 185 
really exist such as they appear and present them
selves in sensation, as sense never lies, though we 
think that it lies. And the Stoics and Peripatetics, 
pursuing a middle course, have said that some 
sensibles really exist, as being true, and some do not 
exist, as sensation lies about them. But now, to sum 186 
up : I f  we claim that the sign is sensible, it must 
first o f all be agreed and firmly established that 
sensibles have substantial existence, in order that it 
may be granted that the sign also is definitely appre
hensible ; or else, if it is the case that their existence 
has been quarrelled over eternally, we shall have to 
admit that the sign also partakes of the same con
troversial character. For just as white colour cannot 187 
be apprehended securely if the substantial existence 
o f sensibles be not admitted, because it is itself one 
of the sensibles, so neither can the sign—if it belongs 
to the class of sensibles—be said to have stable 
existence so long as the conflict regarding sensibles 
continues. Let us suppose now that there is unanim
ity about sensibles and that there exists no dispute 
whatsoever regarding them. How, I ask, can our 
opponents show us that the sign is in reality sensible ?
For every sensible thing ought naturally to present 
itself alike to all who are in a like condition and 
be similarly apprehended. Take white colour, for 
instance : it is not apprehended in one way by Greeks, 
in another by barbarians ; or in a special way by 
craftsmen and differently by ordinary fo lk ; but 
in one and the same way by all those who have their 
senses unimpeded. Bitter and sweet, again, are not 188
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πικρού πάλιν ή γλυκέος ούκ άλλως μεν δ8ε γεύεται 
καθ' έτερον δέ τρόπον δδε, άλλα κατά το ομοιον 
έκαστος των ομοίως διακειμένων. τό δε ye ση
μεΐον ώς σημείον ούχ ωσαύτως πάντας τούς ομοίως 
διακειμενους φαίνεται κινεΐν, άλλ* οΐς μεν ουδ’ 
δλως εστ'ι σημεΐόν τίνος, καίπερ δι εναργείας 
αύτοΐς προσπΐπτον, τισί δέ σημεΐον μεν εστιν, ού 
του αύτοϋ δε πράγματος άλλα διαφέροντος’ τα γάρ 
αυτά φαινόμενα λόγου χάριν εν ιατρική άλλου μεν 
εστι σημεία τωδε, καθάπερ Έρασιστράτω, άλλου 
δε τφδε, καθάπερ *Ηροφίλω, άλλου Βέ τωδε, 
καθάπερ *Ασκληπιάδη. ού τοίνυν λεκτέον αισθη
τόν είναι το σημεΐον εί γάρ τό μεν αισθητόν πάντας 
ομοίως κινεί, τό δε σημεΐον ού πάντας ομοίως

189 κινεί, ούκ αν εΐη αισθητόν τό σημεΐον. πάλιν 
εΐπερ αισθητόν εστι τό σημεΐον, εχρήν, ώσπερ τό 
πυρ αισθητόν δν πάντας τούς καίεσθαι δυναμένους 
καίει καί η χιών αισθητή καθεστηκυΐα πάντας τούς 
φυχεσθαι δυναμενους φυχει, ώδε καί αύτό εΐπερ εκ 
των αισθητών εστι, πάντας ώφειλεν επί τό αύτό 
άγειν σημειωτόν. ούκ άγει δε ye· ούκ άρα αίσθη-

190 τον εστιν. προς τούτοις εΐπερ αισθητόν εστι 
το σημεΐον, ήτοι καταληπτά εστιν ημΐν τά άδηλα η 
ακατάληπτα, εί μεν οδν ακατάληπτα ημΐν εστιν, 
οιχεται το σημεΐον δυοΐν γάρ δν των πραγμάτων, 
των μεν εναργών τών δε άδηλων, εί μήτε τό εναργές 
εχει σημεΐον διά τό αύτοφώρατον είναι μήτε τά 
άδηλα διά τό ακατάληπτα τυγχάνειν, ούδέν εστι

191 σημεΐον. εί δέ καταληπτά, πάλιν έχρήν, επεί 
αισθητόν εστι το σημεΐον, τό δε αισθητόν επ' ίσης 
πάντας κινεί, πάσι τά άδηλα καταλαμβάνεσθαι.

3 3 6

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 188-191

tasted in this way by this man and in a different way 
by that man, but similarly by each of those who are 
in a similar condition. But the sign, as sign, does not 
seem to affect in the same way all those who are in 
a similar condition ; but to some it is not a sign of 
anything at all, although it presents itself to them 
plainly, while to some it is a sign, yet not o f the same 
thing but o f something different; thus in medicine, 
for instance, the same appearances are signs o f one 
thing to this man (such as Erasistratus), but of 
another to that man (say, Herophilus), and of another 
to a third (such as Asclepiades).® We must not, 
then, say that the sign is sensible ; for if  the sensible 
affects all similarly, but the sign does not affect all 
similarly, the sign will not be sensible.— Again, if 189 
the sign is sensible, it ought to follow that, just as 
fire, which is sensible, burns all those capable o f being 
burnt, and snow, being sensible, chills all those 
capable of being chilled, so also the sign, if it belongs 
to the sensibles, leads all to the same signified thing. 
But, in fact, it does not so lead them ; therefore it is 
not sensible.— Furthermore, if the sign is sensible, the 190 
things non-evident are either apprehensible by us 
or non-apprehensible. If, then, they are non-appre- 
hensible by us, the sign disappears ; for things being 
of two kinds, some evident, others non-evident, if 
neither the evident thing possesses a sign owing to 
its being self-revealed, nor the non-evident things 
because they are non-apprehensible, there is no sign.
But if the non-evident things are apprehensible, it 191 
ought to follow again that, since the sign is sensible 
and the sensible affects all men alike, the things

0 These three were physicians of the Dogmatic Cor “  Logical ” ) 
School of Medicine, cf. § 156 supra; P.H. i. 236 n.
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αλλ* οl μεν φασιν αυτά μη καταλαμβάνεσθαι, 
ώσπερ οΐ από τής εμπειρίας ιατροί καί οι από τής 
σκεφεως φιλόσοφοι, οι δε καταλαμβάνεσθαι μεν, 
ούχ ομοίως δε. ούκ άρα αισθητόν εστι το σημεΐον.

192 Ναι φασιν, άλλ’ ώς τό πυρ αισθητόν καθεστώς 
παρά τάς διαφοράς των υποκείμενων υλών δια- 
φερουσας ύποφαίνει δυνάμεις, καί προς μεν κηρώ 
τήκει προς δε πηλώ πήσσει προς δε ξύλω καίει, τον 
αυτόν τρόπον είκός εστι καί τό σημεΐον αισθητόν 
ύπαρχον παρα, τάς διαφοράς των άντιλαμβανομενων

193 αύτοΰ διαφόρων είναι πραγμάτων μηνυτικόν. καί 
ου παράδοξον, δτε καί επί των υπομνηστικών 
σημείων θεωρείται οϋτω γιγνόμενον 6 γάρ άνατει- 
νόμενος πυρσός τισί μεν πολεμίων έφοδον σημαίνει 
τισί δε φίλων άφιξιν δηλοΐ, καί ό του κώδωνος 
φόφος οΐς μεν (σημεΐονΫ οφου πράσεώς εστιν οΐς 
δε τοΰ δεΐν ραίνειν τάς οδούς, καί τό ενδεικτικόν 
άρα σημεΐον δυνήσεται φύσιν αισθητήν εχον άλλων

194 καί άλλων είναι μηνυτικόν. άξιώσειε δ’ άν τις 
καί ενταύθα τούς μεν τή από τοΰ ιτυρός μεταβάσει 
χρωμενους τούτο [δε] δεικνύναι γινόμενον επί τοΰ 
σημείου δπερ καί επί τοΰ ττυρός γίνεσθαι συμ- 
βεβηκεν. τουτί μεν γάρ ομολόγους εχει τάς προ
ειρημένας δυνάμεις, καί ούδείς εστιν δς διαφερεται 
περί (τοΰ ύπ*)3 αύτοΰ τον μεν κηρόν τήκεσθαι τον

195 δε πηλόν πήσσεσθαι τό δέ ξύλον καίεσθαι. επί 
δε τοΰ ενδεικτικοΰ σημείου εάν τό άνάλογον προσ- 
δεχώμεθα γίνεσθαι, είς την μεγίστην άπεμφασιν 
περιστησόμεθα, λεγοντες έκαστον τών υπ’ αύτου 
ενδεικνυμενων ύπάρχειν, ώστε εί οΰτω τύχοι, καί 
πλήθος νοσοποιεΐν καί δριμύτητα καί σωματικήν 
1 <σημ€Ϊ0Ρ> post ίστίν add. Mutsch. * <roD ύπ*> cj. Bekk.
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non-evident are apprehended by all. But some—like 
the Empirical doctors and the Sceptic philosophers α 
— assert that they are not apprehended, and others 
that they are apprehended but not equally. The 
sign, therefore, is not sensible.

“ Yes,” they reply, “ but just as fire, being sensible, 192 
exhibits different potencies owing to differences 
in the material subjected to it, and when applied 
to wax melts it, to clay hardens it, to wood burns 
i t ; so likewise it is probable that the sign also, 
being sensible, should serve to indicate different 
things according to the differences in those who 
apprehend it. Nor is this paradoxical, since this is also 193 
seen to happen even in the case of commemorative 
signs ; for the raising high of a torch signifies to some 
the approach of enemies, but to others indicates the 
arrival of friends ; and the sound of a bell is to some 
a sign of the selling of meat, but to others of the need 
for watering the roads. Therefore the indicative sign 
also, having a sensible nature, will be capable o f re
vealing things of different sorts.”—But here, too, one 194 
might require those who make use o f the inference 
from fire to prove that what happens to take place 
in the case of fire takes place also in the case of the 
sign. For the former possesses potencies, as stated 
above, which are undisputed, and there is nobody who 
differs about the fact that wax is melted by it, clay 
hardened, and wood burned. But in the case o f the 195 
indicative sign, if we allow that a similar result 
takes place we shall find ourselves in the most 
absurd position—that of asserting that each of the 
things indicated by it exists, so that, let us say, 
plethora and acrid humours and bodily constitution

• Cf. § 156.
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196 κατασκευήν, οτrep άτοπο v  τάς γάρ οϋτω μαχο~ 
μενας και άνασκευαστικάς άλλήλων αιτίας ούχ 
οΐόν τε συνυπάρχειν. ή τούτο ουν όμολογείτωσαν, 
καίπερ ον αδύνατον, οι δογματικώς φιλοσοφοϋντες, 
η οτι το σημεΐον αισθητόν ον ούδενός τό όσον εφ

197 εαυτω ενδεικτικόν εστιν, ημείς δε διαφόρους εχον- 
τες διαθέσεις ούχ ωσαύτως επ’ αύτω κινούμεθα. 
δπερ ούκ αν ύπομείναιεν όμολογεΐν, προς τω και 
τάς τοιαύτας του 7τυρός δυνάμεις μη είναι συμ-

198 φώνους άλλ* ήπορήσθαι. εί γάρ καυστικήν εχει φύσιν 
τό πυρ, ωφειλε πάντα καίειν καί μη τινά μεν καίειν 
τινά δε μηδαμώς· και εί τηκτικήν είχε δύναμιν, παν

199 ωφειλε διαλύειν καί μή τινά μεν τινά δ’ ου. νυν δε 
ταυτα εοικε ποιειν ου παρά τήν ιδίαν φύσιν αλλά 
παρά τάς προσομιλούσας αύτω των υποκείμενων 
ΰλας, οΐον τό ξύλον καίει ούχ οτι αύτό καυστικόν 
εστιν, άλλ’ οτι τό ξύλον επιτηδείως εχει σύνεργού 
λαβόμενον εκείνου καήναι, και τήκει τον κηρόν ούχ 
ότι τηκτικήν εχει δύναμιν, άλλ’ ότι ο κηρός επιτη- 
δειότητα εκεκτητο προς τό συνέργου λαβόμένος1 
εκείνου τήκεσθαι. άκριβεστερον δε περί τούτων δι- 
δάξομεν, όταν περί τής των τοιούτων ύπάρξεως

200 σκεφώμεθα. τά νυν δε καί προς τούς μετιόντας 
από τοΰ υπομνηστικού σημείου καί τον πυρσόν 
παραλαμβάνοντας, ετι δε τον τοΰ κώδωνος φόφον, 
λεκτεον εστιν ήμιν ότι ου παράδοξον εί τά τοιαΰτα

1 Χαβόμενοι N,cj. Bekk.: ΧαβόμενονΈ.: ΧαμβανόμενονL, Bekk.
° The text here is doubtful: read perhaps συνυττάρχειν, ώστε,

. . . ττληθοί νοσοττοών <μηνύειν> κτλ. (“ the sign indicates 
morbid plethora” etc.). Fabr. gives ττΧ. νόσων ποιεΐν, “ (quo 
fiet ut . . . ignis) multitudinem morborum faciat ” : Her- 
vetus, ‘ ‘ multitudinem unum faciant ” ( =  ένοττοιεΐν): Kayser, 
7τλ. νόσων μηνύειν.
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are all causes o f disease.® But this is absurd ; for it is 196 
not possible for causes so conflicting and mutually 
destructive to co-exist. Let the dogmatizing philo
sophers, then, agree either to this, impossible though 
it be, or that the sign, being sensible, is indicative of 
nothing, so far as its own power goes, but that we with 197 
our differing dispositions are not all affected alike by 
it. But this they would not endure to agree to ; and 
besides, these potencies o f fire are not unanimously 
allowed but are matters of doubt. For if fire was of a 198 
nature capable o f burning, it ought to burn every
thing and not burn some things and not others; and if 
it had a power o f melting, it ought to dissolve every
thing instead o f dissolving some and not others. But 199 
as it is, it seems to do these things not on account of 
its own nature but on account of the materials o f the 
substances with which it is brought into contact; for 
instance, it burns wood, not because it is itself capable 
of burning, but because wood is in a fit state to be 
burnt when it receives the co-operation o f fire ; and it 
melts wax, not because it has a power of melting, 
but because wax possesses a fitness for being melted 
when it receives the co-operation of fire. But this we 
shall explain more exactly when we come to consider 
the existence o f such substances.6 For the present, 200 
in reply to those who draw inferences from the com
memorative sign and quote the case of the torch, and 
also o f the sound of the bell, we must declare that 
it is not paradoxical for such signs to be capable

The argument seems to be that if the same sign (or symptom) 
indicates a number of different things (such as diseases, the 
“ causes ” of the symptoms) these things must co-exist; but 
the diseases mentioned cannot co-exist; therefore a sign 
cannot indicate different things.

* See Adv. Phys. i. 237 ff.
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των σημείων πλειόνων earI δηλωτικά' θε μενών γάρ 
νόμους, ώς φασίν, όρίσαι1 καί εφ' ημΐν κεΐται, εάν 
τε εν θέλω μεν αυτά μηνύειν εάν τε καί πλειόνων

201 ύπάρχειν δηλωτικά, τό δε ενδεικτικόν σημειον εκ 
φύσεως ύπαγορευτικόν είναι δοκοϋν τοϋ σημειωτοΰ 
κατ' ανάγκην ενός δει πράγματος ενδεικτικόν είναι, 
καί τούτου πάντως μονοειδοΰς, επεί τοι εάν κοινόν 
πολλών ύπάρχτ), ούκ εσται σημειον. αμήχανου γάρ 
εν βεβαίως διά τίνος λαμβάνεσθαι, πολλών οντων 
των δηλουμενών, οίιον τό εκ πλουσίου πενητα 
γενεσθαι κοινόν εστι καί τοϋ ήσωτεϋσθαι καί τοϋ 
κατά θάλατταν επταικεναι καί τοϋ φίλοις μεταδεδω· 
κεναι, πολλών δέ κοινόν ύπάρχον ούκε'τι τίνος 
αυτών εζαιρετως μηνυτικόν είναι δύναταί' εί γάρ 
τούτου, τ ί μάλλον τούτου ή εκείνου; καί εί εκεί-

202 νου, τί μάλλον εκείνου ή τούτου; καί μην ουδέ 
πάντων άσυνύπαρκτα γάρ εστι τά πάντα. δια
φέρει τοίνυν τοϋ υπομνηστικού σημείου τό εν
δεικτικόν, καί ου μεταβατεον εστίν απ' εκείνου επί 
τούτο, παρόσον τό μεν ενός μόνου δει μηνυτικόν 
ύπάρχειν, τό δε πλειόνων δύναται είναι παρα
στατικόν καί ώς αν ημείς θεματίσωμεν σημαίνειν.

203 Έ τ ι  παν αισθητόν ώς αισθητόν άδίδακτόν εστιν. 
ούτε γάρ τό λευκόν χρώμα διδάσκεται τις οράν 
ούτε τοϋ γλυκέος μανθάνει γεύεσθαι, ου θερμού 
άντιλαμβάνεσθαι, ούκ άλλου τίνος τοιούτου' αλλ* 
εκ φύσε ως καί άδιδάκτως πάντων αυτών πάρεστιν 
ημΐν ή γνώσις. τό δε σημειον ώς σημειον μετά 
πολλών, ώς φασί, μόχθων διδάσκεται, οΐον τό κατά

1 ορίσα,ι Fabr.: ώρισται m s s . ,  Bekk.
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of announcing more things than one. For they are 
determined, as they say, by the lawgivers and lie in 
our power, whether we wish them to indicate one 
thing or to be capable of announcing several things.
But as the indicative sign is supposed to be essentially 201 
suggestive of the thing signified, it must necessarily 
be indicative of one thing ; and this must certainly 
be a thing of single form, since o f course, if  it is 
common to many things, it will not be a sign. For it 
is impossible for one object to be firmly apprehended 
by means o f anything when the things indicated 
thereby are many. For example, a man’s fall from 
wealth to poverty is a sign alike o f a life o f dissipation, 
and of disaster by sea, and of contributions to friends; 
and being thus common to many things, it can no 
longer be indicative o f any one o f them in special; 
for if it is indicative o f this one, wThy of this one rather 
than of that one ? And if o f that one, why of that one 
rather than of this one ? Nor, indeed, can it be indi- 202 
cative of a ll; for they are not all capable o f co
existing. So, then, the indicative sign differs from the 
commemorative, and one must not draw inferences 
about the former from the latter, inasmuch as the 
one ought to serve to indicate one object alone, 
whereas the other can serve to manifest several 
objects, and to possess such significations as we our
selves may determine.

Further, every sensible thing, qua sensible, is 203 
incapable of being taught. For a man is not taught to 
see a white colour, nor does he learn to taste sweet
ness, nor to feel heat, nor anything else of the kind ; 
but it is from nature and without teaching that the 
knowledge of all these things comes to us. But the 
sign, qua sign, is taught, as they say, with much
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κυβερνητικήν, δτι άνεμων εστϊ δηλωτικόν και
204 Χ*ιμώνων ή εύδίας. ωσαύτως δε και παρά τοΐς τα 

ουράνια πραγματευσαμενοις, καθάπερ *Αράτω και 
Άλεξάνδρω τω Αίτωλω. κατά ταύτά δε και τοΐς 
εμπειρικώς ίατρεύουσιν, οΐον τό ερευθος και ή 
κυρτότης των αγγείων1 και το δίφος και τά άλλα, 
ων ό μη διδαχθείς ούκ αντιλαμβάνεται ώς σημείων.

205 °ύ« άρα αισθητόν εστι το σημείον εί γάρ το μεν 
αισθητόν άδίδακτον, το δε σημεΐον ώς σημεΐόν εστι 
διδακτόν, ούκ αν είη το σημεΐον αισθητόν.

206 Τό τε αισθητόν, ή αισθητόν εστι, κατά διαφοράν 
νοείται, οΐον το λευκόν, το μελαν, γλυκύ πικρόν, 
παν το τοιουτώδες. το δε σημεΐον, ή σημεΐόν εστι, 
των πρός τι καθεστηκεν κατά γάρ την ώς προς 
τό σημειωτόν σχεσιν εθεωρεΐτο. ούκ άρα των 
αισθητών εστι τό σημεΐον.

207 Και μην παν αισθητόν, ώς ή κλήσις παρίστησιν, 
αίσθήσει ληπτόν εστι, τό δε σημεΐον ώς σημεΐον 
ούκ αίσθήσει λαμβάνεται άλλα διανοία. λεγομεν 
γοΰν αληθές είναι σημεΐον καί φεΰδος, τό δε αληθές 
και φεΰδος ούκ εστιν αισθητόν αξίωμα γάρ εκά- 
τερον, τό δε αξίωμα ού των αισθητών αλλά τών 
νοητών υπήρχε ν. λεκτεον άρα μη είναι τών 
αισθητών τό σημεΐον.

208 Έπιχειρητεον δε και ούτως, εΐπερ αισθητόν 
εστι τό ενδεικτικόν σημεΐον, πολύ πρότερον οφείλει 
τό αισθητόν τίνος ενδεικτικόν ύπάρχειν όπερ ούχ 
ούτως εΐχεν. εί γάρ ενδείκνυταί τι τό αισθητόν, 
ήτοι τό όμογενες του ομογενούς εσται ενδεικτικόν 
ή τό άνομογενες τοΰ άνομογενοΰς' ούτε δε τό

1 iyydw Kalbfleisch: αίτιων LE, Bekk.: ώτΙων Ν.
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labour—that, for example, in navigation, which serves 
to indicate winds and storms or fine weather. So 204 
likewise the signs dealt with by those who treat of 
things in the heavens, like Aratus and Alexander 
the Aetoliana ; and similarly those o f the Empiric 
physicians, such as blushing and swelling o f the 
vessels and thirst and so on, which the uninstructed 
person does not apprehend as signs. The sign, there- 205 
fore, is not sensible; for if the sensible is incapable 
of being taught, but the sign, qua sign, is capable of 
being taught, the sign will not be sensible.

The sensible, too, qua sensible, is conceived as 206 
absolute b—white, for instance, and black, sweet and 
bitter, and everything o f that sort. But the sign, 
qua sign, is a relative thing ; for it is viewed in regard 
to its relation to the thing signified. Therefore the 
sign does not belong to the class of sensibles.

Moreover, every sensible—as the term shows—is 207 
apprehensible by sense, but the sign, qua sign, is 
apprehended not by sense but by intellect. Thus 
we say that a sign is true or false, but the true and 
the false are not sensible; for each of them is a 
judgement, and the judgement belongs not to the 
sensibles but to the intelligibles. We must declare, 
therefore, that the sign does not belong to the class 
o f sensibles.

We may also use this argument: I f  the indicative 208 
sign is sensible, the sensible ought, long before, to 
be indicative o f something; but this is not the case.
For if  the sensible indicates anything, either the 
homogeneous will be indicative of the homogeneous or 
the heterogeneous o f the heterogeneous ; but neither

a Greek poets o f  3rd century b .c. ,  who wrote on astro
nomical themes. * Cf. § 163.
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ομογενές τοΰ ομογενούς ούτε τό άνομογενες του 
άνομογενοΰς· ούκ άρα ενδεικτικόν τινός εστι το

209 αισθητόν, οίον έστω μηδέποτε ημάς καθ' υπό- 
θεσιν λευκώ περιπεπτωκεναι χρώματι, μηδε μελάνι, 
πρώτως δε όράν το λευκόν, άλλ* ούκ αν ισχυσαι- 
μεν από της τουτου καταλήφεως τό μελαν κατα-

210 λαμβάνεσθαι χρώμα· έννοιαν μεν γάρ €χειν του 
ετερον είναι χρώμα τό μελαν, και μη τοιοΰτο οΐόν 
εστι τό λευκόν, τάχα δυνατόν εστι, κατάληφιν δε 
ποιεΐσθαι του μελανός χρώματος εκ τής του λευκοΰ 
παρουσίας τών αμήχανων, και επί τής φωνής ο 
αυτό? εστι Aoyo?, και κοινώς επί τών άλλων αι
σθητών. ούκοΰν τό όμογενες αίσθητόν ούκ αν εΐη 
τοΰ ομογενούς ενδεικτικόν, τουτεστι τό ορατόν τού 
ορατού ή τό ακουστόν τοΰ ακουστού ή τό γευστόν

211 τοΰ γευστοΰ. καί μην ουδέ τό άνομογενες
τοΰ άνομογενοΰς, οΐον τό ορατόν τοΰ ακουστού 
ή τό ακουστόν τοΰ γευστοΰ ή όσφραντοϋ’ ου γάρ 
εάν όσφραίνηταί τις ευώδους τινός, εις κατάίληφιν 
ερχεται τοΰ λευκοΰ χρώματος, ουδέ φωνής άντι- 
λαμβανόμενος γλυκαίνεται την γεΰσιν.

212 Και'τοι μακράν εστι ζητεΐν εί δυναται τό 
όμογενες τοΰ ομογενούς καί τό άνομογενες τοΰ 
άνομογενοΰς είναι σημεΐον, ότε καί τό τουτου 
εγγιον άπελπίσειεν αν τις νοΰν εχων, φημί δε 
τό μηδε εαυτού δύνασθαι ενδεικτικόν είναι τό

213 αισθητόν, τών γάρ περί τουτου σκεφαμενων, ώς 
πολλάκις εδείξαμεν, οί μεν φασιν αυτό μη τοιοΰτο 
λαμβάνεσθαι υπό τής αίσθήσεως οΐόν εστι φύσει· 
ούτε γάρ λευκόν ούτε μελαν, ούτε θερμόν, ου φυ- 
χρόν, ου γλυκό, ου πικρόν, ούκ άλλην τοιαυτην εχον

« Cf. i. 135, 293 ; Ρ.Η. i. 49, 213 ff.
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is the homogeneous indicative o f the homogeneous 
nor the heterogeneous o f the heterogeneous; 
therefore the sensible is not indicative of anything. 
Suppose, for instance, that we had never experienced 209 
white colour or black, and wrere to see white for 
the first time. Then, from our apprehension of the 
white we would not be able to apprehend black ; for 210 
though it is, perhaps, possible to form a notion that 
black is another colour, and not o f the same sort as 
white, yet to arrive at an apprehension o f black 
colour through the presence of white is a thing 
impossible. And the same account may be given 
o f voice, and in general o f all the other sensibles.
So, then, the homogeneous sensible will not be indica
tive o f the homogeneous—that is to say, the visible o f 
the visible, or the audible of the audible, or the gust- 
ableof thegustable.— Nor,again,is the heterogeneous 211 
indicative o f the heterogeneous—as, for example, the 
visible o f the audible, or the audible o f the gustable 
or odorable ; for one does not by smelling a sweet 
scent arrive at an apprehension o f white colour, nor 
get a sweet taste by perceiving a voice.

However, it is far-fetched to inquire whether the 212 
homogeneous can be a sign o f the homogeneous, or 
the heterogeneous o f the heterogeneous, when any 
man of sense would despair of a thing much nearer to 
hand—I mean the fact that the sensible is not even 
able to be indicative of its own self. For, as we have 213 
often pointed out,® of those who have investigated 
the sensible, some 6 assert that, as apprehended by 
sense, it is not the same as it is by nature ; for it is 
not white or black, hot or cold, sweet or bitter, or 
possessed o f any other such quality, but appears to 

h e.g. Democritus, cf. § 184.
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ποιότητα αυτό καθεστάναι, κενοπαθούσης δε και 
φευδομενης ημών τής αίσθήσεως τοιοΰτο δοκεΐν 
ύποκεΐσθar οι δε τινα μεν των αίσθητών εδοξαν 
κατ' αλήθειαν ύποκεΐσθαι τινα δε μηδαμώς, άλλοι 
δέ πασι την ύπαρζιν επ’ ίσης προσεμαρτύρησαν.

214 τοσαύτης οΰν και αδιάκριτου στάσεως οϋσης περί 
τής τών αίσθητών ύποστάσεως, πώς οΐόν τε λεγειν 
αύτοϋ παραστατικόν είναι τό αίσθητόν; δτε ονδε- 
πω γινώσκεται τις εστιν ή αληθής τών ούτως 
διαφωνουντων στάσις, άλλ’ εκείνο γε κρατεΐν χρή, 
ώς εΐπερ ούτε τό ομογενές αισθητόν του ομογενούς 
αισθητού οϋτε τό άνομογενες τοΰ άνομογενοΰς οντ 
αυτό εαυτοΰ ενδεικτικόν εστιν, αδύνατον άρα λεγειν 
αισθητόν είναι τό σημεΐον.

215 Ό  δέ Αίνησίδημος εν τώ τετάρτω τών ΐΐυρ- 
ρωνείων λόγων εις την αυτήν ύπόθεσιν και από τής 
αυτής σχεδόν δυνάμεως λόγον έρωτα τοιοΰτον. εΐ 
τα φαινόμενα πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμενοις παρα- 
πλησίως φαίνεται καί τα σημεΐά εστι φαινόμενα, τα. 
σημεία πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμενοις παραπλησίως 
φαίνεται, ούχί δε γε τα σημεία πασι τοΐς ομοίως 
διακειμενοις παραπλησίως φαίνεται· τά δέ φαινό
μενα πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμενοις παραπλησίως

216 φαίνεται· ούκ άρα φαινόμενά εστι τά σημεία, καί 
δή τοίνυν φαινόμενα μεν εοικε καλεΐν 6 Αίνησίδημος 
τά αισθητά, λόγον δε έρωτα καθ' δν δεύτερος 
αναπόδεικτος επιβάλλει τρίτω, ου τό σχήμα εστι 
τοιοΰτο “  ει το πρώτον καί τό δεύτερον, τό τρίτον  
ούχί δε τό τρίτον, αλλά καί τό πρώτον ούκ άρα τό

217 δεύτερον”  καί δτι τώ  δντι ούτως εχει, μικρόν 
ύστερον διδάξομεν νΰν δ* ώς υγιή εστιν αύτοΰ τά
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be really such when our sense has empty affections 
and gives false reports; but others® have thought 
that some sensibles are truly existent and some n o t ; 
while others, again, have attributed existence to all 
equally. Since, then, there exists an unsettled dispute 214 
o f this magnitude regarding the real existence of 
sensibles, how is it possible to assert that the sensible 
is capable o f manifesting itself, when it is not known as 
yet which o f the discordant views is the true one ? But 
this fact, at least, ought to stand fast—that if neither 
the homogeneous sensible is indicative of the homo
geneous sensible, nor the heterogeneous o f the hetero
geneous, nor the sensible itself o f itself, it is, conse
quently, impossible to declare that the sign is sensible.

Aenesidemus, in the Fourth Book o f his Pyrrhon- 215 
ean Discourses, propounds an argument on the same 
subject and to much the same effect in the following 
form : “ I f  apparent things appear alike to all those 
in a similar condition, and signs are apparent things, 
signs appear alike to all those in a similar condition.
But signs do not appear alike to all those in a similar 
condition; and apparent things appear alike to all 
those in a similar condition ; therefore signs are not 
apparent things.”  Now Aenesidemus seems here to 216 
be terming sensibles “  apparent things,”  and he pro
pounds an argument in which a second non- 
demonstrable 6 is superadded to a third, the scheme 
o f it being this : “  I f the first and the second, then 
the third ; not the third, but the first; therefore not 
the second.”  That this is really so we shall show a 217 
little later on c ; at the moment we shall prove more

e i.e. Aristotle and the Stoics; the third view is that of 
Epicurus ; cf. §§ 9, 10, 185.

6 Cf. P.H. ii. 157 if. · See §§ 234 ff.
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λήμματα καί έπεται τούτο ις ή επιφορά, απλού - 
στερον άποδείζομεν. αύτίκα τοίννν το συνημμένον 
αληθές εστιν. έπεται γάρ τω  κατ αυτό σνμπε- 
πλεγμένω το ληγον, τουτέστι τω  “  τά φαινόμενα 
πασι τοϊς ομοίως διακειμένοις παραπλησίως φαί
νεται και τα σημεία εστι φαινόμενα ”  το τά σημεία 
πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμένοις παραπλησίως φαί-

218 νεσθαι. εί γάρ του λευκοΰ χρώματος πάντες οι 
άπαραποδ ιστούς έχοντες τάς όψεις ομοίως αντιλαμ
βάνονται άλλ' ού διαφόρως, και εί τοΰ γλυκέος 
πάντες οι κατά φύσιν την γεΰσιν έχοντες γλυκαν- 
τικώς αντιλαμβάνονται, κατ* ανάγκην όφείλουσι 
και τοΰ σημείου, εΐπερ εστι των αισθητών καθάπερ τό 
λευκόν η γλυκά, πάντες οι κατά την όμοίαν οντες

219 διάθεσιν ομοίως άντιλαμβάνεσθαι. ώστε τό μεν συν
ημμένον υγιές εστιν αληθές δέ γε καί τό δεύτερον 
λήμμα, τό “  ούχί δέ γε τά σημεία πασι τοΐς ομοίως 
διακειμένοις παραπλησίως φαίνεται.”  τό γοΰν επι 
των πυρεσσόντων έρευθος καί η των αγγείων1 προ 
πάλεια καί 6 ένικμος χρως καί ή πλείων θερμασία και 
η σφοδρότης των σφυγμών καί τά λοιπά σημεία τοΐς 
ομοίως κατά τετάς αισθήσεις καί την άλληνσυγκρισιν 
διακειμένοις ού τοΰ αύτοΰ προσπίπτει σημεία, ούδ

220 ωσαύτως πασι φαίνεται, άλλ* *Ηροφίλω μεν λόγου 
χάριν ώς αντίκρυς χρηστοΰ* αίματος σημεία, Έ ρασι- 
στράτω δε ώς μεταπτώσεως της εκ φλεβών εις 
αρτηρίας, Άσκληπιάδη δε ώς ενστάσεως νοητών 
όγκων εν νοητοΐς άραιώμασιν. τοίνυν καί τό δεύτερον

221 λήμμα υγιές εστιν. άλλάδη καίτότρίτον ,τότάφαινό- 
μενα πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμένοις παραπλησίως

1 Αγγείων Kalbfleisch: αίτιων LE, Bekk.: ώτίων Ν. 
a An άχρηστον?
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simply that the premisses of the argument are sound 
and that the conclusion follows from them. Thus, to 
start with, the major premiss is true ; for the conse
quent follows from the conjunctive clause—that is, 
from “ Apparent things appear alike to all those in a 
similar condition, and signs are apparent things,”  
there follows “ Signs appear alike to all those in 
a similar condition.”  For if all those who have 218 
unimpeded sight perceive white colour similarly and 
not differently ; and if all whose taste is in a natural 
state apprehend what is sweet as sweet; then all 
who are in a similar condition ought of necessity to 
apprehend the sign similarly, if it is a sensible thing 
like the white and the sweet. So that the major 219 
premiss is sound. And the second premiss is also 
true, namely “  But signs do not appear alike to all 
those in a similar condition.”  Thus, in the case of 
fever patients, flushing and prominence o f the vessels 
and a moist skin and increased temperature and 
quickening o f the pulses and all the other signs do 
not manifest themselves as signs o f the same thing 
to those who are in a similar condition as regards 
their senses and the rest o f their bodily constitution, 
nor do they appear alike to all; but to Herophilus, 220 
for instance, they seem to be definite signs o f good 
blood, and to Erasistratus o f the transference o f the 
blood from the veins to the arteries, and to Ascle- 
piades of the lodgement of intelligible molecules α in 
intelligible interstices. So, then, the second premiss 
also is sound. But so is the third as well, namely 221 
“  Apparent things appear alike to all those in a

• i.e. non-sensible (invisible) molecules of matter in non- 
sensible passages of the body. Cf. P.H. iii. 32.
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φαίνεσθαι. τό γαρ λευκόν, el τύχοι, χρώμα τώ  
μεν Ικτεριώντι καί τώ ύφαίμους έχοντι τούς οφ
θαλμούς καί τώ  κατά φύσιν διακειμένω ούχ ωσαύ
τως προσπίπτει (άνομοίως γάρ διέκειντο, παρ* * fjv 
αιτίαν τώ  μεν φαίνεται ωχρόν τώ  δε ενερευθες τώ  
δε λευκόν), τοΐς μεντοι κατά την αυτήν διάθεσιν 
οΰσι, τουτεστι τοΐς ύγιαίνουσι, λευκόν μόνον φαί-

222 νέται. τοίνυν άληθέσιν οΰσι τοΐς λημμασι συνεισ- 
αχθησεται καί ή επιφορά ή "  ούκ άρα φαινόμενόν 
εστι τό σημεΐον.”

Αύτόθεν μεν οΰν εφοδεύσασιν ήμΐν άληθης ό
223 λόγος ύποδέδεικταί' ότι δε καί αναπόδεικτος εστι 

καί συλλογιστικός, άναλύσασιν αυτόν φανησεται. 
ευθέως γάρ, ΐνα μικρόν άνωθεν προλάβωμεν, αναπό
δεικτοι λέγονται διχώς, οι τε μη αποδεδειγμένοι 
καί οι μη χρείαν εχοντες άποδείζεως τώ αύτόθεν 
είναι περιφανές επ' αυτών τό ότι συνάγουσιν. 
επεδείξαμεν δε πολλάκις ώς κατά τό δεύτερον ση- 
μαινόμενον ταύτης ηζίωνται της προσηγορίας οι 
κατ’ άρχην της πρώτης περί συλλογισμών εϊσαγω-

224 γης παρά τώ Χρυσίππω τεταγμένοι. νυνί δε εφ' 
ομολογώ τούτω γνωστέον ότι πρώτος μέν εστιν 
αναπόδεικτος ό εκ συνημμένου καί τοΰ ηγουμένου, 
τό λήγον εν εκείνω τώ συνημμένω έχων συμ
πέρασμα. τουτέστιν, όταν λόγος δύο έχη λήμματα, 
ών τό μέν έτερόν εστι συνημμένον τό δε έτερον 
ηγούμενον εν τώ συνημμένω, έχη δε καί επιφοράν 
τό ληγον εν τώ  αύτώ συνημμένω, τότε ο τοιοΰτος 
λόγος πρώτος αναπόδεικτος καλείται, οΐον 6 ούτως

• Cf. Ρ.Η. i. 44.
* Cf. Ρ.Η. ii. 149 η., 146 ff.
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similar condition.”  Thus, for example, white colour 
does not present itself in the same way to the man with 
jaundice, and to one who has blood-shot eyes,® and to 
him who is in a natural condition (for their conditions 
are dissimilar, and because of this it appears yellow to 
the first, reddish to the second, and white to the third) ; 
yet to those who are in the same condition, that is to 
say in sound health, it appears white only. So from 222 
these true premisses there will be drawn the con
clusion “  Therefore the sign is not an apparent thing.”  

This argument, then, has been shown by our 
examination of it to be true ; and that it is both non- 223 
demonstrable and syllogistic 6 will appear when we 
have analysed it. For—to go back to first principles 
—the term “  non-demonstrable,”  to start with, has 
two senses, being used both o f arguments which are 
not demonstrated, and of those which have no need of 
demonstration owing to its being at once obvious in 
their case that they are conclusive. And we have 
often pointed*out that the arguments set out by 
Chrysippus, at the beginning of his first Introduction 
to Syllogisms, are given this title in the second sense.
So now, this being assumed, one must understand 224 
that the first non-demonstrable argument is that 
composed o f a hypothetical major premiss and its 
antecedent, having as its conclusion the consequent in 
the major.® That is to say, when an argument has 
two premisses, o f which the one is a hypothetical major 
and the other the antecedent in the maj or, and also has 
as its conclusion the consequent in the same major, 
then such an argument is called a “  first non-demon
strable,”  for example one in this form— “ If it is day,

e Cf. P.H. ii. 156.
4 With §§ 224-226 cf. P.II. ii. 157, 158.

353



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

έχων “  εί ημέρα έστι, φως έστιν- άλλα μην ημέρα 
έστιν φως άρα έστιν.”  οΰτος γάρ το μεν έτερον 
των λημμάτων έχει συνημμένον, τό “  εί ημέρα 
έστι, φως έστι,”  τό δέ λοιπόν τό ηγούμενον έν τω  
συνημμενω αλλα μην ήμερα εστιν, το οε φως 
άρα έστιν ”  τρίτον την έπιφοράν, τό ληγον τοΰ

225 συνημμένου. δευτερος δ* έστιν αναπόδεικτος 
ό έκ συνημμένου καί τοΰ αντικειμένου τω  ληγοντι 
έν εκείνω τω  συνημμένα), τό αντικείμενου τω ηγου- 
μένω εχων συμπέρασμα, τουτέστιν, όταν λόγος 
πάλιν εκ δυοΐν (η)1 συνεστώς λημμάτων, ων τό μεν 
έτερόν έστι συνημμένου τό 8ε έτερον αντικείμενου 
τω λήγοντι έν τω συνημμένα), έχη δε καί έπιφοράν 
τό αντικείμενου τω  ηγουμένω, τότε 6 τοιοΰτος 
γίνεται δεύτερος αναπόδεικτος, ώς τό “  εί ημέρα 
έστι, φως έστιν· ονχ'ι δέ γε φως έστιν ούκ άρα 
έστιν ημέρα.”  τό τε γάρ “  εί έστιν ημέρα, φως 
έστιν,”  τό έτερον λήμμα τοΰ λόγου, συνημμένου 
έστι, τό τε “  ούχι δέ γε φως έστι,”  λοιπόν λήμμα 
τοΰ λόγου καθεστώς, άντικείμενόν έστι τω ληγοντι 
έν τω συνημμέναr η τε έπιφορά η “  ούκ άρα ημέρα 
έστιν ”  τό αντικείμενου ην τοΰ ηγουμένου.

226 τρίτος δέ έστι λόγος αναπόδεικτος ό έξ άποφατικοΰ 
συμπλοκής καί ενός των έν τη συμπλοκή, τό 
αντικείμενου τοΰ λοιποΰ των έν τη συμπλοκή έχων 
συμπέρασμα, οιον “  ούχι και ημέρα έστι καί νύζ
V  < / ^  \ ν  > V  it / >  i t  \ \εστινm ήμερα οε έστιν ουκ αρα εστι ννς . το μεν 
γαρ ονχι και ήμερα εστι και ννς εστιν αποφα- 
τικόν ην συμπεπλεγμένου τοΰ “  καί ημέρα έστι

\ \ >  it i t  \ ^  \ u  t /  it i 9 \ *tκαι ννς εστι, το οε ήμερα εστι το ετερον 
*τύγχανε των έν τη συμπλοκή, τό δε “  ούκ άρα 

1 <ν> cj. Bekk.
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it is light; but in fact it is day ; therefore it is light.”
For this has a hypothetical major as one of its pre
misses, namely, “ I f it is day, it is light ”  ; and as 
the second, the antecedent of the major, ”  But in 
fact it is day ” ; and thirdly, as its conclusion, the 
consequent of the major, “ Therefore it is light.”— 
The second non-demonstrable is that composed of a 225 
hypothetical major premiss and the contradictory of 
the consequent in that major, and having as its con
clusion the contradictory of the antecedent. That is 
to say, when an argument, composed once more o f two 
premisses, o f which the one is a hypothetical major 
and the other the contradictory of the consequent in 
that major, has also as its conclusion the contradictory 
o f the antecedent, then such an argument is a “  second 
non-demonstrable ”—as for example “  If it is day, it 
is light; but it is not light; therefore it is not day.”
For the one premiss o f the argument—namely, ”  I f 
it is day, it is light ”—is a hypothetical major ; and 
“  But it is not light,”  which is the other premiss 
o f the argument, is the contradictory of the con
sequent in the major ; and the conclusion, “  There
fore it is not day,” is the contradictory of the ante
cedent.—The third non-demonstrable argument is 226 
that composed of a negative conjunctive premiss and 
one of the clauses of that conjunctive, and having as 
its conclusion the contradictory of the other clause 
in the conjunctive premiss ; for example, “  It is not 
both day and night; but it is day ; therefore it is not 
night.”  For the premiss ‘ ‘ It is not both day and 
night ”  is the negative of the conjunctive, “ It is both 
day and night,”  and “ It is day ” is one of the clauses 
in the conjunctive, and “  Therefore it is not night ”
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εστι ννξ ”  τό αντικείμενου ήν τώ  λοιπώ τών iv Tfj 
συμπλοκή.

227 Οί μεν οΰν λόγοι τοιοΰτοί rives είσι, τρόποι δε 
αυτών και ώσπερεί σχήματα εν οΐς ήρώτηνται οί 
ούτως εχοντες, τοϋ μεν πρώτου αναπόδεικτου “  εί 
τό πρώτον, τό δεύτερον· τό δε γε πρώτον τό αρα 
δεύτερον,”  τοϋ δε δευτέρου “  εί τό πρώτον, τό 
δεύτερον· ούχί δε γε τό δεύτενον ούκ αρα τό 
πρώτον,”  τοϋ δε τρίτου “  ούχι καί τό πρώτον 
καί τό δεύτερον τό δε γε πρώτον ούκ αρα τό 
bevrepov.

228 Έ τ ι  χρη γινώσκειν ότι τών αναπόδεικτων οί 
μεν είσιν άπλοι οί δε ούχ άπλοι, ών άπλοι μεν 
είσιν οί αύτόθεν σαφές εχοντες τό δτι συνάγουσιν, 
τουτεστι τό δτι συνεισάγεται αυτών τοΐς λημμασιν 
η επιφορά. όποιοι είσιν οί εκ κείμενοι- εάν γάρ 
επί τοϋ πρώτον ευθύς δώμεν αληθές είναι τό “  εί 
ήμερα εστι, φώς εστι,”  λέγω δέ τό άκολουθεΐν 
τφ  ημέραν είναι τό φώς είναι, ύποθώμεθα δε 
αληθές τό πρώτον τό ημέραν είναι, δπερ ην ηγού
μενον εν τώ συνημμενω, εξ ανάγκης ακολουθήσει 
καί τό φώς είναι, δπερ ήν συμπέρασμα τοϋ λόγου.

229 ούχ άπλοι δε είσιν οί εκ τών άπλών πεπλεγμενοι 
καί ετι χρείαν εχοντες της εις εκείνους άναλύσεως, 
ίνα γνωσθώσιν δτι καί αυτοί συνάγουσιν. τούτων 
δε τών ούχ άπλών οί μεν εξ ομογενών είσί συν- 
εστώτες οί δέ εξ άνομογενών, καί εξ ομογενών 
μεν ώσπερ οί εκ δυοΐν πρώτων αναπόδεικτων πε-

230 πλεγμένοι η εκ δυοΐν δεύτερων, εξ άνομογενών δε 
ώσπερ οί εκ πρώτου (καί τρ ίτουαναπ όδεικτου

<jcal τρίτου} Kochalsky.
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is the contradictory of the other clause in the con
junctive.

Such, then, are these arguments ; and the “  moods ” 227 
or “  schemes,”  so to say, in which the arguments of 
this kind are propounded are as follows : O f the first 
non-demonstrable— “ If the first, then the second 
(is true) ; but the first (is true) ; therefore the 
second (is true).”  Of the second—“ If the first, then 
the second (is true) ; but the second is not (true) ; 
therefore the first is not (true).”  O f the third—
“ The first and the second are not both (true) ; but 
the first is (true); therefore the second is not (true).”

Further, one should observe that some of the non- 228 
demonstrables are simple, others not simple. Simple 
ones are those which at once clearly declare that they 
draw a conclusion—that is to say, that the inference 
is introduced together with the premisses themselves.
The arguments stated above are o f this kind ; for, 
in the case o f the first, if  we grant it to be true that 
“  If it is day, it is light,”—true, I mean, that the 
existence of light follows on that o f day,—and if we 
assume as true the first clause, that “  it is day,”  which 
is the antecedent in the major premiss, it will neces
sarily follow that it is also light, which is the conclu
sion of the argument. Not simple are those which are 229 
woven together out o f simple ones, and which require 
to be broken up first into simple ones before it can 
be known that they, too, draw conclusions. And 
of these not simple arguments, some are composed 
o f homogeneous parts, others o f heterogeneous— of 
homogeneous, as in the case of those woven out of two 
first non-demonstrables, or of two second ; and of 230 
heterogeneous, as in the case o f those compounded 
o f a first non-demonstrable (and a third), or of a

AGAIN ST THE LOGICIANS, II. 226-230
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σ υ νε σ τώ τε ς  ή εκ δευτέρου  καί τρ ίτο υ , καΧ κοινώ ς  
ο ί το ύ το ις  π αραπ λήσιοι, ε ξ  ομ ογενώ ν  μ εν ουν  
συνεσ τη κ εν  οΐον 6 το ιο ΰ το ς  “  el ήμερα  εσ τ ι , φ ω ς  
ε σ τ ι ν  άλλα μ ή ν  ήμερα  ε σ τ ι ν  φ ω ς άρα εσ τ ιν . 
π επλεκται γ ά ρ  εκ π ρ ώ τω ν  δυοΐν  αναπ όδεικ τω ν,

231  ώ ς ά ναλ ύσα ντες α υ τό ν  είσόμ εθα . γ ν ω σ τε ο ν  γ ά ρ  
ο τ ι  θεώ ρημα διαλεκτικόν ε σ τ ιν  εις τά ς  τ ω ν  σ υ λ 
λ ο γ ισ μ ώ ν  αναλύσεις π αραδιδόμ ενον το ιο ΰ το ν  “  ότα ν  
τ ά  τ ίνο ς  συμ π ερ ά σμ α τος  συνακ τικ ά  λ ή μ μ ατα  
εχ ω μ εν , δυνάμ ει κάκεΐνο εν το ύ το ις  εχομεν τ ο  
συμ π έρασμ α , καν κ α τ' εκφοράν μ ή  λεγηται.*

232 επεί ουν  δύο εχομεν λ ή μ μ α τα , τ ό  τ ε  συνημμ ενον  
τ ό  “  εί ήμ ερα  ε σ τ ιν , φ ώ ς  ε σ τ ιν ,”  δπερ άρχετα ι 
μ εν από απ λού α ξ ιώ μ α το ς  τ ο ΰ  “  ήμερα  ε σ τ ιν ,”  
λήγει δε εις ούχ  άπλοΰν συνη μ  μ ενον τ ό  “  εί ήμερα  
εσ τ ιν , φ ώ ς ε σ τ ιν ,”  και ε τ ι  τό  ή γούμ ενον  εν α ύ τώ  
τ ό  “  ήμερα  ε σ τ ιν ,”  εκ τ ο ύ τ ω ν  συνα χθ ή σετα ι ήμ ΐν  
π ρ ώ τω  άναπ οδείκ τω  τ ό  λ ή γον  εν εκείνω  τ ώ  σ υ ν -

233 ημ μ ενω  τ ό  “  εί άρα ήμερα  εσ τ ιν , φ ώ ς ε σ τ ιν .”  τ ο ΰ τ  
ουν δυνάμει μ εν  εχομεν εν τώ  λ ό γω  συνα γόμ ενον , 
κ ατά  δε τή ν  εκφοράν παραλελειμμενον τά ξα ν τε ς  
μ ετά  τή ς  τ ο ΰ  εκκειμενου λ όγου  π ροσλήφ εω ς1 τή ς  
“  ήμερα  ε σ τ ιν ,”  εξομ εν  συνα γόμ ενον  τ ό  “  φ ώ ς  
εσ τ ιν  ”  π ρ ώ τω  ά ναπ οδείκ τω , δπερ ήν επιφορά τ ο ΰ  
εκκειμενου λ ό γο υ , ώ σ τε  δύο γ ίγνεσθ α ι π ρ ώ το υς  
αναπ όδεικ τους, ενα μ εν το ιο ΰ το ν  “  εί ήμερα εσ τ ι ,  
φ ώ ς ε σ τ ιν ,”  ετερον  δέ το ν  το ιο ΰ το ν  “  εί ήμερα  
εσ τ ι, φ ώ ς εστιν · αλλά μ ή ν  ήμερα  εστιν · φ ώ ς άρα
V  ) 9εστιν ,

234 Τοιόσδε μ εν  ουν εσ τ ιν  ο χαρακ τή ρ  τ ώ ν  ε ξ  ο μ ο 
γ ε νώ ν  τή ν  πλοκήν ε χ ό ντω ν  λ ό γ ω ν  εξ  ά νομ ογενώ ν

1 προσλ-ήψαο! Heintz: προλήψεων Μ83., Bekk.
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second and a third, and in general such as are similar 
to these. Thus an argument such as the following 
is composed of homogeneous parts—“ If it is day, it 
is light; but in fact it is day ; therefore it is light.”
For it is woven out of two first non-demonstrables, as 
we shall learn when we analyse it. For one should 231 
observe that there is a dialectical rule handed down 
for the analysis o f syllogisms, namely this—“ When 
we know the premisses which imply a certain con
clusion, we know also potentially the conclusion in
volved in them, even though it be not explicitly 
stated.”  Since, then, we have two premisses,— 232 
the major “  If it is day, it is light,”  which begins 
with the simple proposition “ it is day ”  but ends 
with the not-simple major “  if it is day, it is light,”  
and also its antecedent “  it is day,”—from these we 
shall infer, by the first non-demonstrable, the con
sequent of that major, namely “ Therefore if it is 
day, it is light.”  Potentially, then, we have this 233 
inference drawn in the argument, but as it is omitted 
in the explicit statement, when we have put it beside 
the minor premiss of the expressed argument it is 
day ” we shall have the clause “ it is light ”  deduced 
by the first non-demonstrable, which clause is the 
conclusion of the expressed argument. So that two 
first indemonstrables are formed, the one being of 
this sort—“ If it is day, it is light,”  and the other of 
this— “ If it is day, it is light; but in fact it is day ; 
therefore it is light.”

Such then is the type o f  the arguments which are 234 
woven out o f  homogeneous parts. Next come those
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δε λοιπόν εστι καθάπερ 6 παρά τώ  Αίνησιδημω 
π€ρι του σημείου ερωτηθείς, εχων 8ε ούτως “  ει 
τά φαινόμενα άπασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμενοις 
παραπλησίως φαίνεται και τά  σημεία εστι φαινό
μενα, τά  σημεία πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμενοις 
παραπλησίως φαίνεται· τά  δε φαινόμενα πασι τοΐς 
ομοίως διακειμενοις παραπλησίως φαίνεται· τά 
δε γε σημεία ού πασι τοΐς ομοίως διακειμενοις 
παραπλησίως φαίνεται· ούκ άρα φαινόμενά εστι

235 τά σημεΐα.”  συνεστηκε γάρ ό τοιοΰτος λόγος εκ 
δεύτερον τε αναπόδεικτου και τρίτου, καθώς 
πάρεστι μαθεΐν εκ της άναλνσεως, ητις σαφέστερα 
μάλλον γενησεται επί του τρόπου ποιησαμενων 
ημών την διδασκαλίαν, εχοντος ούτως “  εί τό 
πρώτον καί τό δεύτερον, τό τρ ίτο ν  ούχί δε γε το 
τρίτον, αλλά καί τό πρώτον" ούκ άρα τό δεύτερον.

236 επεί γάρ εχομεν συνημμενον εν ω ηγείται συμ- 
πεπλεγμενον τό πρώτον καί τό  δεύτερον, λήγει δέ 
τό τρίτον, εχομεν δε καί τό  άντικείμενον του 
ληγοντος τό  “ ου τό τρίτον,”  συναχθησεται ημΐν 
καί τό άντικείμενον του ηγουμένου, τό  “  ούκ άρα 
τό πρώτον καί τό δεύτερον,”  δευτερω άναπο- 
δείκτω. αλλά δη τούτο  αυτό κατά μεν την 
δυναμιν έγκειται τώ  λόγω, επεί εχομεν τά  συν
εκτικά αύτοΰ λήμματα, κατά δέ την προφοράν 
παρεΐται. άπερ τάζαντες μετά τού λειπομενου 
λήμματος τού πρώτου εζομεν συναγόμενον τό  
συμπέρασμα τό  “  ούκ άρα τό  δεύτερον ”  τρίτω  
άναποδείκτω. ώστε δυο είναι αναπόδεικτους, ενα 
μεν τοιοΰτον “  ει τό πρώτον καί τό δεύτερον, τό  
τρ ίτο ν  ούχί δε γε τό  τρίτον· ούκ άρα τό  πρώτον
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with heterogeneous parts, such as that concerning the 
Sign propounded by Aenesidemus,® which runs thus :
“  I f  the things apparent appear in like manner to all 
those in a similar condition, and the signs are things 
apparent, the signs appear in like manner to all those in 
a similar condition; and the things apparent appear in 
like manner to all those in a similar condition; but the 
signs do not appear in like manner to all those in a 
similar condition ; therefore the signs are not things 
apparent.”  For an argument like this is compounded 235 
of the second non-demonstrable and the third, as one 
may learn from its analysis ; and this will become 
clearer when we have given instruction as to its 
“  scheme,”  which goes thus: “  I f the first and the 
second, the third (is true); but the third is not (true), 
whereas the first is; therefore the second is not (true).”
For when we have a major premiss in which the ante- 236 
cedent consists of the first and second conjoined, while 
the third is the consequent, and have also the clause 
“ the third is not (true) ”  as the contradictory of the 
consequent, we shall also get for our conclusion the 
contradictory o f the antecedent, namely “  therefore 
the first and the second are not (true),”  by the second 
non-demonstrable. But, in fact, this very conclusion is 
potentially contained in the argument, since we possess 
the premisses which go to prove it, but in the explicit 
statement it is omitted. And when we have placed 
these alongside o f the remaining premiss, the first, 
we shall have deduced the conclusion, “  therefore the 
second is not (true),”  by the third non-demonstrable.
So that there are two non-demonstrables, one in the 
form “  I f  the first and the second, the third (is 
tru e ); but the third is not (true) ; therefore the

• Cf. §215.
861



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

καί to δ εύ τερ ον ,”  ος ea ri δεύτερος  αναπόδεικτο?, 
ετερον  δε τρ ίτο ν  το ν  ο ύ τω ς  εχ οντα  “  ούχ ι τ ό  
π ρ ώ το ν  καί τ ό  δ εύ τερ ον  άΑΑά μ ην τ ό  π ρ ώ τ ο ν  
ούκ  άρα τό  δεύ τερον ."

237 ’Em μεν ουν του  τρ όπ ου  η άνάλυσίς εστι 
το ια ύ τη ,  αναλογεί δε και επι του  λόγου· π α ρα -  
λειπεται γ άρ  τό  τρ ίτο ν  τ ό  “  ούχ ι τ ά  φαινόμενα 
π άσ ι το ι?  ομ ο ίω ς διακειμενοις π αραπ λησίω ς φ α ί
νετα ι και τά. ση μ εία  εσ τ ι  φ α ινόμ ενα ,”  ο μ ε τά  του  
τ ά  φ αινόμενα άπ ασι το ΐς  ο μ ο ίω ς διακειμενοις π α ρα 
πλησ ίω ς φαίνεσθαι συ νά γε ι τ ό  τ ο υ  εκκειμενου 
τρ ίτω  αναπόδεικτα), ώ σ τ ε  δεύτερον  μ εν  γ ίνεσθ α ι  
άναπ όδεικτον το ιο ΰ το ν  “  ει τ ά  φ αινόμενα π ά σι  
το ΐς  ομ ο ίω ς διακειμενοις π αραπ λησίω ς φ α ίνετα ι 
και τ ά  σημεία  εσ τ ι  φ αινόμενα , τά  σημεία  π ασι 
το ΐς  ομ ο ίω ς διακειμενοις π αραπ λησίω ς φ α ίνετα ι* 
ουχι δε γε τ ά  σημεία  π ασι το ΐς  ομ ο ίω ς διακ ει- 
μ ενοις π αραπ λησίω ς φ α ίνετα ι· τ ά  σημεία  άρα οδκ

238 εσ τ ι φ α ινόμ ενα ,”  τρ ίτο ν  δε τον  το ιο ΰ το ν  “  ούχ ϊ  
και τ ά  φ αινόμενα π άσι το ΐς  ομ ο ίω ς δ ιακ -ιμ ενοις  
π αραπ λησίω ς φ αίνετα ι και τ ά  σημεία  ε σ τ ι  φ α ινό 
μ ε να · αλλά μ η ν  τ ά  φ αινόμενα π άσι το ΐς  ομ ο ίω ς  
διακειμενοις π αραπ λησίω ς φ αίνετα ι· ούκ  άρα τ ά  
ση μ εία  εσ τ ι φ α ινόμ ενα .”

239 Κ α τά  δε τη ν  α υτή ν  δυναμ ιν  τή ς  σ υ να γ ω γή ς  και 
το ιο ΰ τό ς  τ ι ς  π ροτα θή σετα ι λ ό γ ο ς  “  ε ί τ ά  φ α ινό 
μ ενα  π άσιν  επ ’  ίση ς φ α ίνετα ι και τ ά  φ αινόμενα  
τ ω ν  άδηλω ν ε σ τ ι  ση μ εία , τ ά  άδηλα π άσιν  επ ’  ίση ς  
φ αίνετα ι· ούχ ι δό  γ ε  τ ά  άδηλα π άσιν  i r  * Ισης  
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first and the second are not (true)," which is a second 
non-demonstrable α ; and the other, which is a third 
non-demonstrable, in the form "  The first and the 
second are not (true) ; but in fact the first is (true) ; 
therefore the second is not (true).”

Such, then, is the analysis in the case o f  the 237 
“  scheme,”  and in the case o f  the argument it is 
analogous ; for the third premiss is missing, namely,
“  It is not (true) both that apparent things appear 
in like manner to all those in a similar condition, and 
that the signs are apparent," which, taken in con
junction with the premiss that “  apparent things 
appear in like manner to all those in a similar 
condition,”  proves the (conclusion) o f the expressed 
(argument) by the third non-demonstrable. Hence 
there is brought about a second non-demonstrable in 
this form : " I f  apparent things appear in like
manner to all those in a similar condition, and the 
signs are apparent, then the signs appear in like 
manner to all those in a similar condition ; but the 
signs do not appear in like manner to all those in 
a similar condition; therefore the signs are not 
apparent ”  ; and a third in this form : “  It is not 238 
(true both that) apparent things appear in like 
manner to all those in a similar condition and that 
the signs are apparent; but in fact apparent things 
appear in like manner to all those in a similar con
dition ; therefore the signs are not apparent.”

T he same m ethod o f  deduction will be  em ployed 239 
in propounding such an argum ent as this : “ I f
apparent things appear equally to  all, and things 
apparent are signs o f  things non-evident then things 
non-evident appear equally to  a l l ; but things

• Cf. §§ 225-227.
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φαίνεται, άλλα καί τα. φαινόμενα πάσιν επ’ ίσης 
φαίνεται’ ούκ άρα τα  φαινόμενα των αδήλων εστί

240 σημεία ."  τούτου δη του λόγου ή μεν άνάλυσίς 
εστιν όμοια, [καθ' ήν δεύτερος αναπόδεικτος επι
βάλλει τρίτω ,]1 ή δε παραμυθία τω ν λημμάτων 
προΰπτος. ότι γάρ τα  φαινόμενα επ' ίσης φαίνεται 
τοΐς άπαραποδιστούς εχουσι τάς αισθήσεις, συμ- 
φανες’ ου γάρ άλλοις άλλως το  λευκόν φαίνεται, 
ουδέ άλλοις άλλως τό μελαν, ουδέ διαφερόντως το

241 γλυκύ, άλλ* ομοίως πάντας κινεί, εί δη ταΰτα  
επ' ίσης πασι φαίνεται καί ενδεικτικήν εχει 
δύναμιν των αδήλων, ανάγκη καί τα  άδηλα επ' 
ίσης πασι προσπίπτειν ώς αν καί των αιτίων τω ν  
αυτών οντων καί τής ύλης όμοιας υποκείμενης, 
ούχί δε γε τούτο* ου γάρ πάντες ωσαύτως τά  
άδηλα γινώσκουσι, καίπερ κατ' ίσον τοΐς αίσθη- 
τοΐς εγκυροϋντες, άλλ ’ οι μεν ούδ' εις έννοιαν 
αυτών έρχονται, οι δε έρχονται μεν, εις ποικιλίαν 
δε καί πολυτρόπους καί μαχομενας ύποσύρονται 
αποφάσεις, ακόλουθον άρα μη αισθητά λεγειν τά  
σημεία, ινα μη τοΰθ' ήμΐν τό άτοπον επηται.

242 Ένεσται δε καί βραχεως τά  προειρημένα περι- 
λαβόντας τοιουτουσι τινας προτείνειν λόγους, εί 
τά  φαινόμενα πασι φαίνεται, τά  δε σημεία ου 
πασι φαίνεται, ούκ εστι τά  φαινόμενα σημεία.

243 άλλα μην τό π ρώ τον τό άρα δεύτερον, καί πάλιν, 
εί τά  φαινόμενα, καθόσον εστί φαινόμενα, διδα
σκαλίας ούκ εχει χρείαν, τά  δε σημεία, παρόσον 
εστί σημεία, διδασκαλίας εχει χρείαν, τά  σημεία 
ούκ εστι φαινόμενα, αλλά μην τό π ρώ τον τό  
άρα δεύτερον.

1 [κα0’ ήν . .  . τ ρ ί τ ψ ] seel. Heintz.
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non-evident do not appear equally to all, though 
things apparent do appear equally to a ll; therefore 
things apparent are not signs o f things non-evident.”  
Now the analysis of this argument is similar, [for in 240 
it a second non-demonstrable is superimposed on a 
third,] and the logical force o f the premisses is obvious.
For it is plain at once that apparent things appear 
equally to all who have their senses unimpeded ; for 
white does not appear differently to different people, 
nor black differently to different people, nor sweet 
in distinct ways, but they affect all similarly. So if 241 
these things appear equally to all and possess the 
power of indicating things non-evident, then the 
non-evident things also must necessarily be perceived 
equally by all, as the causes are the same and the 
material substrate is similar. But this is not so ; for 
all do not cognize non-evident things alike, although 
they experience sense-objects equally ; some, indeed, 
do not even arrive at a conception of them, while 
others do so arrive, but are swept off into a variety of 
complex and conflicting pronouncements. Therefore, 
in order that we may avoid this absurd consequence, 
it follows that the signs are not sensible.

It will also be possible by compressing the foregoing 242 
to propound concise arguments such as these : “ If 
apparent things appear to all, but the signs do not 
appear to all, the apparent things are not signs. But 
in fact the first (is true) ; therefore the second 
(is true).”  And again: “ If apparent things, in so 243 
far as they are apparent, do not require explanation, 
but the signs, in so far as they are signs, require 
explanation, the signs are not apparent. But in fact 
the first (is true), therefore the second (is true).”
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Προς· μέν οΰν τούς άξιοΰντας αισθητόν etvai το
244 σημεΐον τοσαΰτα ήπορήσθω* σκοπώμεν Be καί 

την άντικειμένην τούτοις στάσιν, φημΐ Be των 
νοητόν αυτό προειληφότων καθεστάναι. βραχέα 
δε Ισως Βεήσει και ιτερί του άρέσκοντος αύτοΐς 
προλαβεΐν, καθ' ο αξίωμα θέλουσιν etvai τό

245 σημεΐον, και Βια τούτο νοητόν. ύπογράφοντες 
τοίννν φασϊ σημεΐον etvai αξίωμα έν ύγιεΐ συν
ημμένα) καθηγούμενον, έκκαλυπτικόν του λήγοντας, 
κρίσεις Be του υγιούς συνημμένου πολλάς μεν καί 
άλλας etvai φασιν, μίαν Β' εξ άττασών ύπαρχειν, 
καί ταυτήν ούχ ομόλογον, την άποΒοθησομένην. 
παν γαρ συνημμένον η από αληθούς άρχόμενον εις 
αληθές λήγει, η από φεύΒους άρχόμενον επι φεΰΒος 
λήγει, ή απ' αληθούς έπί φεΰΒος, ή από φευΒους

246 έπ' αληθές, από μεν οΰν αληθούς άρχόμενον επ' 
αληθές λήγει τό “  ει είσι θεοί, προνοία θεών 
Βιοικεΐται ό κόσμος,”  άπό φευΒους Be επι φεϋ- 
Βος τό “  εί πέταται ή γη, πτέρυγας έχει ή γη,”  
άπό φευΒους Be επ' αληθές τό “  εί πέταται ^ 
γη, έστιν ή γη,”  άπό Be αληθούς επί φεΰΒος το 
“  εί κινείται οΰτος, περιπατεΐ οΰτος,”  μη περι-

247 πατοΰντος μεν αυτού, κινουμένου Βέ. τεσσάρων 
οΰν ούσών τού συνημμένου συζυγιών, όταν άπ 
αληθούς τε άρχηται καί εις άληθές λήγη, ή όταν 
άπό φευΒους, επί φεΰΒος, ή όταν άπό φευΒους 
επ' άληθές ή άναστρόφως άπ' αληθούς επί φεΰΒος, 
κατά μεν τούς πρώτους τρεις τρόπους φασίν αλη
θές τούτο γίνεσθαι (εάν τε γάρ άπ' άληθοΰς άρ
χόμενον έπ άληθές λήγη, έστιν άληθές, έάν τε 
άπό φευΒους έπί φεΰΒος, πάλιν άληθές' ωσαύτως 
Be καν άπό φευΒους έπ' άληθές), καθ' ένα Be 
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In reply, then, to those who maintain that the sign 
is sensible let thus much be said by way of objection ; 
but let us also examine the view opposed to theirs— 244 
I mean that of those who conceive it to be intelligible.
But perhaps it will be proper for us first to deal 
shortly with the view they accept, according to which 
the sign is, they maintain, a proposition, and on this 
account an intelligible. Thus, in describing it, they 245 
say that “  The Sign is an antecedent proposition in 
a valid hypothetical major premiss, which serves to 
reveal the consequent.”  a And while there are, they 
say, many other tests o f such a valid major, there is 
one above all—and even it not agreed upon—which 
shall be described. Every hypothetical major either 
begins with truth and ends in truth, or begins with 
falsehood and ends in falsehood, or (proceeds) from 
truth to falsehood or from falsehood to truth. The 246 
premiss “  I f  there are gods, the world is ordered by 
the gods’ providence ”  begins with truth and ends in 
truth ; and “ If the earth flies, the earth has wings ”  
(proceeds) from falsehood to falsehood ; and “ If the 
earth flies, the earth exists ” from falsehood to truth ; 
and “  If this man moves, this man walks ”  from truth 
to falsehood, when he is not walking but is moving.
A s, then, there are four combinations o f  the m ajor 247 
premiss— when it begins with truth and ends in truth, 
or when (it  p roceeds) from falsehood to falsehood, or 
when (it  proceeds) from falsehood to  truth, or con
versely from  truth to  falsehood,— in the first three 
m odes the premiss, they say, is true (for i f  it begins 
with truth and ends in truth it is true, and i f  it begins 
with falsehood and ends in falsehood it is again true, 
and so likewise when (it  passes) from  falsehood to

• With §§ 245-253 cf. P.H. ii. 104-106.
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μ όνον  γ ίνεσθα ι ψ εΰδος, ό τα ν  άπ ' αληθούς ά ργόμ ενον
248 λήγη  επί ψ ευδός, τ ο ύ τ ω ν  δε ό ν τω ς  ε γ ό ντω ν  ά να -  

ζη τη τεο ν , φ α σ ί, το ση μ εΐον ούκ  εν τ ω  μ ογθ η ρω  
τ ο ύ τ ω  σννη μ μ ενω  άλλ* εν  τ ω  ύγ ιεΐ- εΐρηται γά ρ  
α ξίω μ α  τό  εν ύ γ ιε ΐ σ ννη μ μ ενω  καθηγούμ ενον, 
άλλ* επεί ο ύ χ  εν ήν υ γ ιέ ς  συνη μ μ ένον , τρ ία  δε, 
καθάπερ τ ό  ά π * άληθοΰς άρχόμ ενον καί επ ' άληθες 
λ ή γον  καί τ ό  άπό ψ εύδους επί ψευδός καί τ ό  άπό  
ψ εύδους επ' άληθες, σκ επ τεον  π ότερόν  π οτέ  εν  
π ασι ζη τη τεο ν  το ΐς  ύγ ιεσ ι συνη μμ ενοις τ ό  ση μεΐον

249 η εν τ ισ ίν  η  εν  τ ιν ί. ούκ οϋν εί τ ό  σημεΐον αληθές 
είναι δει καί άληθοΰς π α ρα σ τα τικ όν , ο ύ τε  εν τ ω  
άπ ό ψ εύδους άρ γομ ενω  καί επί ψεΰδος λ ή γο ντι  
ούτε  εν τ ω  άπ ό ψ εύδους επ' άληθες ύπ οκ είσετα ι. 
λείπ ετα ι οΰν εν εκείνω  μ όνον  α υ τό  τν γχ ά νε ιν  τ ω  
άπό τ ο ν  άληθοΰς τ ε  άρχομ ενω  καί επ ' άληθες 
λ ή γο ντι, ω ς  αν καί αυτού ύπ ά ρχοντος καί τ ο ΰ

250 σ η μ ειω το ΰ  συνυπ άρχειν  όφ είλοντος α ύ τω . το ίν υ ν  
ό τα ν  λ εγη τα ι τ ό  ση μεΐον ά ξ ίω μ α  είναι εν ύγ ιε ΐ 
σννη μ μ ενω  κ αθηγούμ ενον, δεήσει εν μ όνω  άκούειν  
α υτό  κ αθηγούμ ενον σννη μ μ ενω  τ ω  άπ' άληθοΰς τ ε  
άρ γομ ενω  καί επ ' άληθες λ ή γο ν τ ι. καί μ η ν  ούκ  
ε ϊ τ ι  η γε ίτα ι ά ξ ίω μ α  εν ύ γ ιε ΐ σ ννη μ μ ενω  άπ ' 
άληθοΰς τ ε  ά ρ γομ ενω  καί επ' άληθες λ ή γ ο ν τ ι ,1

251 το ΰ τ ό  ε σ τ ι  ση μ εΐον . α ύτίκ α  γ ε  το ι  τ ό  το ιο ΰ το  
συνη μ μ ενον  “  εί ήμερα  εσ τ ι , φ ω ς  εσ τ ιν  ”  άπ ' 
αληνούς μ εν α ρχετα ι τ ο ν  ήμερα εσ τ ιν  και εττ 
αληθές λήγει τ ό  “  φ ω ς ε σ τ ιν ,”  ούκ  εΐγε  δε τ ι  εν 
α ύτω  η γούμ ενον  ά ξίω μ α  σημεΐον τ ο ΰ  λ ή γο ντο ς ' ουδέ  
γ ά ρ  εκκαλνπ τικόν ε σ τ ι  τ ο ΰ  “  φ ω ς εσ τ ιν  ”  τ ό

1 άρχομ,ένφ . . . λήγοντι Arnim : άρχόμενον . . . \ijyov 
m ss., Bckk.
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truth) ; and in one mode only is it false, namely, when 
it begins with truth and ends in falsehood. And this 248 
being so, one should not look, they say, for the sign in 
this unsound major premiss but in the sound one; for 
it is called “  a proposition which is the antecedent in 
a valid major premiss.”  But since there is not one 
valid major but three—namely, that which begins 
with truth and ends with truth, and that which (pro
ceeds) from falsehood to falsehood, and that which 
(proceeds) from falsehood to truth— one has to 
inquire whether possibly the sign should be sought 
in all the valid premisses, or in some, or in one. So 249 
then, if the sign must be true and indicative o f truth, 
it will not reside either in that which begins with 
falsehood and ends in falsehood or in that which 
(passes) from falsehood to truth. Thus it only re
mains for it to exist in that which both begins with 
truth and ends in truth, since it really exists itself and 
the thing signified also must co-exist with it. So then, 250 
when the sign is said to be ‘ ‘a proposition which is the 
antecedent in a valid major premiss,”  one shall have 
to understand that it is an antecedent in that valid 
major only which begins with truth and ends in truth. 
Moreover, not every proposition which is an ante
cedent in a valid major beginning with truth and 
ending in truth is a sign. Such a major premiss as 251 
this, for instance—“  If it is day, it is light,”—begins 
with the truth “  it is day ”  and ends in the truth “  it 
is light,”  but it does not contain any antecedent pro
position which is a sign of the consequent; for “  it 
is day ”  does not serve to reveal that “  it is light ”  ;
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** ήμερα εστιν,”  άλλ* ώς αυτό δι’ αύτοϋ προσ- 
επιπτεν, οΰτω και τό “  φως εστιν ”  εκ τής Ιδίας

252 ελαμβάνέτο περιφανείας. δει αρα τό σημεΐον ού 
μόνον εν ύγιεΐ είναι συνημμενω ηγούμενον, τουτ- 
εστι τω άπ’ άληθοΰς άρχομενω και επ’ αληθές 
λήγοντι, άλλα, καί εκκαλυπτικήν εχειν φύσιν τοΰ 
λήγοντος, οΐόν εστι τό εν τοΐς τοιουτοις συνημμε- 
νοις “ εί γάλα εχει εν μαστοΐς ήδε, κεκύηκεν ήδε ”  
καί “  εί βρογχεΐον επτυκεν οΰτος, έλκος εχει εν

253 πνευμόνι οΰτος.”  τουτί γάρ τό συνημμενον υγιές 
εστιν, άρχόμενον μεν απ’ άληθοΰς τοΰ “  βρογχεΐον 
επτυκεν οΰτος,”  ληγον δε επ’ άληθες τό “  έλκος 
εχει οΰτος εν πνευμόνι,”  μετά τοΰ εκκαλυπτικόν 
είναι τό πρώτον τοΰ δευτέρου' εκείνω γάρ προσ- 
βάλλοντες κατάληφιν τούτου ποιου μέθα.

254 ”Ετι, φασί, τό σημεΐον παρόν παρόντος είναι δει 
σημεΐον. ενιοι γάρ εζαπατώμενοι καί παρόν παρ
ωχημένου θελουσιν είναι σημεΐον, ώς επί τοΰ “  εί 
ουλήν εχει οΰτος, έλκος εσχηκεν οΰτος” · εί μεν 
γάρ ουλήν εχει, παρόν εστι, φαίνεται γάρ, τό δε 
έλκος εσχηκεναι παρωχημενον, ούκετι γάρ εστιν 
έλκος' καί παρόν μέλλοντος, ώς τό περιεχόμενον 
τω τοιούτω συνημμενω “  εί καρδίαν τετρωται 
οΰτος, άποθανεΐται οΰτος” · τό μεν γάρ τραΰμα 
τής καρδίας είναι φασιν ήδη, τον δε θάνατον μελ-

255 λειν. άγνοοΰσι δη οι τά τοιαΰτα λεγοντες ότι 
αΑΛ* εστι τά παρωχημένα καί τά μέλλοντα, τό 
μεντοι σημεΐον [/cat σημειωτόν]1 κάν τούτοις παρόν 
παρόντος εστιν. εν τε γάρ τω προτερω τω “  εί 
ουλήν εχει οΰτος, έλκος εσχηκεν οΰτος ”  τό μεν 
έλκος γεγονεν ήδη καί παρωχηκεν, τό δε έλκος

1 [καί σημειωτόν] seel. Heintz (et add. σημεΐον post έστίν). 
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for just as the latter truth was perceived by means 
o f  itself, so also “  it is light ”  was comprehended 
owing to its own obviousness. The sign, therefore, 252 
must not only be the antecedent in a valid major 
premiss—that is, in one that begins with truth and 
ends in truth—but must also possess a character which 
serves to reveal the consequent; as, for example, the 
antecedent in premisses such as these— “ If this 
woman has milk in her breasts, she has conceived ” ; 
and “  I f  this man has had a viscid bronchial discharge, 
he has a wound in his lungs.”  For this premiss is 253 
valid, as it begins with the truth “  This man has had a 
viscid bronchial discharge,”  and ends in the truth 
“  he has a wound in his lungs ” ; and, besides, the first 
serves to reveal the second ; for by observing the 
former we come to an apprehension o f the latter.

Further, they say, the sign must be a present sign 254 
of a present thing. For some people erroneously 
claim that a present thing may also be a sign of a past 
thing, as in the case of “  If this man has a scar, he has 
had a wound ” (for if he has a scar it is present, for 
it is apparent, but his having had a wound is past, for 
there is no longer a wound), and that a present thing 
(may be the sign) of a future thing, as for instance 
that included in such a premiss as this—“ If this man 
is wounded in the heart, he will die,”  for they say 
that the wound in the heart exists already, but death 
is in the future. But those who make such state- 255 
ments are ignorant o f the fact that though things 
past and things future are different, yet even in these 
cases the sign is a present (sign) of a present thing.
For in the former (premiss)— “ If this man has a 
scar, he has had a wound ”—the wound has existed 
already and is past, but the (statement) that this
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εσχηκεναι τοΰτον αξίωμα καθεστηκός ενεστηκεν, 
περί γεγονότος τίνος λεγόμενον εν τε τώ  ει 
καρδίαν τετρωται οϋτος, άποθανεΐται οΰτος ”  6 
μεν θάνατος μελλει, το δε άποθανεΐσθαι τοΰτον  
αξίωμα ενεστηκεν, περί μέλλοντος λεγόμενον,

256 παρό καί νυν εστίν αληθές, ώστε καί αξίωμά 
εστι τό  σημεΐον, καί εν ύγιεΐ συνημμενω καθ
ηγείται τω  άρχομενω από αληθούς καί ληγοντι 
επί αληθές, εκκαλυπτικόν τε εστι του ληγοντος, 
καί διά παντός παρόν παρόντος εστι σημεΐον.

257 Τούτων δ ’ ύποδεδειγμενών κατά τάς αυτών 
εκείνων τεχνολογίας πρώτον μεν άξιόν εστι τό 
τοσοΰτον είπεΐν προς αυτούς. εί καθ ους μεν 
αισθητόν εστι τό σημεΐον καθ' οί)? δε νοητόν, καί 
η περί τούτου διαφωνία μέχρι του νυν άνεπίκριτός 
εστιν, άδηλον είναι ρητεον ακμήν τό σημεΐον, 
άδηλον δε ον χρηζει τών εκκαλυφόντων, άλλ ούκ

258 αυτό ετερων δει ύπάρχειν εκκαλυπτικόν. καί
μην εί τό σημεΐον κατ' αυτούς εν λεκτώ την ύπό- 
στασιν εχει, τά  δε λεκτά εί εστι ζητείται, άτοπον, 
πριν όμολογηθηναι τό γένος, ώς βέβαιον λαμ- 
βάνειν τό είδος, όρώμεν δε ώς είσί τινες οι 
άνηρηκότες την ϋπαρξιν τώ ν λεκτών, καί ούχ οί 
ετερόδοξοι μόνον, οΐον οί * *Επικούρειοι, αλλά καί 
οί στωικοί, ώς οί περί τον Βασιλείδην, οΐς εδοξε 
μηδέν είναι άσώματον. τοίνυν εν εποχή φυλα-

259 κτεον εστι τό  σημεΐον. άλλ* άποδείξαντες, φασί, 
πρότερον την τώ ν λεκτών ϋπαρξιν εξομεν βεβαίαν
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man has had a wound, which is a proposition, is present, 
being stated about a thing which has existed. And 
in the premiss “ If this man is wounded in the heart, 
he will die,”  his death is in the future, but the pro
position “  he will die ”  is present, though a statement 
about the future, inasmuch as it is true even now.
So that the sign is a proposition, and also it is the 256 
antecedent in a valid major premiss which begins 
with truth and ends in truth, and it serves to reveal 
the consequent, and always it is a present sign of 
a present thing.

Now that these things have been explained accord- 257 
ing to their own rules of logic, it is proper to reply 
to them, first, in this wise : I f the sign is sensible 
according to some, but intelligible according to 
others,® and the dispute on this point is undecided up 
till now, we must declare that the sign is as yet non- 
evident. And being non-evident, it needs things to 
reveal it and ought not to be capable itself o f reveal
ing other things.— Moreover, if  the sign is, according 258 
to them, classed, as to its “  substance,”  under the 
head of “  expression,”  and if the existence of “  expres
sions ”  is a matter o f inquiry,6 it is absurd to take the 
particular as securely fixed before the genus is agreed 
upon. And we see that there are some who have 
denied the real existence o f “  expressions,”  and 
these not only men o f other Schools, such as the 
Epicureans, but even Stoics like Basileides e who held 
that nothing incorporeal exists. So, then, we must 
preserve suspension o f judgement regarding Sign. 
But, say they, when we have first proved the real 259 
existence o f “  expressions ”  we shall have the reality

* A Stoic of this name is said to have given instruction to 
Marcus Antoninus.
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και την του σημείου φύσιν. ούκοΰν όταν άπο- 
Ζείξητε, ερεΐ τις, τότε και το πίστην είναι την 
του σημείου ϋπαρξιν λαμβάνετε· άχρι δε επϊ φίλης 
μένετε της ύποσχέσεως, ανάγκη και ημάς εν εποχή

260 μενειν. εΐτα και πώς οΐόν τε εστιν άποΖεικνύναι 
την των λεκτών ϋπαρξιν; η γάρ διά σημείου 
Ζεήσει τούτο ποιειν η Ζι' άποΖείξεως. άλλ' οϋτε 
διά σημείου τίνος οϋτε Ζι άποΖείξεως Ζυνατόν 
τούτο ποιειν ταϋτα γάρ και αυτά λεκτά όντα

261 παραπλησίως τοΐς άλλοις λεκτοΐς εζήτηται, και 
τοσοΰτον απέχει του Ζννασθαι βεβαίως τι παρισταν 
ώς και άνάπαλιν αυτά χρήζειν τοΰ παραστησοντος. 
λεληθασί τε αυτούς οι από τής στοάς εις τον Ζι 
άλλήλων εμπίπτοντες τρόπον, ΐνα γάρ τά λεκτά 
όμολογηθή, άπόΖειξιν είναι Ζεΐ και σημεΐον ΐνα 
δε ή άπόΖειξις και τό σημεΐον προϋφεστήκη, προ- 
πεπιστώσθαι ανάγκη την των λεκτών φύσιν. εις 
άλληλα οΰν συννεύοντα και την εξ άλλήλων περί- 
μένοντα πίστιν επ' ίσης εστιν άπιστα.

262 'Αλλ' έστω γε και εκ περιουσίας συγκεχωρήσθω, 
ενεκα τοΰ προβαίνειν την ζήτησιν, εν υπάρξει τυγ- 
χάνειν τά λεκτά, καίπερ άνηνύτου καθεστώσης τής 
περί αυτών μάχης, ούκοΰν ει ταΰτα έστιν, ήτοι 
σώματα ή άσώματα λέξουσιν είναι, και σώματα 
μεν ούκ αν φαΐεν εί δε άσώματα, ήτοι ποιεί τι 
κατ' αυτούς ή ούΖέν ποιεί, και ποιειν μέν ούκ

263 άν άξιώσειαν τό γάρ άσώματον κατ' αύτούς οϋτε 
ποιειν τι πέφυκεν οϋτε πάσχειν. μηΖέν δε ποιοΰντα 
ουδέ ου έστϊ σημεία ένΖείξεταί τε1 και Ζηλώσει·

1 re Ν : τι cet., Bekk. (in  cj. Bekk.).
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of the sign also securely established. “  Yes,”  one will 
reply, “  when you have proved it, then assume also 
that the existence o f the sign is to be believed ; but 
so long as you remain merely promising, we too must 
necessarily remain in an attitude o f suspension. ”  And 260 
further, how is it possible to prove the existence of 
** expressions ”  ? For one will have to do this either 
by means o f a sign or by proof. But neither by means 
o f a sign nor by proof is it possible to do this ; for 
these, being themselves “  expressions,”  are matters 
o f inquiry like the other “  expressions,”  and are so 261 
far from being capable o f establishing anything 
firmly that, on the contrary, they themselves require 
something to establish them. The Stoics, too, have 
unwittingly fallen into the fallacy o f circular reason
ing. For in order that “  expressions ”  may be agreed 
to, proof and sign must exist; and in order that proof 
and sign may really pre-exist, the reality of “  expres
sions ”  must be previously confirmed. As these lean, 
then, on one another and await confirmation from 
one another, they are equally untrustworthy.

But let it be supposed and gratuitously con- 262 
ceded, for the sake of advancing our inquiry, that 
“  expressions ”  are in existence, although the battle 
regarding them remains unending. If, then, they 
exist, the Stoics will declare that they are either 
corporeal or incorporeal. Now they will not say that 
they are corporeal; and if they are incorporeal, 
either—according to them—they effect something, 
or they effect nothing. Now they will not claim that 
they effect anything ; for, according to them, the 263 
incorporeal is not o f a nature either to effect anything 
or to be affected. And since they effect nothing, they 
will not even indicate and make evident the tiling of
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τό γάρ ενδείκνυσθαί τι και δηλοΰν εστι ποιεΐν τι.
264 ατοττον hi ye το σημεΐον μήτε ενδείκνυσθαί τι 

μήτε δηλοΰν ούκ άρα νοητόν εστιν, ούδε αξίωμα, 
τό σημεΐον.

"Αλλως τ€, καθώς iv πολλοΐς πολλάκις ύπεδεί- 
ξαμεν, α μεν σημαίνει a δε σημαίνεται, σημαίνουσι 
μεν αί φωναί, σημαίνεται δε τα λεκτά, εν οΐς εστι 
και τά αξιώματα, πάντων δε των αξιωμάτων 
σημαινομενων αλλά μη σημαινόντων ούκ αν εΐη 
τό σημεΐον αξίωμα.

266 Πάλιν παρακεχωρήσθω τά λεκτά φύσιν εχειν 
άσώματον. άλλ’ επεί τό σημεΐον εν νγιεΐ συν- 
ημμενω καθηγεΐσθαί φασι, δεησει προεπικεκρίσθαι 
τό υγιές συνημμενον καί προεξητάσθαι, είτε τό 
κατά Φίλωνά εστι τό τοιοΰτον είτε κατά Αιόδωρον 
η την συνάρτησιν η άλλως πως κρινόμενον· πολλών 
γάρ καί περί τούτον διαστάσεων ούσών ούκ ενεστι 
λαβεΐν βεβαίως τό σημεΐον άνεπικρίτον τνγχα- 
νονσης της διαφωνίας.

266 Έ τ ι  προς τοΐς είρημενοις, καν δώμεν σύμφωνον 
είναι τό υγιές κριτήριον, καί όποιον ποτ αν 
εκείνοι θέλω σι, τοιοΰτο άμάχως ύπάρχειν, ούδέν 
ήττον τό περιεκτικόν του σημείου άνεπικρίτον 
όμολογεΐν εστίν ανάγκη, τό γάρ σημειωτόν ήτοι

267 πρόδηλον θελονσιν είναι η άδηλον, καί εί μεν 
πρόδηλον, ούκ εσται σημειωτόν, ούδε σημανθησε- 
ται υπό τίνος, άλλ* * αυτό δι αυτού προσπεσεΐταί' 
εί δε άδηλον, πάντως άγνωστον εσται τούτο είτε 
αληθές εστιν είτε φευδες, επεί γινωσκόμενον ο τι

268 ποτέ τούτων εστι, γενησεται πρόδηλον, τό οδν
« Cf. § 12.

* With § 265 cf. §§ 70 if. supra; P.H. ii. 110-112.
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which they are signs ; for to indicate anything and 
make it evident is to effect something. But it is 264 
absurd that the sign should neither indicate nor make 
evident anything; therefore the sign is not an in
telligible thing, nor yet a proposition.

Moreover, as we have frequently shown in many 
places,® some things signify, others are signified. 
Vocal sounds signify, but “  expressions ” are signified, 
and they include also propositions. And as proposi
tions are signified, but not signifying, the sign will not 
be a proposition.

Again, let it be conceded that “  expressions ”  are 265 
o f an incorporeal nature.6 Yet, since they assert that 
the sign is the antecedent in a valid major premiss, 
the valid major will have to be tested and scrutinized 
beforehand, whether it be what is valid according 
to Philo, or according to Diodorus,® or through con
gruence, or judged by some other criterion ; for since 
on this point also there are many rival views it is 
impossible to have a firm grasp of the sign so long as 
the dispute remains unsettled.

Further, in addition to the foregoing arguments, 266 
even if we grant that the valid criterion is agreed upon 
and that it is incontestably o f the kind the Stoics 
claim, none the less they must necessarily agree that 
the premiss containing the sign is uncertain. For they 
hold that the thing signified is either pre-evident or 
non-evident. And if it is pre-evident, it will not 267 
admit o f being signified, nor will it be signified by 
anything but will be perceived o f itself; while if it is 
non-evident, it certainly cannot be known whether it is 
true or false, since when it is known which o f these it is 
it will become pre-evident. The premiss, then, which 268

• C/i S 115,
NVOL. XI 877
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περιεκτικόν τοΰ τε σημείου και του σημειωτοΰ 
συνημμενον, λήγον επί άδηλον, εξ ανάγκης '£στϊν 
άνεπίκριτον. δτι μεν γάρ άπ* αληθούς άρχεται, 
γνώριμόν εστι, λήγει δε εις' άγνωστον, δει δε 
προ παντός ημάς εις την επίκρισιν αύτοΰ γινώσκειν 
τό εις τι λήγει, ΐνα εάν μεν εις αληθές λήγη, 
θώμεθα τοΰτ* αληθές διά τό άπ* αληθούς τε άρ- 
χεσθαι και εις αληθές λήγειν, εάν δε εις φεΰδος, 
άνάπαλιν λεγωμεν φεΰδος διά τό άπ* αληθούς άρ- 
χεσθαι καί επί φεΰδος λήγειν. ού τοίνυν άξίωμα 
ρητεον είναι τό σημεΐον, ουδέ εν νγιεΐ συνημμενω 
καθηγούμενον.

269 ΥΙροσθετεον δε τουτοις δτι καί ταΐς εναργείαις 
μάχονται οι ταυτης προεστώτες τής δόξης. εί 
γάρ άξίωμά εστι τό σημεΐον καί εν ύγιεΐ συν
ημμενω καθηγείται, εχρήν τους μηδ* αρχήν έχοντας 
έννοιαν άξιώματος μηδε τάς διαλεκτικός τεχνας 
επεληλυθότας εκτός εΐναι πάσης σημειώσεως.

270 ούχί δε γε τοΰτο· καί γάρ άγράμματοι πολλάκις 
κυβερνήται καί άπειροι [πολλά/α^] των διαλεκτικών 
θεωρημάτων γεωργοί άκρως σημειοΰνται, οι μεν 
τά κατά θάλασσαν, άνεμους τε καί νηνεμίας χει
μώνας τε καί γαλήνας, οι δε κατά γεωργίαν, 
ώσπερ ευκαρπίαν καί άκαρπίαν αύχμους τε καί 
επομβρίας. καίτοι τι περί ανθρώπων λεγομεν, 
δτε καί τοΐς άλόγοις ζώοις τινες αυτών μετα-

271 δεδώκασι τής τοΰ σημείου νοήσεως; καί γάρ 6 
κυων δτε εκ τοΰ ίχνους στιβευει τό θηρίον σημειοΰ- 
ταΐ' άλλ* ού διά τοΰτο άξιώματος ελκει φαντασίαν 
τοΰ “  είπερ ίχνος εστι τοΰτο, θηρίον εστιν ενθάδε.”  
καί 6 ίππος κατά την τοΰ μύωπος προσβολήν η 
τήν τής μάστιγος επανάτασιν εξάλλεται μεν και 
378

contains the sign and the thing signified, as it ends 
in what is non-evident, is of necessity uncertain. For 
that it begins with truth is known, but it ends in the 
unknown. But in order to pass judgement upon it we 
must first of all learn wherein it ends, so that if it 
ends in truth we may pronounce it true because it 
begins with truth and ends in truth, but if it ends 
in falsehood, we may, contrariwise, declare it to be 
false because it begins with truth and ends in false
hood. So then, the sign should not be said to be a 
proposition, or an antecedent in a sound premiss.

To these (objections) it should be added that those 269 
who champion this opinion are in conflict with evident 
facts. For if the sign is a j udgement and an antecedent 
in a valid major premiss, those who have no concep
tion at all o f a judgement, and have made no study of 
logical technicalities, ought to have been wholly in
capable of interpreting by signs. But this is not the 270 
case ; for often illiterate pilots, and [often] farmers 
unskilled in logical theorems, interpret by signs 
excellently—the former on the sea (prognosticating) 
squalls and calms, stormy weather and fair, and the 
latter on the farm (foretelling) good crops and bad 
crops, droughts and rainfalls. Yet why do we talk of 
men, when some of the Stoics have endowed even 
irrational animals with understanding of the sign ? 
For, in fact, the dog,a when he tracks a beast by 271 
its footprints, is interpreting by signs ; but he does 
not therefore derive an impression o f the judgement 
“  if this is a footprint, a beast is here.”  The horse, 
too, at the prod of a goad or the crack of a whip

• Cf. P.H. i. 63 ff.
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1 €Ϊ5 N : V cet., Bekk.
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όρούει πρός δρόμον, ούκ επικρίνει δε το τοιοϋτον 
συνημμενον διαλεκτικώς “  ει μάστιξ επανατεταται, 
δραμητεον εστι μοι.”  ούκ άρα άξίωμά εστι το 
σημεΐον εν ύγιεΐ συνημμενω καθηγούμενον.

272 Ύαΰτα μεν ιδιαίτερον προς τούς νοητόν αξιοΰντας 
είναι το σημεΐον είρήσθαν κοινότερον δε ενεσται 
προς αυτούς λεγειν και τα προς τούς αισθητόν 
αυτό φάσκοντας είναι είρημενα. ειπερ γό,ρ αξίωμά 
εστι τό σημεΐον εν ύγιεΐ συνημμενω καθηγού
μενον, και εν παντϊ συνημμενω ακολουθεί τό ληγον 
τω  ήγουμενω, αΐ τε άκολουθίαι παρόντων είσι 
πραγμάτων, εξ ανάγκης τό σημεΐον και τό σημειω- 
τόν ύφ* ενα καιρόν παρόντα συνυπάρξει άλλήλοις, 
και ούδετερον ούδετερου γενησεται μηνυτικόν, άλλ* 
άμφότερα εξ αυτών γνώριμα καταστησεται.

273 νΕτι το σημεΐον εκκαλυπτικόν εστι τοΰ [ληγον- 
τοί] σημειωτοΰ, το δε σημειωτόν εκκολάπτεται 
προς τοΰ σημείου, ταΰτα δε ού των απολύτων 
εστιν άλλα των πρός τι* προς γαρ τω εκ- 
καλύπτοντι νοείται τό εκκαλυπτόμενον, και πρός 
τω εκκαλυπτομενω νοείται τό εκκαλύπτον. ει δε 
άμφότερα πρός τι όντα κατά, τον αύτόν πάρεστι 
χρόνον, άμφότερα συνυφεστηκεν άλλήλοις· εί δε 
συνυφεστηκεν, εκάτερον εξ αύτοΰ καταληπτόν εστι

274 και ούδετερον εκ θατερου. λεκτεον δε κάκεΐνο 
ότι όποΐόν ποτ αν $ τό σημεΐον, ήτοι αύτό φύσιν 
εχει πρός τό ενδείκνυσθαι και μηνύειν τό άδηλον, 
η ημείς εσμεν ρνημονικοι των συναναγυμνωθεν- 
των αύτω. ούχι δε εκείνο φύσιν εχει ενδεικτικήν 
των άδηλων, επει ώφειλε πάσιν επ' ίσης ενδεί
κνυσθαι τά άδηλα, ημείς άρα ώς άν εχωμεν

· Cf. § 174.
S80

AGAIN ST TH E LOGICIANS, II. 271-274

leaps forward and starts to run, but he does not frame 
a judgement logically in a premiss such as this—“  If 
a whip has cracked, I must run.”  Therefore the 
sign is not a judgement, which is the antecedent in 
a valid major premiss.

Let these special arguments be stated against those 272 
who hold that the sign is intelligible ; but it will be 
possible also to use against them the general argu
ments we have brought against those who assert that 
it is sensible.® For if the sign is an antecedent 
proposition in a valid major premiss, and in every 
major the consequent follows the antecedent, and 
these connexions are between things present, then 
the sign and the thing signified, both being present 
at one and the same time, will necessarily co-exist 
and neither o f them will serve to disclose the other, 
but both will be known o f themselves.

Further, the sign serves to reveal the thing 273 
signified, and the thing signified is revealed by the 
sign. And these are not absolute things but relative ; 
for the thing revealed is conceived in relation to that 
which reveals, and that which reveals is conceived in 
relation to that which is revealed. But if both, being 
relative things, are present at the same time, both 
co-exist; and if they co-exist, each of them is 
apprehensible o f itself and neither o f them through 
the other.—This, too, may be said : Whatever be 274 
the character o f the sign, either it is itself of such a 
nature as to indicate and disclose the non-evident, or 
we are capable o f remembering the things laid bare 
together with it. But it does not possess a nature 
capable o f indicating non-evident things, since, (if 
so), it ought to indicate non-evident things to all 
men equally. Therefore it depends upon the state
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μνήμης, οΰτω περί τής των πραγμάτων ύποστά- 
σεως φερόμεθα.

275 Ά λ λ ’ 6t7re/o ούτε αισθητόν εστι το σημεΐον, ώς 
εδείζαμεν, οΰτε νοητόν, ώς κατέστησάμεθα, παρά 
δε ταΰτα ούδέν εστι τρίτον, λεκτεον τι μη είναι 
σημεΐον. οι δε δογματικοί προς έκαστον μεν των 
οϋτως επικεχειρημενων πεφίμωνται, τουναντίον δε 
κατασκενάζοντες φασϊν οτι άνθρωπος ούχί τω  
προφορικά) λόγω διαφέρει των αλόγων ζώων (καί 
γάρ κόρακες καί φιττακοί και κίτται ενάρθρους

276 προφερονται φωνάς) άλλα τω ενδιαθετω, ουδέ τη 
απλή μόνον φαντασία (εφαντασιοΰτο γάρ κάκεΐνα) 
αλλά τή μεταβατική και συνθετική, διόπερ ακο
λουθίας έννοιαν εχων ευθύς και σημείου νόησιν 
λαμβάνει διά την ακολουθίαν και γάρ αυτό τό 
σημεΐόν εστι τοιοΰτον “  εί τόδε, τόδε.”  επεται άρα 
τή φύσει και κατασκευή τάνθρώπου τό και σημεΐον

277 υπάρχειν. άνωμολόγηταί τε ή άπόδειξις τω
γενει σημεΐον είναι, δηλωτική γάρ εστι του συμ
περάσματος, και εσται ή διά των λημμάτων αυτής 
συμπλοκή σημεΐον του υπάρχειν τό συμπέρασμα, 
οΐον επί τής τοιαυτης “  εί εστι κίνησις, εστι κενόν 
εστι δε κίνησις· εστιν άρα κενόν ”  τό τοιοΰτον 
συμπεπλεγμενον ( “  εστι κίνησις, και)1 εί εστι κίνη- 
σις, εστι κενόν,”  [διά των λημμάτων συμπεπλεγ- 
μενον,Υ εύθυς καί σημεΐόν εστι τοΰ συμπεράσματος

278 τοΰ ”  εστι κενόν.”  ήτοι οΰν αποδεικτικοί είσι 
λόγοι, φασίν, οί κατά τοΰ σημείου κομισθεντες 
υπό των άπορητικά>ν ή ουκ αποδεικτικοί, καί εί 
μεν ουκ είσίν αποδεικτικοί, άπιστοι κάθε στάσιν,

1 σνμΊπτ\(Ίμένον MSS.: συνημμίνον Bekk.: <ίστι . . . καί> add. 
Heintz. * [διά . . . σνμν.\ seel. Heintz.
382

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 274-278

o f our memory what view we take about the real 
nature of things.

But if the sign is neither sensible, as we have shown, 275 
nor intelligible, as we have established, and besides 
these there is no third (possibility), one must declare 
that no sign exists. But the Dogmatists remain 
muzzled as regards each of these objections, and by 
way of establishing the opposite they assert that Man 
does not differ in respect of uttered reason from the 
irrational animals (for crows and parrots and jays 
utter articulate sounds), but in respect o f internal 
reason ; nor (does he differ) in respect of the merely 276 
simple impression (for the animals, too, receive 
impressions), but in respect of the transitive and 
constructive impression.® Hence, since he has a con
ception of logical sequence, he immediately grasps also 
the notion of sign because of the sequence; for in fact 
the sign in itself is of this form—“  If this, then this.”  
Therefore the existence o f sign follows from the nature 
and structure of Man.—Also, it is generally agreed 277 
that proof is o f the genus sign.6 For it serves tomake 
evident the conclusion, and the combination formed by 
its premisses will be a sign o f the existence of the 
conclusion. For example, in the case o f this proof—
“ I f motion exists, void exists; but motion exists; 
therefore void exists,”  c this combination “  Motion 
exists, and if motion exists, void exists ”  is at 
once also a sign o f the conclusion “  void exists.”  The 278 
arguments, then, brought against the sign by the 
Doubters are, they say, either probative or non- 
probative. And if they are non-probative they are

e i.e. a compound impression (or presentation) which in
volves mental “ transition” from one “ presented” idea to 
another (cf. “  association of ideas ” ).

* Cf. P.H. ii. 122. · Cf. i. 213.
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07τον γ ε  καί απ οδεικτικοί τυγχ ά νο ντα ς  μ όλις άν 
επ ισ τευ θ η σ α ν  el δε απ οδεικτικοί, δηλον ό τ ι  εσ τ ι  
τ ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  η  γά ρ  άπ όδειξις  ση μεΐον  ήν κ α τά  τ ο

2 7 9  γένος . εΐπερ δε οΰδέν ούδενός εσ τ ι ση μ εΐον ,
ή το ι ση μ α ίνουσ ί τ ι  α ΐ κ α τά  τ ο υ  σημείου^ εκφ ερο- 
μ εναι φ ω να ί η ούδεν ση μ α ίνουσ ιν. καί εΐ μ εν  
ούδεν, ούδε τη ν  τ ο ΰ  σημείου νπ αρζιν  ά νελ ο ΰ σ ιν  
π ώ ς γ ά ρ  οΐόν  τ ε  τ ά ς  μ ηδέν ση μ α ινουσας π ίσ τε υ ε - 
σθαι περί τ ο ΰ  μ ηδέν είναι ση μ ε ΐο ν ; εΐ δε σ η μ α ί-  
νο νσ ι, μ ά τα ιο ι κ αθεστάσιν  οι από τη ς  σκ εφ εω ς, 
λ ό γω  μ εν εκβάλλοντας τ ό  ση μ εΐον , ερ γω  δε τ ο ΰ το

280 π αραλαμβάνοντες. καί μ η ν  εί μ ηδέν εσ τ ι
θεώ ρημα τέχ νη ς  ίδιον, ου  διοίσει τη ς  ά τεχ νία ς  η  
τέχ νη , ει δ* εσ τ ι θεώ ρημα τέχ νη ς ίδιον, ή το ι  
φ αινόμενόν ε σ τ ιν  η άδηλον, αλλά φ αινόμενου μ εν  
ουκ αν ειη· τ ά  γά ρ  φ αινόμενα  π άσιν  ο μ ο ίω ς καί 
ά διδάκ τω ς φ α ίνετα ι, εί δε άδηλον τυ γ χ ά νε ι, διά  
σημείου θεω ρηθησετα ι. εί δε εσ τ ι τ ι  διά  σημείου  
θεω ρούμενου, εσ τα ι τ ι  καί σημεΐον.

281 Τινέ? δε καί ο υ τω  σ υ νε ρ ω τώ σ ιν · “  εί ε σ τ ι  τ ι  
σημεΐον, ε σ τ ι  σημεΐον· εί μ η  εσ τ ι  ση μ εΐον , εσ τ ι  
σημεΐον. ή το ι  δ ’ ούδεν ε σ τ ι  σημεΐον η ε σ τ ι ν  
εσ τ ιν  άρα .”  6 μ εν  Aoyo? το ιο ΰ το ς , τούτου^ δε το 
μ εν π ρ ώ το ν  λήμ μ α  υγ ιέ ς  είναι φ α σ ίν  ην γά ρ  δ ια -  
φ ορούμενον, καί τ ώ  είναι ση μεΐον  ακολουθεί τό  
είναι ση μ εΐον , π αρόσον εί ε σ τ ι  τ ό  π ρ ώ το ν , εσ τα ι  
καί τ ό  δεύτερον, μ ηδενί διαφ ερον το υ  π ρ ώ το υ  τ ό  
δεύτερον. καί τ ό  “  εί μη εσ τ ι  ση μ εΐον , ε σ τ ι  
σημεΐον ”  καί α υτό  ήν υγ ιές , τ ώ  γά ρ  λ εγο ντι μη  
είναι ση μ εΐον , ακολουθεί λεγειν  είναι τ ι  ση μ εΐον . 
εί γά ρ  μ ηδέν εσ τ ι  ση μ εΐον , α ύ το ΰ  τ ο ΰ  μ ηδέν είναι
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untrustworthy, seeing that they would hardly have 
been trusted, even had they been probative; while if 
they are probative it is plain that a sign exists, for 
proof is, as regards its genus, a form o f sign.—And if 279 
nothing is a sign of anything, the words uttered 
against the sign either signify something or signify 
nothing.® And if nothing, neither will they destroy 
the existence o f sign; for how can words that signify 
nothing possibly be trusted regarding the non
existence of a sign ? And if they signify (something ), 
the Sceptics are fools in that they verbally reject the 
sign while actually accepting it.— Moreover, if  there 280 
exists no special rule o f art, art will not differ from 
lack of art. And if a special rule of art exists, it is 
either apparent or non-evident. But it will not be 
apparent, for things apparent appear to all similarly 
and without teaching. And if it is non-evident, it 
will be discerned by means o f a sign. But if there 
exists anything discerned by means o f  a sign, there 
will also exist a sign.

Some also argue thus 6 : “  I f  a sign exists, a sign 281 
exists; if  a sign does not exist, a sign exists. But a 
sign either exists not or exists ; therefore it exists.”  
Such is the argument, and they declare that its first 
premiss is valid; for it is duplicated, and ** a sign 
exists ”  follows from “  a sign exists ”  inasmuch as the 
second also will be (true) if the first is (true), since 
it differs in no respect from the first. And the premiss 
“  I f  a sign does not exist, a sign exists ”  is also valid in 
itself; for he who states that a sign does not exist is 
stating, consequently, that a sign does exist. For if 
no sign exists, there will be some sign that no sign

• Cf. P.H. ii. 130.
» With §§ 281-284 ef. §§ 488-469, and P.H. ii. 131, 188.
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σημεΐον εσται τι σημεΐον. και εικότως. 6 γάρ 
λόγων μη είναι τι σημεΐον ήτοι φάσει μόνον τοϋτ 
άξιοι η αποδείξει, και φάσει μεν αξιών φάσιν

282 εξει την άντιτιθεμένην' άποδεικνύς δε ώς αληθές 
τό ύπ’ αύτοΰ λεγόμενον, διά του δεικνύντος λόγου 
το μη είναι τι σημεΐον, σημειώσεται το μηδέν 
είναι σημεΐον, τούτο δε ποιων ομολογήσει το 
είναι τι σημεΐον. αληθή οΰν τά πρώτα δυο λήμ
ματα, φασίν. αληθές δε και το τρίτον, διεζευγ- 
μενον γάρ εστιν εξ αντικείμενων του τε είναι ση
μεΐον καί του μή είναι, επεί οΰν1 συμπαν διεζευγ- 
μενον τότε εστιν αληθές όταν τό εν εχη αληθές, 
θεωρείται δε καί τών αντικείμενων το ετερον 
αληθές, ρητεον τό τοιοϋτον συνεστώς ευθύς ύπ- 
άρχειν αληθές, ώστε καί επί όμολογουμενοις τοΐς 
λήμμασι συνεισάγεσθαι καί την επιφοράν την
i ( V  V  Α  υςστιν αρα σημεΐον.

283 "Eorat δε, φασί, καί ούτως εφοδεύειν. δύο γάρ 
εστιν εν τώ λόγω συνημμένα καί εν διεζευγμενον 
τούτων δε τά μεν συνημμένα ύπισχνεΐται τοΐς εν 
αύτοΐς ή ουμ 'νοις άκολονθεΐν τά εν αύτοΐς λήγοντα, 
τό δε διεζευγμενον εν εχει τών εν αύτώ αληθές, 
ώς εάν άμφότερα ή αληθή ή άμφότερα φευδή,

284 φ€ΰδος εσται τό δλον. τοιαύτης δ’ οϋσης τής εν 
τοΐς λήμμασι δυνάμεως, ύποθεμενοι τό ετερον τών 
εν τώ διεζευγμενω αληθές ίδωμεν πώς συνάγεται 
τά τής επιφοράς. καί δη πρώτον ύποκείσθω 
αληθές τό “  εστι τι σημεΐον.”  ούκοΰν επεί τοΰθ* 
ηγούμενόν εστιν εν τώ  πρώτω συνημμένα), εξει 
τό ακόλουθον αύτώ τό λήγον εν εκείνω τώ συν
ημμένα). εληγε δε τό είναι σημεΐον, δπερ ταύτόν 
εστι τή επιφορα. συναχθήσεται άρα ή επιφορά, 
386

exists. And reasonably so ; for he who states that 
no sign exists affirms this either by mere assertion or 
by proof. And if he affirms it by assertion he will 
have (against him) the contrary assertion ; while if 282 
he tries to prove the truth of his statement, then by 
his argument proving the non-existence o f a sign he 
will be signifying the non-existence o f a sign, and in 
doing so he will be acknowledging the existence of a 
sign. So the first two premisses are, they say, true. 
And the third also is true ; for it is a disjunctive, 
composed of contradictories (the existence and non
existence o f sign). Since, then, if every disjunctive is 
true when it has one clause true, and of contradictories 
one clause is regarded as true, one must declare that 
a premiss thus constructed is indisputably true. So 
that the conclusion, "  sign therefore exists,”  is in
ferred along with the agreed premisses.

It will also be possible, they say, to argue thus : In 283 
the argument there are two hypothetical premisses 
and one disjunctive ; and of these, the hypothetical 
promise that their consequents follow from their 
antecedents, while the disjunctive has one of its 
clauses true, since if both be true or both false the 
whole will be false. Such then being the quality of 284 
the premisses, let us assume that one of the clauses 
o f the disjunctive is true and see how the con
clusion is deduced. And let it be assumed first 
that “  a sign exists ”  is true : then, since this is the 
antecedent in the first hypothetical premiss, it will 
have as following from it the consequent in that 
premiss. And that consequent was “ a sign exists,”  
which is the same as the conclusion. The conclusion,

AGAINST TH E LOGICIANS, II. 281-284

1 otv c j .  Bekk.: el m s s .
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ύποτεθεντος αληθούς είναι εν τώ  διεζευγμενω τοΰ 
είναι τι σημειον. καί μην άνάπαλιν ύποκείσθω το 
ετερον αληθές τό μη είναι σημειον. τοίνυν επει 
τούτο ηγούμενόν εστιν iv τώ δευτερω συνημμενω, 
ίξ€1 ακολουθούν αύτώ το λήγον εν τώ δευτερω 
συνημμενφ. ήκολούθει δε γε αύτώ τό είναι τι 
σημειον, ο και επιφορά εστιν. και κατά τούτο 
άρα συνάγεται ή εττιφορά.

285 Ταΰτα μεν οι δογματικοί· τάζει δε ρητεον προς 
το πρώτον ευθύς, καθ' ο από της τοΰ ανθρώπου 
κατασκευής συνηγον το είναι τι σημειον, ότι εκ 
τοΰ μάλλον ζητούμενου τό ήττον ζητούμενου εθε- 
λουσι διδάσκειν. τό μεν γάρ είναι σημειον, και 
εί 7τρός τινων άντείρηται, καθάπερ τών σκεπτικών, 
αλλά τοί γε παρά πάσι τοΐς δογματικοΐς σύμ-

286 φωνόν εστιν τό δε προνοητικώς κατεσκευάσθαι 
τον άνθρωπον παρ' ούκ όλίγοις αυτών διαπεφώ- 
νηται. σφόδρα δ* ήν βίαιον τό εκ τών μάλλον 
ασυγχώρητων θελειν τά μη ούτως εχοντα διδά- 
σκειν. και μην ρητώς ό *Ηράκλειτό? φησι τό 
μη είναι λογικόν τον άνθρωπον, μόνον δ ’ ύπάρχειν 
φρενήρες τό περιεχον. ό δε Εμπεδοκλής ετι 
παραδοζότερον πάντα ήζίου λογικά τυγχάνειν, και 
ού ζώα μόνον αλλά και φυτά, ρητώς γράφων

πάντα γάρ ΐσθι φρόνησιν εχειν και νώματος 
αΐσαν.

287 μ€τά τοΰ και πιθανόν είναι λόγον εις τό μη άφρονα 
τυγχάνειν τά άλογα τών ζώων, εί γάρ πάρεστιν 
αύτοΐς ο προφορικός λόγος, ανάγκη και τον ενδιά
θετον αύτοΐς παρείναι' δίχα γάρ τούτου άνυπό-

3 8  8
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therefore, will be deduced if it be assumed that the 
clause “  a sign exists,”  in the disjunctive, is true. 
Again, let it be assumed, conversely, that the other 
clause, “  a sign does not exist,”  is true. Then, since 
this is the antecedent in the second hypothetical pre
miss, it will have as following from it the consequent 
in the second hypothetical. And what followed from 
it was “  a sign exists,”  which is also the conclusion. 
Therefore in this way also the conclusion is deduced.

Such are the contentions o f the Dogmatists ; and 285 
to the first of them, (taking them) in order, in which 
they inferred the existence o f a sign from the structure 
o f Man, one must straightway reply that they try to 
explain the less questionable by the more question
able. For the existence o f a sign, even if it is con
troverted by some,such as the Sceptics,is nevertheless 
generally accepted by all the Dogmatists ; but that 286 
Man is providentially constructed is disputed by not 
a few of them. And it is extremely violent to try to 
explain by what is more generally controverted what 
is less so. Moreover, Heracleitus 0 expressly affirms 
that “  Man is not rational, and only the circumambient 
is intelligent.”  But Empedocles, still more paradoxi
cally, held that all things are rational, and not animals 
only but plants as well, as he writes expressly—

Wisdom and power of thought, know thou, are shared in
by all things.

Besides, there is a plausible argument to show that 287 
the irrational animals are not unwise.* For if they 
possess “  uttered reason,”  they must necessarily pos
sess also “  internal reason ” ; for apart from this

• Cf. i. 127,349: “  the circumambient ”  is the fiery world- 
substance (" Logos” ) of H„ see Vol. I. fntrod. p. viii.

* Cf. P.H. i. 62 ff.
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288 στατός εστιν 6 προφορικός, καν δώμεν δε δια- 
φερειν των άλλων ζώων τον άνθρωπον λόγω τε 
και μεταβατική φαντασία και έννοια ακολουθίας,1 
αλλ ου roc γ€ και ev rocs ao^Aocs Kac avtirc- 
κρίτως δια πεφωνημενοις συγχωρήσομεν αυτόν 
είναι τοιοΰτον, εν δβ τοΐς φαινομενοις τηρητικην 
τινα εχειν ακολουθίαν, καθ' ην μνημονεύων τίνα 
μετά τίνων τεθεώρηται καί τίνα προ τίνων και 
τίνα μετά τίνα, εκ της των προτερων ύποπτώσεως

289 άνανεοϋται τα λοιπά. άλλα συνομολογηθεν- 
τος, φασίν, ότι η άπόδειξις κατά γένος εστί 
σημεϊον, εί μεν ούκ είσιν αποδείξεις οι κατά του 
σημείου κομισθεντες λόγοι, άπιστοι κάθε στάσιν, 
εί δε αποδείξεις είσίν, εστι τι σημεϊον. ημείς δε 
προειρηκότες ότι ου τω υπομνηστικά) ενιστάμεθα 
σημείω αλλά τω ενδεικτικά), δυνάμεθα τους κατά 
του σημείου κομισθεντας λόγους παραχωρεΐν τι 
σημαίνειν, ηδη δε ούκ ενδεικτικώς άλλ* υπο
μνηστικούς' ημείς γάρ επ' αύτοϊς κινούμεθα και 
άναλαμβάνομεν τη μνημη τά δυνάμενα λεγεσθαι

290 προς το ενδεικτικόν σημεϊον. τά  δ’ αυτά και 
περί της ακολούθου ρητεον ύπομνησεως, καθ’ ην 
επυνθάνοντο πότερον σημαίνουσί τι αί κατά τοΰ 
σημείου προφερόμεναι φωναί η ούδεν σημαίνουσιν. 
εί μεν γάρ παν σημεϊον άνηροΰμεν, Ζδει κατ' 
ανάγκην η μηδέν σημαίνειν τάς κατά τοΰ σημείου 
προφερομενας φωνάς καθ' ημάς, η σημαινουσών 
αυτών δίδοσθαι τό είναι τι σημεϊον. ιών δε τη 
διαιρέσει χρώμενοι τι μεν άναιροΰμεν σημεϊον τι 
δε τίθεμεν, ούδ' εν τω σημαίνειν τι τάς κατά του 
ενδεικτικού σημείου προφερομενας φωνάς παρακε-

1 ivvoiq. άκολονθίαί Kayser j it> άκολονθίφ Μ99., Bekk.
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latter the uttered reason is non-existent. And 288 
even if we grant that Man differs from the other 
animals in reason and transitive impression and 
conception o f logical sequence, yet certainly we shall 
not agree that he is as described as regards things 
non-evident and matters of unsettled controversy, 
whereas in respect of things apparent he possesses a 
retentive sense of sequence, by which he remembers 
what things he has observed together with what, and 
what before what, and what after what, and from his 
experience of previous things revives the rest.—But, 289 
they say, when it is agreed that proof is, in respect 
o f  its genus, a sign, if the arguments brought against 
the sign are not proofs they are untrustworthy, while 
if  they are proofs a sign exists. But as we have 
previously stated that we do not object to the 
commemorative sign but to the indicative, we are 
able to admit that the arguments brought against 
the sign signify something, but not as yet in an 
indicative but in a commemorative way ; for we are 
affected by them and we recall in memory the things 
that can be said against the indicative sign.—And the 290 
same may be said regarding their next contention, 
in which they inquired whether the words uttered 
against the sign signify something or signify nothing.
For if we abolished every sign it would necessarily 
result either that the words uttered by us against the 
sign signify nothing, or, if  they are significant, that 
the existence o f a sign is conceded. But as it is, 
since we make use of the distinction, and abolish one 
kind of sign but affirm the other, by <our allowing 
that) the words spoken against the indicative sign
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χώρηται τό ύπάρχειν ένδεικτικόν τι σημεΐον.
291 ετι έλέγετο ώς είπερ ίδιον τέχνης έστι θεώρημα, 

δεήσει τούτο μη πρόδηλον ύπαρχειν άλλ* άδηλον 
και διά σημείου ληπτόν, άγνοοΰντες ότι της 
μεν των άλλων θεωρητικής τέχνης ούδέν έστι 
θεώρημα, καθάπερ ύστερον διδάξομεν, τής δε 
εν τόΐς φαινομένοις στρεφομένης έστιν ίδιον τι 
θεώρημα, διά γάρ των πολλάκις τετηρημένων ή 
Ιστορημένων ποιείται τάς των θεωρημάτων συ
στάσεις· τ ά  δε πολλάκις τηρηθέντα και ίστορηθέντα 
ίδια καθειστήκει των πλειστάκις τηρησάντων, άλλ* 
ού κοινά πάντων.

292 Ό  μεν γάρ επί τέλει συνερωτηθε'ις αύτοΐς λόγος 
εν τρόπω τοιούτω “  εί τό πρώτον, το πρώτον· εί 
ού τό πρώτον, τό πρώτον· ήτοι τό πρώτον ή ού 
τό πρώτον τό πρώτον άρα ”  τάχα μεν και κατά 
παρολκήν την εν τοΐς λήμμασι μοχθηρός έστιν, 
άναμφιλέκτως δε και αύτούς φαίνεται θλίβειν.

293 ρητέον δε τάξει περί του πρώτου, τουτέστι τής 
παρολκής. εί γάρ αληθές έστι τό έν τώ λόγω 
διεζευγμένον, έν έχειν αληθές οφείλει, καθώς και 
αυτοί πρότερον έλεγον. έν δε έχον αληθές τό 
ετερον τών συνημμένων ώς παρέλκον διελέγχει.

294 εάν τε γάρ αληθές ύποκέηται τών έν αύτώ τό 
“  έστι τι σημεΐον,”  άναγκαΐον γίνεται προς την 
τούτου συναγωγήν τό διαφορούμενον συνημμένον 
τό “  εί έστι τι σημεΐον, έστι σημεΐον,”  παρέλκον 
δε τό λοιπόν τό 11 εί μη έστι τι σημεΐον, έστι τι 
σημεΐον” · έάν τε τό μη είναι τι σημεΐον ύποκέηται 
τών έν αύτώ αληθές, τό μέν διαφορούμενον παρ-
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are significant, it is not admitted that an indicative 
sign exists.—Further, it was argued that if  there is a 291 
special rule o f art, this ought not to be pre-evident 
but non-evident and apprehensible by means of a 
sign. But this is to ignore the fact that (as we shall 
show later) while there is no rule o f the art concerned 
with other cases, o f the art which deals with things 
apparent there is a special rule ; for (this art) effects 
the framing of its rules by means o f things frequently 
observed or investigated ; and the things frequently 
observed and investigated are peculiar to those who 
have made the most frequent observations, and are not 
the common property o f all.

Then, as to the final argument propounded by them 292 
in this form e—“  I f  the first, the first; if  not the first, 
the first; either the first or not the first; therefore 
the first ”— it is, perhaps, unsound also because of 
the redundancy h in its premisses, and it indisputably 
appears to cause worry even to them. First one should 293 
speak o f what comes first in order, that is to say, the 
redundancy. I f  the disjunctive premiss in the argu
ment is true, it is bound to have one clause true, just 
as they themselves previously stated.® And having 
one clause true it convicts one o f the hypothetical 
premisses o f redundancy. For, on the one hand, if 294 
one o f its clauses, namely “  a sign exists,”  be 
assumed as true, then for its deduction the dupli
cated d hypothetical premiss, “  if a sign exists, a sign 
exists,”  becomes necessary, but the remaining 
premiss, “  if  a sign does not exist, a sign exists,”  
becomes redundant. And, on the other hand, if its 
clause “  a sign does not exist ”  is assumed to be true, 
the duplicated premiss is redundant for the purpose

• Cf. f 282. * Cf. §§ 109, 181.
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ελκει προς την τούτου κατασκευήν, το δέ “  εί μη 
εστι τι σημεΐον, εστι σημεΐον ”  άναγκαΐον γίγνεται.

295 μοχθηρός οΰν κατά παρολκην ό λόγος. άλλ* 
Ινα μη νυν εις τα κατά λεπτόν σνμβαίνωμεν τοΐς 
εναντίοις, πάρεστνν ετερον συνερωτάν λόγον εχοντα 
τοΰτον τον τρόπον, εΐπερ περιτρίπεται 6 λίγων 
μη εΐναί τι σημεΐον εις τό λεγειν είναι τι σημεΐον, 
περιτρίπεταί και ό λίγων είναι τι σημεΐον εις το 
λεγειν μη είναι τι σημεΐον. 6 δε λίγων μη είναι 
τι σημεΐον σκεπτικώς περιετρεπετο κατ αύτους 
είς τό λεγειν είναι τι σημεΐον καί ό λίγων άρα 
Βογματικώς είναι τι σημεΐον περιτραπησεται εις 
τό λεγειν μη είναι τι σημεΐον, ώς παραστησομεν.

296 αύτίκα γάρ [ει?] τον λεγοντα είναι τι σημεΐον 
σημείω Βει την άπόφανσιν πιστωσασθαι, ασυγ
χώρητου Βε οντος τοΰ είναι τι σημεΐον, πώς αν 
ουτος χρήσεται τω σημείω προς πίστιν τοΰ είναι 
τι σημεΐον; μη Βυνάμενος Βε άποΒεΐξαι σημείω 
τό είναι τι σημεΐον, περιτραπησεται είς τό όμο- 
λογεΐν μηΒεν είναι σημεΐον. έστω δε και εκ περι
ουσίας1 τοΰτ αυτό μόνον όμολογείσθω* σημεΐον, το 
τοΰ [μη]3 είναι σημεΐον μηνυτικόν τί τοΰτ όφελος 
αύτοΐς μηΒεν εχουσι των ΙΒίων είπεΐν Βογμάτων

297 σημεΐον; ώστε τούτο μεν άνόνητον αύτοΐς, φημί 
Βε τό κοινώς όμολογεΐσθαι είναι τι σημεΐον· εκείνο 
8* ίσως άναγκαΐον, τό ύποτάξαι τω  “  εστι τι 
σημεΐον ”  άορίστω τό “  τοΰτο δ* εστι σημεΐον ”  
ώρισμενως εκφερόμενον. όπερ ούκ ενεστιν αύτοΐς 
ποιεΐν. παν γάρ σημεΐον επ' ίσης τω  σημειωτώ 
Βοζαστόν εστι καί άνεπικρίτως Βιαφωνούμενον. 
ώς οΰν τό “  τις διά πέτρας πλεΐ ”  φεΰΒός εστιν,

1 v e p io v a la s  Heintz: περιτροπψ mss. ,  Bekk.
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of establishing this, whereas the premiss "  if  a sign 
does not exist, a sign exists ”  becomes necessary. 
The argument, therefore, is unsound because of 
redundancy.— But, not to follow our adversaries into 295 
minute points, one may propound another argument 
o f the following kind : If he who states that a sign 
does not exist is converted to stating that a sign 
exists, he also who states that a sign exists is con
verted to stating that a sign does not exist. But he 
who stated, sceptically, that a sign does not exist was 
converted, according to them, to stating that a sign 
exists ; therefore he who states, dogmatically, that 
a sign exists will be converted to saying, as we shall 
show, that a sign does not exist. For instance, it is 296 
necessary that he who states that a sign exists should 
confirm his assertion by a sign, but as it is not agreed 
that a sign exists, how can he use the sign for confirm
ing the existence of a sign ? And if he cannot prove 
by a sign that a sign exists he will be converted to 
agreeing that no sign exists.—But let it be granted 
and agreed, into the bargain, that only this particular 
sign exists which serves to inform us that a sign 
exists: o f what advantage to them is this, when they 
are unable to mention any sign of their own special 
doctrines ? So that this does not profit them at all— 297 
the general agreement, I mean, that a sign exists; it is 
probably necessary for them to subj oin to the indefinite 
statement “  a sign exists ”  the definitely expressed 
“  this sign exists.”  And this it is not possible for them 
to do. For every sign, equally with the thing signified, 
is a matter of opinion and of unsettled controversy. 
Thus, just as the clause “  Someone is sailing through

* 6μο\ο~^€ίσθω  Heintz: δ μ ο λ ο -γ ε ΐσ θ α ι  m ss., Bekk.
* [/xjj] seel. Kochalsky.
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επει ούκ ενδέχεται αντω ώρισμενον νποτάττειν 
αληθές το “  οΰτος διά πέτρας πλεΐ,”  όντως επει τώ  
“  εστι τι σημειον ”  άορίστω ονδεν εχομεν ώρισμενον 
αληθές ύποτάττειν “  τούτο δε εστι σημειον,”  φεΰδος 
άρα γίνεται το “  εστι τι σημειον ,”  και το άντι- 
κείμενον αντω αληθές, τδ “  ονδεν εστι σημειον.”

298 Πλήν έστω γε και τούτους τούς ύπ* αυτών 
κομισθεντας λόγους είναι σθεναρούς, μεμενηκέναι 
δε και τούς των σκεπτικών αναντίρρητους· τι 
απολείπεται της καθ’ εκάτερον μέρος προσπιπ- 
τούσης Ισοσθενείας εΐ μη τό έπεχειν και άοριστεΐν 
περί του ζητούμενου πράγματος, ούτε τδ είναι τι 
σημειον λέγοντας ούτε τδ μη είναι, τδ δε ον μάλλον 
εΐναι η μη είναι μετά ασφαλείας προφερομένους;

299 Άλλ* επει και η άποδειξις δοκεΐ κατά γένος 
εΐναι σημειον και διά τών δμολογουμενων λημ
μάτων εκκαλύπτειν το άδηλούμενον συμπέρασμα, 
μη τι οίκεΐόν εστι τη περί σημείου σκέφει και την 
περί αυτής ζήτησιν συνάπτειν.

Δ '.— ΠΕΡΙ ΑΠΟΔΕΙΞΕΙΣ

300 Τ ίνος μεν ένεκεν περί άποδείξεως επί του παρ
όντος ζητοΰμεν πρότερον ύποδεδεικται, δτε περί τε 
τοΰ κριτηρίου και του σημείου εσκεπτόμεθα' προς 
δε το μη άμεθόδως γίγνεσθαι την ύφήγησιν, αλλ’ 
ασφαλέστερου καί την εποχην καί την πρδς τούς 
δογματικούς άντίρρησιν προβαίνειν, νποδεικτεον

301 την επίνοιαν αυτής, ή τοίνυν άποδειξις κατά μεν 
τδ γένος εστι λόγος* ού γάρ δή γε αισθητόν ήν 
πράγμα, άλλα διανοίας τις κίνησις καί συγκατά-
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a rock ”  is false, since it is impossible to subjoin to 
it as a definite truth “  This man is sailing through a 
rock,”  so also, since we are unable to subjoin to the 
indefinite “  a sign exists ”  a definite and true “  this 
sign exists,”  the clause “  a sign exists ”  becomes false 
and its contradictory, “  no sign exists,”  true.

Let it be granted, however, both that the argu- 298 
ments brought forward by the Stoics are strong and 
that those of the Sceptics remain uncontroverted : 
what remains for us, with this equipollence a o f the 
two parties, except to suspend judgement and avoid 
definition regarding the matter in question, not 
affirming either that a sign exists or that it does not 
exist, but cautiously pronouncing that it is “  no more ”  6 
existent than non-existent ?

But since proof seems to come under the genus 299 
sign e and to reveal the non-evident conclusion by 
means o f the agreed premisses, it is perhaps fitting 
to attach our inquiry about proof to our examination 
o f sign.

IV.— Concerning P roof

The reason why we are at present inquiring about 300 
proof has been shown before,d when we were investi
gating the Sign and the Criterion ; but in order that 
our treatment may not be unmethodical and that our 
suspension6 and our controversy with the Dogmatists 
may go forward, we must indicate the meaning o f 
proof. Proof, then, in point of genus is an argument; 301 
for it is not, o f course, a sensible thing, but a certain

• With § 299 cf. P.H. i. 60, ii. 134, 135.
• Cf. i. 27.
• i.e. the Sceptics’ doctrine of “  suspension of judgement ” » 

f. P.U. i. 8 ff.
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θεσις, άπερ ήν λογικά· λόγος Be όσην, ώς απλού* 
στερον είπεΐν, το συνεστηκός εκ λημμάτων και

302 επιφοράς. λήμματα Be καλού μεν ου θέματά τινα, 
ά συναρπάζομεν, άλλ* άπερ ό προσΒιαλεγόμενος τω  
εμφανή είναι ΒίΒωσι και παραχωρεί, επιφορά Be 
ετύγχανε το εκ τούτων των λημμάτων κατασκευα- 
ζόμενον. οΐον λόγος μεν εστι το ολον τούτο σύ
στημα “  εϊ ήμερα εστι, φως εστιν άλλα μην ήμερα 
εστιν· φως άρα εστιν,”  λήμματα Be αύτοϋ καθεστηκε 
το Τ €  €ΐ ημςρα €στι, φως €στιν και το αλλα

\ < / μ η  > ι \ ^ \ \ α  j  α ν μ »μην ημ€ρα eanv, ζττιφορα 0€ το φως αρα eorcv.
303 των δε λόγων οΐ μεν είσι συνακτικο'ι οΐ δε ον, 

και συνακτικο'ι μεν εφ' ών συγχωρηθεντων ύπάρχειν 
των λημμάτων παρά την τούτων συγχώρησιν 
ακόλουθειν φαίνεται και ή επιφορά, ώς εΐχεν επί 
τοΰ μικρω πρόσθεν εκτεθεντος. επει γάρ συν- 
εστηκεν εκ συνημμένου τοΰ “  el ήμερα εστι, φως 
εστιν,”  δπερ ΰπισχνεΐτο οντος τοΰ εν αύτω πρώτου 
άληθοΰς εσεσθαι και το Βευτερον των εν αύτω

304 αληθές, και ετι εκ τοΰ “  ήμερα εστιν,”  δπερ ήν 
ήγούμενον εν τω  σννημμενω, φημΐ δτι Βοθεντος μεν 
άληθοΰς είναι τοΰ συνημμένου, ώστε άκολουθεΐν τω  
εν αύτω ήγονμενω τό εν αύτω λήγον, Βοθεντος δε 
ύπάρχειν και τοΰ πρώτου των εν αύτω τοΰ “  ήμερα 
εστιν,”  κατ ανάγκην σννεισαχθήσεται διά την 
τούτων ύπαρζιν και τό Βευτερον των εν αύτω, τουτ-

305 εστι τό “  φως εστιν,”  δπερ ήν επιφορά. και Βή 
οί μεν συνακτικο'ι λόγοι τοιοΰτοί τινες είσι κατά 
τον χαρακτήρα, άσύνακτοι δε ύπάρχουσιν οι μη 
ούτως εχουσιν. των δε συνακτικών οι μεν πρό-
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motion and assent of the mind, and these are rational.® 
And an argument is, speaking in general terms, what 
is constructed of premisses and a conclusion. We give 302 
the name of “ premisses,”  not to certain assumptions 
which we take by force, but to those which, because 
they are obvious, the interlocutor grants and con
cedes. A  conclusion is that which is established from 
the premisses. For example, this whole structure is 
an argument: “ If it is day, it is ligh t; but in fact 
it is day ; therefore it is light ”  ; and its premisses 
are “  If it is day, it is light,”  and “  but in fact it is 
day ” ; while its conclusion is “  therefore it is light.”
—And of arguments some are conclusive, some not; 303 
and conclusive are those in which, when it is agreed 
that the premisses are true, owing to this agreement 
the conclusion also appears to follow, as was the case 
with that set out a moment ago. For since it is com
posed of the hypothetical major premiss “  If it is day, 
it is light,”  which promises that, if  its first clause 
is true, the second also of its clauses will be true ; and 304 
also o f the premiss “  it is day,”  which is the ante
cedent in the major; I assert that if it is granted that 
the major premiss is true, so that its consequent 
follows from its antecedent, and granted also that 
the first o f its clauses, “  it is day,”  is a fact,—then, 
because o f the actuality of these, the second also of 
its clauses, namely “  it is light,”  will be deduced, and 
this is the conclusion. Such, then, in respect of their 305 
type, are the conclusive arguments, and those which 
are not o f this kind are inconclusive.6— O f the con
clusive arguments some deduce something pre-

“ With §§ 301-304 cf. P.H. ii. 135-138. “ Argument ”
(\6yos) =  Syllogism.

6 With §§ 305-310 cf. P.H. ii. 140-143.
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δηλόν τι συνάγουσιν οι δε άδηλον, και πρόδηλον μεν 
καθάπερ 6 εκ κείμενος και ούτως εχων “  εί ήμερα 
εστι, φως εστιν· άλλα μην ήμερα εστιν· φως άρα 
εστιν” · το γάρ “  φως εστιν ”  επ’ Ισης φαινόμενον 
τώ “  εΐ ήμερα εστιν.”  και πάλιν ό τοιοΰτος “  εί 
περιπατεΐ Δίων, κινείται Δ ίω ν περιπατεΐ δέ Δ ίων' 
κινείται άρα Δίων” ' τό γάρ “  κινείται Δίων,”  δπερ 
εστι συμπέρασμα, των αύτοφωράτων νπήρχεν.

306 άδηλον δε συνάγει οΐον ό τοιοΰτος “  εί ιδρώτες 
ρεουσι διά της επιφάνειας, εισι νοητοί τής σαρκός 
πόροι' αλλά μην το πρώτον' το άρα δεύτερον” · το 
γάρ νοητούς είναι τής σαρκός πόρους τών άδηλων 
νπήρχεν. και πάλιν “  οΰ εκκριθεντος εκ του σώ 
ματος τελευτώσιν οι άνθρωποι, φνχή εστιν εκείνο· 
αίματος δε εκκριθεντος εκ τοΰ σώματος τελευτώσιν 
οι άνθρωποι· φνχή άρα εστι τό αίμα” ' τό γάρ εν 
αΐματι κεϊσθαι την ύπόστασιν τής φνχής ούκ εν-

307 αργές, τούτων δε τών άδηλόν τι συναγόντων οι μεν 
εφοδευτικώς μόνον επάγονσιν ημάς άπό τών λημ
μάτων ώς επί τό συμπέρασμα, οί δε εφοδευτικώς

308 αμα και εκκαλυπτικώς. ών εφοδευτικώς μεν μόνον 
επάγονσιν οι εκ πίστεως καί μνήμης ήρτήσθαι 
δοκοΰντες, οΐός εστιν ό τοιοΰτος “  εΐ τις σοι θεών 
εΐπεν ότι πλουτήσει οδτος, πλουτήσει οδτος' οντοσί 
δε ό θεός ”  (δείκννμι δε γε τον Δία καθ’ ύπόθεσιν) 
“  είπε σοι ότι πλουτήσει οδτος· πλουτήσει άρα 
οδτος.”  ενθάδε γάρ παραδεχόμεθα τό συμπέρασμα, 
τό πλουτήσειν τοΰτον, ούκ εκ τής τοΰ προταθεντος 
λόγου δννάμεως κατασκευασθεν, άλλα τώ πιστενειν

809 τή τοΰ θεοΰ άποφάνσει. εφοδευτικώς δε άμα καί 
εκκαλυπτικώς επήγεν ημάς άπό τών λημμάτων

400

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 305-309

evident, others something non-evident,—pre-evident, 
as in the case o f the argument set forth in this form :
“  I f  it is day, it is light; but in fact it is day ; there
fore it is light ”  ; for “  it is light ”  is just as apparent 
as “  it is day.”  And again one like this: “  I f  Dion 
walks, Dion moves ; but Dion walks ; therefore Dion 
moves ”  ; for “  Dion moves,”  which is the conclusion, 
is a thing patent of itself. But an argument such as 306 
this deduces what is non-evident: “  I f  sweat pours 
through the surface, intelligible poresa o f the flesh 
exist; but in fact the first <is true) ; therefore the 
second (is true)”  ; for the existence of intelligible 
pores of the flesh is a thing non-evident. And again:
“  That by the separation o f which from the body men 
die is the soul; but it is by the separation o f blood 
from the body that men die ; therefore the blood is 
soul.”  For it is not manifest that the substance o f 
the soul consists in blood. And of these arguments 307 
which deduce something non-evident some lead us on 
from the premisses to the conclusion by way of pro
gression only, others both by way of progression and 
by way of discovery as well. And of these such as 308 
seem to depend on belief and memory lead us on by 
way of progression only, as, for example, “  I f  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 this man will be rich ; 
therefore he will be rich.”  For here we accept the 
conclusion, that this man will be rich, not as estab
lished by the power of the argument set forth, but 
owing to our belief in the statement o f the god. But 309 
an argument such as that propounded regarding the 
intelligible pores leads us from the premisses to the

* i.e. invisible excretory ducts; cf. P.H. ii. 90.
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im  το συμπέρασμα καθάπερ ο επί των νοητών 
πόρων συνερωτηθείς. το γάρ “  εί ρέουσι διά της 
επιφάνειας ιδρώτες, είσι νοητοί της σαρκδς πόροι 
καί το ρεειν διά της επιφάνειας ιδρώτας, εκ 
της αυτών φυσεως κατασκευάσαι έδιδασκεν ημάς 
τό οτι είσι νοητοί της σαρκός πόροι, κατά τινα 
τοιαυτην έφοδον “ διά ναστοΰ καί άποροποιητου 
σώματος αδύνατόν εστιν υγρόν ρεΐν ρεΐ δε γε διά 
του σώματος ίδρώς' τοίνυν ούκ άν εΐη ναστόν το 
σώμα άλλα πεποροποιημένον.”

310 Τούτων δη ούτως έχόντων ή άπόδειξις προ 
παντός οφείλει λόγος είναι, δεύτερον συνακτικός, 
τρίτον καί αληθής, τέταρτον καί άδηλον εχων 
συμπέρασμα, πεμπτον καί έκκαλυπτόμενον τούτο

311 εκ τής δυνάμεως τών λημμάτων. 6 γοϋν τοιοΰτος 
λόγος ημέρας οϋσης “  εί νύξ εστι, σκότος εστιν· 
αλλά μην νύξ εστιν σκότος άρα εστιν ” συνακτικός 
μεν καθειστήκει, δοθέντων γάρ αύτοΰ τών λημ
μάτων ύπάρχειν συνάγεται καί ή επιφορά, ούκ 
αληθής δε γε ήν, είχε γάρ εν αύτώ λήμμα φεΰδος 
τό “ νύξ εστιν” ’ διόπερ ούδέ αποδεικτικός εστιν.

312 πάλιν ο τοιοΰτος “ εί ήμερα εστι, φώς εστιν ημέρα 
δ* εστιν φώς άρα εστιν ” προς τώ συνακτικός έτι 
καί αληθής εστιν, έπείπερ δοθέντων αύτοΰ τών 
λημμάτων δίδοται και ή επιφορά, καί δι αληθών 
αληθές τι δείκνυσιν. τοιοΰτος δε ών πάλιν ούκ 
εστιν άπόδειξις τώ πρόδηλον έχειν τό συμπέρασμα

313 τό “  φώς εστιν,” αλλά μή άδηλον, κατά ταύτά δε 
καί ό ούτως εχων “ ει τις σοι θεών εΐπεν ότι 
πλουτήσει οΰτος, πλουτήσει οΰτος- ούτοσί δε ο 
θεός εϊπέ σοι οτι πλουτήσει οΰτος* πλουτήσει άρα 
οΰτος ”  άδηλον μέν έχει συμπέρασμα το πλου- 
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conclusion both by way of progression and by way of 
discovery. For the premisses “ If sweat flows through 
the surface, intelligible pores of the flesh exist,” and 
“ Sweat flows through the surface,”  teach us to con
clude from their own nature that intelligible pores 
of the flesh exist, in virtue of a progression such as 
this— “ Through a solid body of non-porous formation 
it is impossible for a liquid to flow ; but sweat flows 
through the body ; so the body will not be solid but 
of porous formation.”

This being so, proof must first of all be an argument; 310 
secondly, conclusive ; thirdly, also true ; fourthly, 
having also a non-evident conclusion; fifthly, having 
also this conclusion discovered through the power 
of the premisses. Thus an argument such as this,® 311 
when it is day,—“ I f it is night, it is dark ; but in 
fact it is night; therefore it is dark ”— is conclusive 
in form (for its premisses being granted its conclusion 
also is inferred to exist), but it certainly is not true 
(for it contains the false premiss “  it is night ” ) ;  and 
on this account it is not probative. Again, such an 312 
argument as this—“ I f it is day it is ligh t; but it is 
day ; therefore it is light,”—besides being conclusive 
is also true, since, its premisses being granted, its 
conclusion also is granted, and by means o f true 
premisses it proves something true. But though it 
does so, still it is not a proof owing to its having as its 
conclusion what is pre-evident and not non-evident.
In the same way one like this b—“ I f  a god said to 313 
you that this man will be rich, this man will be rich ; 
but this particular god said to you that this man will 
be rich ; therefore he will be rich ”— has a non-evident 
conclusion, that “  this man will be rich,”  but is not

« Cf. P.H. ii. 139. * Of. P.H. ii. 141.
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τησειν τοΰτον, ούκ εστι δ* αποδεικτικό?1 διά τό μη 
εκ της των λημμάτων δυνάμεως εκκαλύπτεσθαι 
άλλ* εκ τής τοΰ θεοΰ πίστεως παραδοχή? τυγχά- 

314 νειν. συνδραμόντων ονν -πάντων τούτων, του τε 
συνακτικόν είναι τον λόγον και αληθή και άδηλου 
παραστατικόν, ύφίσταται η άπόδει^ι?. εν0εν και 
ούτως αυτήν ύπογράφουσιν “  άπόδειξίς εστι Aoyo? 
δι* όμολογουμενων λημμάτων κατά συναγωγήν επι- 
φοράν εκκαλύπτων άδηλον,”  οΐον 6 τοιοΰτος “  ει 
εστι κίνησις, εστι κενόν άλλα μην εστι κίνησι?· 
εστιν άρα κενόν." τό yap είναι κενόν άδηλόν τ 
εστι, καί δι* αληθών δοκεΐ, τοΰ τε "  εί εστι κίνησις, 
εστι κενόν ’ ’ καί του “  εστι δε κίνησις,”  κατά 
συναγωγήν εκκαλύπτεσθαι.

315 "Α μεν ουν οικεΐον ήν προλαβειν περί τής τοΰ 
ζητουμόνου πράγματος επίνοια?, εστι τοιαΰτα* 
τά£ει δε ύποδεικτεον καί τό εκ τίνο? υλη? εστίν.

Ε'.— ΕΚ ΤΙΝΟΣ ΤΛΗΣ ΕΣΤΙΝ Η ΑΠΟΔΕΙΞΙΣ

316 Των πραγμάτων, ώς πολλάκις προείπομεν, τά 
μεν πεπίστευται όναργή είναι τά δε άδηλα, και 
όναργή μεν τά εκ φαντασίας άβουλητως και εκ 
πάθους λαμβανόμενα, οΐόν εστι νυν τό “  ήμερα 
εστιν,”  τό τε* “  τουτ* άνθρωπός όστιν,”  έκαστον

317 των τοιούτων, άδηλα δε τά μη ούτως άγοντα, και 
των άδηλων, ώς τινε? διαιρούμενοι φασιν, τά μεν 
εστι φύσει άδηλα, τά δ* όμωνύμως λεγάμενα τω  
γενει άδηλα, καί φύσει μεν εστιν άδηλα τά μήτε

1 ά το δ «* τ ί* ό ϊ  Heintz: άιτοόβικτίκό»' m ss. (ο ύ κ 4 τ ι  S' ά χ β δ « ικ τ ι ιώ ρ  
Bekk.). 1 r<5 re: ίτι m ss., Bekk.: τό Mutsch.
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probative because it is not discovered by the power 
of the premisses but meets with acceptance through 
trust in the god. When, then, all these things concur 314 
—that the argument is at once conclusive and true 
and making manifest a non-evident—then proof really 
exists. Hence also they describe it thus: “  A  proof 
is an argument which by means of agreed premisses 
reveals by way of deduction a non-evident con
clusion ”  ;—for example, this: “  I f  motion exists, 
void exists ; but in fact motion exists ; therefore void 
exists.” ® For the existence o f void is non-evident, 
and also it appears to be revealed by way o f deduction 
by means o f the true premisses ** I f  motion exists, 
void exists ”  and “  but motion exists.”

Such, then, are the points regarding the notion 315 
of the object o f our inquiry which it was fitting to 
deal with first; and, next in order, we must explain 
its subject matter.

V.— T he Subject M atter op P roof

Some things—as we frequently said before *—are 316 
believed to be manifest, others non-evident; and 
manifest are those which are perceived involuntarily 
through presentation and through affection, such as, 
at the present moment, “  It is day,”  “  This is a 
man,”  and everything o f the kind ; but non-evident 
are those which are not of this sort. And of things 317 
non-evident—according to the distinction which some 
people make—some are naturally non-evident, but 
others are given the same name, “ non-evident,”  as 
their genus. And naturally non-evident are the things

• C f, § 277 ; i. 213.
* Cf. § 141. With §§ 316-320 cf. §§ 145-160; P.H. ii. 

97-103.
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πρότερον καταληφθεντα μήτε νυν καταλαμβανό
μενα μήτε αύθις καταληφθησόμενα, αιώνιον δε 
εχοντα την αγνωσίαν, οΐόν εστι το αρτίους είναι

318 τούς αστέρας η περισσούς, διό και φύσει άδηλα 
λεγεται, ούχ ότι αυτά φύσιν εχει άδηλον ώς προς 
εαυτά, επει μαχόμενόν τι εροϋμεν, τουτεστιν άμα 
και άγνοεΐν αυτά φάσκοντες και τίνα εχει φύσιν 
όμολογοϋντες, άλλ* ότι τη ημών φύσει άδηλεΐται.

319 όμωνύμως δε τω γενει άδηλα προσαγορεύεται άπερ 
κατά μεν την οίκείαν φύσιν άποκεκρυπται, διά δε 
σημείων η αποδείξεων άξιοΰται γνωρίζεσθαι, οΐον 
τό άτομα είναι στοιχεία εν άπείρω φερόμενα κενω.

320 πλην τοιαύτης ούσης εν τοϊς πράγμασι δια
φοράς φαμεν την άπόδειξιν ούτε πρόδηλον είναι 
(ου γάρ εξ εαυτής και κατηναγκασμενου πάθους 
εγνωρίζετο) ούτε φύσει άδηλον (ου γάρ άπήλπισται 
η κατάληφις αυτής) αλλά τής λειπομενης των 
άδηλων είναι διαφοράς, άπερ δεδυκυΐαν μεν καί 
συνεσκιασμενην ήμιν εχει την φύσιν, τω  δ* εκ

321 φιλοσοφίας λόγω δοκεΐ καταλαμβάνεσθαι. τοϋτο 
δε ου βεβαίως λεγομεν, επεί γελοΐον παραχωρη- 
σαντας την ϋπαρξιν ετι επιζητεΐν περί αυτής, άλλ’ 
ότι κατ’ επίνοιαν τοιαύτη τυγχάνει· ούτω γάρ εκ 
τής τοιαύτης επίνοιας καί προλήφεως άνακύφει ο

322 περί τής ύπάρξεως λόγος, ότι τοίνυν των άδηλων 
κατά την επίνοιάν εστιν ή άπόδειξις καί ου δύναται 
δι αυτής γνωρίζεσθαι, επιλογιστεον ούτως.

Τδ μεν πρόδηλον καί εναργες πάντη πρόδηλόν 
εστι καί εναργες, συμπεφώνηταί τε παρα πάσι, και
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which neither have been previously apprehended, nor 
are now being apprehended, nor will hereafter be 
apprehended, but are eternally unknowable, as for 
instance that the stars are even in number or odd. 
Hence they are termed naturally non-evident, not 318 
because they possess in relation to themselves a 
non-evident nature, since this would be to state a 
contradiction (by saying, that is, that we do not know 
them and at the same time agreeing as to what nature 
they possess), but because they are non-evident to 
our nature. Termed after their genus non-evident 319 
are the things which in their own proper nature are 
hidden but are made known, it is claimed, by means 
o f signs and proofs, as for instance that there exist 
indivisible elements which move in infinite void.—If, 320 
however, such a difference in the things exists, we 
assert that proof is neither pre-evident (for it is not 
made known of itself and by a necessitated affection), 
nor naturally non-evident (for the apprehension of it 
is not despaired of), but belongs to the remaining 
species o f things non-evident, which have their nature 
submerged and obscured for us, but are thought to be 
apprehended by philosophic argument. This, how- 321 
ever, we do not positively affirm, since it would be 
ridiculous to keep on inquiring about proof after 
conceding its real existence, but only that, in regard 
to its notion, it is of the kind described ; for in this 
way, from this notion and preconception, the argument 
about its existence will emerge. So, then, that proof 322 
is, in its notion, one of the non-evident things and 
cannot be made known through itself must be argued 
as follows.

What is pre-evident and manifest is in all ways 
pre-evident and manifest and is agreed by all and
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ονδεμίαν διολκήν ειτιδεχεται· τό δε άδηλον δια*
323 πεφώνηταί re καί ei? διολκήν πίπτειν πεφυκεν. καί 

εικότως, πας γάρ λόγος κρίνεται ότι αληθής εστιν 
ή φευδής, κατά την επί τό πράγμα τό περί οΰ κεκό- 
μισται αναφοράν· εάν μεν γάρ εύρίσκηται σύμ
φωνος τω πράγματι τω περί οΰ κεκό μισται, αληθής 
είναι δοκεΐ, εάν δε διάφωνος, φευδής. οϊον άπο- 
φαίνεται τις ότι ήμερα εστιν ούκούν άναπεμφαντες 
το λεγόμενον επί τό πράγμα, καί γνόντες τήν 
τούτου ύπαρξιν συνεπιμαρτυροϋσαν τω λόγω,

324 φαμέν αληθές είναι τό λεγόμενον. διόπερ όταν 
μεν εναργες ή καί πρόδηλον τό πράγμα τό περί 
οΰ ό λόγος κομίζεται, ρόδιον άναπεμφαντας επ' 
αυτό τό λεγόμενον, τόθ* ούτως ή αληθή λεγειν 
εΐναι τον λόγον επιμαρτυρούμενον τω πράγματι ή 
φευδή άντιμαρτυρούμενον. όταν δε άδηλον καθ- 
εστήκη τό πράγμα καί άποκεκρυμμενον ήμιν, 
τότε μηκετι δυναμενης επί τούτο βεβαίως γίνεσθαι 
της τού λόγου αναπομπής λείπεται τό καταπιθα- 
νεύεσθαι καί εκ των είκότων επισπάσθαι τήν διά
νοιαν εις σνγκατάθεσιν. άλλου δε άλλως είκά- 
ζοντος καί διαπιθανευομενου φύεται ή διαφωνία, 
μήτε τού άποτυχόντος είδότος ότι άπετυχεν, μήτε

325 τού επιτυχόντος είδότος ότι επετυχεν. ταϋτά 
γε τοι καί σφοδρά χαριεντως άπεικάζουσιν οι σκε
πτικοί τους περί αδήλων ζητοΰντ ας τοις εν οκό τω  
επί τινα σκοπόν τοξεύουσιν ώσπερ γάρ τούτων 
είκός εστι τινά μεν τυχεΐν τού σκοπού τινά δ’ 
άποτυχεΐν, τό δε τις επετυχεν ή άπετυχεν άγνω
στον, ούτως εν βαθεί σχεδόν σκότω τής αλήθειας 
άποκεκρυμμένης άφίενται μεν επί ταύτην πολλοί 
λόγοι, τό δε τις εξ αύτών σύμφωνός εστιν αυτή και 
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admits of no dispute ; but the non-evident is dis
agreed about and naturally tends to fall into dis
pute. And reasonably so ; for every argument is 323 
judged to be either true or false according to its 
reference to the thing concerning which it is 
brought forward ; for if it is found to be in accord 
with the thing concerning which it is brought forward, 
it is held to be true, but if at variance, false. For 
example, someone declares that it is day. Then 
by referring the statement to the fact and learning 
that the fact’s existence is confirmatory of the state
ment, we say that the statement is true. Conse- 324 
quently, when the fact concerning which the argument 
is brought forward is manifest and pre-evident, it is 
easy to refer the statement to it and then, in this 
way, to declare either that the argument is true as 
confirmatory of the fact, or false if contradictory. But 
when the fact is non-evident and hidden from us, then, 
as there can no longer be any secure reference of the 
argument to it, it only remains for the mind to be 
persuaded and drawn into assent by probabilities.
But when one man guesses and tries to persuade in 
one way, another in another, disputation springs up, 
since neither he who has missed the mark knows that 
he has missed it, nor he who has hit it knows that he 
has hit it.—Accordingly, the Sceptics very neatly 325 
compare those who inquire about things non-evident 
to men shooting at a mark in the dark ; for just as it 
is probable that one of these hits the mark and another 
misses, but which has hit or missed is unknowable, so, 
with the truth hidden almost in the depths of darkness, 
many arguments are shot at it, but which of them is 
in accord with it, and which at variance, it is impossible
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τις διάφωνος ούχ οΐόν τε γινώσκειν, άρθεντος εκ
326 της εναργείας του ζητούμενου, και τούτο πρώτον 

εΐπε αενοφάνης,
και το μεν ουν σαφές ου τις άνηρ ΐδεν, ουδέ τις 

εσται
είδώς άμφϊ θεών τε και άσσα λέγω περί πάντων· 
εί γάρ καί τα μάλιστα τυχοι τετελεσμενον είπών, 
αυτός όμως ούκ οΐδε, δάκος δ’ επί πασι τετυκται.

327 ώστε εί μεν τό πρόδηλον διά την προειρημενην 
αιτίαν εστί σύμφωνον, τό δε άδηλον διαπεφώνηται, 
δεήσει καί την άπόδειξιν διαφωνουμενην άδηλον 
είναι, ότι δε τώ οντι διαπεφώνηται, ου πολλών 
ήμΐν λόγων δει, βραχείας δε τίνος καί προχείρου 
ύπομνήσεως, εΐ γε οι μεν δογματικοί τών φιλο
σόφων καί οι λογικοί τών ιατρών τιθεασιν αυτήν, 
οί δε εμπειρικοί άναιροϋσιν, τάχα δε καί Δημό
κριτος (ίσχυρώς γάρ αυτή διά τών κανόνων άντ-

328 είρηκεν), οί δε σκεπτικοί εν εποχή ταυτην εφυ- 
λαζαν, τ η ”  μη μάλλον ”  άποφάνσει χρώμενοι. τών 
τε τιθεντων αυτήν πάλιν ικανή τις εστι διαφωνία, 
καθώς προβαίνοντος τοΰ λόγου διδάξομεν. τοίνυν 
άδηλόν τί εστιν ή άπόδειξις.

329 Και μην εί πάσα άπόδειξις δόγμα εν τοΐς λήμ- 
μασιν αυτής περιεχουσα εύθυς εστι δόγμα, παν δε 
δόγμα διαπεφώνηται, κατ ανάγκην πάσα άπόδειξις 
διαπεφώνηται καί τών ζητούμενων εστί πραγ
μάτων. οΐον *Έ,πίκουρος δοκεΐ ίσχυροτάτην τεθει- 
κεναι άπόδειζιν εις τό είναι κενόν τοιαυτην ”  el
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* With §§ 327-334 cf. P.H. ii. 180, 181.
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to learn, as the object o f inquiry is removed from (the 
sphere of) the manifest. And this was first stated b y  326 
Xenophanes a :

Yet, with respect to the gods and what I declare about all 
things,

No man has seen and no man will know the truth in its 
clearness.

Nay, for e’en should he chance to affirm what is really 
existent,

He himself knoweth it not; but opinion holds sway over 
all things.

So that if the pre-evident is, for the reason already 327 
stated, agreed, whereas the non-evident is in dis
pute, it must be that proof also, being in dispute, is 
non-evident.6 And that it really is a matter of dis
pute it does not need many arguments to show us 
but only a short reminder, which lies ready to hand, 
seeing that the dogmatic philosophers and the logical 
doctors affirm it, but the Empirics 0 deny it, and per
haps Democritus also (for he has spoken against it 
strongly in his Canons), while the Sceptics have 328 
cautiously suspended judgement about it, making 
use of the formula “  not more.”  d And amongst 
those who affirm it, again, there is no little dissension, 
as we shall explain as our discourse proceeds. So, 
then, proof is a thing non-evident.

Furthermore, if every proof which contains an 329 
opinion in the premisses is indisputably an opinion, 
and every opinion is disputed, necessarily every 
proof is disputed and is one of the objects of inquiry. 
Epicurus, for instance, opines that he has put forward 
a very strong argument for the existence of void,

• Cf. § 191. For Democritus c f  i. 138.
4 Cf. P.H. i. 188, 213.
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can κίνησις, εστι κενόν άλλα μην εστι κίνησις·
330 εστιν άρα κενόν .”  ταυτής δε της άποδείξεως τά 

λήμματα εΐ μεν συνεχωρεΐτο προς πάντων, εξ 
ανάγκης αν και την επιφοράν εΐχεν ακολουθούσαν

331 αύτοΐς και υπό πάντων παραχωρουμενην. νΰν δ' 
ενεστησάν τινες τούτω, φημί δε τω  [μη]1 συν- 
άγεσθαι τοΐς λήμμασι την επιφοράν, ου διά τδ μη 
ακόλουθεΐν αυτήν εκείνοις, άλλα διά τδ εκείνα

332 είναι φευδη και άνομόλογα. ΐνα γάρ μη πολλάς 
επιτρεχωμεν συνημμένου κρίσεις, λεγωμεν δ* αύτό- 
θεν υγιές είναι συνημμενον τδ μη άρχόμενον άπ' 
αληθούς και ληγον επί φεύδος, τό [δ*] “  εί εστι 
κίνησις, εστι κενόν ”  κατά μεν Επίκουρον άρχό
μενον απ' αληθούς τού “  [εί] εστι κίνησις ”  καί 
ληγον επ' αληθές εσται αληθές, κατά δε τους 
περιπατητικούς άρχόμενον άπ' αληθούς τού “  [εί] 
εστι κίνησις ”  καί ληγον επί φεύδος τό “  εστι

333 κενόν " εσται φεύδος, κατά δε Διόδωρον άρχόμενον 
άπό φευδους τού “  εστι κίνησις ”  καί ληγον επί 
φεύδος τό “  εστι κενόν "  αυτό μέν εσται άληθες, 
την δε πρόσληφιν την “  εστι δε γε κίνησις ”  ώς

334 φευδη διελεγχει, κατά μεντοι τούς σκεπτικούς 
ληγον επ' άδηλον εσται άδηλον τό γάρ “  εστι 
κενόν ”  κατ' αυτούς των άγνωστων έτύγχανεν. φα
νερόν οδν εκ τούτων ότι διαπεφώνηται τά λήμματα 
τής άποδείξεως. διάφωνα δε οντα* άδηλά εστιν, 
ώστε καί ή εξ αυτών άπόδειξις πάντως άδηλος.

33δ Καί μην των πρός τί εστιν ή άπόδειξις" ου γάρ 
καθ' εαυτήν φαίνεται, πρός δε τω άποδεικνυμενω 
θεωρείται, τά δε πρός τι εί εστιν εζήτηται, καί

1 [μή] seel. Kochalsky (τών Ν).
1 6ντα: καί τά  m ss., Bekk. {6ντα καί Kochalsky).
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namely this—“ If motion exists, void exists; but in 
fact motion exists; therefore void exists.”  But if the 330 
premisses o f this proof had been agreed to by all, it 
would necessarily have had a conclusion also following 
from them and admitted by all. But as it is, some 331 
have objected to it— I mean, to the deduction of the 
conclusion from the premisses—not because it does 
not follow from them, but because they are false and 
not admitted. For—not to run over a great number 332 
o f judgements about it, but to state at once (the view) 
that a valid hypothetical premiss α is one that does 
not begin with truth and end in falsehood,—then, 
according to Epicurus, the premiss “  I f  motion exists, 
void exists,”  as it begins with the truth “  motion 
exists ”  and ends in truth, will be true ; but according 
to the Peripatetics, as it begins with the truth 
“  motion exists ”  and ends in the falsehood “  void 
exists,”  it will be false; and according to Diodorus,6 333 
as it begins with the falsehood “  motion exists ”  and 
ends in the falsehood “ void exists,”  it will in itself 
be true, but the minor premiss, “  But motion in fact 
exists,”  he criticizes as false; according to the 334 
Sceptics, however, as it ends in a non-evident, it will 
be non-evident; for according to them “  void 
exists ”  is one of the things unknowable. From this, 
then, it is plain that the premisses o f the proof are 
matters o f dispute. And matters of dispute are also 
non-evident, so that proof based on them is also 
wholly non-evident.

Moreover, proof is a relative thing, for it does not 335 
appear by itself but is seen in relation to the thing 
proved. And the existence of relatives is a matter

• For this Stoic definition cf. §§ 114, 268.
4 Cf. P.H. ii. 245.
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πολύς ήν 6 λίγων μη είναι αυτά, το δε διολκην 
εχον εστιν άδηλον. καί ταύτη τοίνυν άδηλός εστιν

336 η άπόδειξις. προς τούτοις ήτοι ε/c φωνής 
συνεστηκεν η άπόδειξις, ώς τοΐς ’Emκουρειοις 
εΐρηται, η εξ άσωμάτων λεκτών, ώς τοΐς απο της 
στοάς. εξ όποτερων δ* άν συνεστήκη, πολλήν 
επιδέχεται ζήτησιν τ ά  τε  γάρ λεκτά εί ύφεστηκε 
ζητείται, και πολύς ό περί τούτον λόγος, αι τε 
φωναί εί σήμαίνουσί τι διηπόρηται. ει δε εξ 
όποτερας άν ύλης ύπάρχη η άπόδειξις ζητείται, το 
δε ζητούμενόν εστιν άδηλον, πάντως η άπόδειξις 
εστιν άδηλος.

Ύοΰτο μεν οΰν ώσπερ τι στοιχεΐον της μελλουσης 
άντιρρήσεως ύποκείσθω· μετελθόντες δε 4ξής 
σκοπώμεν και περί τοΰ εΐ εστιν άπόδειξις.

S*.— ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙΝ ΑΠΟΔΕΙΞΙΣ

337 Παρεστακότες και τό εκ τίνος ύλης εστιν η 
άπόδειξις, ακολούθως πειρασόμεθα και τούς σα
λεύοντας αυτήν λόγους προχειρίσασθαι, σκεπτόμενοι 
πότερον ακολουθεί τη επίνοια και προληφει ταύτης 
η ϋπαρξις η ούδαμώς. καίτοι τινες είώθασιν ημΐν, 
και μάλιστα οι από τής Επικούρου αίρεσεως, 
άγροικότερον ενίστασθαι, λεγοντες “  ήτοι νοείτε τι 
εστιν ή άπόδειξις, ή ού νοείτε, καί εί μεν νοείτε 
καί εχετε έννοιαν αυτής, εστιν άπόδειξις· εί δε 
ον νοείτε, πώς ζητείτε τό μηδ* άρχήν νοούμενον

331a ύμ ιν ”  ταΰτα γάρ λεγοντες νφ* εαυτών σχεδόν περι- 
τρεπονται, επείπερ τό μεν παντός τοΰ ζητούμενου

α Cf. §§ 453 ff. 
β Cf. Ρ.Η. ϋ. 107.
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o f inquiry,® and there are many who say that they do 
not exist. And what is subject to dispute is non- 
evident. So in this way also proof is non-evident.— 
Besides this, proof is composed either o f sound, as is 336 
said by the Epicureans, or of incorporeal expressions, 
as is said by the Stoics.6 But, whichever o f these it 
is composed of, it is open to serious question. For it 
is a question whether “  expressions ”  really exist,® and 
there is much argument on the point; and whether 
sounds have any significance is also a matter of doubt.4 
But if it is a question what subject matter is the basis 
o f proof, and what is questioned is non-evident, cer
tainly proof is non-evident.

Let this, then, be laid down as the basis of our 
counter-argument; and let us pass on to consider 
next the question o f the existence o f proof.

VI.— D oes P roof exist ?

Now that we have explained what is the matter o f 337 
which proof consists, we shall in the next place attempt 
to deal with the arguments which render it precarious, 
and consider whether its real existence follows from 
its notion and preconception or not.® Some people, 
to be sure,—and especially those of the Epicurean 
School—are wont to withstand us rather rudely and 
say—“ Either you understand what proof is, or you 
do not understand ; and if you understand and have 
a notion of it, proof exists ; but if you do not under
stand, how do you inquire into a thing of which you 
have no understanding at all ? ”  For in saying this 331 a 
they are pretty well overthrown by their own selves, 
since it is agreed that a preconception and notion

® With §§ 337 ff. c f  P.U. ii. 1 ff.
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πρόληφιν και evvoiav δεΐν προηγεΐσθαι ομόλογόν 
όσην, πώς γάρ τις και ζητησαι δύναται μηδεμιαν 
evvoiav εχων τοΰ ζητούμενου πράγματος; ουτ€ 
γάρ €7τιτυχών εισεται ότι όπότυχεν ούτε άστοχησας

332» ότι ηστόχησεν. ώστ€ τούτο μεν δίδομεν, και 
τοσοΰτόν γε άπόχομεν τοΰ λόγειν evvoiav μη εχειν 
παντός τοΰ ζητ ου μόνου πράγματος, ως και ανα- 
παλιν πολλάς γ  όννοίας αύτοΰ καί προληφεις εχειν 
άξιοΰν, και χάριν τοΰ μη δύνασθαι ταΰτας δια- 
κρίνειν και την εξ αυτών κυριωτάτην άνευρεΐν εις

333 a όποχην και άρρεφίαν περιίστασθαι. el μεν γάρ μίαν
εϊχομεν τοΰ ζητουμόνου πράγματος πρόληφιν, καν 
ταυτη συνεξακολουθησαντες τοιοΰτ ειτιστ€υομ€ν 
ύπάρχ€ΐν όποιον κατά μίαν προσεπιπτεν evvoiav* 
νυν δ* επει πολλάς εχομεν τοΰ όνος όννοιας και 
πολυτρόπους μαχομόνας και όπ* ίσης πίστας δια 
Τ6 την όν αύταΐς πιθανότητα και διά την τών 
προϊσταμόνων άνδρών αξιοπιστίαν, μήτε πασαις 
πιστεΰσαι δυνάμενοι διά την μάχην, μήτ€ πάσαις 
άπιστήσαι τω μηδεμιαν άλλην όχ€ΐν αυτών πιστό- 
τόραν, μήτε τινι μεν πιστεΰσαι τινι δε άπιστεΐν δια 
την ισότητα, κατ ανάγκην ήλθομεν είς το επόχειν.

334 a άλλα γάρ προληφεις 0χομ€ν τών πραγμάτων κατα
τον ύποδ€δ€ΐγμόνον τρόπον, και διά τοΰτο, ei μev 
η 7τρόληφις κατάληφις ΰπηρχεν, ίσως αν όν τψ 
διδόναι τό πρόληφιν 'όχειν τοΰ πράγματος και την 
κατάληφιν τούτου συνωμολογοΰμ€ν · νΰν δ επει η 
πρόληφις και ή ewoia τοΰ πράγματος ούχ υπαρξις 
όστιν, όπινοεΐν μόν αυτό φαμεν, καταλαμβανεσθαι

335  a δε μηδαμώς διά τάς προεκκειμόνας αίτιας, επει τοι
el al προλήφεις είσι καταληφεις, παρά μ€ρος και

• Cf. Ρ.Η. i. 190.
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must precede every object of inquiry. For how can 
anyone even begin to inquire if he has no notion of 
the object of inquiry ? For neither if he has hit the 
mark will he know that he has hit it, nor if he has 
missed it,that he has missed it. Consequently wegrant 332a 
this point, and in fact so far are we from saying that 
we have not a notion o f the whole object of inquiry 
that, on the contrary, we claim to have many notions 
and preconceptions of it, and that it is because of our 
inability to decide between them and to discover 
the most cogent amongst them that we revert to 
suspension and indecision.® For if we had possessed 333 a 
but one preconception o f the object o f inquiry, then, 
by following this closely, we would have believed that 
the object was such as we felt it to be owing to that 
one notion; but now, since we have many notions 
o f the one object, and these manifold and conflicting 
and equally trustworthy both because o f their in
herent probability and because of the trustworthiness 
o f the men who champion them,—as we are unable 
either to believe them all because of the conflict; or 
to disbelieve all, as we do not possess any other notion 
more trustworthy than they ; or to believe one and 
disbelieve another, owing to their equality,—we are 
necessarily reduced to suspending judgement. But 334 a 
we do, in fact, possess preconceptions in the way 
that has been indicated. And because o f this, if 
preconception was apprehension, in granting that 
we have a preconception of the thing we should prob
ably have been admitting also apprehension of i t ; 
but as it is, since the preconception and notion of the 
thing is not its existence, we say that we have a notion 
of it but do not apprehend it for the reasons already 
set forth; for, to be sure, if preconceptions are appre- 335»
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ημείς πευσόμεθα αυτών πότερον εχει πρόληφιν καί 
επίνοιαν Ε π ίκ ου ρο?  των τ€ττάρων στοιχείων ή ουκ 
εχει, και εί μεν ουκ εχει, πώς άντιλήφεται τον 
ζητούμενου πράγματος, και τούτο ζητήσει ον μηδε 
επίνοιαν εχει; εί δε εχει, πώς ον κατείληφε τδ

336 a τεσσαρα είναι στοιχεία; άλλ’ οΐμαι οτι απολογού
μενοι φήσονσιν ώς επινοεί μεν Ε π ίκ ου ρο?  τ ά  
τεσσαρα στοιχεία, ου κατείληφε δ€ πάντως· φίλον 
γάρ κίνημά εστι τής διανοίας ή επίνοια, ής εχό-
μενος αντιλέγει τώ είναι τεσσαρα στοιχεία, τοίννν 

S / Λ > Λ /> V \ > %και ημείς εχομεν επίνοιαν της αποοειςεως, και απο
ταυτης εξετάσομεν είτε εστιν είτε και μη, ταυτην 
δε εχοντες ούχι και την κατάληφιν όμολογήσομεν.

337 a Ά λλα προς μεν τούτους και αΰθίς ποτέ λεχθή-
σεται· επεί δε εμμεθόδους προσήκει ποιεισθαι τάς 
αντιρρήσεις, ζητητεον τίνι μάλιστα δει αποδείξει 
ενίστασθαι. και δη εάν μεν ταΐς επί μέρους καί 
καθ' εκάστην τέχνην άποδείξεσιν ενίστασθαι θελω- 
μεν, άμεθοδον ποιησόμεθα την ενστασιν, απείρων

338 ούσών τών τοιουτων αποδείξεων εάν δε την γενικήν 
άπόδειξιν άνελωμεν, ήτις δοκεΐ πασών τών επ' 
είδους είναι περιεκτική, δήλον οτι εν ταύτη πάσας 
εξομεν άνηρημενας. ώσπερ γάρ ζώου μη δντος 
ουδέ άνθρωπος εστι καί ανθρώπου μη ύπάρχοντος 
ουδέ Σωκράτης ύφεστηκεν, συναναιρουμενων τοις 
γενεσι τών είδών, οϋτω μη οΰσης γενικής άπο- 
δείξεως οίχεται καί άπασα ή επ' είδους άπόδειξις*

339 γφ μςρ γάρ είδει ου πάντως συναναιρεΐται το γένος, 
καθάπερ τώ Σωκράτει 6 άνθρωπος, τώ γενει δ', 
ώσπερ εΐπον, συμπεριγράφεται το είδος, άναγ- 
καΐον οΰν εστι καί τοις την άπόδειξιν σαλευουσι μη
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hensions, we too in our turn will ask them whether 
Epicurus has or has not a preconception and notion 
o f the four elements ; and if he has not, how will he 
apprehend the object o f inquiry and inquire into a 
thing of which he has not even a notion ? While if 
he has, how is it that he did not apprehend the fact 
that there are four elements ? But they will, I sup- 336 a 
pose, say in defence that Epicurus has a notion of the 
four elements, but has not, certainly, apprehended 
them ; for a notion is a bare movement of the mind, 
holding to which he denies that there are four ele
ments. So then we, too, possess a notion of proof, 
and starting from it we shall inquire whether it exists 
or n o t ; but though we possess the notion we shall 
not also admit the apprehension.

To these people, however, a reply will be made at 337 a 
some later time ; but since it behoves us to produce 
our counter-arguments in a methodical way, we must 
inquire which proof one should object to most. Now 
if we propose to object to the special proofs and those 
belonging to each art, we shall be making our objec
tion in an unmethodical way, as such proofs are end
less ; whereas, if we abolish generic proof, which is 338 
held to be inclusive o f all the particular proofs, it is 
evident that thereby we shall have all included therein 
abolished. For just as if Animal exists not, neither 
does Man exist, and if Man subsists not, neither does 
Socrates subsist,—the particulars being abolished 
along with the genera,—so if generic proof does not 
exist, particular proof wholly disappears as well. For 339 
although the genus is not wholly abolished along with 
the particular,— Man with Socrates, for example,— 
yet, as I said, the particular is cancelled along with 
the genus. It is necessary, then, for those who throw
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άλλην τινά κινεΐν ότι μη την γενικήν, ή και rag 
λοιπά? άκολουθεΐν σνμβεβηκεν.

340 Έπει τοίνυν άδηλόν εστιν ή άπόδειξις, ώς επ- 
ελογισάμεθα, οφείλει άποδεδεΐχθαΐ' παν γάρ άδηλον 
άναποδείκτως λαμβανόμενόν εστιν άπιστον, ήτοι 
οΰν υπό γενικής άποδείξεως καταστήσεται το είναι

341 τι άπόδειξιν ή υπό ειδικής, άλλ’ υπό μεν ειδικής 
ουδαμώς' οϋπω γάρ ούδεμία καθίσταται ειδική 
άπόδειξις διά τό μήπω ώμολογήσθαι την γενικήν, 
ώς γάρ μηδεπω σαφούς οντος τοΰ ότι εστι ζώον, 
ουδέ οτι Ιππος εστι γνώριμον καθεστηκεν, οΰτω 
μηδεπω συνομολογηθεντος τοΰ ότι εστι γενική 
άπόδειξις, ούκ αν εΐη τις των επί μέρους άπο-

342 δείξεων πιστή, μετά τοΰ καί εις τον δι* άλλήλων 
τρόπον ή μας εμπίπτειν ΐνα μεν γάρ ή γενική 
άπόδειξις βεβαιωθή, τήν ειδικήν ημάς εχειν δει 
πιστήν, ινα δε ή ειδική όμολογηθή, τήν γενικήν 
εχειν βέβαιον, ώστε μήτε εκείνην προ ταύτης εχειν 
δυνασθαι μήτε ταυτην προ εκείνης, ούκοΰν υπό 
μεν ειδικής άποδείξεως άμήχανον τήν γενικήν

343 άποδειχθήναι. και μήν ούδ* υπό γενικής· αυτή 
γάρ εστιν ή ζητούμενη, άδηλος ουσα και ζητούμενη 
ούκ αν εϊη κατασκευαστική εαυτής, η γε και των 
εκκαλυπτόντων αυτήν εχρηζεν. εκτός εί μή εξ 
ύποθεσεως ληφθεΐσα λέγεται τίνος είναι κατα
σκευαστική. εί δε άπαξ εξ ύποθεσεως λαμβάνεταί 
τινα και εστι πιστά, τις ετι χρεία άποδεικνύναι 
αυτά, αύτόθεν δυναμένων ημών λαμβάνειν ταΰτα 
και άναποδείκτως διά γε τήν ύπόθεσιν εχειν πιστά;

344 προς τούτοις, εί ή γενική άπόδειξις παρα
στατική εστι τής γενικής άποδε ίξεως, έσται ή αύτή

a Cf. §§ 322 ff. * Cf. Ρ.Η. i. 173.
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doubt on proof to impugn no other proof save only 
the generic, since actually all the rest follow it.

Since, then, proof is, as we have argued,® a thing 340 
non-evident, it ought to have been proved ; for every 
non-evident thing, if it is received without proof, is 
untrustworthy. Therefore the fact that proof is 
something will be established either by a generic or 
by a particular proof. But certainly not by a par- 341 
ticular proof; for as yet particular proof does not 
even exist, because generic proof is not admitted as 
yet. For just as, if it is not yet clear that Animal 
exists, neither is it known that Horse exists, so when 
it is not yet agreed that generic proof exists, none o f 
the particular proofs will be trustworthy; and, in 342 
addition, we shall be involved in circular reasoning ; 
for in order to establish the generic proof we must 
have the particular trustworthy, and in order that the 
particular may be admitted we must have the generic 
established, so that we can neither have the former 
before the latter, nor the latter before the former. So, 
then, it is not possible for the generic proof to be 
proved by the particular proof.—Nor yet by the 343 
generic proof; for this is the object o f inquiry, and 
being non-evident and an object o f inquiry it will 
not be capable o f establishing itself, seeing that it 
itself needs things which reveal it. Unless, indeed, 
when accepted by assumption, it is said to be capable 
of establishing something. But if once things are 
accepted by resumption 6 and are trustworthy, what 
further need is there to prove them, since we are 
able to accept them on the spot and consider them 
trustworthy without proof because of the assump
tion?—Furthermore, if the generic proof is capable 344 
o f  establishing the generic proof, the same proof will
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περιφανής άμα καί άδηλος, καί ή μεν άποδείκνυσι, 
περιφανής, ή δε άποδείκννται, άδηλος, εσται θ' 
ομοίως πιστή τε και άπιστος, πίστη μεν δτι εκ- 
καλυπτική τινός εστιν, άπιστος δε δτι εκκολάπτε
ται. πάνυ δε άτοπον ταύτδ λεγειν πρόδηλον άμα 
καί άδηλον, πιστόν τε καί άπιστον, τοίνυν καί το 
άζιοΰν την γενικήν άπόδειζιν εαυτής είναι παρα
στατικήν εστίν άτοπον.

345 Ου μήν αλλά καί κατ' άλλον τρόπον ούχ οΐον 
άπόδειζιν άλλ* ούδ' ετερόν τι των δντων διά γενικής 
άποδείζεως δυνατόν εστι παρασταθήναι. ήτοι γάρ 
τάδε τινά εχει λήμματα καί τήνδε τινά επιφοράν 
ή γενική άπόδειζις (ή ούκ εχει}.1 τάδε γάρ τινα 
εχουσα λήμματα καί τήνδε τινά επιφοράν μία 
γεγονε των επ' είδους, εί δ' ούκ εχει λήμματα καί 
επιφοράν, επεί ου χωρίς λημμάτων καί επιφοράς 
συνάγει ή άπόδειζις, ούδεν συνάζει ή γενική άπό- 
δειζις, μηδέν δε συνάγουσα ούδε τό ε αυτήν είναι

34β συνάζει. εί οΰν τό μεν δτι δει άποδειχθήναι 
τήν πρώτην άπόδειζιν ώμολόγηται, αυτή δε ούτε εκ 
γενικής ούτε εζ ειδικής άποδείζεως δυναται άπο- 
δειχθήναι, δήλον ώς άλλου μηδενός ευρισκομένου 
παρά ταύτας εν εποχή φυλάττειν όφείλομεν τήν περί

347 τής άποδείζεως ζήτησιν. καί μήν εϊπερ ή πρώτη 
άπόδειζις άποδείκνυται, ήτοι υπό ζητούμενης άπο
δείζεως άποδείκνυται ή υπό άζητήτου. ούτε δε 
υπό άζητήτου· πάσα γάρ άπόδειζις τής πρώτης 
νπ' άμφισβήτησιν πεπτωκυίας ζητείται· ούτε υπό 
ζητούμενης· πάλιν γάρ εκείνη εί ζητείται, ύπ' άλλης 
άποδείζεως οφείλει κατασταθήναι, καί ή τρίτη ύπό
________ 1 <fj ούκ tyeO Mutsch.________________

β Of. Ρ.Η. ii. 172.
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be at once quite apparent and non-evident— quite 
apparent in so far as it proves, but non-evident in so 
far as it is proved. And it will be equally trustworthy 
and untrustworthy—trustworthy because it serves 
to reveal something, but untrustworthy because it is 
revealed. But it is extremely absurd to term the 
same thing at once both pre-evident and non-evident, 
both trustworthy and untrustworthy. Therefore also 
the claim that the generic proof is capable o f estab
lishing itself is absurd.

Moreover, there is also another way of showing 345 
that neither proof nor any other existing thing can 
be established by means of generic proof. For generic 
proof either possesses (or does not possess) these 
particular premisses and this particular conclusion.®
If, then, it possesses these particular premisses and 
this particular conclusion, it is a particular proof. But 
if it does not possess premisses and a conclusion, since 
proof does not deduce without premisses and a con
clusion, generic proof will deduce nothing, and deduc
ing nothing it will not even deduce its own existence.
— If, then, it is agreed that the first proof ought to be 346 
proved, and it cannot be proved either by generic or by 
particular proof, it is plain that, as nothing else beside 
these (proofs) is discovered, we ought to suspendjudge- 
ment about the problem of proof. Moreover, if the 347 
first proof is being proved, it is being proved either by a 
questioned proof or by an unquestioned proof. But not 
by an unquestioned, for when the first has come tobe dis
puted, every proof is questioned ; nor by a questioned 
proof, for, again, that proof, ifquestioned,mustbe estab
lished by another proof, and the third by a fourth, and
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τέταρτης, καί ή τέταρτη υπό πέμπτης, καί τοΰτ είς 
άπειρον, τοίνυν ούκ εστι βεβαίως έχειν την άπόδειξιν.

348 Αημήτριος δε 6 Αάκων, των κατά την *Επι- 
κούρειον αΐρεσιν επιφανών, εύαπόλυτον έλεγεν είναι 
την τοιαυτην ένστασιν. μίαν γάρ, φησί, των επ' 
είδους αποδείξεων (οΐον την1 συνάγουσαν δτι άτομα 
εστι στοιχεία η δτι κενόν εστι), καταστησάμενοι καί 
βεβαίαν δείξαντες αύτόθεν εξομεν εν τούτη καί την 
γενικήν άπόδειξιν πιστήν· δπου γάρ εστι τό τίνος 
γένους είδος, εκεί πάντως εύρίσκεται καί γένος 
οΰ εστι τό είδος, καθάπερ άνώτερον ύπεμνήσαμεν.

349 τούτο δε δοκεΐ μεν είναι πιθανόν, εστι δ* αδύνατον, 
πρώτον μεν γάρ ουδέίς εάσει τον Αάκωνα την 
ειδικήν άπόδειξιν καταστήσασθαι τής γενικής μη 
προϋφεστώσης· καί ώς αυτός άξιοι έχων την ειδικήν 
άπόδειξιν εύθεως εχειν καί τήν γενικήν, ούτω καί 
οι σκεπτικοί άξιώσουσι προαποδειχθήναι τό γένος

350 αυτής, ΐνα πιστευθή τό είδος, ου μήν αλλά καν 
εκείνοι επιτρεφωσιν αύτώ τό τοιοΰτο, λέγω δε ει
δικήν τινα καταστήσασθαι άπόδειξιν είς βεβαιωσιν 
τής γενικής, οΐ μεν άπό τών ομογενών αιρέσεων ούχ 
ήσυχάσουσιν άλλ’ οποίαν αν προχειρίσηται ώς πίστην 
άπόδειξιν, ταύτην άνατρέφουσι, πολύ τε πλήθος έξει 
τών ούκ έώντων ταύτην τεθήναι. οΐον ει την περί 
άτόμων λαμβάνοι, άμύθητοι άντιφθέγξονται αύτώ· 
εί τήν περί κενοΰ, παμπληθείς ενστήσονται· εί τήν

351 περί ειδώλων, ώσαύτως. καν τά μαλιστα ουν συν- 
τρέχωσιν αύτοϋ τή προαιρέσει οι άπό τής σκέφεως, 
ού δυνήσεται μίαν τών επί μέρους αποδείξεων 
πιστώσασθαι διά τήν τών δογματικών μάχην.

1 οΐον την cj. B ekk.: τινα m s s .

a Cf. P.H. iii. 137. 6 Cf. § 338. · Cf. § 65.
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the fourth by a fifth, and so on ad infinitum. So, then, 
it is not possible for proof to be firmly established.

But Demetrius the Laconian,® one o f the notables 348 
o f the Epicurean School, used to declare that this 
sort of objection is easy to dispose of, “  for,”  says he,
"  when we have established one of the particular 
proofs (for example, that which deduces that in
divisible elements exist, or that void exists) and shown 
that it is sure, we shall at once have secured, as 
included in this, the trustworthiness o f generic proof; 
for where there exists the particular o f a genus, there 
we certainly find also the genus of which it is the 
particular,”  as we mentioned above.6 But this, 349 
though it seems to be plausible, is in fact impossible. 
For, in the first place, no one will allow the Laconian 
to establish his particular proof when his generic 
proof does not pre-exist; and just as he himself 
claims that, if he possesses the particular proof, he at 
once possesses also the generic, so too the Sceptics 
will claim that, to gain credence for the particular, its 
genus must first be proved. And, what is more, even 350 
if they allow him to do this (I mean, to establish a 
certain particular proof in order to confirm the 
generic), some of the kindred Schools will not stay 
quiet, but will overturn whatever proof he produces 
as trustworthy, and he will have a large host o f men 
who refuse to allow its acceptance. For instance, 
if he takes the proof concerning atoms, a countless 
number will contradict him ; if that concerning void, 
a vast crowd will ob ject; and so likewise with the 
proof concerning images.® And even though the 351 
Sceptics may concur ever so much with his choice, he 
will be unable to establish a single one of his proofs 
owing to the conflict of the Dogmatists.
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Άλλως re τίνα ποτέ καί λεγει βεβαίαν εξειν 
ειδικήν άπόδειξιν; ήτοι γάρ την αύτόθεν εξ
άπασών άρεσκομενην αύτώ η την όποιανδηπο- 
τοΰν η την άποδεικνυμενην. άλλα τό μεν την 
εξ άπασών άρεσκομενην αύτώ λαμβάνειν αϋθαδες

352 και αποκληρώσει μάλλον εοικός εστιν· εί δε την 
όποιανοΰν, πάσας θησει τάς αποδείξεις, τούτο 
μεν τας τών Επικούρειων τοΰτο δε τάς τών 
στωικών και ήδη περιπατητικών δπερ άτοπον, εί 
δε την άποδεικνυμενην, ούκ εστιν άπόδειξις· εί γάρ 
άποδείκνυται ζητείται, καί ζητούμενη ούκ αν εϊη 
πίστη άλλα τών βεβαιωσόντων δεόμενη, ούκ άρα 
δυνατόν εστι μίαν τών επί μέρους άποδείξεων εχειν

353 πίστην. καί μην τα λήμματα ής λεγει άπο- 
δείξεως 6 Αάκων ήτοι άμφισβητεΐται καί άπιστά 
εστιν η άναμφισβήτητά εστι καί πιστά. <χλλ’ εί 
μεν άμφισβητεΐται καί άπιστά εστιν, πάντως καί 
η εξ αύτών άπόδειξις άπιστος γενησεται προς την 
τίνος κατασκευήν, το δε πιστά αυτά είναι καί

354 άναμφισβήτητα εύχή μάλλον εστιν ή αλήθεια, εί 
γάρ πάντα τά οντα ήτοι αισθητά εστιν ή νοητά, 
οφείλει καί τά λήμματα τής άποδείξεως ήτοι 
αισθητά είναι ή νοητά, εάν τε δέ αισθητά εάν τε 
νοητά ή, εζήτηται. τά μεν γάρ αισθητά ή ύπό- 
κειται τοιαΰτα όποια φαίνεται, ή κενοπαθήματά 
εστι καί άναπλάσματα τής διανοίας, ή τινά μεν 
αύτών συν τω  φαίνεσθαι καί εστι, τινά δε φαίνεται 
μόνον, ούκετι δε γε καί ύπόκειται. καί πάρεστιν 
επισήμους ίδεΐν άνδρας, τούς εκάστης στάσεως προ-

355 εστώτας, (διαφωνοΰντας)1 είγε Δημόκριτος μεν 
πάσαν αισθητήν ΰπαρξιν κεκίνηκεν, Επίκουρος δέ

1 <διαφωνούντο.s> cj. Kayser.
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Besides, what sort o f firm particular proof does he 
say that he will possess ? It will be either that one 
o f them all which pleases him of itself, or any one 
whatsoever, or the one which is being proved. But 
to take that one out of them all which pleases him is 
self-willed and choosing at random ; and if he takes 352 
any one whatsoever, he will be adopting all the proofs, 
on the one hand those of the Epicureans, and on the 
other those o f the Stoics, and of the Peripatetics as 
w ell; which is absurd. And if he takes the one 
which is being proved, it is not a proof; for if it is 
being proved, it is in question, and being in question 
it will not be trustworthy but needing things to 
confirm it. Therefore it is not possible to hold as 
trustworthy one of the particular proofs.— Moreover, 353 
the premisses of the proof which the Laconian men
tions are either controverted and untrustworthy or 
are uncontroverted and trustworthy. But if they 
are controverted and untrustworthy, the proof also 
which they compose will certainly be untrustworthy 
for establishing anything. And that they are trust
worthy and uncontroverted is a vain hope rather than 
th e truth. For if all existing things are either sensible 354 
or intelligible, the premisses also of the proof must be 
either sensible or intelligible. And whether they be 
sensible or intelligible, they are subjects of inquiry.
For sensible things either really exist such as they 
appear ; or they are empty affectionsα and con
coctions of the mind ; or some of them not only 
appear but also exist, while others only appear and 
do not really exist as well. And one may see notable 
men, the leaders of every School, (disagreeing,) since 355 
Democritus threw over all sensible reality, but

■ Cf: § 213.
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παν αισθητόν έλεξε βέβαιον είναι, 6 δέ στωικός 
Ζήνων διαιρέσει έχρήσατο, ώστ εάν η αισθητά τά  
λήμματα, διάφωνά εστιν. ωσαύτως δε καν
νοητά τυγχάνη · καί γάρ περί τούτων, τοΰτο μεν εν 
τω  βίω τοΰτο δε εν φιλοσοφία, πλείστην πάρεστιν

356 ίδεΐν μάχην, άλλοις άλλων άρεσκομενών. εΐτα προς 
τοΐς λεχθεΐσιν, εί παν νοητόν την αρχήν έχει και 
πηγήν τής βεβαιώσεως εξ αίσθήσεως, τά δε δι* 
αίσθήσεως γνωριζόμενα, ώς έπελογισάμεθα, διά
φωνά εστιν, ανάγκη καί τά νοητά τοιαΰτα τυγχάνειν, 
ώστε και τά λήμματα τής άποδείξεως, εξ όποτέρας 
άν ή μοίρας, άπιστά εστι καί αβέβαια, διά δε 
τοΰτο καί ή άπόδειξις ον πιστή.

357 Και ΐνα καθολικώτερον εϊπωμεν, τά λήμματα 
φαινόμενά έστι, τά  δέ φαινόμενα εζήτηται εί 
ύπόκειται, τά δέ ζητούμενα ούκ αντόθεν εστι 
λήμματα, άλλα οφείλει διά τίνος βεβαιωθήναι. το 
ούν φαινόμενον ότι όποιον φαίνεται καί ύπόκειται,

358 διά τίνος έχομεν παραστήσαι; ή γάρ δι’ αδήλου 
πράγματος πάντως ή διά φαινομένου, αλλά το 
μεν δι* αδήλου άτοπον τοσοΰτον γάρ απέχει τό 
άδηλον τοΰ δύνασθαί τι εκκαλύπτειν ώς καί άνά-

359 παλιν αυτό δεΐσθαι τοΰ παραστήσοντος. διά φαινο
μένου δέ πολλω άτοπώτερον' αυτό γάρ τοΰτό εστι 
τό ζητούμενου, καί ούδέν των ζητουμένων εαυτοΰ 
βεβαιωτικόν, αμήχανου άρα τά φαινόμενα κατα- 
στήσασθαι, ινα καί τήν άπόδειξιν ούτως εχωμεν

360 πιστήν. αλλά τά φαινόμενα, φασίν οι δογ
ματικοί, πάντως δει τιθέναι, πρώτον οτι ούδέν

β i.e. he regarded some sensibles as real, but rejected 
others, cf. § 10 supra. For Democritus cf. § 6; for Epicurus, 
§§ 8 f. > Cf. § 58.
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Epicurus declared that every sensible thing has stable 
existence, while Zeno the Stoic employed a distinction a; 
so that if the premisses are sensible, they are matters 
o f dispute.—So likewise if they are intelligible; for 
concerning these also one may see a vast deal of 
conflict amongst ordinary folk on the one hand, and 
amongst philosophers on the other, as men’s tastes 
differ. And further, in addition to what has been said, 356 
if every intelligible thing derives its origin and source 
o f confirmation from sensation,6 and the things made 
known through sense are, as we have argued, disput
able, the intelligibles also will necessarily be of the 
same sort; so that the premisses, too, of the proof, to 
whichever class they belong, are untrustworthy and 
unsure. And because o f this, proof also is not trust
worthy.

To speak more generally, premisses are things 357 
apparent, and it is a question whether things apparent 
really exist; and things questioned are not at once 
(accepted) premisses but must be confirmed by some
thing. By what means, then, can we establish that 
the apparent thing is really such as it appears ? 
Either, certainly, by means of a non-evident fact or by 358 
means of an apparent one. But to do so by means of 
a non-evident fact is absurd ; for the non-evident is 
so far from being able to reveal anything that, on the 
contrary, it is itself in need o f something to establish 
it. And to do so by means of an apparent fact is 359 
much more absurd ; for it is itself the thing in question, 
and nothing that is in question is capable of confirming 
itself. It is not feasible, therefore, to establish things 
apparent, in order, by this means, to have proof made 
trustworthy.— “ But, say the Dogmatists, “  one must 360 
certainly posit things apparent, because, firstly, we
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εχομεν πιστότερου αυτών, εΐθ' δτι ο κινών αυτά 
Aoyo? αυτός ύφ' έαυτοϋ περιτρέπεται. ήτοι γάρ 
φάσει μόνον χρώμενος ταϋτα άναιρεΐ τ) φαινομένοις 
η μη φαινομένοις. άλλα φάσει μεν χρώμενος 
άπιστός έστιν ράδιου γάρ την άντικειμένην έκ-

361 θέσθαι φάσιν. ει δε μη φαινομένοις, πάλιν άπιστος 
θέλων διά μη φαινομένων τα φαινόμενα περιτρέ- 
παν. ει δε φαινομένοις κινεί τα φαινόμενα, πάντως 
πιστοΐς, και ούτως αύτόθεν εσται τα φαινόμενα 
πιστά. ώστε ο λόγος και κατ αυτών χώρεΐ.1

362 ημείς δε δτι μεν τα φαινόμενα, είτε αίσθητά εϊη 
εΐτε νοητά, πλείστης γέμει μάχης τής τε παρά 
φιλοσόφοις και τής παρά τώ βίψ, πρότερον έπ- 
ελογισάμεθα· τό δε νΰν εχον προς την εκκειμένην 
διαστολήν εκείνο ρητέον δτι ούτε φάσει χρώμενοι 
κινοϋμεν τά φαινόμενα ούτε μη φαινομένοις, συγ- 
κρίνοντες δε αυτά αύτοΐς. εί μεν γάρ σύμφωνα 
ευρίσκετο τά αισθητά τοΐς αίσθητοΐς καί τά νοητά 
τοΐς νοητοΐς καί εναλλάξ, ίσως αν παρεχωροΰμεν

363 αυτά τοιαΰτα τυγχάνειν όποια φαίνεται· νΰν δέ εν 
τή συγκρίσει άνεπίκριτον εύρίσκοντες μάχην, καθ' 
ήν τά έτερα υπό τών ετέρων εκβάλλεται, τώ μήτε 
πάντα θεΐναι δυνασθαι διά την τοιαυτην μάχην μήτε 
τινά διά την τών αντικειμένων ίσοσθένειαν, μήτε 
7τά"τ εκβαλεΐν διά τό μηδέν εχειν του φαίνεσθαι

364 πιστότερου, επί τό επέχειν κατηντήσαμεν. άλλ' 
ό λόγος εκ τών φαινομένων την πίστιν λαμβάνων 
εν τά) ταϋτα κινεΐν καί εαυτόν συνεκβάλλει. δπερ

1 xwpet Ν : χρηται cet., Bekk. * *
° i.e. against the Sceptics (the “ ourselves” of the next 

sentence).
* Of. §§ 354 ff.
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have nothing more trustworthy than they, and, next, 
because the argument which attacks them is over
thrown by itself. For it destroys them by employing 
either assertion only, or things apparent, or things not 
apparent. But if it employs assertion, it is untrust
worthy ; for it is easy to put forward the opposite 
assertion. And if it employs things not apparent, once 361 
again it is untrustworthy, since it attempts to over
throw apparent things by things not apparent. And 
if it attacks things apparent by things apparent, these 
must certainly be trustworthy, and in this way, too, the 
things apparent will at once be trustworthy. So that 
the argument goes against them." ”  But as to our- 362 
selves—that the question whether things apparent are 
sensible or intelligible is one fraught with contention 
both amongst philosophers and amongst ordinary folk 
we have already argued.6 So, for the moment, in 
reply to the dilemma set forth, we must assert that we 
do not attack things apparent by employing either 
assertion or things not apparent, but by comparing 
them amongst themselves. For if sensibles had been 
found to be in accord with sensibles and intelligibles 
with intelligibles, and conversely, we might probably 
have conceded that they are such as they appear; 
but now, because on comparing them we find insoluble 363 
contradictions, through which some are expelled by 
others ; and because we are unable either to posit 
all owing to this contradiction, or to posit some owing 
to the equipollence of the opposites, or to reject all 
owing to our having nothing more trustworthy than 
appearance; we have fallen back on suspension of 
judgement.—But, (say they,) the argument which de- 364 
rives its credibility from things apparent, in the act 
o f attacking these wrecks itself as well. But this is
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ήν συναρπαζόντων τό ζητούμενον άνδρών. ον γάρ 
ό λόγος εκ των φαινομένων βεβαιοΰται, άλλα τα

365 φαινόμενα εκ του λόγου κρατύνεται, και εικότως· 
εΐ γάρ διαφωνία εστι τινών μεν λεγόντων αυτά 
ύποκεΐσθαι τινών δε μηδαμώς, εκ τοΰ λόγου οφείλει 
κατασταθήναι. τούτου τε μάρτυρες είσιν ούκ άλλοι 
τινες η οι ετερόδοξοι, λόγω [δ’]1 * άποδεΐξαι θελοντες 
οτι αληθή εστι τα φαινόμενα, καί άλλως, πόθεν οτι

366 τοΐςφαινομενοις δει πιστεύειν; ούκ άρα* τά φαινόμενα 
τοΰ λόγου άλλ* ό λόγος τών φαινομένων βεβαιότερος 
εστιν, ο γε καί εαυτόν κάκεΐνα π ιστού μένος.

Ει δη τά λήμματα τής άποδείξεώς εστιν άδηλα, 
άδηλος δε καί η επιφορά, τό δε εξ άδηλων συνεστώς 
πάλιν άδηλον, ή άπόδειξίς εστιν άδηλος καί επιζητεί 
τό παραστήσον αυτής την πίστιν, όπερ ούκ εστιν 
άποδείξεώς.

367 Άλλ* ού δει, φασί, πάντων άπόδειξιν αίτεΐν, τινά 
δε και εξ ύποθέσεως λαμβάνειν, επεί ού δυνήσεται 
προβαίνειν ήμΐν ό λόγος, εάν μή δοθή τι πιστόν 
εξ αύτοΰ τυγχάνειν. άλλα πρώτον μεν καί ημείς 
εροϋμεν οτι ούκ εστιν άναγκαιον τάς εκείνων 
δογματολογίας προβαίνειν, πλασματώδεις ύπ-

368 αρχούσας. εΐτα καί ποΐ προβήσονται; τών γάρ 
φαινομένων αύτό μόνον παριστάντων οτι φαίνεται, 
τό δ’ οτι καί ύπόκειται μηκετι προσισχυόντων 
διδάσκειν, τιθεσθω καί τά λήμματα τής άποδείξεώς 
οτι φαίνεται, καί ή επιφορά ομοίως, ώδε δε ού3 
συναχθήσεται τό ζητούμενον καί ού παραχθήσεται 
ή άλήθεια, μενόντων ημών επί φιλής φάσεως καί

1 [δ ] seel, e g o  (ante \6γψ Jacunam notat Mutsch.).
1 ούκ  &pa Heintz:  ο ύ  yap V, Bekk. (ού τά <p. yap cet. M S 3 .) .

* Si ο ύ  N : yap cet., Bekk.
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the plea of men who hastily assume the point at issue.
For it is not the argument that is established by the 
things apparent, but the things apparent that are 
confirmed by the argument. And naturally so : for 36S 
if they are disputed (some saying that they really 
exist, some that they do not), they must be established 
by the argument. And those who bear witness to 
this are none other than those of the rival School who 
try to prove by argument that apparent things are 
true. And besides, on what grounds ought one to 
trust things apparent ? Instead, therefore, o f appar- 366 
ent things being more certain than the argument, 
the argument is more certain than apparent things 
since it supports both itself and them.

Now if the premisses o f the proof are non-evident 
and the conclusion also non-evident, and again if 
that which is composed of non-evident things is non- 
evident, then proof is non-evident and requires some
thing else to support it, which is not the character of 
proof.

But, say they, one ought not to ask for proof of 367 
everything, but accept some things by assumption, 
since the argument will not be able to go forward 
unless it be granted that there is something which is 
of itself trustworthy. But we shall reply, firstly, that 
there is no necessity for their dogmatic argumenta
tions to go forward, fictitious as they are. And, 368 
further, to what conclusion will they proceed ? For 
as apparent things merely establish the fact that they 
appear, and are not capable also of showing that they 
subsist, let us assume also that the premisses of the 
proof appear, and the conclusion likewise. But even 
so the matter in question will not be deduced, nor will 
the truth be introduced, so long as we abide by our
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τοΰ οικείου πάθους, το δ ’ ότι ού μόνον φαίνεται 
άλλα καί ύπόκειται θελειν παριστάν άνδρών εστι 
μη τω άναγκαίω προς την χρείαν άρκουμενων, 
άλλα καί τό δυνατόν συναρπάζειν εσπουδακότων.

369 Καρόλου τε επεί ούχ ή άπόδειξις μόνον εξ ύπο- 
θεσεως προκόπτειν άξιοΰται τοΐς δογματικοΐς αλλά 
καί όλη σχεδόν φιλοσοφία, πειρασόμεθα κατά τό 
δυνατόν ολίγα διεξελθεΐν προς τούς εξ ύποθεσεώς

370 τινα λαμβάνοντας. ταΰτα γάρ ά φασιν εξ ύπο- 
θεσεως λαμβάνειν, εί μεν πιστά εστι διά τό εξ 
ύποθεσεώς είλήφθαι, πιστά φανήσεται και τάναντία 
τουτοις εξ ύποθεσεώς ληφθεντα, και ταυτη θησο- 
μεν τά μαχόμενα· εί δε επί τούτων, φημι δε των 
εναντίων, προς πίστιν η ύπόθεσις ασθενής, ασθενής 
και επ' εκείνων γενήσεται, ώστε ουδέτερα πάλιν

371 ύποθησόμεθα. τοϋτό τε ο ύποτίθεταί τις,
ήτοι αληθές εστι και τοιοϋτον οΐον αυτό ύποτίθεταί, 
η φεΰδος. καί εί μεν αληθές, εαυτόν αδικεί 6 
ύποτιθεμενος τοΰτο, είγε δυνάμενος αυτό μη αιτεί- 
σθαι άλλ* αύτόθεν λαμβάνειν ώς αληθές εις πράγμα 
συμφεύγει ύποφίας πλήρες, εις την ύπόθεσιν, 
αίτουμενος τό αύτόθεν αληθές, εί δε φεΰδος εστίν, 
ούκετι αύτόν άλλ ά την φύσιν των πραγμάτων 
άδικεΐ 6 τή ύποθεσει χρώμενος, τό μη δν άξιων 
αύτω αύτόθεν συγχωρηθήναι ώς ον, καί τό φεΰδος

372 βιαζόμενος λαμβάνειν ώς αληθές. καί μην
εΐπερ παν τό άκολουθοΰν τοΐς εξ ύποθεσεώς λη- 
φθεΐσιν άξιοι τις βέβαιον είναι, δλην συγχεει την 
φιλόσοφον ζήτησιν. εύθεως γάρ ύποθησόμεθα τα 
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bare assertion and our own affection. And the at
tempt to establish that apparent things not merely 
appear but also subsist is the act of men who are not 
satisfied with what is necessary for practical purposes 
but are eager also to assume hastily what is possible.

And in general—seeing that it is maintained by 369 
the Dogmatists that not only proof but practically 
the whole of philosophy proceeds from assumption— 
we shall endeavour so far as possible to make answer 
briefly to those who accept a thing by assumption.
If the things which they say they accept by assump- 370 
tion are trustworthy because accepted by assumption, 
their opposites also will appear trustworthy when 
accepted by assumption, and thus we shall be positing 
things that conflict; but if in the case of the latter— 
the opposites, I mean—the assumption is too weak 
to support them, it will be too weak also in the case 
of the former; so that, once again, we shall assume 
neither.—Further, that which a man assumes is 371 
either true and such as he assumes it to be, or it is 
false. And if it is true, he that assumes it is wronging 
himself, seeing that, when it was possible for him not 
to postulate it but to take it as true o f itself, he has 
recourse to a thing that is gravely suspected— to 
assumption, that is— when he postulates what is 
true of itself. But if it is false, the man who employs 
assumption is no longer wronging himself, but the 
real nature of the things, when he claims that the 
non-existent should of itself be conceded to him as 
existent, and compels one to accept what is false as 
true.—Again, if a man maintains that everything 372 
which follows from the things accepted by assumption 
is certain, he confounds the whole o f philosophic 
inquiry. For we shall assume, for instance, that 3 is
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τρία τεσσαρα είναι, και συνάξομεν ώς ακολουθούν 
το τα εξ οκτώ ύπάρχειν εσται be τούτο αλησες το

373 τά εξ οκτώ1 ύπάρχειν. el be λεγοιεν προς ημάς 
οτι ατοπόν εστι το τοιοΰτο (beΐ γάρ βέβαιον είναι 
το ύποτεθεν, ινα συνομολογηθή και το ακολουθούν 
τούτω), καί το παρ' ημών άκούσονται, [το] μη^ν  
αύτόθεν άξιούντων λαμβάνειν, παν be το τιθεμενον

374 μ€τ' ακρίβειας τίθεσθαι. προς τουτοις, ει το
υποτιθέμενον, ή υποτίθεται, βέβαιόν earn καί 
ασφαλές, μη ταϋτα ύποτιθεσθωσαν οι ^γματικώς 
φιλοσοφοΰντες τά εξ ών συνάγουσι το άδηλον, άλλ* 
αυτό το άδηλον, τουτεστι μη τά λήμματα τής 
άπόόείξεως αλλά την επιφοράν. αλλά καν μυριάκις 
τοΰθ* ύποθώνται, ούκ εστι πιστόν διά την άόηλότητα 
καί την περί αυτού ζήτησιν. φανερόν όήπουθεν ότι, 
ovbe εάν τά λήμματα της άποόείξεως δίχα άπο- 
όείξεως αίτήσωνται, άνύουσί τι προς πίστιν διά το 
και ταϋτα των άμφισβητησίμων ύπάρχειν.

375 Νή Αία, άλλ' είώθασιν ύποτυγχάνοντες λεγειν 
ότι πίστις εστι τού ερρώσθαι την ύπόθεσιν τό 
αληθές εύρίσκεσθαι εκείνο τό τοΐς εξ ύποθεσεως 
ληφθεΐσιν επιφερόμενον ε'ι γάρ τό τουτοις ακολου
θούν εστιν υγιές, κάκεΐνα οΐς ακολουθεί αληθή καί

376 αναμφίλεκτα καθεστηκεν. καί πόθεν εχομεν, ερει 
τις, όεϊξαι ότι τό ακολουθούν τω εξ ύποθεσεως 
ληφθεντι αληθές εστιν; άρά γε εξ αυτού ή εκ των 
λημμάτων οΐς ακολουθεί; άλλ’ εξ αυτού μεν ούκ 
αν εΐη· άόηλον γάρ εστιν. εκ be των λημμάτων; 
οϋδ* ούτως· περί γάρ τούτων εστίν ή μάχη, καί bei

377 αυτά2 πρότερον κατασταθήναι. ου μην άλλ* έστω
1 τ ό  . . . όκτω M S S .: τφ . . .  δίς τρία Fabr., Bekk.

2 τούτων . . . αύτά Heintz s τούτου . . . αύτό m s s . ,  Bekk.
4 3 6
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4, and deduce as a consequence that 6 is 8 ; and this 
—that 6 is 8—will be true. And if they should say 373 
to us that such a case is absurd (for the thing assumed 
must be certain, in order that its consequence also 
may be admitted), they shall hear us, in reply, main
taining that nothing should be accepted of itself and 
everything affirmed should be affirmed with precision.
— Furthermore, if the thing assumed, in that it is 374 
assumed, is certain and sure, let the dogmatic philo
sophers assume, not the things from which they de
duce the non-evident, but the non-evident itself— 
that is to say, not the premisses o f the proof but the 
conclusion. But even were they to assume this ten 
thousand times, it is not trustworthy, owing to its 
being non-evident and the subject o f inquiry. Thus 
it is, to be sure, apparent that if  they postulate the 
premisses o f the proof without proof, they effect 
nothing in support of it since the premisses them
selves are matters o f dispute.

Yes, by Zeus; but they are wont to interrupt with 375 
the reply that a guarantee o f the strength of the 
assumption is the fact that what is concluded by the 
premisses accepted by assumption is found to be true; 
for if what follows from the premisses is sound, the pre
misses from which they follow are true and indisput
able. But, someone will say, how can we show that 376 
what follows from the premiss accepted by assump
tion is true ? By means of itself or by means of the 
premisses from which it follows ? But it will not be by 
means of itself, for it is non-evident. Is it, then, by 
means of the premisses ? Not in this way either ; for 
it is about these that the conflict exists, and it is they 
that must first be established. Notwithstanding, 377
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γ ε  καί τό  ακολουθούν το ΐς  ε ξ  ύπ οθέσεω ς ληφθείσιν 
αληθές- ού  μ η ν  παρά  τούτο καί τ ά  ε ξ  ύποθέσεως^ 
ληφ θεντα  γενή σετα ι αληθή, εί μ εν  γά ρ  μ όνον  κ α τ  
α υτούς  τ ω  άληθεΐ εΐπ ετο  αληθές, προύβαινεν ζ ά ν } 1 
6 λ όγο ς , ώ ς2 το υ  άκ ολουθοϋντος  τ ω  ε ξ  ύπ οθέσεω ς  
ληφθέντι ό ν το ς  αληθούς γ ίνεσθα ι τ ο  ε ξ  ύπ οθεσεω ς

378 ληφθεν αληθές- νυν  δέ επεί καί ψεύδει ψ ευδός, 
φ ασίν, ακολουθεί καί ψεύδει αληθές, ού  κ α τ* α ν ά γ 
κην, εί τ ό  λ ή γόν  εσ τ ιν  αληθές, καί τ ό  η γούμ ενον  
έστα ι αληθές, άλλ* ενδέχετα ι τ ο υ  λ ή γο ντο ς  αληθούς  
ό ντος  τ ό  η γούμ ενον  ύπ άρχειν ψ εύδος.

Ό δ ο υ  μ εν οΰν π άρεργον, ώ ς  φ ασί, καί π α ρεν-  
θήκη3 το σ α ύ τα  είρήσθω  περί τ ο ύ  μ η  δεΐν ε ξ  ύπ ο -

379 θέσεω ς κ ατάρχεσθαι τη ν  άπ όδειξιν- ακολούθω ς  δ* 
ύπ οδεικτέον ό τι καί είς το ν  δι* άλλήλων τρ όπ ον  
έμ π έπ τω κ εν, ο εσ τ ιν  άπ ορώ τερον. ό τ ι  μ εν  γά ρ  
τ ω ν  άδηλω ν έσ τ ίν  ή ά π όδειξις  π ροκ ατεστησάμ εθα , 
παν δε άδηλον έπ ικρίσεω ς δεΐτα ι, τ ό  δέ έπ ικρίσεω ς  
δεόμενον κριτηρίου χρή ζει τ ο ύ  π α ρα σ τή σ οντος  είτε  
υγ ιές  εσ τ ιν  ε ίτε  μη τ ο ιο ύ τ ο ν  ώ σπ ερ  γά ρ  τ ό  μ ε τρ η -  
θήναι όφεΐλον ού χ ω ρ ίς  μ έτρου  μ ετρεΐσθα ι πέφυκε  
καί π αν τό  κανονιζόμ ενον ού  χ ω ρ ίς  κανόνος κ ανονί
ζε τα ι, ο ΰ τω  καί τ ό  κρινόμενον ού  χ ω ρ ίς  κριτηρίου

380 δοκ ιμ ά ζετα ι, επεί οΰν  καί τ ό  εί έσ τ ι κριτήριον  
έζή τη τα ι, τ ω ν  μ εν  μ η δέν  εΐναι φ αμένω ν τ ω ν  δέ  
είναι, τ ω ν  δέ εν έπ οχή  το ύ τ ο  φ υλ α ξά ντω ν , πάλιν  
δεήσει τ ό  ό τ ι  έσ τ ι κριτήριον άποδειχθήναι διά  τ ίνο ς  
ά π οδείξεω ς. αλλά δη ΐν* έχ ω μ εν  τη ν  άπ όδειξιν

1 <άν> Kayser.
2 ώϊ Kochalsky: καί mss., Bekk.

• 1Γαρενθήκη Kochalsky ί τταρενθήκηί MSS., Bekk,
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let it be granted that what follows from the assumed 
premisses is true ; all the same, the assumed pre
misses will not on this account become true. For 
if, according to them, the true had followed the true 
only, the argument would have gone forward, so that 
the assumed premiss would be true since the con
sequence o f the premiss is true; but as it is, since they 378 
assert that both falsehood follows from falsehood and 
truth from falsehood,® it is not necessary that if the 
consequent is true the antecedent also should be true, 
but it is possible for the antecedent to be false though 
the consequent is true.

Let thus much be said, then,— as “  a by work 
o f our journey,”  as they say,6 and an appendix— 
regarding the wrongfulness of founding proof on 
assumption. Next one must point out that it also 379 
involves itself in circular reasoning,® which is still 
more hopeless. For we have already established 
that proof is a non-evident thing, and every non- 
evident thing requires scrutiny, and what requires 
scrutiny needs a criterion to determine whether it is 
valid or n o t ; for just as a thing which needs to be 
measured cannot be measured without a measure, 
and nothing that is being ruled is ruled without a rule, 
so also what is being scrutinized is not tested without 
a criterion. Since, then, the existence of a criterion 380 
also is questioned,® some declaring that none exists, 
others that it does exist, and others again suspending 
judgement about it, the fact that a criterion exists 
will, in turn, have to be proved by means of some 
proof. But in order to have the proof confirmed, we

• Cf. §§ 113, 114.
6 Cf. Eurip. Electro, 509 ήλθον yhp αύτοΰ vpbs τάφον νάρερ/y' 

όδοΟ. ·  Cf. P.H. ii. 183. * Cf. i. 47 ff.
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π ισ τή ν , άναστρεφ ειν in i τ ο  κριτήριον δεήσει, και 
ο ν τω  μήτ€ τα ύ τη ν  προ εκείνου έχοντα ς π ιστή ν  
μ ή τε  εκείνο προ τα υ τή ς  βέβα ιον δμ ολογεΐν  τη ν  
περί ά μ φ οτερω ν εποχήν.

381 *  *Έινεσται ο νν  συν το ΐς  είρημενοις κάκ τή ς  επ ί
νοιας κινεΐν τη ν  άπ όδειξιν . κα ίτοι εΐ επ ενοεΐτο , ον  
π ά ντω ς  άν ύπήρχεν' πολλά γά ρ  εσ τ ιν  άπερ επ ι
νοείτα ι μ εν, ώ ς  εφην, ού  μ ετεχε ι δε τ ίνο ς  ύπ ά ρ ξεω ς. 
νΰν δε ό τα ν  και ή επίνοια εύρίσκητα ι α δύνα τος  ή  
τή ς  ά π οδείξεω ς, ά ναμ φ ιλεκ τω ς και ή τή ς  ύπ ά ρ ξεω ς

882 ελπίς ά π οκ όπ τετα ι. δ νο ΐν  οΰν ο ύσ ώ ν  α π οδείξεω ν, 
τή ς  τ ε  γενικ ής και τή ς  ειδικής, τη ν  μ εν  γενικ ήν  
αύτόθεν ενρήσομ εν ά νε π ινό η το ν  ούδεις γά ρ  η μ ώ ν  
οΐδε γενικ ήν άπ όδειξιν , ουδέ δ ιά  τα υ τη ς  π ώ π ο τε  τ ι

383 δεδύνητα ι π α ρα στή σα ι. και άλλω ς ά ξιον  πυθεσθαι 
π ότερον  λ ή μ μ α τα  εχει και επιφοράν ή το ια υ τη  
άπ όδειξις ή ούκ εχει. και εΐ μ εν  ούκ εχει, π ώ ς  
ετι δ ννα τα ι νοηθήναι άπ όδειξις , ειγε ή π άση ς άπ ο-  
δ είξεω ς νόησις  ού  χ ω ρ ίς  τώ ν  α υτή ς  λ η μ μ ά τω ν  και 
τή ς  επ ιφοράς σ υ ν ίσ τα τα ι ; εί δε εχει εκάτερα , τ ο υ τ -  
εσ τ ι τ ά  λ ή μ μ ατα  και τή ν  επιφοράν, ειδική τ ι ς  εσ τ ιν

384 άπ όδειξις· ε ί γά ρ  παν  τ ο  άπ οδεικννμενον και παν  
το  άπ οδεικνύον τώ ν  επί μ έρους εστιν , ανάγκη  και 
τή ν  άπ όδειξιν  μ ίαν είναι τ ώ ν  είδικών. ή ν  δε γ ε  
ήμΐν ό λ ό γο ς  ού περί τή ς  ειδικής αλλά τή ς  γ εν ικ ή ς·

385 ούκ άρα επ ινοείτα ι ή γενικ ή  άπ όδειξις. και
μ ήν ούδε γ ε  ή ειδική, ελ εγετο  γά ρ  το ΐς  δ ο γ μ α τ ι-  
κοΐς ή άπ όδειξις λ όγος  είναι κ ατά  σ υ να γ ω γή ν  διά  
τ ιν ω ν  φ α ινομ ένω ν εκ κ αλύπ τω ν τ ι  άδηλον, ή το ι ούν  
τ ο  π α ν  σ ύ σ τη μ α , τ ο υ τ ε σ τ ι  τ ο  εκ τώ ν  λ η μ μ ά τω ν

• Cf. § 334. * With §§ 383-384 cf. § 345 ; P.H. ii. 172.
• With §§ 385-390 cf. P.H. ii. 173-176.
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shall have to turn back to the criterion, and thus, as 
we neither have the latter trustworthy before the 
former nor the former certain before the latter, we 
must agree to suspension of judgement about both.

In addition to what has been said, it will be possible 381 
also to attack proof on the ground of its conception. 
Though even were it conceived, it would not neces
sarily be existent; for, as I said,® there are many 
things which are conceived but have no share in real 
existence. But as it is, when even the conception of 
proof is found to be impossible, the hope also of its 
existence is cut oif beyond dispute. As, then, there 382 
are two kinds of proof, the generic and the particular, 
we shall find the generic to be of itself inconceivable ; 
for none of us knows generic proof nor has ever yet 
been able to establish anything by means of it. 
Besides, one may well ask whether this kind of proof 383 
has, or has not, premisses and a conclusion.6 And if 
it has not, how can it still be conceived as a proof, 
seeing that no conception o f any proof is framed apart 
from its premisses and conclusion ? And if it has both 
—that is to say, the premisses and the conclusion,—it 
is a particular proof; for if everything that is proved 384 
and everything that proves belongs to the class of 
particulars, it is necessary that proof also should be 
one of the particulars. But our argument was not 
concerned with the particular but with the generic ; 
therefore generic proof is not conceived.— Nor, in fact, 385 
is particular proof.6 For proof was stated by the 
Dogmatists to be “ an argument which reveals some
thing non-evident through deduction by means of 
certain apparent things. d Either, then, the whole 
structure—that is, the thing conceived as a compound

* Cf. §§ 301 f f . ; P.H. ii. 135 ff.
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καί τής επιφορας νοουμενον, άπόδειξις ήν, ή τα μεν 
λήμματα μόνον εστιν άπόδειξις, ή δε επιφορά το 
άποδεικνυμενον. όπότερον δ* αν εΐπωσι τούτων,

386 σαλεύεται ή τής άποδείξεως επίνοια, εί μεν γάρ 
το σύνθετον εκ τε των λημμάτων και τής επιφορας 
εστιν άπόδειξις, ανάγκη άδηλόν τι περιεχουσαν την 
άπόδειξιν ευθύς άδηλον είναι, τοιαυτην δε καθ- 
εστηκυιαν δεΐσθαί τίνος άποδείξεως, δπερ άτοπον. 
τοίνυν ούκ αν ειη το εκ των λημμάτων και τής 
επιφορας συνεστώς άπόδειξις, ειγε ούτε άδηλον 
ούτε άποδείξεως δεόμενην νοοΰμεν την άπόδειξιν.

387 ετι ή άπόδειξις των πρός τι εστιν ού γάρ εις 
εαυτην νεύει, ούδε κατά περιγραφήν νενόηται, άλλ’ 
εχει τι οδ εστιν άπόδειξις. εί ουν ή επιφορά εμ- 
περιείληπται αυτή, παν δε τό πρός τι εκτός εστιν 
εκείνου τοΰ πρός ω λεγεται πρός τι, πρός ούδεν 
εστιν ή άπόδειξις νοούμενη, επείπερ ή επιφορά

388 εμπεριείχετο αυτή, άλλά καν ετεραν ύποστησώ- 
μεθα επιφοράν εκτός, πρός ήν ή άπόδειξις νοηθή- 
σεται, δυο γενήσονται επιφοραί κατά τον τόπον, 
μία μεν ή εν τή άποδείξει περιεχομενη, δεύτερα δε 
ή εκτός, πρός ήν νοείται ή άπόδειξις. άτοπον δε 
γε μιας άποδείξεως δυο λεγειν επιφοράς· ούκ άρα 
τό εκ λημμάτων καί επιφορας συνεστώς εστιν

389 άπόδειξις. λείπεται τοίνυν τό εκ των λημμάτων 
λεγειν μόνον άπόδειξιν είναι, οπερ ήν εϋηθες· 
τοΰτο γάρ ούδε λόγος εστι την άρχήν άλλά πράγμα 
ελλιπες καί άδιανόητον, ειγε ανθείς φησι των νουν 
εχόντων τό τοιοϋτον κατ' ιδίαν “  εί εστι κίνησις, 
εστι κενόν άλλά μην εστι κίνησις ”  ή λόγον εΐναι

390 ή διάνοιαν τινα σώζειν. εί οδν μήτε τό εκ των 
λημμάτων καί [τδ e/c] τής επιφορας σύνθετον νοεΐ- 
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of the premisses and the conclusion—is proof, or the 
premisses only are proof, and the conclusion is what 
is proved. But whichever of these they declare for, 
the conception of proof is upset. For if, on the one 386 
hand, the compound of premisses and conclusion is 
proof, proof must at once, of necessity, be non- 
evident as containing something non-evident; and 
being such, it must need a proof, which is absurd.
So then the compound of premisses and conclusion 
will not be proof, since we conceive of proof as neither 
non-evident nor needing proof.—Again, proof is a 387 
relative thing ; for it does not refer to itself, nor is it 
conceived as isolated, but it has something whereof 
it is a proof. If, then, its conclusion is included 
within it, whereas every relative thing is outside of 
the thing whereto it is said to be in relation, then 
proof is conceived as relative to nothing, since its con
clusion is contained within it. If, however, we assume 388 
another conclusion outside, in relation to which the 
proof will be conceived, there will then be two con
clusions in the argument—first, the conclusion in
cluded in the proof, and secondly the outside one, 
as relative to which proof is conceived. But it is 
absurd to state two conclusions of one proof. Proof, 
therefore, is not the compound of premisses and con
clusion.— It only remains, then, to declare that proof 389 
is composed of the premisses only, which is silly.
For then it is not even an argument at all, but a defective 
thing and meaningless, since no sensible man asserts 
that a combination such as this—" If motion exists, 
void exists ; but in fact motion exists ”—when taken 
by itself either is an argument or contains any mean
ing. If, therefore, proof is conceived neither as the 390
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rat άπόδειξις μήτε τό εκ των λημμάτων μόνον, 
άνεπινόητός εστιν ή άπόδειξις.

391 Έ τι ή άιτοδεικνυουσα άπόδειξις ήτοι πρόδηλος 
οΰσα προδήλου εστιν άπόδειξις η άδηλος άδηλου η 
άδηλος προδήλου η πρόδηλος άδηλου· ούδέν δε 
τούτων, ώς παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα εστι τι άπό-

392 δειξις. και δη πρόδηλος μεν προδήλου ου δυναται 
τυγχάνειν άπόδειξις, επεί τό πρόδηλον ου χρήζει 
άποδείξεως άλλ’ εξ αύτοΰ γνώριμον καθεστηκεν. 
άδηλος δε άδηλου πάλιν ούκ αν εΐη άπόδειξις, 
παρόσον αύτή χρείαν εξει του παριστάντος άδηλος 
οΰσα, και ούχ ετερου τίνος γενήσεται παραστατική.

393 ωσαύτως δέ ουδέ άδηλος προδήλου, άμφότερα γάρ 
συνδραμεΐται άπορα’ τό τε γάρ άποδεικνύμενον ου 
δεήσεταί τίνος άποδείξεως πρόδηλον ον, η τε άπό~ 
δειξις χρείαν εξει του καταστήσοντος αυτήν άδηλος 
οΰσα. ώστε ουδέ άδηλος προδήλου γενοιτ άν ποτέ

394 άπόδειξις. λείπεται λεγειν ότι πρόδηλος άδήλου, ο 
καί αύτό των άπορων ετυγχανεν· εί γάρ ου των 
κατά περιγραφήν και άπολύτως νοουμένων εστιν ή 
άπόδειξις αλλά των πρός τι, τά δε προς τι, ώς 
εδείξαμεν εν τή περί σημείου ζητήσει, συγκατα
λαμβάνεται άλλήλοις, τά  δε συγκαταλαμβανόμενα 
ούκ εξ άλλήλων εκκολάπτεται άλλ’ εξ αυτών εστί 
πρόδηλα, ούκ εσται ή άπόδειξις πρόδηλος άδήλου 
άπόδειξις διά το κάκεινο συγκαταλαμβανόμενον

395 αύτή δι' αύτοΰ προσπίπτειν. εί οΰν μήτε ώς 
φαινόμενον φαινομένου εστιν άπόδειξις μήτε ώς 
άδηλον άδήλου μήτε ώς άδηλον φαινομένου μήτε * •

• With §§ 391-395 cf. Ρ.Η. Π. 177-179.
* Cf. §§ 387, 273.

• Cf. §§ 174 ff.
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compound of premisses and conclusion, nor as that of 
the premisses only, proof is inconceivable.

Again,® the proof that is proving is either a pre- 391 
evident proof of a pre-evident thing, or a non-evident 
of a non-evident, or a non-evident of a pre-evident, or 
a pre-evident o f a non-evident; but it is none of these, 
as we shall establish ; therefore, proof is not anything. 
Now a proof cannot be a pre-evident one o f a pre- 392 
evident thing, since the pre-evident has no need of 
proof, but is known of itself. Nor, again, will a proof 
be a non-evident one of a non-evident thing, inas
much as, being non-evident, it will itself have need of 
something that establishes it and will not be capable 
of establishing any other thing. And in the same way 393 
it will not be a non-evident one o f a pre-evident 
thing; for here both difficulties will meet in on e ; 
for the thing proved will need no proof, as it is pre- 
evident, while the proof, being non-evident, will have 
need of something to establish it. So that a proof 
could never be a non-evident one o f a pre-evident 
thing. All that is left is to say that it is a pre-evident 394 
one of a non-evident thing; and this, too, is doubtful.
For if proof is not one of the things conceived as in 
isolation and absolute,6 but is one of the relatives, and 
relatives—as we showed in our inquiry regarding 
Signc—are apprehended together with one another, 
and things apprehended together are not revealed 
by one another but are of themselves pre-evident,— 
then proof will not be a pre-evident proof of a non- 
evident thing, owing to the fact that that thing, as 
apprehended together with the proof, is perceived 
by means of itself. If, then, proof is neither such a 395 
tiffing as an apparent of an apparent, nor a non- 
evident of a non-evident, nor a non-evident of an

445



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

ώς φαινόμενον άδηλον, παρά 8ε ταΰτα ούδ£ν εστι, 
λεκτεον μηδέν είναι άπόδειξιν.

396 ’Ακολούθως δε τοΐς είρημενοις, επεί και οι 
στωικοϊ μάλιστα δοκοϋσιν εξηκριβωκεναι τούς 
αποδεικτικούς τρόπους, φόρε και προς τουτους 
ολίγα διεξελθωμεν, παριστάντες ότι το όσον επί 
ταΐς ύποθεσεσιν αυτών τάχα μεν πάντα εστιν

397 ακατάληπτα, ιδιαίτερον δέ ή άπόδειξις. εστι μεν 
ονν η κατάληφις,1 ώς εστι παρ’ αυτών ακούειν, 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας συγκατάθεσις, ήτις δι- 
πλοϋν εοικεν είναι πράγμα, και το μεν τι εχειν 
ακούσιον τό δε εκούσιον καί επί τή ήμετερα κρίσει 
κείμενον, τό μεν γάρ φαντασιωθήναι άβονλητον 
ήν, καί ούκ επί τώ  πάσχοντι εκειτο άλλ’ επί τώ  
φαντασιοϋντι τό ούτωσί διατεθήναι, οΐον λεν καν- 
τικώς λευκού ύποπεσόντος χρώματος ή γλύκαν- 
τικώς γλυκέος τή γενσει προσαχθόντος· τό δε 
συγκαταθόσθαι τουτω τώ κινήματι εκειτο επί τώ

398 παραδεχομενω την φαντασίαν, ώστε ή κατάληφις 
προηγουμενην εχει την καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν, 
ής εστι συγκατάθεσις. ή δε καταληπτική φαν
τασία προάγονσαν είχε τήν φαντασίαν, ής εστιν 
είδος, φαντασίας γάρ μή ονσης ουδέ καταληπτικής 
εστι φαντασία, παρόσον τού γόνους μή όντος ούδε 
τό είδος εστιν καί καταληπτικής μή οϋσης φαν
τασίας ούδε συγκατάθεσις εστιν αυτής, τής δε 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας τής σνγκαταθεσεως αίρο-

399 μόνης αίρεται καί ή κατάληφις. ενθεν, αν επιδειχθή 
[διά] τής άποδείζεως ότι ού δυναται φαντασία 
γενεσθαι κατά τούς στωικους, δήλον εσται ώς ουδέ

1 κατάληψή Hirzel: airiSeiijis M SS., Bekk. ·
· Cf. i. 227.
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apparent, nor an apparent of a non-evident, and 
besides these there is no other possibility, one must 
declare that proof is nothing.

As a sequel to what has been said, seeing that the 396 
Stoics seem to have elaborated most precisely the 
modes o f proof, come and let us argue the matter 
briefly in reply to them, and show that, so far as 
depends on their assumptions, all things probably 
are non-apprehensible, and more particularly proof. 
Now apprehension, as one may learn from them, is 397 
“ assent to the apprehensive presentation ”  α ; and this 
seems to be a twofold thing, and to be partly in
voluntary, and partly voluntary and dependent on 
our judgement. For the experience of a presentation 
is involuntary, and it does not depend on the person 
affected, but on the cause of the presentation, that 
he is affected in this particular way—as, for instance, 
with a sense of whiteness when a white colour presents 
itself, or with a sense of sweetness when something 
sweet is offered to his taste ; but the act of assenting 
to this affection lies in the power of the person who 
receives the presentation. So that apprehension has 398 
as its antecedent the apprehensive presentation, to 
which it is the assent. And the apprehensive pre
sentation has as antecedent the presentation, of which 
it is a species. For if presentation does not exist, 
neither does apprehensive presentation exist, inas
much as when the genus does not exist, the species 
does not exist either ; and if apprehensive presenta
tion does not exist, neither does assent thereto exist. 
And when assent to the apprehensive presentation is 
taken away, apprehension also is taken away. Hence, 399 
if it be shown that, according to the Stoics, a presenta
tion of proof cannot come into existence, it will be
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καταληπτική φαντασία τις ύποστήσεται της άπο- 
δείξεως, ταύτης δε μη οϋσης ούδ' η συγκατάθεσις 
αυτής, δπερ ήν η κατάληφις.

400 "Οτι δε ούκ εστιν άποδείξεως φαντασία κατά 
τους στωικούς, δείκνυται πρώτον μεν εκ του 
κοινότερου παρ' αύτοΐς διαπεφωνήσθαι τό τ ί ποτ 
εστιν η φαντασία’ μόχρι yap τοΰ τυπωσιν αυτήν 
λεγειν εν ήγεμονικω συμφωνησαντες περί αυτής 
διαφερονται της τυπώσεως, Κλεάνθους μεν κυρίως 
άκούοντος την μετά είσοχης και έξοχης νοουμενην, 
Χρύσιππού δέ καταχρηστικώτερον αντί τής αλ-

401 λοιώσεως. εί δη καί κατ εκείνους αυτούς ή 
τύπωσις μόχρι τοΰ νυν ούχ ομολογείται, ανάγκη 
καί την φαντασίαν άχρι δεΰρο διαφωνουμενην εν 
εποχή φυλάσσεσθαι καί την εξηρτημενην αυτής

402 άπόδειξιν. εΐτα δεδόσθω καί είναι την φαντασίαν 
οποίαν ποτέ θελουσιν, είτε κυρίως τυπωσιν την 
μετά είσοχής καί εξοχής είτε ετεροίωσιν αλλά το 
πώς αυτή γίνεται τής άποδείξεως τών απορώ- 
τάτων. δήλον γάρ ότι τό μεν φανταστόν οφείλει 
ποιεΐν, τό δε φαντασιούμενον ηγεμονικόν πάσχειν, 
εκείνο μεν ΐνα τύπωση, τούτο δ’ ίνα τυπωθή-

403 άλλως γάρ ούκ είκός συμβαίνειν φαντασίαν, τό 
μεν ούν ηγεμονικόν τάχα συγχωρήσει τις δύνα- 
σθαι πάσχειν, καίπερ άσυγχώρητον ον’ την δε άπό- 
δειξιν πώς είκός εστι ποιεΐν; ήτοι γάρ σώμα κατ'

' 404 αυτούς εστιν ή άσώματον. σώμα μεν οΰν ούκ 
εστιν, εξ άσωμάτων γάρ λεκτών συνεστηκεν’ εί δε 
άσώματον, έπεί τά άσώματα κατ' αύτούς ούτε 
ποιεΐν τι πεφυκεν ούτε πάσχειν, καί ή άπόδειξις *

· Cf. i. 228, 372 ; Ρ.Η. ϋ. 70.
* Cf. §§ 262, 336.
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evident that no apprehensive presentation o f proof 
will subsist, and, this being non-existent, assent to 
it will not exist either, and this is apprehension.

That a presentation of proof, according to the 400 
Stoics, does not exist is shown, firstly, by the general 
dissension amongst them as to what presentation is ; 
for when they have agreed so far as to say that it is 
“  an impression on the regent part,”  they are at 
variance about “  impression ” itself, Cleanthes under
standing it to mean literally “  that conceived as 
involving depression and eminence,”  but Chrysippus 
more loosely as a synonym for “  alteration.” a If, 401 
then, even amongst themselves there is no agreement 
up till now about “  impression,”  presentation too, as 
being in dispute up till the present, must necessarily 
be treated with suspension, and also the proof which 
depends thereon. Next, let it be granted that 402 
presentation exists, be it o f whatsoever sort they 
wish, whether literal “  impression ”  with depression 
and eminence or alteration ; yet how this (impression) 
comes about is a most doubtful question. For 
evidently the presented object ought to be the active 
agent, and the regent part, as receiving the presenta
tion, the passive subject, so that the former may 
impress and the latter be impressed ; for it is not 
likely that presentation occurs in any other way. 
Now, that the regent part can be passive someone, 403 
perhaps, will admit, although it is inadmissible; 
but how is proof likely to be the agent ? For, 
according to them, it is either corporeal or incor
poreal. Now, it is not corporeal, for it is composed 404 
of incorporeal “  expressions ” 6 ; while if it is 
incorporeal, then, since incorporeals, according to 
them, can neither affect anything nor be affected,
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άσώματος οΰσa ούδέν δυνήσεται ποιεΐν, μηδέν δ  ̂
7τοιοΰσα ουδέ τυπώσει το ηγεμονικόν, μη τυποΰσα 
δε αυτό ουδέ φαντασίαν αυτής ποιήσει περί αύτω,

405 εί δε τούτο, ουδέ καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν, μή 
οϋσης δε αυτής περί τω ήγεμονικω καταληπτικής

406 φαντασίας, ουδέ κατάληφις αυτής γενήσεται. κατά 
τάς των στωικών άρα τεχνολογίας ακατάληπτος 
εστιν ή άπόδειζις.

Καί μην ουδέ ενεστι λεγειν ότι τα άσώματα ου 
ποιεί τι ουδέ φαντασιοΐ ημάς, άλλ' ημείς εσμεν οι 
επ' εκείνοις φαντασιούμενοι. εί γάρ όμολογεΐται 
ότι παν αποτέλεσμα ου χωρίς γε του δρώντος καί 
του πάσχοντος συνίσταται, οφείλει καί ή φαντασία 
τής άποδείζεως αποτέλεσμα καθεστηκυια μή χωρίς

407 του δρώντός τε καί πάσχοντος νοεϊσθαι. τό μεν 
οΰν πάσχον ότι τό ηγεμονικόν εστι, δεδώκασιν οί 
από τής στοάς φιλόσοφοι· τό δε τυποΰν καί ποιοΰν 
τί αν εΐη κατ' αύτους, άζιον μαθεΐν. ήτοι γάρ 
άπόδειξίς εστιν ή τυποΰσα τό ηγεμονικόν καί κινού
σα τήν έαυτής φαντασίαν, ή τό ηγεμονικόν αυτό 
τύποι καί φαντασιοΐ. άλλ' ή μεν άπόδειξις ούκ αν 
εΐη του ηγεμονικού τυπωτική’ άσώματος γάρ εστι, 
τό δε άσώματον κατ' αυτούς ούτε ποιεί τι ούτε

408 πάσχει, εί δε τό ηγεμονικόν εαυτό τύποι, ήτοι 
οΐός εστιν ό τόπος τοιοϋτο καί τό τυποΰν, ή άλλοΐον 
μεν τι 6 τύπος άνόμοιον δε τι τούτου τό τυποΰν. 
καί εί μεν άνόμοιον, άλλων υποκειμένων άλλων 
γενήσονται αί φαντασίαι· όπερ πάλιν εις τήν περί 
άπάντων άκαταληφίαν συγκλείει τούς στωικούς. 
εί δε όμοιος εστιν 6 τύπος τω τυποΰντι, έπεί τό 
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proof also, being incorporeal, will not be able to affect 
anything ; and, as affecting nothing, it will not im
press the regent part; and, as not impressing this, 
neither will it produce therein a presentation of itself, 
nor, if  this is so, an apprehensive presentation. But 405 
if there exists no apprehensive presentation o f it in 
the regent part, neither will there be an apprehension 
o f it. Therefore, according to the technical rules of 406 
the Stoics’ logic, proof is non-apprehensible.

Moreover, it is not allowable to say that incorporeals 
do not affect anything nor produce in us presentations, 
but it is we who form presentations from them. For 
if it is agreed that no effect is brought about without 
an agent and a passive subject, then the presentation 
of proof also, being an effect, should not be conceived 
without both agent and patient. That the patient, 407 
then, is the regent part has been granted by the 
Stoics; but what the agent is which, according to 
them, makes the impression is worth considering.
For either it is proof which impresses the regent part 
and excites its own presentation, or it is the regent 
part which impresses itself and causes presentation.
But proof will not be capable of impressing the regent 
part; for it is incorporeal, and the incorporeal, 
according to them, neither effects nor suffers anything. 
And if the regent part impresses itself, either what 408 
impresses is the same sort of thing as the impression, 
or else the impression is one sort of thing and what 
impresses something dissimilar. And if it is dis
similar, as the underlying objects are different, the 
presentations will be of different things ; and this 
again forces the Stoic to admit the non-apprehensi
bility of all things. But if the impression is similar to 
what impresses, since the regent part impresses itself,
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ηγεμονικόν εαυτό τύποι, λήφεται φαντασίαν ού της 
άποδείξεως άλλα εαυτού· δ πάλιν εστίν ατοπον.

409 Οι δε και δι υποδειγμάτων πειρώνται το άξιού- 
μενον παραμυθεΐσθαι. ώσπερ γάρ, φασίν, 6 παιδο- 
τρίβης καί ό οπλομάχος εσθ* δτε μεν λαβόμενος 
των χειρών τοΰ παιδδς ρυθμίζει καί διδάσκει τινάς 
κινεΐσθαι κινήσεις, εσθ* δτε δε άπωθεν εστώς καί 
πως κινούμενος εν ρυθμώ παρεχει εαυτόν εκείνω 
προς μίμησιν, οΰτω καί των φανταστών ενια μεν 
οίονεί φαυοντα καί θιγγάνοντα τοΰ ηγεμονικού 
ποιείται την εν τουτω τυπωσιν, όποιον εστι το 
λευκόν καί μελαν καί κοινώς το σώμα, ενια Se 
(ού)1 τοιαύτην εχει φυσιν, τοΰ ηγεμονικού επ' 
αύτοΐς φαντασιουμενου καί ούχ ύπ* αυτών, όποΐά

410 εστι τα άσώματα λεκτά. οί δε τούτο λεγοντες 
πιθανώ μεν χρώνται παραδείγματι, ού συνάγουσι 
δε το προκείμενον. ό μεν γάρ παιδοτρίβης καί ό 
οπλομάχος είσί σώμα, καί κατά τούτο εδνναντο 
φαντασίαν εμποιεΐν τώ παιδί· η δε άπόδειξις ά- 
σώματος καθειστηκει, καί κατά τούτο ε ζητείτο εΐ 
δύναται φανταστικώς τυποΰν το ηγεμονικόν, ώστε 
μη άποδεδεΐχθαι αύτοΐς το άρχήθεν ζητούμενου.

411 "Οθεν τούτων ύποδεδειγμενων* σκοπώμεν μετ- 
ελθόντες εί καί κατά την διαλεκτικήν θεωρίαν 
δύναται η της άποδείξεως αύτοΐς ύπόσχεσις σώζε- 
σθαι. οΐονται τοίνυν τρεις τινάς άλληλοις συζυγεΐν 
λόγους, τον τε συνακτικόν καί τον αληθή καί τον

412 αποδεικτικόν, ών τον μεν αποδεικτικόν πάντως 
αληθή τε καί συνακτικόν, τον δε αληθή πάντως 
συνακτικόν μεν ύπάρχειν, ούκ εξ ανάγκης δε καί

1 <ού> ego (lacunam post φύσιν stat. Kochalsky).
8 ύποδεδΐημένων Fabr.: άττοδίδει^μένων mss., Bekk.
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it will receive a presentation not of the proof but of 
itself; which again is absurd.

But they endeavour also to render their view 409 
plausible by means of illustrations. For, say they, 
just as the trainer or sergeant sometimes takes hold 
of the boy’s hands when he is teaching him rhythm and 
how to make certain motions, and at other times 
stands at a distance and offers himself as a pattern for 
the boy’s imitation by making certain rhythmical 
motions, so also some of the objects presented 
produce the impression in the regent part as it were 
by touching and contact with it—such as white and 
black and body generally,—whereas others are not 
o f this nature, since the regent part receives the 
presentation as a result of them but not by their 
agency, as is the case with incorporeal expressions.
But those who argue thus, though they use a plausible 410 
illustration, do not prove the matter in question.
For the trainer or sergeant is corporeal, and because 
o f this he was able to produce a presentation 
in the b o y ; but proof is incorporeal, and because 
o f this it was questioned whether it is able to 
impress, as a presentation, the regent part. So 
that the original point in question has not been 
proved by them.

These arguments, therefore, having been indicated, 411 
let us pass on to consider whether the promise they 
ascribe to proof can be made good by their logical 
theory. Now they suppose that there are three 
forms of argument connected with one another α—the 
conclusive and the true and the probative, and of these 412 
the probative is always both true and conclusive, and 
the true is always conclusive but not necessarily

• Cf. P.H. ii. 137-143.
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αποδεικτικόν, τον δε σννακτικόν ούτε πάντως
413 αληθή ούτε πάντως αποδεικτικόν. καί ό μεν 

τοιοΰτος ημέρας ούσης “  εί νύξ εστι, σκότος εστιν  
αλλά μην νύξ εστιν' σκότος άρα εστιν”  συνάγει 
μεν διά το εν νγιεΐ ήρωτήσθαι σχήματι, ούκ εστι 
δε αληθής, το δεύτερον λήμμα εχων ψευδός, την

414 πρόσληψιν, τό “  αλλά μην νύξ εστιν.”  ό δε ούτως 
εχων ημέρας ούσης “  εί ήμερα εστι, φως εστιν’ 
αλλά μην ήμερα εστιν' φως άρα εστιν ”  συνακτικός 
άμα ήν καί αληθής τω καί εν ύγιεΐ ήρωτήσθαι

415 σχήματι καί δι αληθών αληθές συνάγει, κρίνε- 
σθαι δε φασι τον συνακτικόν λόγον ότι συνακτικός 
εστιν, όταν τή διά των λημμάτων αύτοϋ συμπλοκή 
επηται τό συμπέρασμα, οΐον τον τοιοΰτον λόγον 
ή μέρας ουσης “  εί νύξ εστι, σκότος εστιν αλλά μην 
νύξ εστιν' σκότος άρα εστιν,”  καίπερ μή όντα 
αληθή διά τό επί ψεϋδος άγειν, συνακτικόν είναι

416 φαμεν. συμπλεξαντες γάρ οϋτω τά λήμματα,
“  νύξ εστι, καί εί νύξ εστι, σκότος εστι,”  ποιοϋμεν 
συνημμενον [συλλογισμόν],1 άρχόμενον μεν από τής 
τοιαυτης συμπλοκής, λήγον2 δε εις τό συμπέρασμα 
τοιοντον, \ννξ ζστι, και ei νυξ βστι,]* * σκοτος
εστι.”  τούτο γάρ τό συνημμενον αληθές εστι διά 
τό μηδέποτε άρχόμενον από τού αληθούς λήγειν επί 
ψεύδος. ή μέρας μεν γάρ ούσης άρχεται από 
ψεύδους τού “  νύξ εστι, καί εί νύξ εστι, σκότος 
εστι, και λήξει επι ψευοος, σκοτος εστι, και 
ούτως εσται αληθές' νυκτός δε άρξεταί τε απ’ 
αληθούς καί λήξει επ’ αληθές, καί εσται παρ’ αύτό

417 τούτο αληθές, ούκοΰν ό μεν συνακτικός τότε εστιν 
υγιής, όταν συμπλεξάντων ήμών τά λήμματα καί

1 [ σ υ λ λ ο γ ί σ μ , ό ΐ ' ]  seel. Arnim.
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probative as well, while the conclusive is not always 
true nor always probative. Thus an argument such 413 
as this, when it is day—“  If it is night, it is dark ; but 
in fact it is night; therefore it is dark ” —draws a 
conclusion because it is propounded in a valid form, 
but is not true as it has a false second premiss, the 
minor “  but in fact it is night.”  But one of this kind, 414 
when it is day—“ I f it is day, it is light; but in fact 
it is day; therefore it is light ”— is at once both 
conclusive and true, as being not only propounded in 
a valid form but also drawing a true conclusion by 
means of true premisses. And they say that the 415 
conclusive argument is judged to be conclusive when 
the conclusion follows from the combination of the 
premisses ; for example, an argument such as this, 
when it is day—“ If it is night, it is dark ; but in fact 
it is night; therefore it is dark ”—we declare to be 
conclusive, although it is not true because it leads us 
to a falsehood. For when we have combined the 416 
premisses thus, “  It is night, and if it is night it is 
dark,”  we frame a hypothetical syllogism which begins 
with this form of combination and ends in this form 
of conclusion “ it is dark.”  For this hypothetical 
syllogism is true, as it never begins with truth and 
ends in falsehood.® For when it is day, it will begin 
with the falsehood “  It is night, and if it is night, it is 
dark,”  and will end in the falsehood “ it is dark,”  and 
thus will be true ; and in the night, it will both begin 
with truth and end in truth, and for this very reason 
it will be true. So, then, the conclusive argument is 417 
sound when, after we have combined the premisses

• Of. §§ 114, 268, 331.________________
* Xijyov Arnim: λ ή γ ο ν τα  mss., Bekk.

8 [νύξ . . . 4οτι] seel. Kochalsky.
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συνημμένου ποιησάντων τό άρχόμενον μέν από τής 
διά των λημμάτων συμπλοκής λήγον δ ’ είς τό 
συμπέρασμα, εύρίσκηται τούτο αυτό συνημμένον

418 αληθές, ό δ* αληθής λόγος κρίνεται ότι έστιν 
αληθής ούκ έκ του μόνον το  συνημμένον τό άρχό
μενον από τής διά των λημμάτων συμπλοκής και 
λήγον είς το  συμπέρασμα είναι αληθές, άλλα και 
έκ του διά  των λημμάτων τό συμπεπλεγμένον ύπ- 
άρχειν υγιές- ώς αν τό έτερον τούτων εύρίσκηται 
φεΰΒος, και τον λόγον εξ ανάγκης γινεσθαι φευΒή, 
ώς τον τοιοΰτον νυκτός οΰσης “ εί ημέρα έστιν, 
φως έστιν- άλλα μήν ήμέρα έστιν- φως άρα έστιν 
διά το  λήμμα έχειν φεΰΒος το  “  ήμέρα έστιν,”

419 φεΰΒος έστιν. άλλα τό μέν συμπεπλεγμένον διά 
των λημμάτων, εν έχον των λημμάτων φεΰΒος το 
"  ήμέρα έστιν,”  φεΰΒος έστιν- τό δε συνημμένον 
τό άρχόμενον άπό τής διά των λημμάτων συμ
πλοκής και λήγον είς τό συμπέρασμα άληθές έσται. 
ούΒέποτε γάρ άρχόμενον άπό άληθοΰς λήγει έπι 
φεΰΒος, άλλα νυκτός μέν άπό φεύΒους άρχεται τής 
συμπλοκής, ημέρας 8έ, ώσπερ άπ* άληθοΰς άρχεται,

420 οϋτω και είς άληθές λήγει, και πάλιν ό τοιοΰτος 
“  εί ήμέρα έστι, φως έστιν- φως Βέ γε έστιν ήμέρα 
άρα έστιν ”  φευΒής έστιν, Βννάμενος ημάς δι

421 αληθών λημμάτων άγειν έπϊ φεΰΒος. άλλα Βή αν 
έξετάζωμεν, Βύναται τό μέν διά  των λημμάτων 
συμπεπλεγμένον άληθές είναι ημέρας οΰσης, οΐον 
τό τοιοΰτο “  φως έστιν, και εί ήμέρα έστι, φως 
έστιν,”  τό Βέ συνημμένον τό άρχόμενον άπό τής 
διά  των λημμάτων συμπλοκής και λήγον έπι τό 
συμπέρασμα φεΰΒος, οΐον τό τοιοΰτον “  εί φως εστι 
και εί ήμέρα έστι, φως έστινζ- ήμέρα άρα έστιν).1 ”  
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and framed a hypothetical syllogism which begins 
with the combination formed by the premisses and 
ends in the conclusion, this syllogism itself is found 
to be true. And the true argument is judged to be 418 
true not solely from the fact that the hypothetical 
syllogism which begins with the combination formed 
by the premisses and ends with the conclusion is true, 
but also from the fact that the combination formed 
by the premisses is valid ; since, if either of these 
is found to be false, the argument also necessarily 
becomes false ; just as the following, when it is night,
“  If it is day, it is light; but in fact it is day ; 
therefore it is light,”  is false because it contains the 
false premiss “ it is day.” And the combination 419 
formed by the premisses is false, as it has one of its 
premisses—“ it is day ” —false ; but the hypothetical 
syllogism, which begins with the combination formed 
by the premisses and ends in the conclusion, will be 
true. For never when beginning with truth does it 
end in falsehood, but, in the night, it begins the 
combination with falsehood, and, in the day, as it 
begins with truth so also it ends in truth. And again, 420 
an argument such as this is false—“ I f  it is day, it is 
light; but it is light; therefore it is day,”  as it can 
lead us by means of true premisses to falsehood. But 421 
in fact, if we examine it, the combination formed by 
the premisses can be true when it is day—as for 
instance “  It is light, and if it is day, it is light,”— 
but the hypothetical syllogism, which begins with the 
combination formed by the premisses and ends in the 
conclusion, may be false, as for instance this—“ If it is 
light and if it is day, it is light(; therefore it is day).”

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 417-421

1 <τιμ4ρα &pa toTiv> add. Kochalsky.
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δϋναται γάρ το συνημμενον τούτο νυκτός οϋσης άπό 
αληθούς άρχεσθαι της συμπλοκής, λήγειν επί φεΰ&ος 
το “ ήμερα εστιν,”  καί διά τοΰτο είναι φεΰδος. ώστε 
γίνεται άληθής 6 λόγος οϋτε όταν το συμπεπλεγ- 
μενον μόνον η αληθές οϋτε όταν το συνημμενον,

422 άλλ* όταν άμφότερα άληθή. 6 δε αποδεικτικός
του αληθούς διαφέρει, ότι 6 μεν άληθης δϋναται 
εναργή εχειν πάντα, φημι δε τά τε λήμματα και την 
επιφοράν, ο δε αποδεικτικός πλέον τι εχειν βούλεται, 
λέγω δε το την επιφοράν άδηλον οϋσαν εκκαλϋ-

423 πτεσθαι υπό των λημμάτων, όθεν 6 μεν τοιοΰτος 
“  εί ήμερα εστι, φως εστιν· άλλα μην ήμερα εστιν  
φως άρα εστιν ”  εναργή εχων τά λήμματα καί την 
επιφοράν άληθής εστι και ούκ άποδεικτικός, 6 δε 
τοιοΰτος “  εί γάλα εχει εν μαστοΐς ήδε, κεκϋηκεν 
ήδε· άλλα μην γάλα εχει εν μαστοΐς ήδε· κεκϋηκεν 
άρα ήδε ”  συν τώ άληθής είναι ετι και άποδεικτικος 
εστιν άδηλον γάρ εχων το συμπέρασμα το “ κε
κϋηκεν άρα ήδε,”  τοΰτο διά των λημμάτων εκ
κολάπτει.

424 Τριών οΰν όντων λόγων, τοΰ τε συνακτικοΰ και 
τοΰ άληθοΰς και τοΰ άποδεικτικοΰ, εί μεν τις εστιν 
άποδεικτικός, οΰτος πολύ πρότερόν εστιν άληθής 
και συνακτικός· εί δε τις άληθής, ούκ εξ άνάγκης 
άποδεικτικός, πάντως δε συνακτικός' εί δε τις 
συνακτικός, ού πάντως άληθής ώς ουδέ πάντως

425 άποδεικτικός. κοινώς οΰν όφείλοντος πάσιν αύτοΐς 
συμβεβηκεναι τοΰ συνακτικοΰ ιδιώματος, εάν παρα- 
στήσωμεν ότι άνεϋρετός εστι τοΐς άπό τής στοάς ο 
συνακτικός λόγος, εσόμεθα παρεστακότες ότι ουδέ

426 άληθής ουδέ αποδεικτικός δϋναται εύρεθήναι. ότι 
δε ούκ εστι συνακτικός λόγος τις, ρόδιον γνώναι. 
458
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For this syllogism can, when it is night, begin with its 
combination which is true and end in the falsehood 
“ it is day,” and on this account be false. So that the 
argument becomes true neither when the combination 
only, nor when the syllogism only,is true but when both 
are true.—But the probative argumenta differs from 422 
the true because, while the true can have all its parts 
manifest (both the premisses, I mean, and the con
clusion), the probative purports to have something 
more—namely, the discovery of the conclusion, which 
is non-evident, by means of the premisses. Hence, an 423 
argument like this—“ If it is day, it is light; but in 
fact it is day ; therefore it is light,”  which has both 
premisses and conclusion manifest, is true and not 
probative ; but one such as this b—“ If she has milk 
in her breasts, she has conceived ; but in fact she has 
milk in her breasts; therefore she has conceived,”  
besides being true is also probative, for it has a non- 
evident conclusion, “  therefore she has conceived,”  
and discovers this by means of its premisses.

As there are, then, three kinds of argument, the 424 
conclusive and the true and the probative, if an 
argument is probative it must previously be true and 
conclusive ; but one that is true is not necessarily 
probative, but it certainly is conclusive ; and one that 
is conclusive is not always true, just as it is not always 
probative. Since, then, the conclusive character 425 
must appertain to them all in common, if we shall 
establish that the conclusive argument is undiscover- 
able by the Stoics, we shall have established that the 
true and the probative cannot be discovered either. 
And that there does not exist any conclusive argument 426

Cf. §§ 312, 452 ; P.H. ii. 140 ff. 
* Cf. § 252.

459



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

εΐ yap συνακτικόν εΐναι λέγουσι λόγον, όταν αληθές 
ή συνημμενον τό άρχόμενον μεν από της των λημ
μάτων αύτοϋ συμπλοκής λήγον δε είς την επιφοράν, 
δεήσει προεπικεκρίσθαι τό αληθές συνημμενον και 
τότε βεβαίως λαμβάνεσθαι τον εκ τούτου ήρτήσθαι

427 δοκοΰντα συνακτικόν λόγον, άνεπίκριτον δε γε 
έστι μέχρι τού νυν τό υγιές συνημμενον τοίνυν 
ούδέ 6 συνακτικός λόγος' δύναται γνώριμος νπ- 
άρχειν. ώσπερ γάρ μέτρου μη εστώτος άλλ’ άλλοτ 
άλλως μεταβαλλόμενου ούδέ τό μετρουμενον εστη- 
κεν, ούτως επει οίονει μετρον έστι του συνάγειν 
τον λόγον τό υγιές συνημμενον, ακολουθήσει τούτου 
άνεπικρίτου καθεστώτος μηδέ εκείνον είναι σαφή.

428 οτι δ’ άνεπίκριτόν έστι τό υγιές συνημμενον, αί 
είσαγωγαϊ των στωικών διδάσκουσιν, εν αΐς 
πολλάς και διαφώνους και μέχρι του νυν άν- 
επικρίτους εκτίθενται τούτου κρίσεις, δθεν του 
συνακτικοΰ τοιούτου τυγχάνοντος πάντως και ο 
αληθής, διά δέ τούτο και ο αποδεικτικός, οφείλει 
εν έποχή φυλάττεσθαι.

Καν άποστάντες δέ ταύτης τής ένστάσεως επί 
την των περαινόντων καί απέραντων χωρώμεν 
τεχνολογίαν, αδύνατος εύρεθήσεται ή του άπο-

429 δεικτικού λόγου σύστασις. περί μέν οΰν των πε- 
ραινόντων πολλής καί ακριβούς οΰσης ζητήσεως 
ούκ ανάγκη νυν διεζελθεΐν, περί δέ των απέραντων 
λόγων επί ποσόν υποδεικτέον. τοίνυν φασί τε- 
τραχώς γίγνεσθαι τον άπέραντον λόγον, ήτοι κατά 
διάρτησιν ή κατά παρολκήν ή κατά τό εν μοχθηρω

460
C/. §§ 223, 443.

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 426-429

is easy to perceive. For if they assert that a con
clusive argument exists whenever there exists a true 
hypothetical syllogism, beginning with the combina
tion formed by its premisses and ending in its 
conclusion, the truth of the syllogism will have to 
be judged beforehand, and after that the conclusive 
argument which seems to depend on it must be 
accepted with certainty. But the valid syllogism has 427 
not been determined up till now ; neither, then, can 
the conclusive argument be ascertained. For just as, 
when a standard measure does not remain constant 
but varies from time to time, the thing measured 
also is not constant, so likewise, since the valid 
syllogism is, as it were, the standard for deducing the 
argument, when the former is undetermined it will 
follow that the latter too is not clear. And that the 428 
valid syllogism is undetermined is taught us by the 
“  Introductions ”  of the Stoics,0 in which they propose 
many determinations of it, which are contradictory 
and up till now undetermined. Hence, as the 
conclusive argument is o f this sort, certainly the true 
also, and therefore also the probative, ought to be 
regarded with suspension.

But even if we leave this objection and proceed to 
the logical rules about “  definite ”  and “  indefinite ”  
arguments, the construction o f the probative argu
ment will be found impossible. Now concerning the 429 
definite arguments there is much close investigation, 
and there is no necessity to discuss them now, but we 
must give some account of the indefinite.6 They say, 
then, that the indefinite argument comes about in 
four ways—either through inconsistency, or through 
redundancy, or through being propounded in a bad

6 With §§ 429-434 cf. P.H. ii. 146-150.
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430 ήρωτήσθαι σχήματι ή κατά ελλειφιν. αλλά κατά 
διάρτησιν μεν όταν μηδεμίαν εχη κοινωνίαν και 
συνάρτησιν τά λήμματα προς άλληλά τε και προς 
την επιφοράν, οΐον επί του τοιουτου λόγου “  εΐ 
ήμερα εστι, φως εστιν· άλλα μην πυροί εν αγορά 
πωλοΰνται· φώς άρα εστιν.”  όρώμεν γάρ ώς επί 
τούτου ούτε το  “  εί ήμερα εστιν ”  εχει τινά σύμ
πνοιαν καί συμπλοκήν προς τό “  πυροί εν αγορά 
πωλοΰνται,”  ούτε εκάτερον αυτών προς τό “  φώς 
άρα εστιν,”  άλλ’ έκαστον από τών άλλων διήρτη-

431 ται. κατά δε παρολκήν απέραντος γίνεται ό λόγος 
όταν εξωθεν τι καί περισσώς παραλαμβάνηται τοΐς 
λήμμασι, καθάπερ επί τοϋ ούτως εχοντος “  εί 
ήμερα εστι, φώς εστιν αλλά μην ήμερα εστιν, 
αλλά καί ή αρετή ωφελεί· φώς άρα εστιν .”  τό γάρ 
την αρετήν ώφελειν περισσώς συμπαρείληπται τοΐς 
αλλοις λήμμασιν, εΐγε δυνατόν εστιν εζαιρεθεντος 
αύτοΰ διά τών περιλειπομενων, τοϋ τε “  εί ήμερα 
εστι, φώς εστιν”  καί τοΰ “  αλλά μήν ήμερα εστιν,”  
συνάγεσθαι την επιφοράν τό “  φώς άρα εστιν.”

432 δια δε το εν μοχθηρώ ήρωτήσθαι σχήματι α
πέραντος γίνεται Aoyo? όταν εν τινι τών παρά τά  
υγιή σχήματα θεωρούμενων ερωτηθή σχήματι· 
οΐον όντος ύγιοΰς σχήματος τοΰ τοιούτου “  εί τό 
πρώτον, τδ δεύτερον, τό δε γε πρώτον, τό άρα

433 δεύτερον”  όντος δε καί τοϋ “  εί τό πρώτον, τό 
δεύτερον, ουχι δε γε τό δεύτερον, ούκ άρα τό πρώ
τον, 1 φαμεν τον εν τοιούτω σχήματι ερωτηθεντa

ει το πρώτον, το δεύτερον, ουχί δε γε τό πρώτον, 
ουκ αρα το δεύτερον ”  άπεραντον είναι, ούχ ότι

1 ί ηΤιΡ,°"’ ούκ· · - τράτοV Mutsch.: πρώτον, ούκ. . . δΐύτ€ρον 
m s s . ? i 5 6 k k i
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form, or through deficiency. Thus it is through 430 
inconsistency when the premisses have no connexion 
and consistency with each other and with the con
clusion, as in an argument such as this—“  I f it is day, 
it is light; but in fact wheat is being sold in the 
market; therefore it is light.”  For we see that in 
this instance neither the clause if it is day ”  has any 
relevance and connexion with the clause “  wheat is 
being sold in the market,”  nor either of these with the 
clause “  therefore it is light,”  but each of them is 
inconsistent with the others. And the argument is 431 
indefinite through redundancy when something is 
included, extrinsically and superfluously, along with 
the premisses, as is the case with one like this—■“ If it 
is day, it is light; but in fact it is day, and also virtue 
benefits ; therefore it is fight ”  ; for the fact that 
virtue benefits is superfluously introduced along with 
the other premisses, seeing that, when it is excluded, 
it is possible for the conclusion, “  therefore it is fight,”  
to be deduced by means o f the remaining premisses,
“  if  it is day, it is fight ”  and “  but in fact it is day.”  
And the argument becomes indefinite owing to being 432 
propounded in a bad form whenever it is propounded 
in any form that differs from the valid forms ; for 
example, when a form such as this is valid—“  If the 
first, the second ; but in fact the first; therefore the 
second ” ; and also this—“  If the first, the second ; 433 
but not the second ; not, therefore, the first,” —we 
say that the argument propounded in this form—“ If 
the first, the second ; but not the first; not, therefore, 
the second,”  is indefinite, not because it is impossible
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αΒννατόν εστιν iv τώ τοιούτω σχήματι λόγον 
συνερωτάσθαι δι αληθών αληθές συνάγοντα (δύ- 
ναται γάρ, οΐον 6 τοιοΰτος “  εί τά τρία τεσσαρά 
εστιν, τά εξ οκτώ εστιν· ούχί δε γε τά τρία τεσ
σαρά εστιν, ούκ άρα τά εξ οκτώ εστιν ” ), τώ δε 
δννασθαί τινας λόγους εν αύτώ τάττεσθαι μοχ
θηρούς, καθάπερ καί τον τοιοΰτον “  εί ήμερα εστι, 
φώς εστιν αλλά μην ούκ εστιν ήμερα· ούκ άρα

434 εστι φώς.”  κατ' ελλειφιν δε απέραντος εγίνετο 6 
λόγος όταν ελλείπη τι τών συνακτικών λημμάτων, 
οΐον “  ήτοι κακόν εστιν 6 πλούτος η αγαθόν εστιν 
6 πλούτος· ούχί δε γε κακόν εστιν 6 πλούτος· 
αγαθόν άρα εστιν ο πλούτος.”  ελλείπει γάρ εν 
τώ διεζευγμενω τό άδιάφορον είναι τον πλούτον, 
ώστε την υγιή συνερώτησιν τοιαύτην μάλλον 
ύπάρχειν “  ήτοι αγαθόν εστιν 6 πλούτος ή κακόν 
εστιν ή άδιάφορον ούτε δε γ  αγαθόν εστιν 6 
πλούτος ούτε κακόν άδιάφορον άρα εστιν.”

435 Ύοιαύτης δη παρά τοΐς στωικοΐς κείμενης τεχνο
λογίας μήποτε τό όσον επ' αύτή ού δύναται α
πέραντος επικριθήναι λόγος, καί γε εύθεως 6 κατά 
διάρτησιν καί ούτως εχων "  εί ήμερα εστι, φώς 
εστιν αλλά μην εν αγορά πυροί πωλοΰνται· φώς 
άρα εστιν.”  τό γάρ διηρτήσθαι τά λήμματα, καί 
μήτε προς άλληλα μήτε προς την επιφοράν εχειν 
τινά κοινωνίαν, ήτοι φιλή λεγουσι φάσει ή διά 
τίνος τεχνικής καί διδασκαλικής εφόδου τό τοιοΰτο

436 παριστάντες. άλλ' εί μεν αναπόδεικτα) χρώμενοι 
φάσει, ράδιον φάσιν αύτοΐς άντιθείναι, πάντα τον 
λεγόμενον κατά διάρτησιν άπεραντον λόγον φάσκον- 
4 64
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for an argument which deduces what is true by means 
of true premisses to be propounded in this form (for 
this is possible, as for instance “  If 3 is 4 ,6 is 8 ; but 
3 is not 4 ; therefore 6 is not 8 ” ), but because it is 
possible for some bad arguments to be arranged in 
this form, such as this, for example—“ If it is day 
it is light; but in fact it is not day; therefore it is 
not light.”  And the argument becomes indefinite 434 
through deficiency when one of its deductive pre
misses is deficient. For example, “ Either wealth is 
an evil or wealth is a good ; but wealth is not an evil; 
therefore wealth is a good ”  ; for in the disjunctive 
premiss there is an omission o f” wealth is indifferent,”  
so that the valid statement ought rather to run thus—·
“ Wealth is either a good or an evil or indifferent; but 
wealth is neither a good nor an evil; therefore it is 
indifferent.”

Such, then, being the logical theory laid down by 435 
the Stoics, one suspects that, if we go by it, an 
argument cannot be judged to be indefinite,®—for 
example, that through inconsistency which takes the 
form—” If it is day it is light; but in fact wheat 
is being sold in the market; therefore it is light.”
For the fact that the premisses are inconsistent and 
possess no connexion either with each other or with 
the conclusion is stated by them either by bare asser
tion or by establishing the fact by means o f some 
technical and doctrinal method. But if they are 436 
employing bare assertion, it is easy to reply with an 
opposite assertion, which asserts that every argument 
termed indefinite through inconsistency is definite;

• With §§ 435-437 cf. P.H. ii. 146 ff., 152-153, where, for 
indefinite (απέραντο*), the term “ inconclusive ”  (άσύνακτοή is 
used.
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τας περαίνειν' el γάρ έκ φίλης φάσεως εκείνοι 
δύνανται 7τιστεύεσθαι, δυνήσονται καϊ ol τουναν
τίον λέγοντες είναι πιστοί· την Ισοσθενή γάρ προ- 
φέρονται φάσιν. el Be μεθόδω τούτο διδάσκονres, 
επιζητήσομεν τίς ποτέ έστιν η τοιαύτη μέθοδος.

437 καν λέγωσιν οτι τον κατά διάρτησιν άττ€ράντου 
λόγου τεκμήριόν εστι το μη πάντως άκολουθεΐν 
αυτού τη διά των λημμάτων συμπλοκή το συμ
πέρασμα, μηδέ υγιές etvai συνημμένου το άρχό- 
μ€νον από της διά των λημμάτων συμπλοκής και 
ληγον €ΐς το συμπέρασμα, πάλιν είς την άρχήθεν 
φήσομ€ν αυτούς απορίαν έμπίπτειν el γάρ ϊνα 
τον κατά διάρτησιν απέραντου λόγον μάθωμεν, δει 
έχειν έπικ€κριμένον το υγιές συνημμένου, τούτο 
δ ’ ούκ έχομεν μέχρι τού νΰν έπιΚ€κριμένον, πάντως 
ουδέ τον κατά διάρτησιν απέραντου λόγον Sum-

438 μέθα γιγνώσκειν. άλλα καί δεύτερος ήν
τρόπος άπεράντων ο κατά παρολκην, όταν έξω
θεν παραλαμβάνηταί τι τοΐς λήμμασι παρέλκον ως 
προς την τού συμπεράσματος κατασκευήν, όσον 
8* έπι τούτω δεήσει τον έν τω πρώτφ [και τω  
δευτέρω]1 τρόπω συνερωτώμενον λόγον κατά παρ- 
ολκήν είναι άπέραντον, επει παρέλκει εν αύτω 
τροπικόν, και τοϋτ εΐσόμεθα παρατεθέντων ήμιν

439 των λόγων, τον* γάρ δη τοιοϋτόν φασιν άπέραν
τον “  el ημέρα έστι, φως έστιν αλλά μην ημέρα 
εστιν, αλλά και ή αρετή ωφελεί· φως άρα έστιν.”  
7ταρ€ΛΚ€ΐ γαρ εττ αυτόν το η αρςτη ωφελεί 
προς την κατασκευήν τού συμπεράσματος, διά

1 [ κ α ί  τψ  δευτέρφ] S e e l .  M u t s c h .

* rbv  Kochalsky: τό mss., Bekk.
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for if these men can be trusted on a bare assertion, 
those too who say the opposite will be able to be 
trusted; for they utter an equipollent assertion. 
And if they are expounding this by method, we shall 
inquire further what this method can possibly be. 
And if they allege that the sign of the argument 437 
indefinite through inconsistency is the fact that the 
conclusion does not always follow from the combina
tion o f its premisses, and that the syllogism which 
begins with the combination formed by the premisses 
and ending in the conclusion is not valid, we shall 
assert that they are falling again into the original 
difficulty; for if, in order to discern the argument 
which is indefinite through inconsistency, we must 
have the valid syllogism determined, and up till 
now we have not got this determined, we certainly 
cannot ascertain the argument which is indefinite 
through inconsistency.— But there exists also a second 438 
type of indefinite arguments—that through redun
dancy,—in which something from without is intro
duced into the premisses which is redundant for 
establishing the conclusion.® But, to judge by this, 
an argument propounded according to the first type 
will have to be indefinite through redundancy, since 
in it the hypothetical premiss is redundant. This we 
shall learn when we have compared the arguments.
For they assert that an argument such as this is 439 
indefinite—“ If it is day, it is light; but in fact it is 
day, and also virtue benefits ; therefore it is light.”
For in this case “  virtue benefits ”  is redundant for 
the deduction of the conclusion, because when this

0 With §§ 438-443 c f .  P .H .  ii. 156; and for the (five) Stoic 
“ m odes”  or “ types”  o f  non-demonstrable arguments c f .
§§ 224 ff. s u p r a .

467



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

τό άρθεντός αύτοΰ δυνασθαι εκ των περί- 
λειπομενων δνοΐν λημμάτων ανελλιπώς συνάγεσθαι

410 την επιφοράν. τοίνυν ύποτυγχάνοντες οί από της 
σκεφεως εροΰσιν ώς εΐπερ απέραντος εστιν 6 λόγος 
κατά παρολκην εφ* ον άρθεντός τίνος λήμματος εκ 
των περιλειπομενων συνάγεται η επιφορα, ρητεον 
άπεραντον είναι και τον εν τω  πρώτω τρόπω 
ερωτώμενον, εχοντα δε ούτως “  εΐ ήμερα εστι, 
φως εστιν· άλλα μην ήμερα εστιν· φως άρα εστιν.”  
παρελκει γάρ εν αυτω προς τήν τοΰ συμπερά
σματος κατασκευήν τό τροπικόν τό “  εί ήμερα εστι, 
(φως εστι)1”  καί δυναται εκ τοΰ “ ήμερα εστι”

441 μόνου συνάγεσθαι τό “  φως άρα εστιν.”  τοΰτο δέ 
πρόδηλον μεν ήν καί αύτόθεν, εστι δε και αυτό εκ 
τής ώς προς εκείνο8 ακολουθίας παραμυθεΐσθαι. 
ήτοι γάρ ακολουθειν φήσουσι τω ή μέραν είναι τό 
φως είναι, ή μή ακολουθειν. και εί μεν ακολουθεί, 
αύτόθεν όμολογηθεντος αληθούς είναι τοΰ “  ήμερα 
εστι ”  συνάγεται και τό “  φως εστι,”  κατ άνάγ-

442 κην επόμενον αυτω' όπερ ήν συμπέρασμα, εί δέ 
ούκ ακολουθεί, ουδ’ επί τοΰ συνημμένου ακολου
θήσει, καί διά τοΰτο εσται φεΰδος τό συνημμενον, 
μή άκολουθοΰντος εν αυτω τοΰ λήγοντος τω ήγου- 
μενω. ώστε δυοΐν θάτερον όσον επί τή προ
ειρημένη τεχνολογία, ή άπεραντον εύρίσκεσθαι τον 
εν τω πρώτω τρόπφ ήρωτημενον παρελκοντος εν 
αύτφ τοΰ τροπικοΰ, ή φευδή πάντως διά τό φεΰδος

443 εν αυτω είναι τό τροπικόν, τό μεν γάρ λεγειν 
μή άρεσκειν τω Χρυσίππω μονολημμάτους είναι 
λόγους, δ τάχα τινες εροΰσι προς τήν τοιαυτην

1 <φωΐ ίστι> Kochalsky.
* έκεΐνο Heintz: itcelvovs mss., Bekk.
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clause is removed the conclusion can be deduced, 
with no deficiency from the two remaining premisses. 
The Sceptics, then, will say in reply that if that 440 
argument is indefinite through redundancy in which, 
when one premiss is removed, the conclusion is de
duced from the remaining premisses, then we must 
declare that the argument propounded in the first 
mode is also indefinite,® namely this— “  If it is day, 
it is light; but in fact it is day ; therefore it is light.”
For in this the hypothetical premiss “  If it is day,
<it is light)”  is redundant for the establishing of the 
conclusion, and “  therefore it is light ”  can be de
duced from the clause “  it is day ”  by itself. And this 441 
is pre-evident even of itself, but it is also possible to 
argue it from its logical relation to the latter clause.
For they will say that “  it is light ”  either follows or 
does not follow from “ it is day.”  And if it follows, 
when the clause “  it is day ”  is allowed of itself to 
be true, the clause “  it is light ”  is also deduced, as 
necessarily following i t ; and this is the conclusion.
But if it does not follow, neither will it follow in the 442 
case of the hypothetical premiss, and because o f this 
the hypothetical premiss will be false, as the conse
quent in it does not follow the antecedent. So that, 
to judge by the logical theory stated above, one of 
two things must result—either that the argument 
propounded in the first mode is found to be indefinite, 
as its hypothetical premiss is redundant, or that it is 
wholly false because its hypothetical premiss is false.
For to say that Chrysippus does not approve of argu- 443 
ments having but one premiss—which some, perhaps, 
will say in reply to this objection—is utterly non-

• Cf. P.H. ii. 159.
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ενστασιν, τελεως ληρά)δες. ούτε γάρ ταΐς Χρύσ
ιππον φωναΐς ώς πυθοχρήστοις παραγγελμασιν 
ανάγκη πείθεσθαι, ούτε μαρτυρία προσεχειν άνδρών 
εστιν f  εις οίκείαν άπόρρησινγ εκ μάρτυρος τοΰ τό 
εναντίον λεγοντος· *Αντίπατρος γάρ, των εν τη στωι- 
κη αίρεσει επιφανέστατων άνδρών, εφη δύνασθαι 
και μονολημμάτους λόγους συνίστασθαι.

444 Έ τ 6 κατά τρίτον τρόπον απέραντος ελεγετο 
λόγος παρά τό εν μοχθηρά) ηρωτησθαι σχήμα τι. 
πάλιν ούν ή φάσει μόνον άρκουμενοι λεξονσιν εν 
μοχθηρά) τινϊ σχήματι λόγον συνηρωτήσθαι, ή 
ύπόμνησιν εις τούτο παραλήφονται. καί εί μεν 
φάσει άρκοΰνται, καί ημείς άντιθήσομεν φάσιν 
την λεγουσαν ότι ούκ εν μοχθηρά) ήρώτηται σχή-

445 μάτι. εί δε λόγον παραλαμβάνουσι, πάντως 
αληθή, τό δ’ ότι εστιν αληθής οδτος ό λόγος, 
φημί δε ο δεικνυς τό εν μοχθηρφ σχήματι ήρωτή- 
σθαί τινα λόγον, πόθεν δείκνυται; ή δήλον ότι εκ 
τοΰ εν ύγιεΐ ηρωτησθαι σχήματι; ονκοϋν ΐνα μεν 
ό εν μοχθηρά) ερωτηθείς σχήματι λόγος γνωσθή 
ότι εν μοχθηρά) ήρώτηται σχήματι, δει λόγον υγιή 
παραληφθήναΐ’ ΐνα δε οΰτος υγιής ή, εδει αυτόν 
εν ύγιεΐ ήρωτήσθαι σχήματι. καί διά τούτο μήτε 
τοΰ υγιούς λόγου πριν τοΰ σχήματος πιστωθήναι 
δυναμενου ότι εστιν υγιής, μήτε τοΰ σχήματος, 
οτι εστιν υγιές σχήμα, πριν τοΰ επικρίναντος αυτό 
λόγου, συνίσταται ό δι άλλήλων τρόπος, ός εστιν 
άπορώτατος.

1 t« ’s ο ίκ . ά π ύ ρ ρ η σ ιν ^  dubia videntur: ά π ό ρ η σ ι ν  L E : ά π ο -  
ρ ύ η σ ιν  Ν : ? oh ο ίκ ΐία  (vel ο ϊκ ο ι)  t y  ά ιτ ύ ρ ρ η σ π .
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sensical.® For it is neither necessary to believe in the 
utterances o f Chrysippus as though they were pro
nouncements of the Delphic oracle, nor to pay 
attention to the witness of men (who are contra
dicted) 6 by a witness (of their own) who says the 
opposite ; for Antipater, one of the most eminent men 
in the Stoic school, asserted that arguments with a 
single premiss can be constructed.

Again, in the third mode an argument is said to 444 
be indefinite owing to its being propounded in a bad 
form.0 So, once again, they will either state that an 
argument is propounded in a bad form by contenting 
themselves with assertion only or they will bring in 
also an argument to support it. But if they content 
themselves with assertion, we too will make the 
opposite assertion which declares that it has not been 
put in a bad form. And if they bring in an argument, 445 
it must certainly be a true one. But how is it 
proved that this argument is true (I mean, that 
which proves that an argument has been propounded 
in a bad form) ? 6 Evidently by the fact that it 
is propounded in a valid form. So, then, in order 
that it may be known that the argument propounded 
in a bad form has been propounded in a bad form, 
a valid argument must be brought in ; and in 
order that this may be valid, it must be propounded 
in a valid form. And for this reason, since neither the 
valid argument can be confirmed as being valid before 
the form, nor the form, as being a valid form, before the 
argument which determines it, the mode o f circular 
reasoning, which allows no escape, is brought about.

e Cf. P.H . ii. 167.
b I give the apparent sense, as the Greek of mss. and Bekk. 

is (as Mutsch. says) hardly intelligible.
• Cf. P.H . ii. 154.
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44β Και προς την λειπομενην δε διαφοράν των ά- 
πβράντων λόγων, τουτεστι την παρ' ελλειφιν, ήδη 
[μεν] σχεδόν άντειρήκαμεν. εΐ γάρ άνεύρετός εστιν 
6 άπηρτισμένος λόγος, ώς άνώτερον ύπεδείξαμεν, 
άγνωστος οφείλει τυγχάνειν και ό ελλιπής· άν- 
ευρετος δε γε εστιν ο άπηρτισμενος, ώς παρεστή- 
σαμεν τοίνυν και ό ελλιπής άγνωστος γενησεται.

447 Et δε κατά τούς στωικούς τεσσάρων όντων τρό
πων καθ’ οΰς απέραντος γίγνεται λόγος, εδείζαμεν 
καθ' έκαστον αυτών μη γίνεοσκομένους τους α
πέραντους λόγους, ακολουθήσει και τον περαινοντα 
άγνωστον είναι, τούτου δε μη γινωσκομενου και 
ο αποδεικτικός εσται λόγος των άνευρετων.

448 Προ? τούτοις επι παντός αληθούς λόγου δει 
επικεκρίσθαι τα λήμματα (τούτων γάρ συγχωρου- 
μενων δίδοται ή επιφορά ακολούθως αύτοΐς), επί 
δε γε τής άποδείζεως άνεπίκριτά εστι τα λήμματα, 
καθώς παρεστήσαμεν ούκ άρα δυνήσεται αληθής

449 Aoyos- είναι ή άπόδειξις. το γάρ συνημμενον, ώς 
έμπροσθεν εδείκνυμεν, υγιές άξιοΰσι τυγχάνειν 
όταν απ' αληθούς άρχόμενον {επ' αληθές ή από 
φεύδους)1 επί φεΰδος λήγη ή από φεύδους επ' 
αληθές, καί καθ' ενα τρόπον φεύδος, όταν απ' 
αληθούς άρχόμενον επι φεΰδος λήγη. τούτων δ' 
ούτως εχόντων εύρεθήσεται επι τής άποδείξεως άν-

450 επίκριτον. ώς επίπαν γάρ άρχόμενον άπό τής προσ- 
λήφεως λήγει εις την επιφοράν, ώς εχει επι των 
τοιούτων λόγων “  εί εστι κίνησις, εστι κενόν άλλα 
μην εστι κίνησις* εστιν άρα κενόν.”  ενταύθα γάρ

1 <thr’ . . . ψεύδους) add. Fabr., Bekk.: om. m s s .
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The species of indefinite arguments which still 446 
remains—namely, that through deficiency—we have 
pretty well criticized already. For if the fully com
pleted argument is undiscoverable, as we have shown 
above,0 the deficient also must be unknowable ; but 
the fully completed is undiscoverable, as we have 
established; so then the deficient also will be un
knowable.

But if there are, according to the Stoics, four 447 
modes b in which an argument is indefinite, and we 
have proved that in each of them the indefinite 
arguments are not known, it will follow that the 
definite argument also is unknowable. And if this is 
not known, the probative argument also will be un
discoverable.

Furthermore, in the case of every true argument 448 
the premisses must be approved (for when these are 
agreed, the conclusion is granted as following from 
them), but in the case o f proof the premisses are not 
approved, as we have established c ; therefore proof 
will not be able to be a true argument. For, as we 449 
showed above,d they maintain that the hypothetical 
premiss is valid whenever it begins with truth (and 
ends in truth, or begins with falsehood) and ends in 
falsehood, or begins with falsehood and ends in 
truth ; and is false in one mode—namely, when it 
begins with truth and ends in falsehoode ; and this 
being so, it will be found to be undetermined in the 
case of proof. For in all cases it begins with the 450 
minor premiss and ends in the conclusion, as is the 
case with arguments such as this—“ If motion exists, 
void exists; but in fact motion exists; therefore void

• Cf §§ 267 ff., 331 if. “ Cf §§ 112 ff., 247.
• Cf §§ 114, 268, 331, 416.
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τό συνημμενον άρχεταί re από τής προσλήφεως 
τής “  6οτι κίνησις,”  και λήγει εις την επιφοράν

451 την “  εστι κενόν.”  ήτοι ούν πρόδηλόν εστι πράγμα 
ή επιφορά και γινωσκόμενον ήμΐν ή άδηλον και 
άγνωστον, και εί μεν πρόδηλον και γνωστόν, 
ονκετι αποδεικτικός γίνεται ό λόγος, εκ πάντων 
προδήλων συνεστώς, τοΰτο μεν των λημμάτων 
τούτο δε τής επιφοράς. εΐ δε άδηλον, εξ ανάγκης

452 άνεπίκριτον γίνεται τό συνημμενον. τό μεν γάρ 
από τίνος άρχεται γνώριμόν εστιν ήμΐν (πρόδηλον 
γάρ), τό δε εις τί λήγει αγνοείται διά την άδηλό - 
τητα. μή επιστάμενοι δε πότερον αληθές ή 
φεΰδός εστι τό τοιοΰτον, ονδ* επικρίνειν δυνη- 
σόμεθα τό συνημμενον. άνεπικρίτου δε οντος 
αύτοΰ και 6 λόγος γίνεται μοχθηρός.

453 Έ τ ι  των πρός τί εστιν ή άπόδειξις, τα δε πρός 
τι επινοείται μόνον, ονκετι δε καί υπάρχει· τοίνυν 
καί ή άπόδειξις εν επίνοια μόνον εστι καί ούκ εν 
υπάρξει, καί ότι τώ όντι επίνοια μόνον σώζεται 
τα πρός τί πως εχοντα, ΰπαρξις δε ούκ εστιν 
αυτοΐς, πάρεση διδάσκειν εκ τής των δογματικών

454 άνθομολογήσεως. ύπογράφοντες γάρ τό  ̂πρός τι 
συμφώνως φασί “  πρός τί εστι τό προς έτερω 
νοονμενον.”  εί δε γε ύπάρξεως μετείχεν, ούκ αν 
ούτως αυτό άπεδίδοσαν, άλλ’ εκείνως μάλλον 
“  πρός τί εστι τό πρός ετερω ύπάρχον.”  ούκ

455 άρα νπόκειταί τι εν τοΐς ονσι τό πρός τι. καί 
άλλως, πάν τό ύπάρχον ού δύναται αλλαγήν τινα 
καί ετεροίωσιν άναδεξασθαι χωρίς πάθους, οΐον 
τό λευκόν χρώμα ού δύναται μελαν γενεσθαι μή 
τραπεν καί μεταβαλόν, καί τό μελαν ού δύναται

· With §§ 451452 cf. P.U. ii. 107-168]
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exists.”  For there the hypothetical major both 
begins with the minor premiss “  motion exists,”  and 
e:nds in the conclusion “  void exists.”  Either, then, 451 
the conclusion is a fact that is pre-evident and known 
by us, or it is non-evident and unknowable.® And 
if it is pre-evident and knowable, the argument is no 
longer probative, being composed of parts that are all 
pre-evident, the premisses on the one side, and the 
conclusion on the other. But if  it is non-evident, 
the major premiss is necessarily undetermined. For 452 
what it begins with is known to us (for it is pre- 
evident), but what it ends in is not known owing to 
its being non-evident. But when we do not under
stand whether this is true or false, we shall also be 
unable to pass j udgement on the maj or premiss. And 
when it is undetermined the argument, too, is bad.

Again, proof is a relative thing, and relatives are 453 
conceived only and do not really exist as w ell; so, 
then, proof too exists only in conception and not in 
reality. And that relative things are, in truth, only 
preserved by conception, and that they have no real 
existence, one may show by the admission o f the 
Dogmatists. For in describing the relative they say 454 
with one accord: “  Relative is that which is con
ceived in relation to another ; ”  whereas if it had 
participated in real existence they would not have 
given that account o f it but rather this: “ Relative 
is that which exists in relation to another.”  There
fore the relative is not among the things that are really 
existent.— Moreover, nothing which really exists can 455 
admit o f any modification and alteration without 
being affected—just as white colour cannot become 
black unless it has been converted and changed, and 
black cannot change to another colour while it re-
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eis έτερον μεταβαλεΐν χρώμα μενον μελαν, και 
ωσαύτως το γλυκύ ούκ αν γενοιτο πικρόν απαθές

456 και άνετεροίωτον υποκείμενον, ώστε παν το ύπ
αρχον ού χωρίς πάθους τίνος την είς ετερον ανα
δεύεται μεταβολήν, το δε πρός τι άλλάσσεται 
χωρίς πάθους και μηΒεμιάς περί αυτό γινόμενης 
ετεροιώσεων. οΐον τό πηχυαΐον ξύλον πηχυαίου 
μεν αύτώ άντιπαρατεθεντος λεγεται ίσον εκείνω 
τυγχάνειν, Βιπηχους δέ ούκετι ίσον αλλ ανισον, 
μηΒεμιάς περί αυτό γενομενης τροπής και αλ
λοιώσεων. και ει νοήσαιμεν τινα εξ άγγους ύδωρ 
προχεοντα, 6 τοιοϋτος ύποτεθεντος μεν τίνος ετερου 
άγγους λεχθήσεται εγχεειν, μη ύποτεθεντος δέ 
εκχεειν, καίπερ μηΒεμίαν αύτός τροπήν και

457 άλλοίωσιν άναΒεξάμενος. ώστε ει τω μεν ύπ- 
άρχοντι συμβεβηκε τό μη χωρίς πάθους αλλαγήν 
ύπομενειν, τω  δέ πρός τι τοιοϋτον ούΒεν συμ-

458 βεβηκεν, ρητεον μη ύπάρχειν τό πρός τι. συν 
τούτοις τοΰ χωρίς εστι τό πρός τι* του γαρ άνω

459 τό κάτω χωρίς εστιν. εϊπερ δ* ύπάρχει τό πρός 
τι καί μη φίλην εχει επίνοιαν, εσται τό εν τάναντία. 
άτοπον δέ γε εστι λεγειν τό εν τάναντία· ούκ άρα 
ύπάρχει τό πρός τι, αλλ* επινοείται μόνον, πάλιν 
γάρ τό πηχυαΐον σώμα κατά μεν την τοΰ ημι- 
πηχυαίου παράθεσιν λεγεται μεΐζον κατά δέ την Βι- 
πηχυαίου μικρότερου, τό  δέ αυτό κατά τον αυτόν 
χρόνον και μεΐζον και μικρότερου ύπάρχειν, τουτ- 
εστι τάναντία, τών άΒυνάτων επινοεΐσθαι μέν 
γάρ τάχ ίσως Βυνησεται κατά την ώς πρός άλλο 
<και άλλο)1 σύμβλησιν, είναι δέ και ύπάρχειν 
ούχ οΐόν τε. ούκ άρα ύπάρχει τά πρός τι.

1 <καΙ 4λλο> Heintz.
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mains black, and in the same way what is sweet will 
not become bitter while it subsists unaffected and 
unaltered. So that no real existent admits of change 456 
into something else without some affection. But the 
relative is modified without affection and when no 
alteration takes place in it. For example, when the 
stick o f a cubit’s length is compared with one of a 
cubit’s length, it is said to be equal to it, but as com
pared with one of two cubits it is no longer equal but 
unequal, although no conversion or alteration has 
happened to it. And were we to conceive of a man 
pouring forth water out of a jug, if another jug is 
placed underneath this man will be said to pour in, 
but if there is no jug underneath, to pour out, although 
the man himself has undergone no conversion or 
alteration. So that, if it is an attribute of the really 457 
existent not to submit to modification without being 
affected, and the relative has no such attribute, one 
must declare that the relative does not really exist.— 
Besides this, the relative is relative to what is apart 458 
from i t ; for “  above ”  is apart from “  below.”  But if 459 
therelativehasreal existence and notmere conception, 
the one thing will be both opposites. But it is absurd 
to call the one the opposites ; therefore the relative 
does not really exist but is only conceived. For, once 
again, the body o f a cubit’s length is called greater 
in comparison with one of half a cubit, but smaller 
as compared to one o f two cubits. But that the same 
thing at the same time should really be both greater 
and smaller—that is, two opposites—is a thing im
possible. For it may possibly, perhaps, be conceived 
as such on account o f the reference being to different 
objects, but it cannot be such in reality. Therefore 
relatives do not really exist.
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460 Ου μην άλλ’ εΐπερ εστι τά πρός τι, εστι τι 
ταντό εναντίον εαυτω· ονχί δε ye τούτο* τοίνυν 
ουδέ ταύτη ρητεον ύπάρχειν το προς τι. ετι εί 
υπάρχει το πρός τι, εσται τι εαυτω εναντίον ούκ 
εύλογον δε ye εστιν είναι τι αυτό εαυτω εναντίον 
τοίνυν ουδέ τδ προ? τι ύπαρχειν εύλογον εστιν.

461 τδ yap άνω τω  κάτω εστιν εναντίον, το δε αυτδ 
ώ? μεν πρός το υποκείμενον άνω εστιν, προ? δε 
τδ ύπερκείμενον κάτω, εί 8* εσται τρία, άνω και 
κάτω και μέσον του άνω και του κάτω, τδ μέσον 
εσται πρός μεν τδ υποκείμενον άνω πρός δε τδ 
ύπερκείμενον κάτω, και εσται τδ αυτό άνω καί 
κάτω· οπερ αδύνατον, ούκ άρα ύπάρχει τδ πρός 
τι. εί 8* άρα τδ προ? τι ύπάρχει, τδ αυτδ εσται 
άνω και κάτω, διά δε τούτο και εί εστι, λεγεται 
τδ αυτδ κατά την ώ? προ? άλλο καί άλλο σχεσιν 
άνω καί κάτω, τδ αυτδ άρα χωρίς εαυτόν γένη- 
σεται, ο πάντων άτοπωτατον.

462 ’Αλλ’ ειπερ τά προ? τι άνύπαρκτά εστι, πάντως 
καί ή άπόδειξις των πρός τι οΰσα ανύπαρκτος 
γενησεταί’ τά δε γε πρός τι δεδεικται ανύπαρκτα’ 
καί η άπόδειξις άρα των ανυπάρκτων γενησεταί.

463 Τ ά μεν ούν λεγάμενα εις τδ μη είναι άπόδειξιν 
τοιαΰτά τινα καθεστηκεν σκοπώμεν δε καί τδν 
αντικείμενου λόγον, οΐονται γάρ οι δογματικοί 
των φιλοσόφων λόγον τον άζιοΰντα μη είναι άπό- 
δειζιν αυτόν νφ* αύτοΰ περιτρεπεσθαι, καί δι* ών 
αναιρεί ταύτην, διά τούτων αυτήν όρίζειν. οθεν

α i.e. “ above” and “ below”  are things “ apart from” 
each other; but they are also identical (“ the same thing” ) 
since both are “ relatives.”
478

Nevertheless, if the relative dueo exist, there exists 460 
an identical thing which is opposite to itself; but 
there is not such a thing ; so neither in this way can 
we say that the relative really exists.—Again, if the 
relative really exists, there will be something opposite 
to itself; but it is not reasonable that there should 
be anything opposite to itself; neither, then, is it 
reasonable that the relative should really exist. For 461 
“  above ”  is opposite to "  below," and the same thing 
is "above ”  relatively to what lies beneath it, and 
"  below ”  relatively to what lies above it. And if 
there are to be three things, "  above ”  and “ below ”  
and "  midway ”  between " above ”  and "  below,”
"  midway ”  will be “  above ”  relatively to what lies 
beneath it, and "  below ”  relatively to what lies above 
it, and the same thing will be above and below; 
which is impossible. Therefore the relative does not 
really exist.—But if, after all, the relative does exist, 
the same thing will be above and below. And for 
this reason, even if it exists, the same thing is called 
“  above ”  and “  below ”  in respect o f its relation to 
different things. The same thing, therefore, will 
come to be apart from itself,® which is the greatest 
absurdity o f all.

But if relatives are, in fact, non-existent, proof also, 462 
being a relative thing, will certainly be non-existent; 
but relatives have been proved to be non-existent; 
proof, therefore, will also be a non-existent thing.

Such, then, are the arguments for the non-existence 463 
o f proof. Let us also examine the argument brought 
against them. The Dogmatic philosophers imagine 
that the argument which maintains the non-existence 
o f proof is overthrown by itself, and that it affirms 
proof by the very means by which it abolishes it.
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και αντικαθιστάμενοι τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς φασίν, 6 
λίγων μηδέν είναι άπόδειζιν ήτοι φίλη και αναπό
δεικτα) χρώμενος φάσει λεγει μηθέν ύπαρχειν άπό-

464 δειζιν, η λόγω τό τοιοϋτον άποδεικνύς. και ει 
μεν φίλη φάσει προσχρώμενος, ούθείς αύτω πι- 
στεύσει των την άπόδειζιν παραδεχόμενων, φίλη 
φάσει χρωμενω, άλλα διά της άντικείμενης επι- 
σχεθησεται φάσεως, είπόντος τίνος είναι άπό- 
δειζιν. εΐ δέ άποδεικνύς το μη είναι άπόδειζιν 
(τούτο γάρ φασιν), αύτόθεν (ομολόγησε το είναι 
άπόδειζιν ό γάρ δεικνύς λόγος τό μη είναι άπό-

465 δειζιν εστιν άπόδειζις του είναι άπόδειζιν. και 
καθόλου ό κατά της άποδείζεως λόγος ήτοι απο- 
δειζίς εστιν η ούκ εστιν άπόδειζις’ και εΐ μεν ούκ 
εστιν άπόδειζις, άπιστός εστιν, εΐ δε εστιν άπό-

466 δειζις, άπόδειζις εστιν. ενιοι δε και οΰτω
συνερωτώσιν. εί εστιν άπόδειζις, άπόδειζις εστιν  
εί μη εστιν άπόδειζις, άπόδειζις εστιν. ήτοι δε 
εστιν η ούκ εστιν άπόδειζις· άπόδειζις άρα εστιν. 
και δη ή μεν των λημμάτων τοϋ λόγου τούτου 
παραμυθία προΰπτος εστιν. τό τε γάρ πρώτον 
συνημμενον τό “  εί εστιν άπόδειζις, εστιν άπό- 
δειζις ”  διαφορούμενον καθεστώς άληθες εστιν  
άκολουθεΐ γάρ τφ  εν αύτω πρώτω τό εν αύτφ 
δεύτερον, μη ετερον ον εκείνου, τό τε δεύτερον 
συνημμενον τό “  εί μη εστιν άπόδειζις, εστιν άπό- 
δειζις ”  πάλιν ύγιες εστιν τω  γάρ μη είναι άπό- 
δειζιν, ήγουμενω οντι, επεται τό είναι άπόδειζιν

467 αυτό? γάρ 6 δεικνύς λόγος τό μη είναι άπόδειζιν 
άποδεικτικός ών βέβαιοι τό είναι άπόδειζιν. τό 
τε διεζευγμενον τό “  ήτοι δε εστιν άπόδειζις η 
ούκ εστιν άπόδειζις,”  εζ άντικειμενων διεζευγ- 
480
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Hence in withstanding the Sceptics they say: “  He 
who states that proof is nothing states that proof is 
nothing either by using a bare and unproved assertion 
or b y  proving his statement by argument.® And 464 
if  it is by using bare assertion, nono of* thoc^ wKn avo 
receiving the proof will trust him when using bare 
assertion, but he will be checked by the opposite 
assertion, when someone declares that proof exists.
But if it is by proving the non-existence of proof (for 
this is what they say), he has thereby confessed that 
proof exists ; for the argument which proves the non
existence o f proof is a proof of the existence of proof. 
And, in general, the argument against proof either 465 
is proof or is not proof; and if it is not proof, it 
is untrustworthy, but if it is proof, proof exists.”— 
And some, too, argue thus b: “ I f  proof exists, proof 466 
exists ; if  proof exists not, proof exists ; but proof 
either exists or exists n o t; therefore proof exists.”  
And indeed the convincing character o f the premisses 
o f this argument is manifest. For the first hypo
thetical premiss, “  I f  proof exists, proof exists,”  being 
duplicated, is true ; for its second clause follows from 
its first as it does not differ from it. And the second 
hypothetical premiss— “ if proof exists not, proof 
exists ”—is also valid; for the existence o f proof 
follows from the non-existence o f proof, which is its 
antecedent; for the very argument which proves the 467 
ηοη-cxistence o f proof, being probative, certifies the 
existence of proof. And the disjunctive, “  either 
proof exists or proof exists not,”  being a disjunctive

“ Cf. §§ 282 ff.
* Cf.P.H. ii. 3,186; also §281 supra. The second premiss 

(“ if proof exists not, proof exists” ) sounds absurd, but it 
really stands for “  if proof is proved not to exist, proof exists ”  
as is implied in § 467.

481



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

μόνον τοΰ τε εΐναι άπόδειξιν και τοΰ μη εΐναι, εν 
οφείλει εχειν αληθές και διά τούτο είναι αληθές 
ώστε αληθών όντίυν τών λημμάτων σννεισάγ^τα,ι

468 και η επιφορά. -πάρεστι δε ότόρως διδά- 
uKtu' ύhi άκολυυΰεΐ αύτοΐς. εί γάρ το διεζευγ- 
μενον αληθές εστιν εν εχον εν αύτω αληθές, 
ο-πότερον άν εκ τούτων [αν] mτοθώμεθα αληθές, 
συνεισαχθησεται και η επιφορά. ύποκείσθω δε 
πρώτον τών εν αύτω αληθές το είναι άπόδειξιν 
ούκοΰν επει τούτο ηγούμενόν εστιν εν τω  πρώτω 
συνημμενω, ακολουθήσει αύτω το ληγον εν τω  
πρώτω συνημμενω · εληγε δε τό “  εστιν άπό- 
δειξις,”  δπερ ην και επιφορά. δοθεντος άρα τοΰ 
εΐναι άπόδειξιν αληθούς εν τω διεζευγμενω, άκο-

469 λουθησει η τοΰ λόγου επιφορά. ο δε αύτός της 
παραμυθίας τρόπος και επί τοΰ λειπομενου αξιώ
ματος τοΰ μη είναι άπόδειξιν- ηγείτο γάρ καί 
τούτο1 εν τώ δευτερω συνημμενω (καί)* άίχεν άκο- 
λουθοΰσαν την τοΰ λόγου επι φοράν.

470 Ύοιαύτης δε ούσης της τών δογματικών εν- 
στάσεως σύντομός εστι καί η προς ταύτην τών 
σκεπτικών άπάντησις. λεξουσι γάρ, εί μεν ούκ 
ενδεχεται άποκρίνασθαι προς την πεΰσιν καθ' 
ην επεζήτουν πότερον άπόδειξίς εστιν 6 κατά της 
άποδείξεως λόγος η ούκ άπόδειξίς, όφείλουσι συγ- 
γνωμονεΐν εί μη εχουσι προς άπορον οϋτω πεΰσιν

471 άποκρίνασθαι. εί δε εύχερες εστι» αύτοΐς ο προσ- 
τάττουσι τοΐς σκεττ-ηκοίς, ώς εύχερες ον ποιει- 
τιοσα,ν, άποκρινόμενοι πότερον άπόδειξιν εΐναι 
λεγουσι τον κατά της άποδείξεως λόγον η ούκ

τ ο ύ τ ο  Kochalsky: τ ο ύ τ ο υ  δ  m ss., Bekk.
4 < κ α ΐ>  Kochalsky.
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formed o f the contradictories “  proof exists "  and 
“  exists not,”  must have one clause true and must 
therefore be true. So that, as the premisses are true, 
the conclusion also is deduced therewith.—And in 468 
another way, also, one can show that the conclusion 
follows from the premisses. For if the disjunctive 
premiss is true when it has one o f its clauses true, 
then whichever one of them we assume to be true the 
conclusion also will be deduced therewith. Let it 
be assumed that the first o f its clauses—“  proof 
exists ”—is true. Then, since this is the antecedent 
in the first hypothetical premiss, the consequent in 
that first premiss will follow from i t ; but the con
sequent was “  proof exists,”  which is also the con
clusion. Therefore, if  it be granted that the clause 
“  proof exists ”  is true in the disjunctive premiss, the 
conclusion o f the argument will follow. And the 469 
same method of argumentation applies also to the 
remaining proposition—“  proof exists not ”  ; for this 
was the antecedent in the second hypothetical pre
miss and, following from it, it had the conclusion o f 
the argument.

Such being the objection o f the Dogmatists, the 470 
Sceptics’ way of meeting it is short. For they will 
reply that if the Stoics are unable to answer the 
question in which they inquired whether the argu
ment against proof is a proof or is not a proof, they 
ought to be indulgent towards the Sceptics if they 
are not prepared to answer so difficult a question.
But if what they demand of the Sceptics is easy for 471 
themselves, let them do what is easy and tell us in 
answer whether they assert that the argument 
against proof is proof or is not proof. For if it is not
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άπόδειξiv. εί μεν γάρ ούκ earιν άπόδειξις, ούκ 
ενεσται εξ αυτού δίδασκαν on  [ούκ]1 εστιν άπόδειξις, 
ούδέ λεγειν on  οΰτός eanv 6 λόγος άπόδειξις δη  
[ούκ]1 εσται ή άπόδειξις' ώμολογήκασι γάρ αυτοί τό

472 μη είναι άπόδειξιν. el δε άπόδβιξίς εστι, πάντως 
αληθή εχει τά λήμματα καί την επιφοράν συν γάρ 
τή τούτων άληθότηη νοείται ή άπόδειξις. ήν δε 
γ€ επιφορά αυτού το μη εΐναι άπόδειξιν' αληθές 
άρα εστι τό μη είναι άπόδειξιν, καί τό ανή 
κε ίμενον τουτφ φεΰδος, τό είναι άπόδειξιν. ουτω 
γάρ αποδεικτικόν θελοντες άποδεΐξαι τον κατά 
τής άποδείξεως λόγον, ου μάλλον αυτήν τιθεασιν

473 ή άναιροϋσιν. δμως δε και τούς σκεπτικούς αν 
δεη ύπερ αυτών άποκρίνασθαι, ασφαλώς άπο- 
κρινοΰνται. φήσουσι γάρ τον κατά τής άπο
δείξεως λόγον πιθανόν είναι μόνον και προς τό 
παρόν πείθειν αυτούς και επάγεσθαι συγκατάθεσιν, 
άγνοεΐν δε εί και αύθις εσται τοιοΰτος διά τό 
πολύτροπον τής ανθρώπινης διανοίας. ουτω γάρ 
γενομόνης τής άποκρίσεως ούδέν ετι δυνήσεται 
λεγειν 6 δογματικός, ή γάρ τούτο διδάξει δτι 
ούκ εστιν αληθής 6 κατά τής άποδείξεως κο- 
μισθεις λόγος, ή τούτο παραστήσει δτι ου πείθει

474 τον σκεπτικόν, αλλά τό μεν πρώτον δεικνύς ού 
τώ  σκεπτικώ μάχεται διά τό μηδε εκείνον δια- 
βεβαιοΰσθαι περί τούτου τού λόγου ώς αληθούς,

475 μόνον δε λεγειν δτι πιθανός εστιν. τό δε δεύτερον 
770ιών προπετής γενησεται, άλλότριον πάθος θελων 
λόγω καταπαλαΐσαι· καθά γάρ τον χαίροντα ούθείς 
δύναται λόγω πεΐσαι δτι ού χαίρει και τον λυπού- 
μενον δτι ού λυπεΐται, ούτως ουδέ τον πειθόμενον

1 [ούκ] seel. Heintz.
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proof, it will not be possible to show by it that proof 
exists, nor to affirm that, because this argument is 
proof, proof must exist; for they have agreed that it 
is not proof. But if it is proof, it certainly has its pre- 472 
misses and its conclusion true ; for proof is conceived 
as involving the truth of these. But its conclusion 
was “  proof exists not ”  ; therefore it is true that 
proof exists not, and the contradictory of this, that 
proof exists, is false. For by trying in this way to 
prove that the argument against proof is probative 
they no more affirm than deny proof. Yet if the 473 
Sceptics are obliged to answer on their own behalf, 
they will give a safe answer. For they will say that 
the argument against proof is merely probable ® and 
that at. the moment it convinces them and draws 
them on to assent, but that they do not know whether 
it will still do so later on owing to the variableness o f 
the human mind. For when our answer is framed 
thus, the Dogmatist will no longer be able to say 
anything. For either he will make it clear that the 
argument brought against proof is not true, or else 
he will establish the fact that he does not convince 
the Sceptic. But if he proves the first, he is not in 474 
conflict with the Sceptic, since neither does the latter 
positively assert the truth o f this argument, but 
merely says that it is probable. And if he does the 475 
second he will show himself rash, by trying to upset 
another man’s mental impression by argument; for 
just as nobody can by argument convince the joyful 
man that he is not joyful, or the man in pain that he 
is not in pain, so nobody can convince the man who

« With §§ 473-478 cf. P .ii. 187.
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476 on  ου 7τείθεται. προς τούτοις, el μεν διισχυρί- 
ζοντο ol σκεπτικοί μετά συγκαταθεσεως περί του 
μηδέν είναι άπόδειξιν, τάχα άν δ ιετρεποντο ύπδ 
του διδάσκοντος δτι εστιν άπόδειξις' νυν δε επει 
φίλην θεσιν λόγων ποιούνται των κατά της άπο- 
δείξεως χωρίς του συγκατατίθεσθαι τουτοις, τοσοΰ- 
τον άπεχουσι του βλάπτεσθαι προς των τουναντίον

477 κάτασκευαζόντων ώς ώφελεΐσθαι μάλλον, εΐ γάρ 
οι μεν κατά τής άποδείξεως κομισθεντες λόγοι 
μεμενήκασιν αναντίρρητοι, οι δε εις το είναι άπό- 
δειξιν παραληφθεντες λόγοι πάλιν είσίν Ισχυροί, 
μήτε εκείνοις μήτε τουτοις προσθεμενοι την εποχήν

478 όμολογώμεν. καν συγχωρηθή δε αποδεικτικός 
είναι ό κατά τής άποδείξεως λόγος, ου διά τοΰτο 
ωφελούνται τι είς το είναι άπόδειξιν οι δογματικοί, 
καθώς ήδη ύπεμνήσαμεν* συνάγει γάρ τό μη είναι 
άπόδειξιν, και τούτου αληθούς οντος φεΰδος γίνεται

479 τό είναι άπόδειξιν. ναι φασιν, άλλ' 6 συνάγων 
τό μη είναι άπόδειξιν αποδεικτικός ών εαυτόν 
εκβάλλει, προς ο ρητεον δτι ου πάντως εαυτόν 
εκβάλλει, πολλά γάρ καθ' ύπεξαίρεσιν λεγεται, 
και ώς τον Αία φαμεν θεών τε και ανθρώπων 
εΐναι πατέρα καθ' ύπεξαίρεσιν αύτοΰ τούτου (ου 
γάρ δή γε και αυτό? αύτοΰ ήν πατήρ), οϋτω και 
όταν λέγω μεν μηδεμίαν εΐναι άπόδειξιν, καθ' ύπ- 
εξαίρεσιν λεγομεν του δεικνύντος λόγου δτι ούκ 
εστιν άπόδειξις· μόνος γάρ οΰτός εστιν άπόδειξις.

480 καν αύτόν δε εκβάλλη, ου διά τοΰτο κυροΰται τό 
εΐναι άπόδειξιν. πολλά γάρ εστιν άπερ ο άλλα 
ποιεί, τοΰτο καί εαυτά διατίθησιν. οΐον ώς τό 
πΰρ δαπανήσαν την ύλην καί εαυτό συμφθείρει,
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is convinced that he is not convinced.— Furthermore, 476 
if the Sceptics had asseverated, together with assent, 
that proof is nothing, they might, perhaps, have been 
confuted by him who shows that proof exists ; but as 
it is, seeing that they only make a bare statement of 
the arguments against proof without assenting to 
them, so far from being injured by those who establish 
the opposite, they are benefited rather. For if the 477 
arguments brought against proof have remained 
uncontradicted, and the arguments adopted in favour 
of proof’s existence are likewise strong, let us adhere 
neither to the former nor to the latter but agree to 
suspend judgement. And if it be conceded that the 478 
argument against proof is probative, the Dogmatists 
will not gain any help thereby towards the existence 
of proof, as we have already shown ; for it deduces 
the non-existence o f proof, and if this is true the 
existence o f truth becomes false.—Yes, say they, but 479 
the argument which deduces that proof does not 
exist, being probative itself, banishes itself. To which 
it must be replied that it does not entirely banish 
itself. For many things are said which imply an 
exception ; and just as we declare that Zeus is “  the 
Father of both gods and men,”  implying the exception 
of this god himself (for, to be sure, he is not his own 
father), so also when we say that no proof exists 
we imply in our statement the exception of the argu
ment which proves that proof does not exist; for 
this alone is proof. And even if it does banish itself, 480 
the existence of proof is not thereby confirmed.® For 
there are many things which produce the same effect 
on themselves as they produce on other things. Just 
as, for example, fire after consuming the fuel destroys

• Cf. P.H. ii. 188.
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και ον τρόπον τα καθαρτικά, εζελάσαντα των 
σωμάτων τα υγρά, και αυτά συνεκτίθησιν, οΰτω 
δυναται και ό κατά της αποδείξω? λόγος μετά 
το πάσαν άπόδειζιν άνελεΐν και 4αντόν συμπερι- 

481 γράφ€ΐν. και πάλιν ώς ουκ αδύνατόν εστι τον διά 
τίνος κλίμακος εφ* υψηλόν άναβάντα τόπον μετά 
την άνάβασιν άνατρεψαι τω  πόδι την κλίμακα, 
ούτως ουκ άπεοικε τον σκεπτικόν, ώς διά τίνος 
επιβάθρας του δεικνυντος λόγου τό μη είναι άπό- 
δειξιν γωρησαντα επί την του προκειμενου κατα
σκευήν, τότε καί αυτόν τούτον τον λόγον άνελεΐν.

’Αλλά γάρ τοσαϋτα καί περί των κατά τον 
λογικόν τόπον εφόδων άπορησαντες τό μετά τοΰτο 
καί επί την προς τούς φυσικούς ζήτησιν χωρή
σομεν.

488

also itself, and like as purgatives α after driving the 
fluids out of the bodies expel themselves as well, 
so too the argument against proof, after abolishing 
every proof, can cancel itself also. And again, just 481 
as it is not impossible for the man who has ascended to 
a high place by a ladder to overturn the ladder with 
his foot after his ascent, so also it is not unlikely that 
the Sceptic after he has arrived at the demonstration 
of his thesis by means o f the argument proving the 
non-existence o f proof, as it were by a step-ladder, 
should then abolish this very argument.

Well, then, now that we have raised all these diffi
culties regarding the doctrines which belong to the 
division o f Logic, we will proceed next to our criticism 
of the Physicists.

e Cf. P.H. i. 206, ii. 188.

AGAINST THE LOGICIANS, II. 480-481
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PREFATORY NOTE

T his volume contains the two books “  Against the 
Physicists ”  (commonly cited as Adversus Dogmaticos 
iii., iv., or Adversus Mathematicos ix., x.) and the 
single book “  Against the Ethicists ”  (cited as Adv. 
Dogm. v., or Adv. Math. xi.). The authorities for the 
text are the same as those for “  Against the Logi
cians,”  viz. the manuscripts L, E, and N (see Vol. I. 
Introd. p. xliii, and Vol. II. Prefatory Note).

The Glossary is designed to include Greek words, 
phrases, and usages which are technical or rare or 
otherwise noteworthy.

In this, as in the previous volumes, the text is based 
on that of Bekker, the chief deviations being indicated 
in the footnotes.

AS vii
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ΠΡΟΣ ΦΤΣΙΚΟΤΣ
A

1 Την μεν αιτίαν δι ήν μετά το λογικόν της φιλο
σοφίας μέρος εις επίσκεφιν ήμΐν άγεται το φυσικόν, 
καίπερ χρόνιο των άλλιον προήκειν δοκοΰν, άνω- 
τερον ύπεμνήσαμεν· τον αυτόν δε τρόπον της 
ζητησεως τταλιν ενταύθα συστησόμεθα, ουκ εμ- 
βραδυνοντες τοΐς κατά μέρος, όποιον τι πεποιήκασιν 
οι περί τον Κλειτόμαχον και 6 λοιπός των * Ακα
δημαϊκών χορός (εις άλλοτρίαν γάρ ύλην εμβάντες 
καί επϊ συγχωρήσει των ετεροίως δογματιζομενων 
ποιούμενοι τούς λόγους άμετρως ε μήκυναν την 
άντίρρησιν), άλλα τα κυριώτατα και συνεκτικώτατα 
κινοϋντες, εν οΐς ήπορημενα εζομεν και τα λοιπά.

2 καθάπερ γάρ εν ταϊς πολιορκίαις οι τον θεμέ
λιον του τείχους ύπορύξαντες τούτω συγκαταφερο- 
μενους εχουσι τούς πύργους, ούτως οι εν ταϊς 
φιλοσόφοις σκεφεσι τάς πρώτας των πραγμάτων 
ύποθεσεις χειρωσάμενοι δυνάμει την παντός πραγ-

3 ματος κατάληφιν ήθετήκασιν. ουκ άπιθάνως γοΰν 
τινες άπεικάζουσι τούς μεν εις τάς κατα μέρος 
ζητήσεις συγκαταβαίνοντας τοΐς εκ ποδός τό

«  g ee  j j0g  2 0  fS.

&

A G A IN S T  T H E  P H YSIC ISTS

BOOK I

W e have explained above ® the reason why the 1 
physical division of philosophy is being examined by 
us after the logical, although in point of time it seems 
to precede all the other divisions ; and with regard 
to it we shall pursue again the same method of 
inquiry, and not delay long on particular points as 
Cleitomachus b has done and the rest o f the Academic 
troupe (for by plunging into alien subject matter and 
framing their arguments on the basis o f assent to 
dogmatic assumptions not their own they have un
duly prolonged their counter-statement); instead of 
this, we shall attack the most important and most 
comprehensive dogmas, as in the doubts cast on these 
we shall find the rest also included. For just as, in 2 
a siege, those who have undermined the foundation 
o f a wall find that the towers tumble down along 
with it,® so too in philosophical investigations those 
who have routed the primary assumptions on which 
the theories are based have potentially abolished the 
apprehension o f every particular theory. Thus it is 3 
not without plausibility that some people compare 
those who join in plunging into inquiries into par-

• The disciple of Carneades, cf.
• Cf. P.H.

, Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxiii. 
ii. 84.

3
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θηρίον Βιώκουσι κυνηγοΐς ή απο ορμιάς αλιευουσιν 
ή Ιξω και καλάμω τούς δρνις θηρευουσιν, τούς 
Be από των συνεκτικυττάτων πάντα τά όπι μέρους 
σαλεύοντας τοΐς λίνα και στάλικας και σαγήνας 
περιβαλλομένοις. δθεν ώς πολλω τεχνικώτερόν 
εστι του καθ' έκαστον θήραμα πονεΐσθαι το διά 
μιας εφόΒου πολλά Βννασθαι άγρευειν, οϋτω πολλω 
χαριέστερον τό κοινή κατά πάντων κομίζειν άντίρ- 
ρησιν του προσειλεΐσθαι τοΐς κατά μέρος.

4 Έπει οΰν οι Βοκοΰντες άκριβεστερον κατά τον 
φυσικόν τόπον περί των τοΰ παντός αρχών Βια- 
τετάχθαι τάς μεν τινας αυτών Βραστηρίους είναι 
λέγονσι τάς Βε ύλικάς {ών τής Βόξης αρχηγός 
άζιοΰται τυγχάνειν ό ποιητής "Ομηρος και μετά 
τοϋτόν γε 'Αναξαγόρας 6 Κλαζομένιος και ΈμπεΒο- 
κλής 6 Άκραγαντΐνος και άλλοι παμπληθείς,—

β ό μεν γάρ ποιητής περί τούτων άποΒιΒους φησιν 
εν οΐς περί Πρωτέως καί ΕίΒοθέας άλληγορεΐ, τό 
μεν πρώτον καί άρχικώτατον αίτιον ΪΙρωτέα κα
λών, την δ€ εις ειΒη τρεπομένην ουσίαν ΕιΒοθέαν.

6 ό Βε *Αναξαγόρας φησιν “  ήν πάντα όμοϋ χρή
ματα,, νοΰς Βε έλθών αυ τά  Βιεκόσμησεν,’ ’ τον μεν 
νουν, δς εστι κατ' αυτόν θεός, Βραστήρων υποτιθέ
μενος αρχήν, τήν Βε τών όμοιομερειών πολυμιγίαν

7 υλικήν, ό Βέ 'Αριστοτέλης καί Έρμότιμόν φησι 
τον Κλαζομένιον καί ΪΙαρμενίΒην τον Έλεάτην καί 
πολύ πρότερον τον ‘ Ησίοδον ταΰτα φρονείν· κατα- 
σκευάζοντες γάρ τήν τών όλων γένεσιν έρωτα

• Cf. Ρ.Η. iii. l.
* See Homer, Odyss. iv. 365 fF. The allegorizing (absurdly 

ascribed to Homer) is based on etymology (Πpwretfs from
_ _ggaret^and^o^a from ttSy, “  particulars ------

4,

ticulars to hunters who pursue the quarry On foot or 
men who fish with a line or catch birds with bird-lime 
on a cane ; whereas those who call in question all the 
particulars by starting with the most comprehensive 
postulates, they compare to men who surround (their 
prey) with lines and stakes and drag-nets. Hence, as 
it shows much more art to be able to catch a great 
number with a single onset than to hunt after the 
game laboriously one by one, so too it is much more 
artistic to bring one’s counter-argument against all 
in common rather than to develop it against the 
particular tenets.

Seeing, then, that those who, in the department o f 4 
Physics, seem to have classified most precisely the 
principles of the Universe declare that some of these 
are efficient, others material,®—and it is claimed that 
the originators of their opinion was the poet Homer, 
who was followed by Anaxagoras o f Clazomenae and 
Empedocles o f Acragas and a vast number of others. 
For the poet makes a statement about these prin -5  
ciples where he speaks allegorically about Proteus 
and Eidothea,6 calling the first and most original 
cause “  Proteus,”  and the substance which turns into 
particulars “  Eidothea.”  And Anaxagoras says— 6 
“  All things were together, and Mind came and set 
them in order,”  assuming that Mind, which according 
to him is God, is the efficient principle, and the multi- 
mixture o f homoeomeries c the material principle. 
And Aristotle d says that Hermotimus o f Clazomenae 7 
and Parmenides o f Elea and, much earlier, Hesiod 
held this view ; for in picturing the birth o f all things

c i.e. “  things with like parts ” —Aristotle’s name for the
material “  elements ”  o f Anaxagoras. Cf. P.H. iii. 32. __

__ ^_JSee-A^stotrJ^ia^r1r3r98T^fB S  Hermotimus was
an early Ionian physicist (date uncertain).

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 3-7
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συμπαρελαβον, τουτεστι την κινητικήν και συν-
8 αγωγόν των οντων αιτίαν, ό μεν ‘ Ησίοδο? λίγων

ήτοι μεν πρώτιστα χάος γενετ , αντάρ επειτα 
γαΐ’ ευρύστερνος, πάντων εδος ασφαλές αίεί, 
ήδ* ερος, ος κάλλιστος εν άθανάτοισι θεοΐσιν,

9 ο 8ε Παρμενίδης ρητώς άποφηνάμενος

πρώτιστον μεν έρωτα θεών μητίσατο πάντων.

10 δόξαι δ* αν, ώς προεΐπον, και Εμπεδοκλής τοιοΰτος 
είναι· συν γάρ τοΐς τεσσαρσι στοίχείοις το νεΐκος 
και την φιλίαν καταριθμείται, την μεν φιλίαν ώς 
συναγωγόν αιτίαν, το δε νεΐκος ώς διαλντικήν

“  πυρ ”  γάρ φησι “  και ύδωρ και γαΐα και ήερος 
ήπιον ύφος,

νεΐκος τ  ούλόμενον δίχα των, ατάλαντου άπάντη, 
και φιλότης μετά τοΐσιν, ϊση μήκος τε πλάτος τε. 11 12

11 ου μην αλλά και οι άπο τής στοάς δυο λάγοντες 
άρχάς, θεάν καί άποιον ύλην, τον μεν θεάν ποιεΐν 
ύπειλήφασι, την δε ύλην πάσχειν τε καί τρεπεσθαι) .

12 επεί ονν τοιαύτη τις εστι παρά τοΐς άρίστοις των 
φυσικών διάταζις, φάρε περί των ποιητικών αρ
χών διαπορώμεν πρώτον, σκεπτ&μενοι οτε μεν οΐον 
δογματικώς περί θεού, οτε δ« άπορητικώτερον 
περί του μηδέν είναι τά ποιούν ή πάσχον. αλλ* 
επεί κατά πάσαν ζήτησιν προτάττεται ή του ζητού
μενου πράγματος νόησις, ίδωμεν πώς ευθύς έννοιαν

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 7-12

they joined in introducing Love (that is to say, the 
moving and unifying cause of existents); as when 8 
Hesiod says 0—

Verily first created o f all was Chaos, thereafter 
Earth broad-bosom’d, unshakable seat o f all things for 

ever,
Aye and Love, who of all the immortal gods is the 

fairest—
and Parmenides, when he expressly declares that 9

Love was the first o f  the gods whom she in her wisdom 
created.

And, as I said before, Empedocles would seem to hold 10 
a like view ; for he enumerates Strife and Love along 
with his four elements (Love as a unifying, Strife as a 
disintegrating cause), saying—

Fire and water and earth, and soft air reaching to heaven, 
Strife pernicious, divided from these, and evenly balanc’d,® 
Love, together with these, in length and in breadth ever 

equal.
Moreover, the Stoics also, when they declare that 11 
there are two principles, God and unqualified matter, 
suppose that God acts and that matter is passive and 
altered :—seeing then that some such classification is 12 
made by the best o f the Physicists, come and let us 
first express our doubts about the efficient principles, 
arguing on the one hand dogmatically concerning 
God, and on the other hand more sceptically concern
ing the non-existence o f anything active or passive. 
But since, in regard to every inquiry, the conception 
of the subject o f inquiry must come first, let us con
sider how exactly we acquired the notion o f God.

“ See Hesiod, Theog. 116 ff.
6 Lit. “ equal in weight every way,”  “ in perfect equi

poise,”  i.e. symmetrical (like “  Love”  in the next line).
7
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ΠΕΡΙ ΘΕΩΝ

13 Ό  περί θεών λόγος πάνυ αναγκαιότατος είναι 
δοκεΐ τοΐς δογματικώς φιλοσοφοΰσιν. εντεύθεν 
την φιλοσοφίαν φασίν επιτήδευσιν είναι σοφίας, 
την 8ε σοφίαν επιστήμην θε£ο)ν τε  και ανθρωπίνων 
πραγμάτων, δθεν εάν παραστήσω μεν ημείς ήπορη- 
μενην την περί τω ν θεών ζήτησιν, δυνάμει εσόμεθα 
κατεσκευακότες το μήτε την σοφίαν επιστήμην 
εΐναι θείων και ανθρωπίνων πραγμάτων μήτε την 
φιλοσοφίαν επιτήδευσιν σοφίας.

14 "Ενιοι τοίνυν εφασαν τούς πρώτους τών αν
θρώπων προστάντας καί το συμφέρον τώ  βίω  
σκεφαμενους, πάνυ συνετούς όντας, άναπλάσαι την 
περί τε τών θεών υπόνοιαν καί την περί των

15 εν αδου μυθευομενων δόξαν, θηριώδους γάρ καί 
άτάκτου γεγονότος τοΰ πάλαι βίου (ήν γάρ χρόνος, 
ώς φτησίν ό  *0ρφευς,

ήνίκα φώτες απ’ άλλήλων βίον εΐχον 
σαρκοδακή, κρείττων δε τον ήττονα φώτ εδάιζεν)

επισχεΐν βουλόμενοι τούς άδικοΰντας πρώτον μεν 
νόμους εθεντο προς το  τούς φανερώς άδικοΰντας

16 κολάζεσθαι, μετά δε τοΰτο καί θεούς άνεπλασαν 
επόπτας πάντων τώ ν ανθρωπίνων αμαρτημάτων 
τε καί κατορθωμάτων, ΐνα μηδέ κρυφά τολμώσί 
τινες άδικεΐν, πεπεισμένοι ότι οι θεοί

ήερα εσσάμενοι πάντη φοιτώσιν επ' αίαν, 
ανθρώπων ύβρεις τε καί ευνομίας εφορώντες.

άθεος φησίν “  ότ' ήν

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 13-17 

Concerning G ods

The doctrine concerning Gods certainly seems to  13 
the Dogmatic philosophers to be most necessary. 
Hence they assert that “  philosophy is the practice 
o f wisdom, and wisdom is the knowledge o f things 
divine and human.”  Accordingly, if we shall estab
lish the doubtfulness of the inquiry concerning Gods, 
we shall virtually have demonstrated that neither is 
wisdom the knowledge o f divine and human things, 
nor philosophy the practice of wisdom.

Some, then, have asserted that those who first led 14 
mankind and considered what is of profit for life, being 
men of great intelligence, invented both the fancy 
about the Gods and the belief in the mythical events 
in Hades. For, since life in old times was brutish and 16 
disorderly (for, as Orpheus says,—
There was a time when ev’ry man liv’d by devouring his 

fellow
Cannibal-wise, and the stronger man did feast on the weaker),—  
purposing to  check  the wrongdoers th ey  laid down 
laws, in the first place, for the punishing o f  such as 
w ere m anifestly doing wrong, and after this they also 16 
invented G ods as watchers o f  all the sinful and 
righteous acts o f  m en, so that none should dare to  
do w rong even in secret, believing -that the Gods
Cloaked in garments of mist all over the earth go roaming, 
Watching the violent doings of men and their lawful be

haviour."
And Euhemerus, nick-named '* the Atheist,”  b says—  17

“ Cf. for the 1st verse Hesiod, Works and Days, 255; for 
the 2nd, Homer, Odyss. xvii. 487.

b Euhemerus was probably a Sicilian, and lived at the 
court o f Cassander, king o f Macedonia (circa 315 b.c.).
He was chiefly noted as the rationalizer o f myths.

9
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άτακτος ανθρώπων βίος, oi παριγανόμανοι των 
άλλων ίσχύι τα καί συνέσαι ώστε προς τά ύπ’ 
αυτών καλαυόμανα πάντας βιοΰν, σπουδάζοντας 
μαίζονος θαυμασμού και σαμνότητος τυχαΐν, άν- 
έπλασαν παρί αυτούς ύπαρβάλλουσάν τινα και θαίαν 
δύναμιν, ένθαν και τοΐς πολλοΐς ανομίσθησαν

18 θαοί.”  Τίρόδικος δα 6 Κεϊο? “ ήλιον,”  φησί, “ καί 
σαληνην καί ποταμούς καί κρηνας καί καθόλου 
πάντα τά ώφαλοΰντα τον βίον ημών οΐ παλαιοί 
θαούς ανόμισαν διά την απ’ αυτών ώφάλαιαν, 
καθάπαρ Αιγύπτιοι τον Νείλον” · καί διά τοΰτο τον 
μαν άρτον Δήμητραν νομισθηναι, τον δα οίνον 
Διόνυσον, τό δε ύδωρ Ποσειδώνα, τδ δε πϋρ 
"Ηφαιστον καί ηδη τών αύχρηστούντων έκαστον.

19 Δημόκριτος δα είδωλά τινά φησιν αμπαλάζαιν 
τοΐς άνθρώποις, καί τούτων τά μαν αΐναι άγαθοποια 
τά  δε κακοποιά (ανθαν καί αϋχατο1 αύλόγχων2 
τυχαΐν ειδώλων), αΐναι δέ ταΰτα μαγόλα τα καί 
ύπαρφυη, καί δύσφθαρτα μαν, ούκ άφθαρτα δα, 
προσημαίναιν τα τά μάλλοντα τοΐς άνθρώποις, 
θαωρούμανα καί φωνάς άφιάντα. δθαν τούτων 
αυτών φαντασίαν λαβόντας οι παλαιοί υπονόησαν 
αΐναι θαόν, μηδανος άλλου παρά ταΰτα οντος θαοϋ

20 [του]3 άφθαρτον φύσιν αχοντος. * Αριστοτέλης δα 
άπο δυοΐν αρχών έννοιαν θαών αλόγα γαγονάναι αν 
τοΐς άνθρώποις, άπό τα τών παρί ψυχήν συμβαινόν- 
των καί άπο τών ματαώρων. <ζΛλ* άπο μαν τών 
παρί την ψυχήν συμβαινόντων διά τούς αν τοΐς 
ϋπνοις γινομένους ταύτης ανθουσιασμούς καί τας

1 €νχ€το NLE: ΐϋχΐται Bekk.
* ίύλόγχων N L E : (ύλόγων Bekk.

* [του] seel. Kayser.
10
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“  When the life of mankind was without order, 
those who so far excelled the rest in strength and 
intelligence that all men lived subservient to their 
commands, being intent to gain for themselves more 
admiration and veneration, invented for themselves 
a kind of superhuman and divine authority, and in 
consequence were by the populace accounted Gods.”  
And Prodicus o f Ceos a says—“ The ancients ac- 18 
counted as Gods the sun and moon and rivers and 
springs and in general all the things that are o f 
benefit for our life, because of the benefit derived 
from them, even as the Egyptians deify the Nile.”  
And he says that it was for this reason that bread was 
worshipped as Demeter, and wine as Dionysus, and 
water as Poseidon, and fire as Hephaestus, and so on 
with each of the things that are good for use. And 19 
Democritus says that certain images impinge on men, 
and of these some are beneficent, others maleficent 
(whence also he prayed that he might have “  pro
pitious images ” ), and these images are great and 
gigantic, and are hard to destroy although not in
destructible, and they signify the future to men 
beforehand, as they are visible and utter sounds. 
Hence the ancients, on receiving a presentation of 
these images, supposed that God exists, God being 
none other than these images, and possessed of an 
indestructible nature. And Aristotle 6 said that the 20 
conception of Gods arose amongst mankind from two 
originating causes, namely from events which con
cern the soul and from celestial phenomena. It arose 
from events which concern the soul because o f the 
inspired states o f the soul which occur in sleep and

• Of. Vol. I. Introd. p. xv ; § 52 infra.
6 Aristot. Frag. 10 (Rose).
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21 μαντείας. όταν γάρ, φησίν, iv τώ  ύπνοϋν καθ' 
εαυτην γένηται ή φυχή, τότε την ίδιον άπολαβοϋσα 
φύσιν προμαντεύεται re  καί προαγορεύει τα  μέλ
λοντα. τοιαύτη  δε ε’στι καί iv τω  κατα τον  
θάνατον χωρίζεσθαι των σωμάτων, αποδέχεται 
γοΰν καί τον ποιητήν *Ομηρον ώς τοΰτο παρατηρή- 
σαντα· πεποίηκε γάρ τον μεν ΙΙάτροκλον iv τω  
άναιρέΐσθαι προαγορεύοντα περί της "ΈίΚτορος 
άναιρέσεως, τον ο *Έικτορα περί της Άχιλλέως 
τελευτής, εκ τούτων οΰν, φησίν, ύπενόησαν οι 
άνθρωποι είναι τι θειον,1 το καθ' εαυτό εοικός τη

22 φυχή καί πάντων επιστημονικωτατον. άλλα δη 
καί από των μετεώρων· θεασάμενοι γάρ μεθ 
ημέραν μεν ήλιον περιπολοΰντα, νύκτωρ δέ την 
εύτακτον των άλλων αστέρων κίνησιν, ενόμισαν 
είναι τινα θεόν τον τής τοιαύτης κινήσεως καί 
ευταξίας αίτιον.

23 Τοιοντο? μεν καί 6 'Αριστοτέλης· άλλοι δέ είσιν 
οι φάσκοντες ότι ό νους οξύς ων και ευκίνητος 
εν τω  επιβάλλειν τή αύτοΰ φύσει ήλθε καί εις 
έμφασιν του παντός, καί ύπενόησέ τινα υπερ
βαλλόντως δύναμιν νοητικήν, καί αναλογούσαν μεν

24 αύτω θειον δε την φύσιν. είσί δε οι από τω ν γιγνο- 
μένων κατά τον κόσμον παραδόξων ύπονοήσαντες 
εις έννοιαν ημάς εληλυθέναι θεών, άφ' ής φαίνεται 
είναι δόξης καί ό Δημόκριτος· όρώντες γάρ, φησί, 
τά  εν τοΐς μετεώροις παθήματα οι παλαιοί τω ν  
ανθρώπων, καθάπερ βροντάς καί άστραπάς κεραυ
νούς τε καί άστρων συνόδους ήλιου τε καί σελήνης 
εκλείφεις, εδειματοΰντο, θεούς οίόμενοι τούτων

25 αιτίους είναι. 'Επίκουρος δε εκ τω ν κατά τούς
-------------- * fciorN; cet., Bekk.

12

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 21-25

because o f prophecies. For, says he, when the soul 21 
is by itself in sleep, then it takes on its own proper 
nature and prophesies and predicts the future. And 
it is in this state also when it is being separated from 
bodies at death. He certainly agrees that the poet 
Homer observed this fa c t ; for Homer told o f how 
Patroclus at the time of his death predicted the 
slaying o f Hector, and Hector the end o f Achilles.® 
Owing, then, to these reasons (he says) men con
ceived the existence o f some divinity, in itself like 
unto the soul and of all things the most intelligent. 
Moreover (they derived this conception) from celestial 22 
phenomena also ; for when they beheld the sun 
circling round in the day-time, and by night the 
orderly motion o f the other stars, they supposed 
some God to be the cause o f such motion and order
liness.6

Such, then, was the view of Aristotle ; but there 23 
are others who assert that the mind, which is keen 
and mobile, while inspecting its own nature pro
ceeded also to reflection on the Universe and con
ceived a Power superlatively cognitive, and analogous 
to itself but o f a divine nature. And there are some 24 
who have supposed that we have arrived at the con
ception o f Gods from those events in the world which 
are marvellous ; which opinion seems to have been 
held by Democritus, who says—“  For when the men 
of old time beheld the disasters in the heavens, such 
as thunderings and lightnings, and thunderbolts and 
collisions between stars, and eclipses o f sun and moon, 
they were affrighted, imagining the Gods to be the 
causes o f these things.”  But Epicurus thinks that 25

• See Homer, 11. xvi. 850 ffM xxii. 358 ff.
* Cf. Lucret. v. 1183 ff.--------------
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ύπνους φαντασιών οιεται τούς ανθρώπους έννοιαν 
εσπακεναι θεού' μεγάλων yap ειδώλων, φησι, και 
ανθρωπόμορφων κατά τούς ύπνους προσπιπτοντων 
ύπελαβον και ταΐς άληθείαις ύπάρχειν τινάς τοιού-

26 τους θεούς ανθρωπόμορφους. ενιοι δ€ επι την 
άπαράβατον και εύτακτον των ουρανίων κίνησιν 
παραγινόμενοι φασί την άρχην ταΐς των θεών 
επινοίαις από ταύτης γεγονεναι πρώτον ώσπερ 
γάρ ει τις επί τής Τρωικής καθεζόμενος Ιδης 
εώρα την τών 'Ελλήνων στρατείαν μετά πολλοΰ 
κόσμου καί τάξεως τοΐς πεδίοις προσιοΰσαν,

Ιππήας μεν πρώτα σύν ιπποισιν και οχεσφιν, 
πεζούς δ ’ εξόπιθεν,

πάντως αν ό τοιοΰτος εις έννοιαν ήλθε τοΰ ότι εστι 
τις 6 διατάσσων την τοιαύτην τάζιν καί εγκελευό- 
μενος τοΐς ύπ* αυτόν [εγ]κοσμουμενοις στρατιώταις, 
οιον Νεστωρ ή άλλος τις τών ηρώων, δς ήδει

κοσμήσαι ίππους τε καί άνερας ασπιδιωτας,

27 καί δν τρόπον 6 έμπειρος νεως, αμα τώ  θεασασθαι 
πόρρωθεν ναΰν ούρίω διωκομενην πνευματι και 
πασι τοΐς ιστίοις εύτρεπιζομενην, συνίησιν δτι 
εστι τις 6 κατευθύνων ταυτην καί εις τούς προ- 
κείμενους λιμένας κατάγων,1 ούτως οι πρώτον εις 
ουρανόν άναβλεφαντες καί θεασάμενοι ήλιον μεν 
τούς από ανατολής μόχρι δύσεως δρομους στα- 
διεύοντα, αστέρων δε ευτάκτους τινας χορείας, 
επεζήτουν τον δημιουργόν τής περικαλλούς ταυτης 
διακοσμήσεως, ούκ εκ ταυτομάτου στοχαζομενοι

1 κατάγων Ν (cj. Belclc.) s καταντών cet., Bekk.
14

men derived the conception of God from the presenta
tions received in sleep ; “  for,”  says he, “  when great 
images of human shape impressed them during sleep, 
they supposed that some such Gods o f human shape 
really existed.”  a And some have recourse to the 26 
unalterable and orderly motion of the heavenly 
bodies, and say that the first beginning o f conceptions 
about the Gods arose from this ; for just as, if a man 
seated on Trojan Ida had been gazing at the host of 
the Greeks marching along the plain in splendid order 
and array—

Riding first, in the van, were the knights with their chariots 
and horses

Next came the men on foot; *—
such a man would certainly have arrived at the idea 
that there exists someone who orders this array and 
gives commands to the soldiers marshalled under him, 
such as Nestor (or some other hero) who understood 
how

Rightly to marshal the steeds and the warriors armfed with 
bucklers."

And just as the man who is familiar with ships, as 27 
soon as he sees in the distance a ship with a favouring 
wind behind it and with all its sails well set, concludes 
that there is somebody who directs its course and 
brings it into its appointed havens,—so too those who 
first looked up to heaven and beheld the sun running 
its courses from east to west and the orderly proces
sions o f the stars sought for the Artificer of this most 
beautiful array, conjecturing that it had not come

« Cf. Lucret. v. 1168 if.
* See Homer, 11. iv. 297.

- -------  - * Homerr /f. ii. 554.---------------------

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 25-27
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συμβαίνειν αυτήν άλλ* υπό τίνος κρείττονος καί
28 άφθαρτου φυσεως, ήτις ήν θεός, τω ν 8ε νεωτερων 

στωικών φασί τινες τούς πρώτους καϊ γηγενείς 
τω ν ανθρώπων κατά πολύ τω ν νυν συνεσει δια- 
φεροντας γεγονεναι, ως πάρεστι μαθεΐν εκ τής ημών 
προς τούς αρχαιότερους (συμβλήσεως),1 και ήρωας 
εκείνους ώσπερ τι περιττόν αισθητήριον σχόντας 
την οξύτητα τής διανοίας επιβεβληκεναι τή θεία 
φύσει και νοήσαί τινας δυνάμεις θεών.

29 Τ ά μεν ούν λεγάμενα παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς 
φιλοσόφοις περί τής τών θεών έννοιας εστι τοιαΰτα, 
ούκ οίόμεθα δε αυτά χρείαν εχειν άντιρρήσεως' 
το γάρ πολύτροπον τής άποφάσεως την αγνωσίαν 
του [παντός]3 αληθούς επισφραγίζεται, πολλών μεν 
δυναμενων είναι τρόπων τής τού θεού νοήσεως, 
τού  δε εν αύτοΐς αληθούς μη καταλαμβανόμενου, 
όμως δε καν επί τάς κατά μέρος υπομνήσεις 
χωρώμεν, ούδεν εύρεθήσεται τώ ν είρημενων βε-

30 βαιον. αύτίκα γάρ οι μεν νομοθετας τινάς οίόμενοι 
καί συνετούς ανθρώπους εμπεποιηκεναι τοΐς άλλαις 
την περί θεών δόξαν ου πάνυ τι φαίνονται τώ  
ζητουμενιρ προσβάλλειν. εζητεΐτο γάρ από τίνος 
αρχής όρμηθεντες άνθρωποι ήλθον επί το  θεούς

31 νομίζειν οι δε διαμφοδούντες φασιν δτι νομοθεται 
τινες ενεποίησαν τοΐς άνθρώποις την περί θεών 
δόξαν, μη είδότες δτι τό  άρχήθεν άποροι'* αυτούς 
περιμενει, ζητήσαντος άν τίνος, πόθεν δε οι νομο

ί <συμβλ·ήσ€ως> add. Hervetus (“  sed plura exciderunt,”
Bekk.).

8 [ποντο?] seclusi: πάντως cj. Rflstow. 
άπορον Heintz: άτοπον mss., Bekk.
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about spontaneously but by the agency o f some 
superior and imperishable nature, which is God. 
And some of the later Stoics α declare that the first 28 
men, the sons o f Earth, greatly surpassed the men 
of to-day in intelligence (as one may learn from a 
comparison of ourselves with the men of the past), 
and that those ancient heroes possessed, as it were, 
in the keenness o f their intellect, an extra organ of 
sense and apprehended the divine nature and dis
cerned certain powers of the Gods.

Such, then, are the statements o f the Dogmatic 29 
philosophers regarding the conception o f the Gods ; 
but we do not suppose that they call for refutation ; 
for the variety o f the modes o f conception which they 
assume stamps them with ignorance o f the truth; 
for while there can be many modes o f conceiving 
God, that one o f them which is true is not appre
hended. Yet even were we to deal with the par
ticular suggestions, none o f the statements will be 
found to be well-grounded. Thus, for instance, those 30 
who think that certain lawgivers and clever men im
planted in the rest the belief in Gods do not appear at 
all to attack the problem. For the problem was—
“  from what starting-point did men set out when 
they arrived at a belief in Gods ? ”  ; whereas those 31 
men make the irrelevant statement that certain law
givers implanted in men this opinion about Gods, not 
seeing that they have the original difficulty still 
remaining, when someone may inquire “  But how did

• e.g. Seneca, Epist. 90 “  sed primi mortalium quique ex 
his geniti naturam incorrupt! sequebantur . . . non tamen 
negaverim fuisse alti spiritus viros et, ut ita dicam, a dis 
recentes” ; cf. Juvenal, Sat. xv. 69—

nam genus hoc vivo iam decrescebat Homero,

17



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

θεται, μηδενός πρότερον παραδόντος αύτοΐς θεούς,
32 ήλθον els επίνοιαν θεών; εΐτα πάντες μεν 

άνθρωποι τούτων εχουσιν έννοιαν, ούχ ωσαύτως 
δε, αλλά Περσαι μεν, εί οντω  τύχοι, το πΰρ θεο- 
φοροΰσιν, Αιγύπτιοι δε το ύδωρ, άλλοι δε άλλο 
τι τω ν τοιούτων. άπίθανόν τε ην πάντας ανθρώ
πους ύπδ τω ν νομοθετών εις το αύτο συναχθεντας 
άκοΰσαί τ ι  περί θεώ ν άνεπίμικτα γάρ ην τα  των  
ανθρώπων φυλά και άγνωστα γε, κατά την ναυ
τιλίαν δε την *Αργώ πρωτόπλουν τι σκάφος διά

33 τη? Ιστορίας παρειληφαμεν. ναι, άλλ* ίσως τις 
προ τούτων πάντων φησει δτι οι παρ έκαστοι? 
νομοθεται καί ηγεμόνες άνεπλασαν την τοιαυτην 
νόησιν, και διά τούτο  άλλοι άλλους θεούς ύπάρχειν 
ύπελαβον. οπερ εστίν εϋηθες' κοινήν γάρ πάλιν 
πρόληφιν εχουσι πάντες άνθρωποι περί θεοΰ, καθ’ 
ην μακάριόν τ ί  εστι ζώον και άφθαρτον και τελειον 
εν ευδαιμονία και παντός κακού άνεπίδεκτον, 
τελεως δε εστιν άλογον το κατά τύχην πάντας τοΐς 
αύτοΐς επιβάλλειν ιδιώμασιν, άλλά μη φυσικώς 
ούτως εκκινεΐσθαι. ού τοίνυν θεσει ουδέ κατά τινα 
νομοθεσίαν παρεδεξαντο οι παλαιοί των άνθρωπων 
εΐναι θεούς.

34 Οί δε λεγοντες τούς πρώτους τω ν ανθρώπων 
ηγεμονεύσαντας και διοικητάς τω ν κοινών πραγ
μάτων γενομενους, πλείονα δύναμιν αύτοΐς περι- 
θεντας και τιμήν προς το ύπακούειν τά  πληθη, 
τούτους χρόνω τελευτήσαντας θεούς ύποληφθηναι, 
πάλιν ού συνιασι το ζητούμενον. αύτοι γάρ οί εις 
θεούς άνάγοντες αυτούς πώς έννοιαν ελαβον θεών 
εις ην αυτούς ενεταξαν; τούτο γάρ δεόμενον άπο-
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the lawgivers arrive at the conception o f Gods, when 
nobody before had given them any tradition about 
G ods?” —Further, all men possess a conception o f 32 
Gods, but not in the same way; thus the Persians, for 
example, deify fire, the Egyptians water, and others 
other things of that sort. It is improbable, too, that 
all men should have been assembled together by the 
lawgivers to hear something about the Gods ; for the 
tribes o f mankind were not mixed together but un
known to one another, and it has been handed down 
to us by history that, as regards voyaging, the Argo 
was the first bark to sail the seas. Yes, but before 33 
all this, someone perhaps will say, the lawgivers and 
leaders o f each tribe invented this conception, and on 
this account different peoples conceived the existence 
of different Gods. But this is silly ; for, on the con
trary, all men have one common preconception 
about God, according to which he is a blessed creature 
and imperishable and perfect in happiness and recep
tive o f nothing evil, and it is quite contrary to reason 
that all men should apprehend the same character
istics by chance instead of gaining these impressions 
naturally. Hence, the men of old times did not accept 
the existence o f Gods by convention or owing to 
legislation.

And those who say that the men who first led man- 34 
kind and were the controllers o f their public affairs, 
decked themselves with greater power and honour in 
order to secure the obedience o f the multitude, and 
afterwards, when they died, were regarded as Gods,— 
they again fail to understand the problem. For how 
did the men who raised themselves to the position 
of Gods obtain that conception o f the gods under 
which they ranked themselves ? For this point,
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35 δείξεως 7ταρειται. άλλως re καί άπίθανόν εστι το 
άξιουμενον. τά  γάρ υπό των ηγεμόνων γινόμενα, 
και μάλιστα γε τα ψευδή, ζώσι μόνον συμπαρα- 
μενει τοΐς ήγουμενοις, τελευτησάντων δε αναιρείται, 
καί πάρεστι πολλούς επελθεΐν τούς παρά μεν τον 
τής ζωής χρόνον εκθειασθεντας μετά δε την 
τελευτήν καταφρονηθεντας, εί μη τινας προση- 
γορίας θεών ύποστελλοιεν, ώσπερ 6 *Ηρακλή? 6

36 εξ * Αλκμήνης καί Διός. ήν μεν γάρ εξ αρχής, ώς 
φασίν, * Αλκαίος τούνομα, ύπεδραμε δε την *Ηρα- 
κλεους προσηγορίαν νομιζομενου παρά τοΐς τότε 
θεού, οθεν καί εν ταΐς Θήβαις λόγο? εχει πάλαι 
ποτέ ανδριάντα ίδιον '\ίρακλεους εύρήσθαι επι
γραφήν εχοντα “  * Αλκαίος Άμφιτρυωνος Ήρακλεί

37 χαριστήριον.>> καί τούς Ύυνδαρί&ας δε φασι τήν 
των Διόσκουρων δόξαν ύπελθεΐν πάλιν νομιζομενων 
είναι θεών· τά γάρ δυο ημισφαίρια, τό τε ύπερ γην 
καί τό ύπό γην, Διόσκουρους οι σοφοί των τότ€ 
ανθρώπων ελεγον. διό καί 6 ποιητής τούτο 
αίνιττόμενός φησιν επ' αυτών

άλλοτε μεν ζώουσ ετερήμεροι, άλλοτε δ* αύτε 
τεθνασιν, τιμήν δε λελόγχασιν ίσα θεοΐσιν.

πίλους τ  επιτιθεασιν αύτοΐς, καί επί τούτοι? 
αστέρας, αίνισσόμενοι τήν τών ημισφαιρίων κατα- 

38 σκευήν, οι μεν δη ούτως ύποδραμόντες τήν τών 
θεών τιμήν εκράτησάν πως τής προθεσεως, οι δε 
αύτόθεν αυτούς άναγορεύσαντες θεούς κατεφρο- 
νηθησαν μάλλον. * 20

« i.e. Castor and Pollux, sons of Tyndareus by Leda. Note 
that thp Greek words here rendered by •‘ assume”  imply 
sheltering oneself or hiding one’s Identity (under a divine
20
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which needs explanation, is passed over. More- 35 
over, the view thus maintained is improbable. For 
the things done by leaders,—and especially such 
things as are false,—remain unaltered only during 
the life-time of the leaders, and at their death are 
done away, and one may meet with many who 
were counted as Gods during their life-time but 
were despised after their death, unless they had 
assumed some divine appellation, like Heracles the 
son o f Zeus and Alcmena. For originally, as they say, 36 
his name was Alcaeus, but he assumed the appella
tion o f Heracles, who was regarded as a God by the 
men of that age. Hence, too, there is a story that at 
Thebes long ago a private statue of Heracles was 
discovered bearing the inscription “  Alcaeus, son of 
Amphitryon, as a thank-offering to Heracles.”  And 37 
they say that the sons of Tyndareus a assumed the 
title o f ” Dioscuri,”  who likewise were reputed to be 
Gods ; for the wise men of that time called the two 
hemispheres, that above the earth and that below the 
earth, “  Dioscuri.”  Wherefore also the poet, in 
riddling allusion to this, says about them b—
Living on one day, dying the next, in alternate succession—
So they exist, and honour is theirs no less than the Godhead’s.
And they set caps of fe ltc upon them, and upon these 
stars, symbolizing the construction o f the hemi
spheres. Those, then, who thus assumed the rank of 38 
these Gods somehow secured that pre-eminence, but 
those who openly proclaimed themselves Gods in 
their own right were, instead, despised.
title already recognized, as contrasted with claiming divinity 
in one’s own name, see § 38).

* See Homer, Odyss. xi. 303 f.
i Cf. Catullus xxxvii. 2, where C. and P. are called “  pil- 

feati iratres.” ---------------------------
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39 Και μην οί λέγοντας ότι πάντα τά τον βίον ώφε- 
λοϋντα υπονόησαν οί παλαιοί των ανθρώπων θ€ούς 
ύπάρχειν, ώς ήλιον καί σελήνην ποταμούς τε καί 
λίμνας καί τά όμοια, συν τώ απίθανου προιστασθαι 
δόξης ετι καί την άνωτάτω εύήθειαν καταψηφί
ζονται των αρχαίων, ου γάρ ούτως είκός εκείνους 
άφρονας είναι ώστε τά όφθαλμοφανώς φθειρόμενα 
ύπολαβεΐν είναι θεούς ή τοΐς προς αυτών κατεσθιο- 
μενοις καί διαλυομενοις θείαν προσμαρτυρεΐν δύ-

40 ναμιν. τινά μεν γάρ λόγου ίσως εχεται, καθάπερ 
το την γην θεόν νομίζειν, ου την αύλακοτομουμενην 
ή άνασκαπτομενην ουσίαν, αλλά την διήκουσαν εν 
αυτή δυναμιν καί καρποφόρου φυσιν καί όντως 
δαιμονιωτάτην. το δε λίμνας καί ποταμούς, και 
ει τινα άλλα συνωφελεΐν ημάς πεφυκεν, ήγεΐ- 
σθαι θεούς ουδέ μίαν υπερβολήν εμβροντησίας άπο-

41 λελοιπεν. ούτω γάρ εχρήν καί τούς ανθρώπους 
καί μάλιστα τούς φιλοσοφοΰντας ήγεΐσθαι θεούς, 
συνωφελοΰσι γάρ ημών τον βίον, τών τε αλόγων 
ζώων τά πολλά, συνεργοπονεΐ γάρ ήμΐν, τά τε κατ' 
οικίας [ζώα] σκεύη τε καί παν εΐ τι τούτων εστί 
ταπεινότερου, αλλά ταΰτά γε σφόδρα εστί γελοία' 
τοίνυν ουδέ την εκκειμενην δόξαν ρητεον υγιή 
τυγχάνειν.

42 Ό  δε Δημόκριτος το ήττον άπορον διά τοΰ 
μείζονος απόρου διδάσκων άπιστος εστίν. εις μεν 
γάρ τό πώς νόησιν θεών εσχον άνθρωποι πολλάς 
καί ποικίλας ή φύσις δίδωσιν άφορμάς' τό 8ε 
είδωλα είναι εν τώ περιεχοντι υπερφυή καί άν- 
θρωποειδεΐς εχοντοτ μορφάς καί καθόλου τοιαΰτα

ί
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Again, those who say a that the ancients supposed 39 
that all the things which benefit life are Gods,—such 
as the sun and moon, rivers and lakes, and the like,— 
are not only defending an improbable view but also 
convicting the ancients o f the utmost stupidity. For 
it is not likely that they were so foolish as to imagine 
that things they saw perishing before their eyes are 
Gods, or that they attributed divine power to things 
which were being devoured by themselves and dis
solved. For some things, perhaps, are reasonable, 40 
such as believing the Earth to be divine,—not that 
substance which is plowed into furrows or dug up, but 
the power which pervades it and its fruitful, and 
really most divine, nature. But to suppose that lakes 
and rivers, and whatsoever else is of a nature to be 
useful to us, are Gods surpasses the height o f lunacy. 
For, on this showing, one ought also to believe that 41 
men, and especially philosophers, are Gods (for 
they help to benefit our life), and most o f the irra
tional animals (for they co-operate with us), and our 
domestic furniture and whatsoever else there is o f a 
still more humble kind. But all this is extremely 
ludicrous ; so that one must declare that the view set 
forth is not sound.

Nor is Democritus 6 to be credited in that he 42 
explains the less doubtful by the more doubtful. For 
nature supplies a great number and variety o f facts 
which go to explain how men acquired the conception 
o f Gods ; but the notion that “  there exist in the 
circumambient gigantic images o f human shape,”  

a e.g. Prodicus, see § 18 supra.
* Cf. §19 supra; Vol. I. Introd. p. xii. “ The circum-
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όποια βούλεται αύτφ άναπλάττειν Δημόκριτος, 
παντελώς earl δνσπαράδεκτον.

43 Τά δε αυτά και προς τον Επίκουρον ενεστι 
λεγειν, οίόμενον ότι κατα τάς ενυπνιδίους φαν
τασίας των ανθρωπόμορφων ειδώλων ενοήθησαν 
θεοί' τ ί γάρ μάλλον από τούτων νόησις εγίγνετο

44 0εών η υπερφυών ανθρώπων; και καθόλου και 
προς πάσας τάς εκκειμενας δόξας ενεσται λεγειν 
οτι ον κατά ψιλόν μεγεθος ανθρωποειδούς ζώου 
νόησιν θεοϋ λαμβάνουσιν άνθρωποι, άλλα συν τω  
μακάριον είναι και άφθαρτον και πλείστην δύναμιν 
εν τω κόσμω προφερόμενον. άπερ ού διδάσκουσιν, 
από τίνος αρχής η πώς επενοηθη παρά τοΐς πρώ
τον έννοιαν σπάσασι θεοΰ, οι τάς ενυπνιδίους αίτιώ- 
μενοι φαντασίας και την των ουρανίων ευταξίαν.

45 Οί δε και προς τοΰτό φασιν οτι η μεν αρχή τής 
νοήσεως του είναι θεόν γεγονεν από τών κατά τούς 
ύπνους ίνδαλλομενων ή από τών κατά τον κόσμον 
θεωρούμενων, το δε άίδιον είναι τον θεόν και 
άφθαρτον και τελεί ον εν ευδαιμονία παρήλθε κατά 
την από τών ανθρώπων μετάβασιν. ώς γαρ τον 
κοινόν άνθρωπον αύξήσαντες τή φαντασία νόησιν 
εσχομεν Κύκλωπος, ος ούκ εώκει

άνδρί γε σιτοφάγω άλλα ρίω ύλήεντι 
υψηλών όρεων, ότε φαίνεται otov άπ* άλλων, 

ούτως άνθρωπον εύδαίμονα νοήσαντες και μακάριον 
και συμπεπληρωμενον πάσι τοΐς άγαθοΐς, εΐτα 
ταΰτα επιτείναντες τον εν αύτοΐς εκείνοις άκρον

46 ενοήσαμεν θεόν, και πάλιν πολυχρόνιον τινα 
φαντασιωθεντες άνθρωπον οι παλαιοί επηυξησαν

___________________β_ Cf. § 25 supra. _______
* Cf. § 21 supra. · Homer, Odyss. ix. 191 fT
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and, in general, all such fictions as Democritus is 
pleased to invent for himself, is wholly inadmissible.

Against Epicurus,0 too, one may make the same 43 
objections ; as he imagines that Gods were conceived 
“  in accordance with the presentations during sleep 
o f images o f human shape ” ; for why did there spring 
from these the conception o f Gods rather than of 
gigantic men ? And one may object generally, 44 
against all the views set forth, that men do not form 
a notion o f God by means o f merely magnifying a 
creature o f human shape, but by including also the 
fact that he is blessed and imperishable and exhibiting 
very great power in the Universe. But how, or from 
what starting-point, these qualities came to be con
ceived by those who first derived the conception of 
God, is not explained by those who attribute it to 
presentations during sleep or to the orderly array of 
the heavenly bodies.

But to this they reply that, while the notion of God 45 
originated in the images presented during sleep 6 or 
in the phenomena of the Universe, the idea that God 
is eternal and imperishable and perfect in happiness 
was introduced by way of transference from mankind. 
For just as by magnifying in fantasy the ordinary 
man we have obtained the conception of Cyclops, 
who was not—
Like to a corn-eating man, but rather a peak well-wooded 
High on the mountain-tops, when it loometh apart from its 

fellows,®

so when we have form ed a notion o f  a man who is 
happy and blessed and fulfilled with all things good , 
then by  intensifying these qualities we form a notion 
o f  G od as he who excels in them  all. A nd again, 46 

im agined a long-lived man 
£5
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τον χρόνον εις άπειρον, προσσυνάφαντες τώ εν- 
εστώτι και τον παρωχημένου και τον μέλλοντα· 
εΐτα εντεύθεν εις έννοιαν άιδίου1 παραγενόμενοι

47 εφασαν και άίδιον είναι τον θεόν, οι δη τοιαΰτα 
λεγοντες πιθανής μεν προιστανται δόξης, ήρεμα 
8ε εις τον 8ι άλλήλων εμπίπτουσι τρόπον, δς εστιν 
άπορώτατος. ϊνα γάρ πρώτον εύδαίμονα νοήσωμεν 
άνθρωπον καί από τούτον κατά μετάβασιν τον 
θεόν, όφείλομεν νοήσαι τ ί ποτέ εστιν ευδαιμονία, 
ής κατά μετοχήν νοείται 6 ευδαίμων, άλλ’ ήν γε 
ευδαιμονία κατ' αύτονς δαιμόνια τις και θεία φύσις, 
καί ευδαίμων εκαλείτο 6 ευ τον δαίμονα διακείμενον 
εχων. ώσθ* ϊνα μεν λάβωμεν την περί άνθρωπον 
ευδαιμονίαν, πρότερον εχειν όφείλομεν νόησιν θεοΰ 
και δαίμονος, ινα δε τον θεόν νοήσωμεν, πρότερον 
εχειν όφείλομεν έννοιαν εύδα ίμονος ανθρώπου, 
τοίνυν εκάτερον περιμενον την εκ θατερου νόησιν 
άνεπινόητον γίνεται ήμΐν.

48 Και δη ταϋτα μεν είρήσθω προς τούς ζητοΰντας 
πώς οι πρότερον νόησιν θεών εσχον άνθρωποι· 
ακολούθως δε ζητώμεν και περί του εί είσι θεοί.

ΒΙ ΕΙΣΙ ΘΕΟΙ

49 Έπει ου παν τό επινοούμενου και ύπάρξεως^ μετ· 
είληφεν, άλλα δυναταί τι επινοεΐσθαι μεν, μή  ̂ύπ- 
άρχειν δε, καθάπερ 'ΙπποΚένταυρος καί Σκύλλα, 
δεήσει μετά την περί της επίνοιας τών θεών ζήτη- 
σιν καί περί της ύπάρξεως τούτων σκε'πτεσθαι. 
τάχα γάρ ασφαλέστερος παρά τούς ως ετερως φιλο-

1 άώίου Mutsch. (sec. Hervetum): aiSiov mss., Bekk.
26

they extended his life-time to infinity, by linking 
together with the present both the past and the 
future ; and having thus arrived at the conception o f 
eternity they went on to say that God is eternal. 
Those that argue thus maintain, indeed, a plausible 47 
view, but they slide gently into circular reasoning, 
which is the most hopeless kind. For in order to 
conceive first the happy man, and from him to pass 
on to a conception o f God, we ought to have conceived 
what happiness is, through participation in which the 
happy man is conceived. But, according to them,
“ happiness is a certain daemonic and divine nature,”  
and “  he who has his daemon well disposed ”  is said 
to be “  happy.”  α So that, in order to grasp human 
happiness we must previously have a notion o f “  God ”  
and “  daemon,”  and in order that we may conceive 
God we must have a previous conception o f the happy 
man. So then, as each o f these waits for its concep
tion to be derived from the other, it becomes for us 
inconceivable.

Let this, then, serve as our criticism of those who 48 
inquire how the men of a past age acquired the notion 
o f Gods ; and let us inquire in the next place if there 
are Gods.

Do G ods E xist ?
Since not everything which is conceived partakes 49 

also in existence, but it is possible for a thing to be 
conceived and not exist—like a Hippocentaur and 
Scylla,— after our inquiry about the conception of 
Gods we shall have to examine also the question of 
their existence. For perchance the Sceptic, as com
pared with philosophers o f other views, will be found

• The point of this is lost in the English, as it lies in the

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 46-49
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σοφούντας εύρεθησεται 6 σκεπτικός, κατά μεν τα  
πάτρια εθη και τους νόμους λεγων είναι θεούς και 
παν το εις την τούτων θρησκείαν καί εύσεβειαν 
συντεΐνον ποιων, το  δ* όσον επί τη φιλοσοφώ 
ζητησει μηΒεν προπετευόμενος.

60 Των οΰν περί νπάρζεως θεού σκεφαμενων οι μεν 
εϊναί φασι θεόν, οι δε μη είναι, οι δε μη μάλλον 
είναι η μη είναι, καί είναι μεν οί πλείους των

51 Βογματικών καί η κοινή τοΰ βίου προληφις, μη 
είναι δε οί επικληθεντες άθεοι, καθάπερ Εύημερος,

γέρων άλαζών, άΒικα βιβλία φηγών,

καί Διαγόρας ό Μηλιού καί Πρόδικο? ο Keios και 
ΘεόΒωρος καί άλλοι παμπληθείς· ων Ε ύημερος μεν 
έλεγε τούς νομιζομενους θεούς Βυνατούς τινας 
γεγονεναι ανθρώπους καί Βιά τούτο υπό των άλλων

52 θεοποιηθεντας Βόξαι θεούς, ΠρόΒικος Βε τό 
ωφελούν τον βίον ύπειληφθαι θεόν, ως ήλιον και 
σελήνήν καί ποταμούς (καί λίμνας')'1 και λειμώνας

53 καί καρπούς καί παν τό τοιουτώΒες. Διαγόρας 
Βε ό Μ ήλιος, Βιθυραμβοποιός, ως φασί, τό πρώτον 
γενόμενος ώς εϊ τις καί άλλος ΒεισιΒαίμων ός γε 
καί της ποιήσεως εαυτού κατηρξατο τον τρόπον 
τούτον “  κατά Βαίμονα καί τύχην πάντα τελείται ” · 
αδικηθείς δε υπό τίνος επιορκησαντος και μηΒεν 
ενεκα τούτου παθόντος μεθηρμόσατο εις το λεγειν

64 μη είναι θεόν, καί Κριτίας δε εις τών εν Άθήναις

1 <και λίμνας> add. Ν, Mutsch.

• Cf. Ρ.Η. ϋί, 2.-----------------------
28

in a safer position, since in conformity with his 
ancestral customs and the laws, he declares that the 
Gods exist,® and performs everything which con
tributes to their worship and veneration, but, so 
far as regards philosophic investigation, declines to 
commit himself rashly.

O f those, then, who have inquired as to the 60 
existence o f God some say that God exists, some that 
he does not exist, some that he has existence “  no 
more ”  than non-existence. That he exists is the 
view of most o f the Dogmatists and the general pre
conception o f ordinary folk ; that he does not exist 51 
is the view o f those who are designated “  atheists,”  
such as Euhemerus b—

A hoary braggart, penning wicked books,
and Diagoras o f Melos,® and Prodicus o f Ceos, and 
Theodorus, and ahost o f others. O f these, Euhemerus 
declared that those counted as Gods were certain 
men of power, because of which they were deified by 
the rest and reputed to be Gods ; but Prodicus said 52 
that what benefits life is God, such as the sun and 
moon and rivers and lakes and meadows and crops 
and everything of that kind. And Diagoras of Melos, 53 
the dithyrambic poet, was at first, they say, god
fearing above all others ; for he began his poem in 
this fashion—“ By Heaven’s will and Fortune all 
things are accomplished ”  ; but when he had been 
wronged by a man who had sworn falsely and suffered 
no punishment for it, he changed round and asserted 
that God does not exist. And Critias, one of the 64

* Cf. § 17 supra % the quotation is from Callimachus 
(Fraff. 86).

4 D. was a disciple of Democritus (circa 420 b.c.). Theo- 
dorus was attyrenaic (circa3l0 vx.),^f. Yotri. Introd. p. xvii.

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 40-64
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τυραννησάντων δοκεΐ εκ του τάγματος των άθεων 
ύπάρχειν, φάμ€νος ότι οί παλαιοί νομοθεται επί
σκοπόν τινα των ανθρωπίνων κατορθωμάτων και 
αμαρτημάτων έπλασαν τον θεόν υπέρ του μηδενα 
λάθρα τον πλησίον άδικεΐν, ευλαβούμενου την υπό 
των θεών τιμωρίαν, εχει δε παρ' αύτώ τό ρητόν 
όντως.

ήν χρόνος οτ ην άτακτος ανθρώπων βίος 
καί θηριώδης ισχύος θ* υπηρέτης, 
οτ ούδεν άθλον ούτε τοΐς εσθλοΐσιν fjv 
οντ αΰ κόλασμα τοΐς κακοΐς εγίγνετο. 
κάπειτά μοι δοκοΰσιν άνθρωποι νόμους 
θεσθαι κολαστάς, ινα δίκη τύραννος $
(γένους βροτείου}1 την θ* νβριν δούλην εχη' 
εζημιοΰτο δ* ει τις εζαμαρτάνοι. 
επειτ επειδή τάμφανη μεν οί νόμοι 
άπεΐργον αυτούς έργα μη πράσσειν βία, 
λάθρα δ* επρασσον, τηνικαϋτά μοι δοκεΐ 
(πρώτον) πυκνός τις καί σοφός γνώμην άνηρ 
θεών δέος θνητοΐσιν εζευρεΐν όπως 
εΐη τι δεΐμα τοΐς κακοΐσι καν λάθρα 
πράσσωσιν η λεγωσιν η φρονώσί τι. 
εντεύθεν ουν τό θειον είσηγησατο, 
ώς εστι δαίμων άφθίτω θάλλων βίω, 
νόω τ ’  άκούων καί βλεπων, φρονών τε καί 
προσεχών τε ταϋτα, καί φύσιν θείαν φορών, 
δς παν τό λεχθεν εν βροτοΐς άκούσεται, 
τό δρώμενον δε παν ίδεΐν δυνησεται. 
εάν δε συν σιγή τι βουλεύης κακόν, 
tout* ούχί λήσει τούς θεούς· τό  γάρ φρονούν 
(αύτοΐς^ ενεσπ. τούσδε τούς λόγους λεγων

SO

Tyrants at Athens,® seems to  belong to  the com pany 
o f  the atheists when he says that the ancient law
givers invented G od as a kind o f  overseer o f  the right 
and wrong actions o f  m en, in order to m ake sure that 
nobody injured his neighbours privily through fear o f  
vengeance at the hands o f  the G ods ; and his state
m ent runs thus b :—

A time there was when anarchy did rule 
The lives of men, which then were like the beasts’. 
Enslaved to force ; nor was there then reward 
For good men, nor for wicked punishment.
Next, as I deem, did men establish laws 
For punishment, that Justice might be lord 
Of all mankind, and Insolence enchain’d ;
And whosoe’er did sin was penalized.
Next, as the laws did hold men back from deeds 
O f open violence, but still such deeds 
Were done in secret,—then, as I maintain,
Some shrewd man first, a man in counsel wise, 
Discovered unto men the fear o f Gods,
Thereby to frighten sinners should they sin 
E ’en secretly in deed, or word, or thought.
Hence was it that he brought in Deity,
Telling how God enjoys an endless life,
Hears with his mind and sees, and taketh thought 
And heeds things, and his nature is divine,
So that he hearkens to men’s every word 
And has the power to see men’s every act.
E’en if you plan in silence some ill deed,
The Gods will surely mark i t ; for in them 
Wisdom resides. So, speaking words like these,

• i.e. o n e  o f  “  the Thirty ”  Tyrants o f 404 b .c.
6 For this poem Sextus is our only authority and in several

Elaces the text is dubious. I follow for the most part that of 
•iels (Frag. d. Vorsokr. p. 571).

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 64

__1 <yivovs βροτείου> add. Grotins; Ατάντων} Diels.
a <αύτοΪ!> add. Mutsch.: Diels.
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διδαγμάτων κερδιστον1 είσηγήσατο, 
φενδεΐ καλυφας την αλήθειαν λόγω, 
ναίειν δ’ εφασκε τους θεούς ενταΰθ' ΐνα 
μάλιστ άν εζεπληζεν ανθρώπους λόγων, 
δθεν 7rep εγνω τούς φόβους όντας βροτοΐς 
και τάς όνησεις τω ταλαιπωρώ βίω, 
εκ της ϋπερθε περιφοράς, ΐν* άστραπας 
κατεΐδεν οϋσας, δεινά δε κτυπήματα 
βροντής, τό τ  άστερωπόν ούρανοΰ δέμας, 
χρόνου καλόν ποίκιλμα, τεκτονος σοφού, 
δθεν τε λαμπρός άστερος στείχει μύδρος, 
δ θ* υγρός εις γην όμβρος εκπορεύεται, 
τοίους περιζ εστησεν άνθρώποις φόβου 
στοίχους, καλώς τε τω λόγω κατωκισεν 
τον δαίμον οίκεΐν εν πρεποντι χωρίω, 
την ανομίαν τε τοΐς νόμοις κατεσβεσεν.

καϊ ολίγα προσδιελθών επιφερει

ουτω δε πρώτον οϊομαι πεϊσαί τινα 
θνητούς νόμιζειν δαιμόνων είναι γένος. 65

65 Συμφερεται δε τουτοις τοΐς άνδράσι και Θεό
δωρος 6 άθεος και κατά τινας Πρωταγόρας 6 
*Αβδηρίτης, 6 μεν διά τοϋ περί θεών συντάγματος 
τά παρά τοΐς “Έλλη σι θεολογούμενα ποικιλως

56 άνασκευάσας, 6 δε Πρωταγόρας ρητώς που 
γράφας “  περί δε θεών ούτε εί είσϊν ουθ' όποιοι 
τινες είσι δύναμαι λεγειν πολλά γάρ εστι τά  
κωλυοντά με.”  παρ ην αιτίαν θάνατον αύτοΰ 
καταφηφισαμενων τών *Αθηναίων διαφυγών καί

57 κατά θάλατταν πταίσας άπεθανεν. μεμνηται δε

1 φδιστον Nauck: ήδιστον mss., Diels.
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Most cunning doctrine did he introduce,
The truth concealing under speech untrue.
The place he spoke of as the God’s abode 
Was that whereby he could affright men most,—
The place from which, he knew, both terrors came 
And easements unto men o f toilsome life—
To wit the vault above, wherein do dwell 
The lightnings, he beheld, and awesome claps 
O f thunder, and the starry face of heaven,
Fair-spangled by that cunning craftsman Time,—
Whence, too, the meteor’s glowing mass doth speed 
And liquid rain descends upon the earth.
Such were the fears wherewith he hedged men round,
And so to God he gave a fitting home,
By this his speech, and in a fitting place,
And thus extinguished lawlessness by laws.

And, after proceeding a little farther, he adds—
Thus first did some man, as I deem, persuade 
Men to suppose a race of Gods exists.

Theodorus “  the Atheist," too, is o f the same mind 55 
as these men, and (according to some) Protagoras o f 
Abdera ; the former, seeing that he demolished the 
theological beliefs o f the Greeks by a variety of 
arguments in his treatise Concerning Gods; and 56 
Protagoras, where in one place he wrote expressly—
“ Concerning Gods I am not able to say either whether 
they exist or o f what sort they are; for the things 
which prevent me are many.”  And when, because 
of this, the Athenians had condemned him to death 
he escaped  ̂andrdied by shipwreck at sea. Mention 57
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ταυτης της Ιστορίας καί Τιμών ό Φλιάσιο? εν τώ  
δευτέρω των σίλλων ταΰτα διεξερχόμενος,

(πάντων πρωτίστω τό ) τε1 καί μετέπειτα σο
φιστών

οϋτ* άλιγυγλώσσω οΰτ άσκόπω οΰτ* άκυλίστω 
ΪΙρωταγόρη' εθελον δε τέφρην συγγράμματα 

θεΐναι,
δττι θεούς κατέγραφ* οΰτ είδέναι ούτε δΰνασθαι 
όπποΐοί τινές είσι καί οΐ rives άθρήσασθαι, 
πάσαν εχων φυλακήν επιεικείς?, τά μεν ου οι 
χραίσμησ*, άλλα φυγής επεμαίετο, οφρα μη ούτως 
Σωκρατικόν πίνων φυχρόν πάτον άίδα δύη.

58 καί *Επίκουρος δε κατ ένίους ώς μεν προς τους 
πολλούς απολείπει θεόν, ώς δε προς την φΰσιν των

59 πραγμάτων ούδαμώς. ού μάλλον δε είναι η μη 
είναι θεούς διά την των αντικειμένων λόγων Ισο- 
σθένειαν ελεξαν οι από της σκέφεως. καί τούτο 
είσόμεθα εκατέρωθεν τά επιχειροΰμενα συντόμως 
έπιδραμόντες.

60 Οί τοίνυν θεούς άζιοΰντες είναι πειρωνται το 
προκείμενον κατασκευάζειν εκ τεσσάρων τρόπων, 
ενός μεν της παρά πάσιν άνθρώποις συμφωνίας, 
δευτέρου δε της κοσμικής διατάζεως, τρίτου δε 
των άκολουθουντων άτοπων τοις αναιρουσι το 
θειον, τετάρτου δε καί τελευταίου της των άντι-

61 πιπτόντων λόγων ύπεζαιρέσεως. αλλ απο μεν 
της κοινής έννοιας λέγοντες ώς άπαντες άνθρωποι 
σχεδόν "Ελληνές τε καί βάρβαροι νομιζουσιν είναι

1 <νώτωτ . . .τό> rr^ iek t « ί  Bekk,^ Νί- ώστ* cet. 
84

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 57-61

is made of this story by Timon of Phlius, in the second 
book o f his Silli,—
First of the Sophists existing then or that shall be hereafter, 
Neither in speech unclear nor dull of sight or of action, 
Protagoras ; and they wished to reduce his writings to ashes, 
For that he wrote of the Gods that he knew not ana could not 

discover
Who, if any, they truly are, and what is their nature,
Giving all heed to candour. But that did profit him nothing ; 
Wherefore he hastened to flee, that he might not descend into 

Hades,
Doomed to drink of that potion cold which Socrates swal

lowed.®

And, according to some, Epicurus in his popular 58 
exposition allows the existence o f God, but in ex
pounding the real nature o f things he does not allow 
it. And the Sceptics have declared that, owing to 59 
the equipollence o f the opposed arguments, the Gods 
are existent “  no more ”  than non-existent. This 
we shall learn when we have briefly run through the 
arguments urged on either side.

Those, then, who maintain that Gods exist try to 60 
establish their thesis by four modes, arguing, firstly, 
from the universal agreement o f mankind; secondly, 
from the orderly arrangement o f the Universe; 
thirdly, from the absurd consequences o f the denial 
of the existence o f deity; fourthly and lastly, by under
mining the opposing arguments.6 Arguing from the 61 
universal conception, they say that practically all men, 
both Greeks and barbarians,® believe in the existence

• P. was condemned to death (by hemlock) at Athens on 
a charge of impiety (§ 56 supra). For Timon and his writings 
see Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxi.

6 S. deals with these four arguments as follows—(1) in 
§§ 61-74; (2) in §§ 75-122; (3) in §§ 123-126; (4) in §§ 127-136.
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το θειον, και διά το ντο σύμφωνος μεν θύουσί τε 
και εύχονται και τεμενη θεών άνιστώσιν, άλλοι Βε 
άλλως ταΰτα ποιοΰσιν, ώς άν κατα μεν το κοινόν 
πεπιστενκότες το είναι τι θειον, μη την αυτήν Βε 
εχοντες περί της φυσεως αυτόν πρόληφιν. ει Βε 
γε φευΒης ύπήρχεν η τοιαυτη πρόληφις, ουκ άν

62 οντω πάντες συνεφώνουν. είσίν άρα θεοί, και 
γάρ άλλως αι φενΒεΐς Βόξαι και πρόσκαιροι φάσεις 
ουκ επί πλεΐον παρεκτείνουσιν, αλλά συντελευτώσιν 
εκείνοις ων χάριν εφυλάττοντο. οΐον τιμώσι 
βασιλείς άνθρωποι θυσίαις τε καί ταΐς άλλαις 
θρήσκείαις, αΐς [ώ ^]1 θεούς προστρεπονται* άλλα 
ταΰτα μεχρις εκείνων αυτών Βιατηροΰσιν, τελευ- 
τησάντων δε ώς άθεσμά τινα καί ασεβή κατα- 
λείπονσιν. ή Βε γε τών θεών έννοια καί εξ αίώνος 
ήν καί εις αιώνα Βιαμενει, εξ αυτών, ώς είκός, τών

63 γιγνομενων μαρτυρουμενη. ον μην άλλα καί 
εί την ιδιωτικήν υπόνοιαν Βει παραλείπειν, τοΐς 
δε συνετοΐς καί μεγαλοφυεστάτοις τών άνΒρών 
πείθεσθαι, πάρεστι μεν την ποιητικήν όράν μηδέν 
μεγα μηδε λαμπρόν εκφερονσαν εν ω μη θεός 
εστιν ο την εξουσίαν καί το κράτος τών γινομένων 
πραγμάτων ενημμενος, ώσπερ καί τώ ποιητή 
'Ομήρω κατά τον άναγραφεντα τών Ελλήνων

64 καί βαρβάρων πόλεμον, πάρεστι Βε καί την τών 
φυσικών πληθύν ιΒεΐν σύμφωνον τή ποιητική· και 
γάρ Πυθαγόρας καί Εμπεδοκλής καί οι από τής 
Ιωνίας Σωκράτης τε καί Πλάτων καί Α ριστο
τέλης καί οι από τής στοάς, τάχα δε οι από τών 
κήπων, ώς αι ρηταί τον 'Επίκουρου λεξεις μαρ·

1 [ώί] om. Hervetus (και qj. Bekk.). _
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of the Divine, and because of this they agree in sacrifi
cing and in praying and in setting up shrines for the 
Gods ; and some do this in one way, some in another, 
as though all o f them in common believed in the 
existence o f some Divinity, but did not possess the 
same preconception regarding its nature. But if 
this preconception had been false, they would not all 
have agreed in this way ; therefore Gods exist. And 62 
besides, false opinions and temporary appearances do 
not survive longer but come to an end together with 
the persons for whose sakes they were retained. For 
example, men honour kings with sacrifices and with 
all the other religious rites with which they worship 
the Gods ; but they observe these practices only so 
long as the kings themselves are there, and when 
they are dead they give them up as being illegal and 
impious. But the conception of the Gods has existed 
from eternity and persists unto eternity, as it probably 
derives its evidence from the very facts o f existence.
— Moreover, even if one ought to pass over the belief 63 
of the ordinary man and put one’s trust in men who 
are clever and most highly gifted, one may see how 
poetry produces no great or brilliant work in which 
God is not the person invested with authority and 
power over the events which take place,—even as he 
was by the poet Homer in the war he described 
between the Greeks and barbarians. And one may 64 
also see the host o f the Physicists in accord with 
poetry; for Pythagoras and Empedocles and the 
Ionians and Socrates and Plato and Aristotle and the 
Stoics, and perhaps “  the Garden philosophers ”  a too 
(as the express statements o f Epicurus testify), allow

• i.e. the Epicureans, so called from the garden at Athens
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65 τυροΰσι, θεόν άπολείπουσιν. ώσπερ ούν el περί 
τίνος των υπό την όρασιν πιπτόντων εζητοϋμεν, 
εύλόγως αν τοΐς όζυωπεστάτοις επιστεύομεν, και 
el TrepL τίνος των ακουστών, τοΐς όζυηκουστάτοις, 
οντω σκεπτόμενοι rrepl τίνος των λόγω θεωρού
μενων ούκ άλλοι? τισϊ πιστευειν όφειλομεν η τοΐς 
τον νουν και τον λόγον όζυωποϋσιν, όποιοι rive? 
ήσαν οι φιλόσοφοι.

66 Άλλ* €ΐώθασιν άνθυποφεροντες ττρός τούτο 
λεγειν οι εξ εναντία? ότι καί περί των εν αδου 
μυθευομενων κοινήν έννοιαν εχουσιν άπαντες άν
θρωποι και συμφώνους εχουσι τούς ποιητάς, και 
μάλλον γε περί τούτων ή περί1 των θεών, αλλ’ 
ούκ αν ειποιμεν ταΐς άληθείαις ύπάρχειν τα καθ’

67 αδου μυθευόμενα, μη συνιεντες πρώτον μεν ότι 
ου μόνον τά καθ' αδου πλαττόμενα άλλα και 
κοινώς πάντα μύθον μάχην περιεσχηκεναι συμ- 
βεβηκε και αδύνατον είναι, οΐον ήν

και Ύιτυόν εΐδον, Γαίης ερικυδεος υιόν, 
κείμενον εν δαπεδω· ο δ ’ επ' εννεα κεΐτο πελεθρα, 
γϋπε δε μιν εκάτερθε παρημενω ήπαρ εκειρον, 
δερτρον εσω δυνοντες· ό δ’ ούκ άπαμυνετο χερσίν 
Αητώ γάρ ήσχυνε Αιός κυδρήν παράκοιτιν.

68 el μεν γάρ άφυχος ήν ο Τιτυός, πώς ούδεμίαν 
συναίσθησιν εχων υπό τιμωρίαν επιπτεν; el 8e

69 είχε φυχην, πώς τετελευτήκει; και πάλιν όταν 
λεγηται

και μην Τάνταλον είσεΐδον κρατερ' άλγε* εχοντα, 
εσταότ εν λίμνη· ή δε προσεκλυζε γενείω.

,---------- 1 ^olN^Mutscb.^wiBekk^
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God’s existence. Therefore, just as, if  we had been 65 
inquiring about something which is perceived by 
sight, it would have been reasonable for us to have 
trusted those who have the sharpest sight, and if it 
had been about something audible, those o f the 
sharpest hearing,—so also, when we are examining 
one o f the things observed by reason we ought to 
trust none except those who are sharp o f sight in 
mind and reason, such as were the philosophers.

But in reply to this those of the opposite side are 66 
accustomed to argue that all men have a common 
conception about the legendary doings in Hades as 
well, and have the poets in agreement with them ; 
and even more so about these things than about the 
Gods; yet we would not assert that the legendary 
doings in Hades are real facts, through failing to 67 
understand, in the first place, that not only the 
fictions about Hades but, in general, every legend is 
such as to contain conflicting elements and to be 
impossible ; as, for instance—
Tityus, too, I beheld, the glorious Earth-mother’s offspring, 
Lying flat on the ground ; nine roods did he cover extended; 
Vultures twain sat on either side and tore at his liver,
Plunged in his inward parts; with his hands he could not

repel them:
Seeing he shamed the consort of Zeus, illustrious Leto.·
For if Tityus was lifeless, how was he under punish- 68 
ment when he possessed no consciousness ? And if 
he possessed life, how was he dead ? And again, 69 
when it is related b—
Tantalus, too, I beheld with mine eyes in agonies grievous 
Standing within a lake ; and up to his chin came the water ;

e Homer, Odyss. xi. 576 f f . ; ef. Lucret. iii. 996 ff.
- * Homer, Odjwe. xi. 583 ff.
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στεύτό τε διφάων, πιεειν δ* ονκ εΐχεν ελεσθαι’ 
όσσάκι γάρ κύφει* 6 γέρων 7τιεειν μενεαινων, 
τοσσάχ ύδωρ άπολεσκετ άναβροχεν, άμφι δε 

ποσσιν
γαΐα μελαινα φάνεσκε, καταζήνασκε δε δαίμων.

70 el γάρ μήποτε ύγροΰ και τροφής έγεύετο, πώς 
διεμενεν άλλ’ ον σπάνει των αναγκαίων διεφθειρετο; 
εΐ δε αθάνατος ήν, πώς τοιοϋτος έστίν; μάχεται 
γάρ αθάνατος φύσις άλγηδόσι και βασανοις,

71 επείπερ παν το άλγοΰν θνητόν εστιν. άλλα γάρ 
ο μεν μΰθος ούτως εν αύτώ τον έλεγχον περιεΐχεν, 
η δε περί θεών ύπόληφις ού τοιαύτη τις έστίν, 
ουδέ μάχην ύπέβαλλεν, αλλά σύμφωνος τοις γιγνο- 
μένοις έφαίνετο. και γάρ ουδέ τάς φνχάς ενεστιν 
ύπονοησαι κάτω φερομενας' λεπτομερείς γαρ 
ούσαι και ούχ ήττον πυρώδεις η πνευματώδεις εις

72 τούς άνω μάλλον τόπους κονφοφοροϋσιν. και καθ' 
αύτάς δέ διαμενουσι και ούχ, ως έλεγεν 6 Ε π ί
κουρος, άπολυθείσαι τών σωμάτων καπνού δίκην 
σκίδνανται. ούδε γάρ πρότερον το σώμα διακρατη- 
τικόν ην αυτών, άλλ* ανται τώ σώματι σνμμονης

73 ησαν αϊτιαι, πολύ δε πρότερον και εαυταΐς. έκ- 
σκηνοι γονν ήλιου γενόμεναι τον υπό σελήνην 
οίκοϋσι τόπον, ενθάδε τε διά την ειλικρίνειαν του 
άερος πλειονα προς διαμονήν λαμβάνουσι χρόνον, 
τροφή τε χρώνται οικεία τή άπο γης αναθυμιάσει 
ώς καί τά λοιπά άστρα, το διαλΰσόν τε αύτάς εν

74 έκείνοις τοις τόποις ούκ έχουσιν. εί ούν δια- 
μενουσιν ai φυχαί, δαίμοσιν αί αύταϊ γίνονται* εί
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Thirsty he stood, nor could he attain to reach it and drink it ; 
Nay, for as oft as the old man stoop’d desirous of drinking 
Just so oft did the wave surge back ; and close to his foot-

Srints
did the earth appear, so parch’d was it made by the 

Daemon.
For if he never tasted drink or food how did he 70 
survive and not perish through lack of necessary 
sustenance ? And if he was immortal, how is he 
in the state described ? For an immortal nature 
is inconsistent with pains and torments, since every
thing that suffers pain is mortal. But, (retort the 71 
Stoics,) whereas the myth does thus contain within 
itself its own refutation, the conception o f Gods 
is not o f this kind, nor does it introduce incon
sistency, but is evidently in accord with facts. Nor, 
indeed, is it possible to suppose that souls move 
downwards ; for since they are of fine particles, and 
no less o f a fiery than o f a vaporous nature, they 
rather soar lightly to the upper regions. Also, they 72 
persist as they are in themselves, and are not (as 
Epicurus said) “  dispersed like smoke when released 
from their bodies.”  ° For before that it was not the 
body that was in control o f them, but it was they that 
were the causes o f the body’s conjoined existence 
and, much more, o f their own. For having quitted 73 
the sphere o f the sun 6 they inhabit the region below 
the moon, and there because o f the pureness o f the 
air they continue to remain for a long time, and for 
their sustenance they use the steam which rises from 
the earth, as do the rest o f the stars,5 and in those 
regions they have nothing to dissolve them. If, 74 
then, souls persist, they are the same as daemons;

• Cf. Lucret. iii. 437 f., 457 f.
* This was a Stoic theory, cf. Cicero, Nat. D. ii. 15.
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δε δαΙμονές είσι, ρητεον καί θεούς ύπάρχειν, μηΒεν 
αυτών την ΰπαρξιν βλαπτουσης της περί των εν 
αΒου μυθευομενων προλήφεως.

*0 μεν ονν από της κοινής καί συμφώνου οίήσεως
76 του θεού λόγος εστι τοιοϋτος' σκοπώμεν δε και 

τον από της τοΰ περιεχοντος Βιακοσμησεως. η 
τοίνυν των οντων ουσία, φασίν, ακίνητος ουσα 
εξ αύτής καί ασχημάτιστος υπό τίνος αιτίας οφείλει 
κινεΐσθαί τε καί σχηματίζεσθαι * καί διά τοΰτο, ώς 
χαλκουργημα περικαλλές θεασάμενοι ποθοΰμεν 
μαθεΐν τον τεχνίτην άτε καθ' αυτήν της ϋλης 
ακίνητου καθεστώσης, οϋτω καί την των όλων 
ύλην θεωροϋντες κινουμενην καί εν μορφή τε και 
δια κοσμήσει τυγχάνουσαν εύλόγως άν σκεπτοίμεθα 
τό κινούν αυτήν καί πολυειΒώς μορφοΰν αίτιον.

76 τοΰτο δε ούκ άλλο τι πιθανόν εστιν είναι η Βυναμίν 
τινα Βι αυτής πεφοιτηκυΐαν, καθάπερ ημΐν φνχή 
πεφοίτηκεν. αύτη οδν ή Βυναμις ήτοι αυτοκίνητος 
εστιν ή υπό άλλης κινείται Βυνάμεως. καί εί μεν 
ύφ' ετερας κινείται, την ετεραν άΒυνατον εσται1 
κινεΐσθαί μη ύπ* άλλης κινουμενην, δπερ άτοπον. 
εστι τις άρα καθ* εαυτήν αυτοκίνητος Βυναμις, ήτις 
άν εΐη θεία καί άίΒιος. ή γαρ εξ αίώνος κινησεται 
ή από τίνος χρόνου. άλλ’ από τίνος χρόνου μεν 
ου κινησεται' ου γάρ εσται τις αιτία τοΰ από 
τίνος αυτήν χρόνου κινεΐσθαί. άίΒιος τοινυν εστιν 
ή κινούσα την ύλην Βυναμις καί τεταγμενως αυτήν 
εις γενεσεις καί μεταβολάς άγουσα, ώστε θεός άν

77 εϊη αύτη. καί ετι τό γεννητικόν λογικού καί 
φρονίμου πάντως καί αυτό λογικόν εστι καί

1 ιστοί Ν, Mutsch.: clvai Bekk.
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and if daemons exist, one must declare also that Gods 
exist, their existence being in no wise hindered by 
the preconception about the legendary doings in 
Hades.

Such, then, is the argument from the general and 
unanimous opinion about God ; and let us also con- 75 
sider that which is based on the orderly arrangement 
o f the Universe. The substance of existing things 
being o f itself, they say, motionless and shapeless 
must be put in motion and shape by some cause ; 
and on account o f this just as, when we behold some 
very beautiful piece o f bronze-work, we are anxious to 
know who the craftsman is, since the material is of 
itself motionless, so also when we behold the matter 
of the Universe moving and existing in definite shape 
and orderly arrangement we shall naturally look for 
the cause which moves it and shapes it into various 
forms. And it is probable that this is nothing else 76 
than some power which pervades it, even as our soul 
pervades ourselves. This power, then, is either self- 
moving or moved by some other power. And if it is 
moved by another power, it will not be possible for 
that other to be moved unless it is moved by a further 
power ; which is absurd. There exists, therefore, a 
power which is of itself self-moving, and this will be 
divine and eternal. For either it will be in motion 
from eternity or from some definite point of time. 
But it will not be in motion from a point o f time ; for 
there will exist no cause of its motion from a given 
point of time. So then, the power which moves matter 
and subjects it to ordered forms of generation and 
change is eternal. Consequently this power will be 
God.— Moreover, that which generates what is rational 77 
and wise is certainly itself both rational and wise ;
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φρόνιμον ή δέ γε προειρημένη δΰναμις ανθρώπους 
πέφυκε κατασκεύαζαν' λογική τοίνυν και φρόνιμη 
γενήσεται, δπερ ήν θείας φΰσεως. είσίν αρα θεοί.

78 των τε σωμάτων τά μεν έστιν ηνωμένα τά  δε 
εκ συναπτομένων τά  δε εκ διεστώτων. ηνωμένα 
μεν οΰν εστι τά  υπό μιας εξεως κρατούμενα 
καθάπερ φυτά καί ζώα, εκ συναπτομένων δε τά 
εκ τε παρακειμένων καί προς εν τι κεφάλαιον 
νευόντων συνεστώτα ώς άλυσεις καί πυργίσκοι καί 
νήες, εκ διεστώτων  δε τά εκ διεζευγμένων καί [ε’κ] 
κεχωρισμένων καί καθ' αυτά υποκειμένων συγ-

79 κείμενα ώς στρατιαί καί ποιμναι καί χοροί, επει 
οΰν καί 6 κόσμος σώμα έστιν, ήτοι ήνωμένον έστί 
σώμα η εκ συναπτομένων η εκ διεστώτων. ούτε 
δε έκ συναπτομένων ούτε εκ διεστώτων, ώς 
δείκνυμεν εκ τώ ν περί αυτόν συμπαθειών, κατά 
γάρ τάς τής σελήνης αυξήσεις καί φθίσεις πολλά 
τώ ν τε επιγείων ζώων καί θαλασσίων φθίνει τε  
καί αΰξεται, άμπώτεις τε καί πλημμυρίδες περί 
τινα μέρη τής θαλάσσης γίνονται, ωσαύτως Βέ 
καί κατά τινας τώ ν αστέρων επιτολάς καί δύσεις 
μεταβολαί τοΰ περιέχοντος καί παμποίκιλοι περί 
τον αέρα τροπαί συμβαίνουσιν, οτέ μεν επί το 
κρεΐττον ότέ δε λοιμικώς. έξ ών συμφανές οτι

80 ήνωμένον τι σώμα καθέστηκεν ο κόσμος, επί μεν 
γάρ τών εκ συναπτομένων ή διεστώτων ου συμ
πάσχει τά  μέρη άλλήλοις, εΐγε εν στρατιά πάντων, 
εί τυχοι, διαφθαρέντων τώ ν στρατιωτών ούδέν 
κατά διάδοσιν πάσχειν φαίνεται 6 περισωθείς' επί * *

* Cf. Adv. Log. i. 102.
* For the Stoic use of &s, “ attraction ”  (lit. “ holding” ), 
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but the aforementioned power is of such a nature as to 
construct m en; therefore it will be rational and wise, 
and this is the mark of a divine nature. Gods, there
fore, exist.—Of bodies, too, some are unified, some 78 
formed of things conjoined, some of separate things. 
Unified a bodies are such as are controlled by a single 
“  attraction,”  b such as plants and animals ; those 
formed of conjoined parts are such as are composed of 
adjacent elements which tend to combine into one 
main structure, like cables and turrets and ships; those 
formed of separate things are such as are compounded 
of things which are disjoined and isolated and existing 
by themselves, like armies and flocks and choruses. 
Seeing, then, that the Universe also is a body, it is 79 
either unified or of conjoined or separate parts. But 
it is neither o f conjoined nor of separate parts, as we 
prove from the “ sympathies ”  it exhibits. For in 
accordance with the waxings and wanings o f the 
moon many sea and land animals wane and wax, and 
ebb-tides and flood-tides occur in some parts of the 
sea. And in the same way, too, in accordance with 
certain risings and settings of the stars alterations 
in the surrounding atmosphere and all varieties of 
change in the air take place, sometimes for the 
better, but sometimes fraught with pestilence. And 
from these facts it is obvious that the Universe is a 
unified body. For in the case o f bodies formed from 80 
conjoined or separate elements the parts do not 
“  sympathize ”  with one another, since if all the 
soldiers, say, in an army have perished (save one) 
the one who survives is not seen to suffer at all 
through transmission; but in the case o f unified
to denote the principle o f cohesion and unity in things
inorganic see §§81 ff. infra % cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxv .-------
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δε τών ηνωμένων συμπάθεια τις έστιν, ειγε δα
κτύλου τεμνομένου τό ολον σννδιατιθεται σώμα, 
ήνωμένον τοίνυν έστί σώμα και ο κοσμος.

81 άλλ’ έπει τών ηνωμένων σωμάτων τα μεν ύπό 
φίλης έξεως συνέχεται τά  δε ύπο φύσεως τα δε υπό 
φυχης, και έξεως μεν ώς λίθοι και ξύλα, φύσεως 
δε καθάπερ τά φυτά, φυχης δέ τά ζώα, πάντως δη

82 και 6 κόσμος ύπό τίνος τούτων διακρατεΐται. και 
υπό μεν φίλης έξεως ούκ αν συνέχοιτο. τά γάρ 
ύπό έξεως κρατούμενα ούδεμίαν άξιόλογον μετα
βολήν τε και τροπήν άναδέχεται, καθάπερ ξύλα 
και λίθοι, άλλα μόνον εξ αύτών πάσχει την κατά

83 άνεσιν και την κατά συμπιεσμόν διάθεσιν. ο δέ 
κόσμος άξιολόγους άναδέχεται μεταβολάς, οτέ μεν 
κρυμαλέου του περιέχοντος γιγνομενου οτε δε 
άλεεινοΰ, καί οτε μεν αύχμώδους οτέ δέ νοτερού, 
οτέ δέ άλλως πως κατά τάς τών ουρανίων κινήσεις 
ετεροιουμένου. ου τοίνυν ύπο φίλης εξεως ο

84 κόσμος συνέχεται. εί δέ μη ύπό ταύτης, πάντως 
ύπό φύσεως· καί γάρ τά ύπό φυχης διακρατούμενα 
πολύ πρότερον ύπό φύσεως συνείχετο. ανάγκη 
άρα ύπό της άρίστης αυτόν φύσεως συνεχεσθαι, 
έπεί καί περιέχει τάς πάντων φύσεις, η δε γε τας 
πάντων περιέχουσα φύσεις και τας λογικας περι-

85 έσχηκεν. άλλα καί ή τάς λογικάς  ̂ περιέχουσα 
φύσεις πάντως έστί λογική· ού γάρ οΐον τε το ολον 
τού μέρους χείρον είναι, αλλ ει αρισττ\ εστι 
φύσις ή τον κόσμον διοικούσα, νοερά τε εσται 
καί σπουδαία καί άθάνατος, τοιαύτη δέ τυγ-

86 χάνουσα θεός έστιν. είσίν άρα θεοί. ειπερ 
τε εν γή καί θαλάσση πολλής οϋσης παχυμερειας 
ποικίλα συνίσταται ζώα φυχικής τε καχ αισθητικής 
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bodies there exists a certain “  sympathy,”  since, 
when the finger is cut, the whole body shares in 
its condition. So then, the Universe also is a 
unified body.—But since of unified bodies some 81 
are held together by mere “  attraction,”  others by 
organic structure, others by soul,—by attraction, 
like stones and sticks ; by organic structure, like 
plants ; and animals by soul,—the Universe also is 
certainly controlled by one o f these. Now it will not 82 
be held together by mere attraction. For the things 
controlled by attraction (such as sticks and stones) do 
not admit o f any considerable alteration or change, 
but merely suffer the conditions produced by expan
sion or compression. But the Universe admits of con- 83 
siderable alterations, as the atmosphere becomes at 
one time frosty, at another torrid, and at one time 
dry, at another damp, and at other times modified in 
other ways according to the motions o f the heavenly 
bodies. So then, the Universe is not held together 
by mere attraction. But if not by this, then certainly 84 
by organic structure ; for even the bodies which are 
controlled by soul were first o f all held together by 
organic structure. Necessarily, then, it must be held 
together by the best structure, since it contains the 
structures o f all things. But that which contains the 85 
structures o f all things contains also such as are 
rational; and, moreover, that which contains the 
rational organic structures is certainly rational; for 
it is not possible for the whole to be inferior to the 
part. But if that structure which governs the Uni
verse is the best, it will be intelligent and virtuous 
and immortal. And being such, it is God. There
fore Gods exist.—Also, if there exist on the earth and 86 
in the sea, which have very dense parts, a variety o f
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μετέχοντa δυνάμεως, πολλώ πιθανώτερον εστιν 
εν τώ  άdpi, πολύ το καθαρόν και ειλικρινές έχοντι 
παρά την γην και το ύδωρ, έμφυχά τινα και νοερά 
συνίστασθαι ζώα. και τούτω συμφωνεί το τούς 
Διόσκουρους αγαθούς τινας είναι δαίμονας, σωτηρας 
εύσέλμων νεών, και το

τρϊς γάρ μύριοί είσιν επί χθονι πουλυβοτείρη 
αθάνατοι Ζηνός φύλακες μερόπων ανθρώπων.

87 άλλ’ εί εν τώ αέρι πιθανόν ύπαρχειν ζώα, πάντως 
εύλογον καί εν τώ αίθέρι ζώων είναι φύσιν, οθεν 
καί άνθρωποι νοεράς μετεχουσι δυνάμεως, κάκειθεν 
αυτήν σπάσαντες. οντων δε αιθέριων ζώων, καί 
κατά πολύ τών επιγείων ύπερφερειν δοκούντων τώ  
άφθαρτα είναι καί αγέννητα, δοθήσεται καί θεούς 
ύπαρχε ιν, τούτων μη δια φέροντας.

88 Ό  δε Κλεάνθης ούτως συνηρώτα. εί φύσις 
φύσεώς εστι κρείττων, εΐη άν τις άρίστη φύσις· εί 
φυχη φνχής εστι κρείττων, εΐη άν τις άρίστη φυχη· 
καί εί ζώον τοίνυν κρεΐττόν εστι ζώου, εΐη άν τι 
κράτιστον ζώ ον ου γάρ εις άπειρον εκπίπτειν 
πεφυκε τά τοιαΰτα. ώσπεροϋν ούτε ή φύσις εδύνατο 
επ’ άπειρον αύξεσθαι κατά το κρεΐττόν ούθ’ η φυχη

89 (ούτως} ούδε1 το ζώον. αλλά μην ζώον ζώου κρεΐττόν 
εστίν, ώς ίππος χελώνης, εί τύχοι, καί ταύρος ονου 
καί λέων ταύρου, πάντων δε σχεδόν τών επιγείων 
ζώων καί σωματική καί φυχικη διαθέσει προέχει 
τε καί κρατιστεύει 6 άνθρωπος· τοίνυν κράτιστον

90 άν εΐη ζώον καί άριστον. καί ου πάνυ τι 6 άν-
1 <ovrcos> ovSe Heintz: οϋτ€ mss., Bekk.
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animals which share in the faculties o f soul and of 
sense, it is much more probable that there exist in 
the air (which, as compared with earth and water, is 
very clear and pure) some animals endowed with soul 
and intelligence. And in accord with this is the say
ing that the Dioscuri are good daemons, “  saviours of 
well-benched ships,”  and that

Zeus over mortal men, upon Earth the sustainer of many,
Thrice ten thousand guardians has set, <divine and> 

immortal.®
But if it is probable that animals exist in the air, it is 87 
certainly reasonable that animal organisms should 
also exist in the aether, from which men too derive 
their share of intellectual power, having drawn it 
from thence. And as ethereal animals exist, and are 
deemed to be far superior to terrestrial animals 
through being imperishable and unbegotten, it will 
be granted that Gods, which are no wise different 
from these, exist as well.

And Cleanthes argued thus : “  I f  one nature is 88 
better than another, there will be some best nature ; 
if one soul is better than another, there will be some 
best soul: if, then, one animal is better than another, 
there will be some best animal; for such things are 
not o f a kind to proceed ad infinitum. So then, as 
nature is not capable o f increasing to infinity in 
goodness, nor soul, neither is the animal capable. 
One animal, however, is better than another, as (say) 89 
the horse than the tortoise, and the bull than the 
ass, and the lion than the bull. And of all the 
terrestrial animals Man is the highest and best in 
respect o f the disposition of both body and soul; 
therefore a certain best and most excellent animal 
will exist. Yet Man cannot be absolutely the best 90
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θρωπος κράτιστον είναι δύναται ζώον, οΐον εύθεως 
οτι διά κακίας πορεύεται τον πάντα χρόνον, εί δε 
μη ye, τον πλεΐστον (και γάρ εΐ ποτέ περιγενοιτο 
αρετής, όφε και προς ταΐς τον βίου δυσμαΐς περί- 
γίνεται), επικήρόν τ  εστί και άσθενες και μνρίων 
δεόμενον βοηθημάτων, καθάπερ τροφής και σκεπα
σμάτων και τής άλλης τοΰ σώματος επιμελείας, 
πικρόν τίνος τνράννον τρόπον εφεστώτος ήμΐν και 
τον προς ημέραν δασμόν άπαιτοΰντος, και εί μη 
παρεχοιμεν ώστε λούειν αυτό και αλείφειν και 
περιβάλλε ιν και τρεφειν, νόσονς και θάνατον 
άπειλ οΰντος. ώστε ον τελεί ον ζώον ό άνθρωπος,

91 άτελε? δε και πολύ κεχωρισμενον τοΰ τελείον. τό 
δε τελειον και άριστον κρεΐττον μεν αν νπάρχοι 
άνθρωπον και πάσαις ταΐς άρεταΐς σνμπεπληρω- 
μενον και παντός κακόν άνεπίδεκτον, τοΰτο δε 
ον διοίσει θεόν, εστιν άρα θεός.

92 *Αλλ* ό μεν Κλεάνθης εστί τοιοΰτος' ή ρώτησε δε 
και Ή,ενοφών ό Σωκρατικός λόγον εις τό είναι θεούς, 
Σωκράτει περιθεις την άπόδειξιν προς τον ’Αριστό
δημον ζητοΰντι, δι* ών κατά λεξιν φησιν “  είπε 
μοι ώ *Αριστόδημε, είσιν ονς τινας επί σοφία 
τεθαύμακας; εγωγε, εφη. τίνες οΰν είσιν οΰτοι; 
επί μεν οΰν ποιητική εγωγε "Ομηρόν τεθαύμακα, 
επί δε ανδριαντοποιία Πολύκλειτον, ζωγραφιάς γε

93 μην χάριν Σενζιν. τούτονς οΰν άποδεχτ) ον διά 
τό τά ύπ* αυτών κατεσκενασμενα περισσώς δε- 
δημιονργήσθαι; εγωγε, εφη. εί οΰν 6 Πολυ
κλείτου άνδριάς καί εμφνχίαν προσλάβη, ον πολύ 
μάλλον άποδεξη τον τεχνίτην; καί μάλα. άρ* 
οΰν ανδριάντα μεν όρων εφης νπό τίνος τεχνίτον 
δεδημιονργήσ&αι, άνΰρωπον δ ί  ορών κατά τε 
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animal, because, for instance, he walks in wickedness 
all his life, or, if not, at least for the greater part of 
it (for if ever he attains virtue, he attains it late and 
at the setting of life’s sun), and he is the victim of 
fate and feeble and in need of countless aids—such 
as food and coverings, and all the other requirements 
of the body, which stands over us like a rigorous 
tyrant and demands its daily tribute, and threatens 
us with disease and death unless we provide for its 
washing and anointing and clothing and feeding. So 
that Man is not a perfect animal, but imperfect and 
far removed from the perfect. But that which is 91 
perfect and best will be better than Man and fulfilled 
with all the virtues and not receptive o f any ev il; and 
this animal will not differ from God. God, therefore, 
exists.”

Such, then, is the view of Cleanthes. Xenophon, 92 
too, the Socratic, propounded an argument for the 
existence of Gods, ascribing the proof to Socrates, 
when in his interrogation o f Aristodemus,he expresses 
himself in the following terms ® : “  Tell me, Aristo
demus, are there any persons whom you have admired 
for their wisdom ? Yes, said he. Who then are 
they ? I have admired Homer for his poetry, Poly- 
cleitus for his statuary, Zeuxis o f course for his 
painting.6 Then is it not because o f the superlative 93 
craftsmanship o f their productions that you approve 
of them ? Yes, said he. If, then, the statue o f 
Polycleitus should also become alive, would you not 
approve o f the artist far more ? Most certainly. 
Now, if when you saw a statue you said that it had 
been wrought by some artist, when you see a man

“ See Xen. Mem. i. 4. 2.
* P. and Z. were famous Greek artists (circa 440-400 b.c.).
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φυχήν εΰ κινούμενον και κατα το σώμα εΰ Κ€κοσμη
μένοι ούκ οΐει υπό τίνος νοΰ περιττοΰ δεδημιουρ-

94 γήσθαι; εΐτα δε ορών θέσιν τ€ και χρήσιν μερών, 
•πρώτον μεν οτι διανέστησε τον άνθρωπον, ομματά 
γε μην έδωκεν ώστ€ όράν τα ορατά, ακοήν δε ώστε 
άκούειν τα ακουστά, οσμής γε μην τί αν ήν 
οφελος, εί μή ρΐνας προσέθηκεν, χυμών τε μην 
ομοίως, εί μή γλώσσα ή τούτων επιγνώμων εν- 
ειργάσθη; και ταΰτα "  φησϊν “  είδώς οτι γης τε 
μέρος μικρόν έχεις εν τώ  σώματι πολλής οΰσης, 
ύγροΰ τε μην βραχύ πολλοΰ οντος, πυράς άέρος τε 
ομοίως· νουν δε άρα μόνον ούδαμοΰ οντα ευτυχώς 
πόθεν δοκεις συναρπάσαι; ”

95 Τοιοΰτο? μεν οΰν 6 του "Ξενοφώντός ε’στι λόγος, 
δύναμίν γε επαγωγικήν εχων καί τοιαντην. γής 
πολλής οΰσης εν τώ  κόσμω μικρόν μέρος έχεις, και 
ύγροΰ πολλοΰ οντος εν τώ κόσμω μικρόν μέρος 
έχεις’ και νοΰ άρα πολλοΰ οντος εν τώ κόσμω 
μικρόν μέρος έχεις, νοερός άρα 6 κόσμος έστίν,

96 και διά τοΰτο θεός, παραβάλλουσι δε τινες τώ  
λόγω τα λήμματα μεταποιοΰντες αύτοΰ, και φασι 
“  γής πολλής οΰσης εν τώ  κόσμω μικρόν μέρος 
έχεις’ άλλα και ύγροΰ πολλοΰ οντος εν τώ κόσμω 
μικρόν μέρος έχεις, και ήδη άέρος και πυράς· και 
πολλής άρα χολής οΰσης έν τώ  κόσμω μικρόν τι 
μέρος έχεις, και φλέγματος και αίματος ”  άκο-
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well disposed in soul and well equipped in body, 
do you not think that he has been wrought by 
some superexcellent mind ? And when you observe 94 
further the arrangement and function o f his parts ; 
and, in the first place, that he has made man upright, 
and has given him eyes that he may see what is 
visible and ears that he may hear what is audible. 
And of what use would smell have been if he had 
not also supplied him with nostrils, or flavours either 
if he had not had a tongue constructed within him 
which discerns them ? And when you know also that 
you have in your body a small portion o f the earth, 
of which so much exists, and a little o f the water of 
which so much exists, and so likewise o f fire and of 
air ; from what source do you think that you have by 
good luck derived your mind, if it alone is nowhere 
existent ? ”

Such, then, is the argument of Xenophon ; and the 95 
inductive value which it has is this :—“ Of the great 
quantity o f earth which exists in the Universe you 
possess a small portion, and of the great quantity o f 
water which exists in the Universe you possess a small 
portion ; therefore, you also possess a small portion 
of the mind which exists in the Universe in large 
quantity. Therefore the Universe is intelligent, and 
consequently is God.”  But some meet this with a ge 
parallel argument, by altering its premisses, and say 
—“ O f the great quantity of earth which exists in the 
Universe you possess a small portion ; but also o f the 
great quantity of water existing in the Universe you 
possess a small portion, and also o f air and fire ; 
therefore you possess also a small portion of the great 
quantity of gall existing in the Universe, and phlegm 
and blood. It will follow, therefore, that the Universe
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λουθήσει καί χολοποιόν και αίματος γεννητικόν
97 είναι τον κόσμον· δπερ εστιν ατοπον, οι δε απο

λογούμενοι φασιν άνόμοιον είναι την παραβολήν τώ  
Άενοφώντος λόγιο, εκείνος μεν γαρ επί των απλών 
και πρώτων σωμάτων ποιείται την ζήτησιν, ώσπερ 
γης καί ύπατος άερος τε και πνρός, οι δε τη παρα
βολή χρώμενοι μετεπήδησαν ως επι τα συγκρίματα· 
χολή γάρ καί αίμα καί παν τό εν τοΐς σώμασιν 
υγρόν ούκ εστι πρώτον καί άπλοϋν άλλ’ εκ των 
πρώτων καί στοίχε ιωδών σωμάτων συγκείμενον.

98 Έ ν ε σ η  δέ καί ούτως τον αυτόν συνερωταν λόγον, 
εί μη ήν τι γεώδες εν τώ  κόσμω, ουδέ εν σοι τι αν 
ήν γεώδες, καί εί μη ην τι υγρόν εν κόσμω, ουδ’ 
αν εν σοί ήν τι υγρόν, καί ομοίως επί άερος καί 
πυρός. τοίνυν καί εί μη ήν τις εν κόσμω νοΰς, 
ουδ’ αν εν σοί τις ην νοΰς· εστι δε γε εν σοί τις 
νοΰς· εστιν άρα καί εν κόσμιρ. καί διά τοΰτο 
νοερός εστιν ό κόσμος, νοερός δέ ών καί θεός

99 καθεστηκεν. της δέ αυτής δυνάμεώς εστι καί 
ό τοΰτον τον τρόπον εχων λόγος, άρά γε άγαλμα 
εΰ δεδημιουργημενον θεασάμενος διστάσειας αν εί 
τεχνίτης νοΰς τοΰτο εποίησεν; ή ου τοσοΰτον1 αν 
άπόσχοις τοΰ ύπονοεΐν τι τοιοΰτον ώς καί θαυμάζειν 
την περιττότητα τής δημιουργίας καί την τέχνην;

100 dp’ οΰν επί μεν τούτων τον εζωθεν θεωρών τύπον 
προσμαρτυρείς τώ  κατεσκευακότι καί φής είναι 
τινα τον δημιουργόν· τον δέ έν σοι ορών νοΰν, 
τοσαύτη ποικιλία διαφεροντα παντός αγάλματος 
καί πάσης γραφής, γεννητόν οντα νομίζεις από 
τύχης γεγονεναι, ούχί δε υπό τίνος δημιουργοΰ

1 ού τοσοΰτον] οντ' Bekk.: ούτως Ν, Mutsch.: τοσοΰτον
cj.Bekk.
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is gall-making and productive o f b lood ; which is 
absurd.”  But others allege in defence that this 97 
parallel argument is not similar to the argument of 
Xenophon. For whereas he bases his inquiry on the 
simple and primary bodies,—such as earth and water 
and air and fire,—those who employ the parallel 
argument jump aside to compounds ; for neither gall 
nor blood nor any bodily fluid is primary and simple, 
but a compound of the primary and elemental bodies.

It is also possible to propound the same argument 98 
in this form: “  I f  there had not been something earthy 
in the Universe, there would not have been anything 
earthy in you ; and if there had not been something 
fluid in the Universe, there would not have been any
thing fluid in you ; and so likewise with air and fire. 
Hence, too, if  there had not been some mind in the 
Universe, there would not have been any mind in 
you ; but there is mind in you. And because o f this 
the Universe is rational; and being rational, it is also 
God.”—To the same effect is the argument which is 99 
put in this form :—“  I f  you saw a statue which was 
well wrought would you be in doubt as to whether an 
artistic intelligence had made it ? Or would you not 
be so far from having any such suspicions that you 
would actually admire the excellence o f its workman
ship and its artistic quality ? I f  then, in such cases, 100 
when you behold the external form you take it as 
evidence of a constructor and assert that there exists 
a craftsman who made it,—when you see the mind 
within yourself, which is so far superior in its intricacy 
to any statue or any painting, do you suppose that it 
came into being as the creation of chance and not by
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δύναμιν καί σύνεσιν ύπερβάλλουσαν εχοντος; 
δσπερ ούκ αν άλλοθι που διατρίβοι ή εν τώ  κόσμω, 
διοικών αυτόν και τα  iv αύτω γεννών τ€ και αύξων. 
οΰτος δέ εστι θεός· είσίν άρα θεοί.

101 Ζ,ήνων δε δ Κιτιεύς από Ξ,ενοφώντος την αφ
ορμήν λαβών ούτωσϊ συνερωτα. τό προϊεμενον 
σπέρμα λογικού καί αυτό λογικόν εσ τ ιν  6 δε 
κόσμος προιεται σπέρμα λογικού· λογικόν άρα 
εστιν ό κόσμος, ω συνεισάγεται καί η τούτου

102 ϋπαρξις. καί εστιν ή τής συνερωτήσεως πιθανότης 
προύπτος. πάσης γαρ φύσε ως καί φυχης ή 
καταρχή τής κινήσεως γίνεσθαι δοκεΐ από ήγε~ 
μονικοΰ, καί πάσαι αί επί τα. μέρη τού όλου 
εξαποστελλόμεναι δυνάμεις ώς από τίνος πηγής 
τού ηγεμονικού εζαποστελλονται, ώστε πάσαν 
δύναμιν την περί τό  μέρος οΰσαν καί περί τό δλον 
είναι διά τό από τού εν αύτω ηγεμονικού δια- 
δίδοοθαι. δθεν οΐόν εστι τό μέρος τή δυνάμει,

103 τοιοΰτον πολύ πρότερόν εστι τό  δλον. καί διά 
τούτο εί προιεται λογικού ζώου σπέρμα δ κόσμος, 
ούχ ώς τον άνθρωπον κατά άποβρασμόν, αλλά καθό 
περιέχει σπέρματα λογικών ζώ ω ν  περιέχει (δε) 1 
[τδ παν], ούχ ώς αν ειποιμεν την άμπελον γιγάρ- 
τω ν είναι περιεκτικήν, τουτέστι κατά περιγραφήν, 
άλλ* δτι λόγοι σπερματικοί λογικών ζώων εν αύτω/ ' « t a \ \ / «  eπεριεχονται. ώστε είναι τοιοντο  το λεγόμενόν ο 
δε γε κόσμος περιέχει σπερματικούς2 λόγους λογικών 
ζώ ω ν  λογικός άρα εστιν ό κόσμος.”

1 <8e> add. cj. Bekk., [το παν] seel. cj. Heintz.
* αττίρματίκουζ cj. Bekk.: σπέρματος mss., Bekk.

“ For this Stoic term see Vol. I. Introd. p. xxv.
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some craftsman possessed of power and intelligence 
to a superlative degree ? And he can dwell nowhere 
else save in the Universe, governing it and generating 
and increasing the things that are therein. And this 
person is a God ; therefore Gods exist.”

And Zeno o f Citium, taking Xenophon as his start-101 
ing-point, argues thus :—”  That which projects the 
seed of the rational is itself rational; but the Universe 
projects the seed of the rational; therefore the 
Universe is rational. And thereby the existence 
thereof is also concluded.”  The plausibility of this 102 
argument is obvious. For the origin of motion in 
every nature and soul seems to come from “ the 
regent part,”  e and all the powers that are sent forth 
into the parts o f the whole are sent forth from the 
regent part as from a fount, so that every power which 
exists in the part exists also in the whole owing to 
its being distributed from its regent part. Hence, 
what the part is in point o f power, that the whole 
must certainly be first. Consequently, if  the Uni- 103 
verse projects the seed of a rational animal, it does 
not do so, like man, by frothy emission, but as con
taining the seeds of rational animals ; but it does not 
contain them in the same way as we might speak of 
the vine “  containing ”  its grapes,—that is, by way 
o f inclusion,—but because the “  seminal reasons ”  6 
o f rational animals are contained in it. So that 
the argument is this—“ The Universe contains the 
seminal reasons o f rational animals ; therefore the 
Universe is rational.”

b According to Stoic doctrine the Universal Reason 
(Logos) is present in particular things as their vital formative 
principle, and these pluralizations o f Reason are termed 
“ seminal reasons **; cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxiv.
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104 Καi πάλιν 6 Ζήνων φησίν, “  [et] τό λογικόν του 
μή λογικού κρεΐττον εστίν- ούδεν 8ε γε κόσμον 
κρεΐττον εστίν' λογικόν dpa 6 κόσμος. και 
ωσαύτως επί του νοερού και εμψυχίας μετεχοντος. 
τό γαρ νοερόν του μή νοερού και το έμψυχον του 
μη εμψύχου κρεΐττον εστίν ούδεν δε γε κόσμου 
κρεΐττον' νοερός άρα και έμψυχός εστιν ο κοσμος.

105 Ketrai 8e και παρά τω  Π λάτων τη δυνάμει 
τοιούτος λόγος, κατά λεξιν αυτού γράφοντος 
“  λεγωμεν δή δι ήν αιτίαν γενεσιν και παν τόδε 
ό συνιστάς συνεστησεν. αγαθός ήν, άγαθω δε 
ουδέ εις περί ούδενός εγγίνεται φθόνος, τούτου 
δη εκτός ων πάντα όσα μάλιστα εβούλήθη γίγνε
σθαι παραπλήσια εαυτω. ταύτην δε γενεσεως καί 
κόσμου μάλιστα αν τις αρχήν κυριωτατην παρα 
άνδρών φρονίμων αποδεχόμενος ορθότατα απο-

106 δεχοιτο άν.”  εϊτ ολίγα διελθών επιφερει λεγων 
“  διά δή τον λογισμόν τόνδε νουν μεν εν ψυχή ψυχήν 
δε εν τω  σώματι συνιστάς τό παν συνετεκταίνετο, 
(όπως')1 ο τι κάλλιστον άν εΐη κατά φύσιν άριστον 
τε* εργον άπειργασμενος. ούτως οΰν δή κατά 
λόγον τον είκότα δει λεγειν τόνδε τον κόσμον ζώον 
έμψυχον εννουν τε τή αλήθεια διά τό τή θεού

107 γενεσθαι προνοία.”  δυνάμει δε τον αυτόν τω  
Ζήνωνι λόγον εξεθετο· και γάρ οΰτος τό παν κάλ- 
λιστον εΐναί φησι, κατά φύσιν άπειργασμενον εργον 
καί κατά τον είκότα λόγον ζώον έμψυχον νοερόν 
τε και λογικόν.

1 <δπω5> add. e Plat. Mutsch.
2 re sec. Plat., Heintz: to mss., Bekk.
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And Zeno says again : “  The rational is better than 104 
the non-rational; but nothing is better than the Uni
verse ; therefore the Universe is rational. And so 
likewise with the intelligent and that which partakes 
of animation ; for the intelligent is better than the 
non-intelligent and the animate than the non-ani- 
mate ; but nothing is better than the Universe ; 
therefore the Universe is intelligent and animate.”

A similar argument is stated by Plato, where he 105 
writes in these terms a :—“ Let us declare the cause 
wherefor he that constructed constructed Becoming 
and this All. He was good and in him that is good 
there is no envy concerning anything. And being 
devoid o f envy, he desired that all things should be, 
so far as possible, like unto himself. This principle, 
then, we shall be wholly right in accepting from men 
of wisdom as being above all the supreme originating 
principle o f Becoming and the Cosmos.”  Then, after 106 
a few further remarks, he goes on to say—“  So be
cause o f this reflection he constructed reason within 
soul and soul within body as he fashioned the All, that 
so the work he was executing might be o f its nature 
most fair and most good. Thus, then, in accordance 
with the likely account, we must declare that this 
Cosmos is verily a living creature endowed with soul 
and reason because it has come into existence through 
the providence o f God.”  Thus Plato has set out 107 
virtually the same argument as Zeno; for the former 
also asserts that “  the All is most fair, being a work 
executed according to nature and according to the 
likely account a living creature endowed with soul, 
both intelligent and rational.”
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108 Ά λ λ ’ o γε Άλεζΐνος τώ Ζήνωνι παρέβαλα τρόπω 
τφδε. τό ποιητικόν του μη ποιητικού καί το 
γραμματικόν του μη γραμματικού κρεΐττον εστι, 
και τό κατά, τάς άλλας τεχνας θεωρούμενου κρεΐτ- 
τον εστι του μη τοιούτον ουδέ εν δε κόσμου 
κρεΐττον εστίν ποιητικόν άρα και γραμματικόν

109 εστιν 6 κόσμος, προς ην άπαντώντες παραβολήν 
οι στωικοί φασιν ότι Ζιήνων τό καθάπαζ κρεΐττον 
εΐληφεν, τουτεστι τό λογικόν του μη λογικοΰ και 
τό νοερόν τοΰ μη νοεροϋ καί τό έμψυχον του μη

110 εμψύχου, ο δε Άλε^ΗΌ? ούκετί' ου γάρ εν τω  
καθάπαζ τό ποιητικόν τοΰ μη ποιητικού και τδ 
γραμματικόν τοΰ μη γραμματικού κρεΐττον. ώστε 
μεγάλην εν τοΐς λόγοις θεωρεΐσθαι διαφοράν ιδού 
γάρ *Αρχίλοχος ποιητικός ών ούκ εστι Σωκράτους 
τοΰ μη ποιητικού κρείττων, και Άρίσταρχος 
γραμματικός ών ούκ εστι Πλάτωνο? τοΰ μή 
γραμματικού κρείττων.

111 Προ? τούτοις και από τής τοΰ κόσμου κινήσεως 
επιχειροΰσι κατασκευάζειν την των θεών ϋπαρζιν 
οι τε από τής στοάς και οι τούτοις συμπνεοντες. 
ότι γάρ κινείται 6 κόσμος πας αν τις όμολογήσειεν

112 υπό πολλών εις τούτο εναγόμενος, ήτοι οδν ύπο 
φύσεως κινείται ή υπό προαιρεσεως ή υπό δίνης 
και κατ* ανάγκην, άλλ* υπό μεν δίνης και κατ 
ανάγκην ούκ εύλογον, ήτοι γάρ άτακτος εστιν η 
διατεταγμένη ή δίνη, και εί μεν άτακτος, ούκ αν 
δυνηθείη τεταγμενως τι κινεΐν εί δε μετά τάζεώς

• A. was a disciple of Eubulides, the Megaric philosopher, 
and a contemporary of Zeno the Stoic (circa 300 b.c.) ; ef. 
Vol. I. Introd. p. xvi.
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But Alexinus 0 opposed Zeno with a parallel argu- 108 
ment in this form :—“ The poetic is better than the 
non-poetical and the grammatical than the non- 
grammatical, and the artistic product o f the other arts 
than the inartistic ; but nothing is better than the 
Universe ; therefore the Universe is poetical and 
grammatical.”  But in answer to this counter-argu- 109 
ment the Stoics say that, whereas Zeno has chosen 
what is absolutely better—that is, the rational than 
the non-rational, and the intelligent than the non- 
intelligent and the animate than the non-animate,— 
Alexinus has not done so ; for the poetic is not 110 
absolutely better than the non-poetic or the gram
matical than the non-grammatical. So that we 
observe a great difference between the two argu
ments ; for notice how Archilochus who is poetical 
is not better than the non-poetical Socrates, and 
Aristarchus b who is grammatical is not better than 
the non-grammatical Plato.

Furthermore, the Stoics and their supporters try to 111 
demonstrate the existence of the Gods from the 
motion of the Universe. For that the Universe is in 
motion everyone will admit, being driven thereto by 
many things. It is moved, then, either by nature or 112 
by will or by vortexe and o f necessity. But that (it is 
moved) by vortex and of necessity is not probable.
For the vortex is either disorderly or orderly. And 
if it is disorderly, it will not be able to move anything 
in an orderly way ; but if it moves anything in a way

6 Archilochus of Paros was an iambic poet circa 700 b.c. 
Aristarchus was a famous grammarian and literary critic at 
Alexandria, circa 150 b.c. In these §§ 108-110 “ grammati
cal ”  means “  possessed of the grammarian’s art.”

e In the doctrine of Democritus “ vortex”  (δίνη) was the 
name for the whirling force giving spiral motion to the atoms.
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τι κινεί και συμφωνίας, θεία τις εσται και δαιμόνιος'
113 ού γάρ αν ποτέ τεταγμενως και σωτηρίως τό δλον

εκίνει μη νοερά καί θεία καθεστώσα. τοιαύτη δε 
οδσα ονκετι άν εΐη δίνη· άτακτον γάρ εστιν αυτή 
καί όλιγοχρόνιον. ώστε κατ ανάγκην μεν καί
υπό δίνης, ώς ελεγον οί περί τον Δημόκριτον, ούκ

114 άν κινοΐτο ό κόσμος, καί μην ουδέ φύσει άφαν- 
τάστω, παρόσον η νοερά φυσις άμείνων εστί ταύτης. 
όρώνται δε τοιαΰται φύσεις εν κόσμω περιεχόμεναΐ" 
ανάγκη άρα καί αυτόν νοεράν εχειν φύσιν ύφ' ής 
τεταγμενως κινείται, ητις εύθεως εστί θεός.

115 Τά γε μην αυτομάτως κινούμενα των κατα
σκευασμάτων θαύμαστότερά εστι των μη τοιουτων. 
την γουν Άρχιμήδειον σφαίραν σφόδρα θεωροΰντες 
εκπληττόμεθα, εν ή ήλιός τε καί σελήνη κινείται 
καί τά λοιπά των αστέρων, ού μά Δία επί τοΐς 
ξυλοις ούδ' επί τη κινήσει τούτων τεθηπότες, άλλ' 
επί τώ τεχνίτη καί ταΐς κινούσαις αίτίαις. δθεν 
δσω θαυμασιωτερά εστι τά αισθανόμενα των 
αισθητών, τοσούτω θαυμασιώτεραί είσιν αί ταΰτα

116 κινοϋσαι αίτίαι. επεί γάρ ό ίππος θαυμασιώτερος 
του φυτοΰ, καί ή κινητική του ίππου αίτια θαυμα- 
σιωτερα τής του φυτοΰ αιτίας· καί επεί ο ελεφας 
θαυμασιώτερος ίππου, καί ή κινητική του ελεφαντος 
αιτία, τηλικοΰτόν γε σγκον διαβαστάζουσα, θαυμα-

117 σιωτερα τής του ίππου, τούτων δε γε πασών κατά 
τον άνωτάτω λόγον καί ή τοϋ ήλιου καί σελήνης 
καί αστέρων, καί προ τούτων ή του κόσμου φύσις, 
ητις καί τούτων εστιν αιτία, ή μεν γάρ του μέρους

• A kind of orrery, representing the movements of the 
stars* invented by Archimedes (circa 230 b.c.).
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that is orderly and harmonious, it will be divine and 
supernatural; for it would never have moved the 113 
whole in an orderly and conserving way had it not 
been intelligent and divine. And if it is such, it will 
no longer be vortex ; for this is disorderly and of short 
duration. So that the Universe will not be moved of 
necessity and by vortex, as Democritus said. Nor yet 114 
by a non-perceptive nature, inasmuch as the intelli
gent nature is superior to this ; and such natures are 
seen to be contained in the Universe ; o f necessity, 
therefore, it must itself possess an intelligent nature 
by which it is moved in an orderly way, and this 
indubitably is God.

Moreover, constructions which move of their own 115 
accord are more marvellous than other kinds. Thus 
when we behold an Archimedean sphere α in which 
the sun and moon and all the other stars are in motion, 
we are immensely struck by it—not, to be sure, 
because we are amazed at the woodwork or at the 
motion o f these bodies, but at the artificer and the 
causes o f the motion. Hence in the degree that per
cipients are more marvellous than things perceived, 
in the same degree the causes which move the former 
are the more marvellous. For since the horse is more lie 
marvellous than the plant, the moving cause o f the 
horse is more marvellous than that o f the plant; and 
since the elephant is more marvellous than the horse, 
the moving cause o f the elephant, which transports so 
huge a bulk, is more marvellous than that o f the 
horse ; and—to rise to the highest kinds— (more 117 
marvellous) than all the foregoing are the moving 
causes o f the sun and moon and stars, and still more 
than these that which is their cause, the nature o f the 
Universe. For the cause o f the part does not extend
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αιτία ον διατείνει επί το δλον, ουδ* εστι τούτου 
αίτια, ή δε τοΰ δλου διατετακεν εις τα μέρη’ διό 
καί θαυμασιωτερα εστι της τοΰ μέρους αίτιας.

118 ώστε επει η τοΰ κόσμου φύσις εστιν αίτια τής 
τοΰ δλου κόσμου διακοσμήσεως, εΐη αν αιτία και 
των μερών, εί δε τούτο, κρατίστη εστιν. εί δε 
κρατίστη εστι, λογική τε εστι και νοερά, προσέτι 
δε άίδιος αν εΐη. ή δε τοιαύτη φύσις ή αυτή εστι 
θεώ. εστι τοίνυν τι θεός.

119 Και μην εν παντι πολυμερεΐ σώματι και κατά 
φύσιν διοικουμενω εστι τι το κυριεΰον, καθό και 
εφ* ημών μεν ή εν καρδία τοΰτο τύγχανειν άζιοΰται 
ή εν εγκεφάλω ή εν άλλω τινι μερει τοΰ σώματος, 
επί δε τών φυτών ου κατά τον αυτόν τρόπον, άλλ 
εφ* ών μεν κατά τάς ρίζας εφ* ών δε κατά την

120 κόμην εφ* ών δε κατά τον εγκάρδιον, ώστε επει 
και ό κόσμος υπό φύσεως διοικεΐται πολυμερής 
καθεστώς, εΐη αν τι εν αύτώ το κυριεΰον καί το 
προκαταρχόμενον τών κινήσεων, ούδεν δε δυνατόν 
είναι τοιοΰτον ή την τών δντων φύσιν, ήτις θεός 
εστιν. εστιν άρα θεός.

121 ’Αλλ’ ίσως τινες εροΰσιν ότι τούτω τώ λόγω 
ήγεμονικωτάτην είναι σνμβεβηκε καί κυριωτάτην 
εν τίρ κόσμω την γην καί (ότι}1 ήγεμονικωτερον 
καί κυριώτερον τον άερα· άνευ γάρ τούτων ούχ 
οΐόν τε εστι συστηναι κόσμον, ώστε και την γην

122 καί τον άερα φήσομεν είναι θεόν, δπερ εστιν 
εύηθες, και δμοιον τώ λεγειν κυριώτατον εν τή  
οικία και ήγεμονικώτατον είναι τον τοίχον· άνευ

1 <!τι> add. cj. Bekk.
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to the whole, nor is it the cause thereof, but that o f 
the whole extends to the parts ; wherefore also it is 
more marvellous than the cause of the part. So that 118 
since the nature of the Universe is the cause of the 
ordering of the whole Universe, it will also be the 
cause of the parts. And if so, it is most excellent. 
And if it is most excellent, it is both rational and 
intelligent, and besides it will be eternal. But such 
a nature is identical with God. Therefore God is 
something existent.

Further, in every multipartite body which is 119 
regulated by nature a there exists some ruling ele
ment, even as in our case this is said to exist either in 
the heart or in the brain or in some other part of the 
body 6 ; and in the case o f plants in a different way,— 
in some cases in the roots, in others in the leaves, 
in others again in the central core. Consequently, 120 
since the Universe also is multipartite and regulated 
by nature, there will exist in it an element which rules 
and originates its motions. And this can be nothing 
else than the nature o f existing things, which is God. 
God therefore exists.

But perhaps some will say that the result o f this 121 
argument is that the earth is a most dominant and 
ruling force in the Universe, and even more dominant 
and ruling is the air ; for without these it is not pos
sible for the Universe to subsist; so that we shall 
assert that both the earth and the air are God. But 122 
this is silly, and much like saying that the wall is the 
most dominant and ruling thing in the house ; for

m i.e. “  nature ”  (φύσις), or “  organic structure,”  as distinct 
from “  attraction ”  (lξις) ; cf. § 81 supra. The “  multi
partite body ”  is an “ organism.”

* Of. Adv. Log. i. 313.
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γάρ τούτον μή δύνασθαι την οικίαν συστηναι. 
καθάπερ yap ενταύθα ταΐς μεν άληθείαις αδύνατόν 
όστιν αν ευ τοίχου συστηναι, την οικίαν, ού μην 
νπερφερει καί κρεΐττόν εστι του οικοδεσπότου ό 
τοίχος, ούτω καί επί τοΰ κόσμου αδύνατον μεν 
χωρίς γης καί άερος την τοΰ παντός σύστασιν 
γενεσθαι, ου μην ταΰτα νπερφερει της διοικουσης 
τον κόσμον φνσεως, ήτις ού διενήνοχε θεοϋ. εστιν 
άρα θεός.

Τό μεν ούν γένος των τοιούτων λόγων εστι
123 τοίοΰτον σκοπώμεν δε εξής καί τον τρόπον των 

άκολουθονντων άτοπων τοΐς άναιροΰσι τό θειον, 
εί γάρ μη είσί θεοί, ούκ εστιν εύσεβεια [μόνον των 
αιρετών]1 ύπάρχουσα. εστι γάρ εύσεβεια επιστήμη 
θεών θεραπείας, των δ ’ ανυπάρκτων ού δυναταί τις 
εΐναι θεραπεία, δθεν ούδε επιστήμη τις περί ταύ- 
την γενήσεται· καί ώς ούχ οΐόν τε περί την των 
ίππο Κένταυρων θεραπείαν επιστήμην είναι ανυπ
άρκτων οντων, ούτως ούδε περί την των θεών θερα
πείαν, €«τερ είσίν ανύπαρκτοι, εσται τις επιστήμη, 
ώστε εί μή είσί θεοί, ανύπαρκτός εστιν η εύσεβεια. 
υπάρχει δε εύσεβεια· τοίνυν ρητεον είναι θεούς.

124 και πάλιν, εί μή είσί θεοί, ανύπαρκτός εστιν 
ή όσιότης, δικαιοσύνη  ̂ τις ούσα προς θεούς· εστι δε 
γε κατά τάς κοινάς έννοιας καί προλήφεις πάντων 
ανθρώπων όσιότης, καθό τι καί όσιόν εστιν και το

125 θειον άρα εστιν. εΐγε μην μή είσί θεοί, αναιρείται 
σοφία, επιστήμη ούσα θείων τε και ανθρωπειων 
πραγμάτων καί ον τρόπον ούδεμία εστιν επιστήμη 
άνθρωπε ίων τε καί ίππο κενταυρε ίων πραγμάτων 
διά τό άνθρώπους μεν ύπάρχειν ίπποκενταυρους δε 
μή ύπάρχειν, ούτως ούδε επιστήμη τις εσται θειων 
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without it the house cannot subsist. For just as, in 
this case, although the house cannot in fact subsist 
without the wall, yet the wall does not overrule and 
is not better than the master of the house,—so also in 
the case o f the Universe, although it is impossible for 
the structure of the Whole to exist without earth and 
air, yet these do not overrule the nature which 
regulates the Universe ; and this does not differ from 
God. God, therefore, exists.

Such, then, is the general character o f these argu
ments. Next let us consider the nature o f the absurd 123 
consequences o f abolishing Divinity. I f  Gods do not 
exist, piety is not existent. For piety is “  the science 
of service to the Gods,”  and there cannot be any 
service o f things non-existent, nor, consequently, will 
any science thereof exist; and just as there cannot 
be any science o f service to Hippocentaurs, they 
being non-existent, so there will not be any science 
of service to the Gods if they are non-existent. So 
that, if Gods do not exist, piety is non-existent. But 
piety exists ; so we must declare that Gods exist.— 
Again, if Gods do not exist, holiness is non-existent, 124 
it being “  a kind of God-ward justice ”  ; but accord
ing to the common notions and preconceptions o f all 
men holiness exists, and because of this a holy thing 
also exists; and therefore the Divine exists.—If, 125 
however, Gods do not exist, wisdom is abolished, it 
being “  the science o f things both divine and human ” ; 
and just as there is no science o f things both human 
and Hippocentaurean owing to the fact that men 
exist but Hippocentaurs do not exist, so too there will

1 [μόνον τω ν  cup.] seel, e g o : μία των άρκτων cj. B e k k . : 
[μόνον .  .  . ύπάρχ.] seel. Kayser.
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καί άνθρωπείων πραγμάτων, ανθρώπων μεν υπ
αρχόντων θεών Be μη ύφεστώτων. άτοπον Be ye 
λεγειν μη είναι σοφίαν· άτοπον άρα καί τό τούς 
θεούς άζιοΰν ανυπάρκτους.

126 Και μην είιrep καί η Βικαιοσυνη κατά την Επι
πλοκήν των ανθρώπων πρός τε άλληλους καί προς 
Θεούς είσηκται, el μη είσί θεοί, ούΒε Βικαιοσυνη

127 συστησεται4 όπερ άτοπον. οι μεν οΰν περί τον 
Πυθαγόραν καί τον ΈμπεΒοκλεα καί των 'Ιταλών 
πλήθος φασί μη μόνον ημΐν πρός άλληλους καί πρός 
τούς θεούς είναι τινα κοινωνίαν, άλλα και πρός τα 
άλογα των ζώων, εν γάρ ύπαρχειν πνεύμα τό  διά 
παντός τού κόσμου Βιηκον φνχης τρόπον, τό καί

128 ενοΰν ημάς πρός εκείνα. Βιόπερ και κτεινοντες 
αυτά καί ταΐς σαρζίν αυτών τρεφόμενοι άΒικησομεν 
τε καί άσεβήσομεν ως συγγενείς άναιροϋντες. Ενθεν 
καί παρηνουν οΰτοι οι φιλόσοφοι άπεχεσθαι τών 
εμφυχων, καί άσεβεΐν εφασκον τούς ανθρώπους

βωμόν ερευθοντας μακάρων θερμοΐσι φόνοισιν.
129 καί ΈμπεΒοκλής που φησιν

ου παυσεσθε φόνοιο Βυσηχεος; ούκ εσοράτε
άλληλους Βάπτοντες άκηΒείησι νόοιο;

καί
μορφήν δ* άλλάξαντα πατήρ φίλον υιόν άείρας
σφάζει επ ευχόμενος μεγα νηπιος4 οι Β 

άπορεΰνται1
λισσόμενοι θύοντος. ο δ* αυ2 νηκουστος όμο- 

κλεων
1 άπορεΰνται D ie ls : ε’πορεΰνται B e k k . : ol δε (οίδα Ν ) πο- 

ρεΰνται mss. * δ ’  αυ D ie ls : δε B e k k .
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be no science of things divine and human if men exist 
but Gods subsist not. But it is absurd to assert that 
wisdom does not exist; therefore it is also absurd to 
maintain that the Gods are non-existent.

Furthermore, if justice too has been introduced 126 
because of the connexion of men with one another and 
with the Gods, if Gods exist not, neither will justice 
subsist; which is absurd. Now Pythagoras and Em- 127 
pedocles and the rest of the Italian company declare 
that we have some fellowship not only with one an
other and with the Gods but also with the irrational 
animals. For there is one spirit which pervades, like 
a soul, the whole Universe, and which also makes 
us one with them. Wherefore if we slay them and 128 
feed on their flesh we shall be doing what is unjust 
and impious, as destroying our kindred. Hence, too, 
these philosophers advised abstinence from animal 
food, and declared that those men were impious who

Redden’d the Blessed Ones’ altars with warm blood pouring 
from victims.

And Empedocles somewhere says— 129

Will ye not cease from the harrowing sound o f slaughter?
Nor see ye

How in your reckless frenzy of mind ye devour one another ?

And—
Raising his dear one on high—his son with visage how 

alter’d !—
Witless the sire doth slay him, with prayer: and the rest are 

astonied
Begging him e’en as he slays; but he, ever deaf to their 

outcries,
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σφάξας εν μεγάροισι κακήν άλεγύνατο δαΐτα. 
ώς δ* αϋτως παrip' νιος ελών καί μητέρα παΐδες 
Θυμόν άπορραίσαντε φιλάς κατά σάρκας εδουσιν.

130 ταΰτα 8η παρήνουν οΐ π€ρϊ τον ΤΙυθαγόραν πταί- 
οντες. ού yap εί εστι τι διήκον δι* ημών re και 
εκείνων πνεύμα, εύθύς έστι τις ημΐν δικαιοσύνη 
προς τα άλογα των ζώων, ιδού γάρ και διά των 
λίθων και διά των φυτών πεφοίτηκέ τι πνεύμα, 
ώστ€ ημάς αύτοΐς συνενοΰσθαι, άλλ* ουδέν έστιν 
ημΐν δίκαιον προς τά φυτά και λίθους, ουδέ μην 
τέμνοντ€ς και πρίζοντ€ς τά τοιαϋτα τών σωμάτων

131 άδικοΰμεν. τί οΰν φασιν οι στωικοι δικαιοσύνην 
τινά και επιπλοκήν έχ€ΐν τούς ανθρώπους προς 
άλλήλους και τούς θεούς; ού καθόσον εστι τδ 
έληλακός διά πάντων πνεύμα, έπει αν και προς τά 
άλογα τών ζώων έσώζετό τι δίκαιον ημΐν, άλλ* επει 
λόγον εχομεν τον έπ* άλλήλους τε και θεούς δια- 
τείνοντα, οΰ τά άλογα τών ζώων μη μετέχοντα ούκ 
αν εχοι τι προς ημάς δίκαιον, ώστε εί η δικαιοσύνη  ̂
κατά τινα κοινωνίαν ανθρώπων προς άλλήλους και 
ανθρώπων προς θεούς νενόηται, δεήσει μη οντων 
θεών μηδέ δικαιοσύνην υπαρκτήν εΐναι. υπαρκτή 
δέ έστιν ή δικαιοσύνη· ρητέον άρα και θεούς 
ύπάρχειν.

132 Προ? τούτοις εί μη είσί θεοί, ούδέ μαντική 
υπάρχει, επιστήμη ούσα θεωρητική και εξηγητικής 
τών υπό θεών άνθρώποις διδομένων σημείων, ούδέ 
μήν θεοληπτική και άστρομαντική, ού θυτική,1 ούχ 
ή δι ονείρων πρόρρησις. άτοπον δέ γε τοσοΰτο

1 θυτική F a b r . : λογική mss., B e k k .

70

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 129-132

Still in his halls doth slay and his horrible banquet prepareth. 
Likewise the son doth capture the sire, the children the 

mother,
Reave them of life, and greedily feed on the flesh of their 

kinsfolk.

This, then, was the advice of Pythagoras, but mis- 130 
taken ; for it does not at once follow that, if there 
exists a spirit which pervades both us and them, there 
exists some form of justice as between us and the 
irrational animals. For, look you, the spirit also 
ranges through stones and through plants, so that we 
are united with them, but we have no relation of 
justice with plants and stones, nor to be sure do we 
act unjustly in cutting and sawing bodies of that 
kind.—Why then do the Stoics assert that men have a 131 
certain just relation and connexion with one another 
and with the Gods ? Not on account of the existence 
of the spirit which runs through all things,—since 
then there would also remain for us a duty towards 
the irrational animals,—but because we possess that 
reason which reaches out to one another and the 
Gods, whereas the irrational animals, having no share 
in this, will have no relation o f justice towards us.
So that, if justice is conceived because o f a certain 
fellowship between men and men and between 
men and Gods, if Gods do not exist, it must follow 
that justice also is non-existent. But justice is 
existent; we must declare, therefore, that Gods also 
exist.

In addition,—if Gods exist not, neither does 132 
prophecy exist, it being “  the science which observes 
and interprets the signs given by Gods to men ”  ; nor 
yet inspiration and astrology, nor divination, nor 
prediction by means o f dreams. But it is absurd
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πλήθος πραγμάτων άναιρεΐν πεπιστευμενων ήδη 
παρά πάσιν άνθρώποις. είσιν άρα θεοί.

133 Ζήνων δε και τοιοΰτον ή ρώτα λόγον, τους θεούς 
εύλόγως αν τις τιμωη · τούς δε μή όντας ούκ αν 
τις εύλόγως τιμωη' είσιν άρα θεοί ω λόγω τινες 
παραβάλλοντας φασι “  τούς σοφούς άν τις εύλόγως 
τιμωη' τούς δε μή όντας ούκ άν τις εύλόγως τιμωη' 
είσιν άρα σοφοί.”  οπερ ούκ ήρεσκε τοΐς από τής 
στοάς, μέχρι τοΰ νυν άνευρετου οντος του κατ

134 αύτούς σοφοΰ. άπαντών δε προς την παραβολήν 
Διογένης ό Βαβυλώνιος το δεύτερόν φησι λήμμα 
τοΰ Ζήνωνος λόγου τοιοΰτον είναι τή δυνάμει 
“  τούς δε μή πεφυκότας είναι ούκ άν τις εύλόγως 
τιμωη.”  τοιουτου γάρ λαμβανομενου δήλον ώς

135 πεφύκασιν είναι θεοί, εί δε τοΰτο, καί είσιν ήδη. 
εί γάρ άπαξ ποτέ ήσαν, και νΰν είσιν, ώσπερ ει 
άτομοι ήσαν, και νΰν είσιν άφθαρτα γάρ και 
άγενητα τά τοιαΰτά εστι κατά τήν έννοιαν των 
σωμάτων. διό και κατά ακόλουθον επιφοραν 
συνάξει ό λόγος, οί δε γε σοφοί ούκ επεί πεφυ-

136 κασιν εΐναι, ήδη καί είσιν. άλλοι δε φασι το 
πρώτον λήμμα τοΰ Ζήνωνος, τό  '* τούς θεούς 
εύλόγως άν τις τιμωη,”  αμφίβολον εΐναι- εν μεν 
γάρ σημαίνειν “  τούς θεούς εύλόγως άν τις τιμωη,”  
ετερον δε “  τιμητικώς εχοι.”  λαμβάνεσθαι δε τό 
πρώτον, οπερ φεΰδος εσται επί τών σοφών.

137 Οι μεν οΰν κομιζόμενοι λόγοι παρά τε τοΐς 
στωικοΐς καί παρά τοΐς από τών άλλων αιρέσεων * 72

α A Stoic philosopher, disciple of Chrysippus (circa 160 b.c.)
4 By “  pay honour to ”  is meant “  worship ”  (with offer

ings, etc.), whereas “  hold in honour ”  implies merely the 
respect paid to any “  honourable man.”
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to abolish such a multitude of things which are 
already believed in by all men. Therefore, Gods 
exist.

Zeno propounded this argument also :— “ One may 133 
reasonably honour the Gods ; but those who are non
existent one may not reasonably honour ; therefore 
Gods exist.”  But some oppose to this argument a 
parallel one—“ The wise one may reasonably honour; 
but one may not reasonably honour the non-existent; 
therefore wise men exist.”  Which conclusion was 
unpleasing to the Stoics, as their “  Wise man ”  has 
remained indiscoverable up till now. In reply to the 134 
counter-argument Diogenes the Babylonian a asserts 
thatthe second premiss in Zeno’s argument is virtually 
this—“ But those who are not of such a nature as to 
exist one may not reasonably honour ”  ; for when 
this premiss is accepted it is evident that the Gods 
are o f such a nature as to exist. But if so, they do 135 
actually exist. For if they had once existed at any 
time, they also exist now, just as, if atoms had existed, 
they also exist now ; for according to the conception 
o f such bodies, they are imperishable and uncreate. 
Hence the argument will deduce a consequent con
clusion. But it is not true of the wise that they 
actually exist because they are of such a nature as to 
exist. But others say that Zeno’s first premiss— 136 
“  One may reasonably honour the Gods ”—is am
biguous ; for one o f its significations is “  one may 
reasonably pay honour to the Gods,”  the other “  one 
may hold them in honour.”  b But the first is taken as 
the premiss, and in the case o f the wise this will be 
false.

Such, then, in their character are the arguments 137 
brought forward by the Stoics, and by those o f the
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εις το ύπάρχειν θεούς τοιοΰτοί τινες είσι κατά τον 
χαρακτήρα· οτι δε ου λείπονται τούτων ενεκα τής 
περί τό πείθειν ίσοσθενείας καί οί τό μή είναι θεούς

138 διδάσκοντες παρακειμενως ύποδεικτεον. εΐπερ τοί- 
ννν είσί θεοί, ζώα είσίν και ώ λόγω οι από τής 
στοάς εδίδασκον οτι ζώόν εστιν 6 κόσμος, τώ αύτώ 
χρησάμενος άν τις κατασκευάζοι οτι και 6 θεός 
εστι ζώον. τό γάρ ζώον του μή ζώου κρεΐττον 
εστίν, ονδεν δε κρεΐττόν εστι θεοΰ' ζώον άρα εστιν 
6 θεός, συμπαραλαμβανομενης τουτω  τω  λόγω και 
τής κοινής τών ανθρώπων έννοιας, ειγε και 6 βίος 
καί οί ποιηταί και ή τών αρίστων φιλοσόφων 
πληθύς μαρτυρεί τω ζώον είναι τον θεόν, ώστε

139 σώζεσθαι τα τής ακολουθίας, εί γάρ είσί θεοί, 
ζώα είσίν. εί δε ζώα είσίν, αισθάνονται’ παν 
γάρ ζώον αίσθήσεως μετοχή νοείται ζώον. εί δε 
αισθάνονται, και πικράζονται και γλυκάζονται· ού 
γάρ δι* άλλης μεν τίνος αίσθήσεως αντιλαμβάνονται 
τών αισθητών, ούχί δε καί διά τής γευσεως. δθεν 
καί τό περικόπτειν ταυτήν ή τινα αΐσθησιν άλλην

140 απλώς τοΰ θεοΰ παντελώς εστίν άπίθανον· περιτ- 
τοτερας γάρ αισθήσεις εχων [ό άνθρωπος] άμείνων 
αυτού γενήσεται, δέον μάλλον, ώς ελεγεν 6 
Καρνεάδης, συν ταΐς πάσιν υπαρχουσαις πεντε 
ταυταις αίσθήσεσι καί άλλα? αύτώ περισσοτερας 
προσμαρτυρεΐν, ΐν* εχη πλειόνων άντιλαμβάνεσθαι 
πραγμάτων, αλλά μή τών πεντε άφαιρεΐν. ρητεον 
οΰν τινά γεΰσιν εχειν τον θεόν, καί διά ταυτης
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other Schools, in favour of the existence o f Gods ; and 
in similar fashion we must show that those which 
maintain the non-existence of Gods do not fall short 
of the former in respect of their equipollence as 
regards persuasion.® If, then, Gods exist, they are 138 
animals6; and, employing the same argument as that 
by which the Stoics maintainedc that the Universe is 
an animal, one may demonstrate that God, too, is an 
animal. For “  the animal is better than the non
animal ; but nothing is better than God ; therefore 
God is an animal ”  ; and in support of this argument 
is adduced also the common conception of mankind, 
since ordinary folk and the poets, too, and the majority 
of the best philosophers testify to the fact that God is 
an animal. So that the steps of the logical sequence 
are secured. For if Gods exist, they are animals. 139 
But if they are animals, they have sensation ; for 
every animal is conceived as an animal by its parti
cipation in sensation. And if they have sensation, 
they also feel bitterness and sweetness ; for they do 
not perceive sense-objects through some other sense, 
and not through taste as w ell; hence it is wholly 
improbable that God should be entirely deprived of 
this or of any other sense ; for the more numerous 140 
the senses he has, the better he will be, since it is 
preferable—as Carneades said—that, in addition to 
the five senses which belong to all men, yet others 
should supply him with evidence, in order that he 
may be able to apprehend a greater number of things, 
rather than that he should be robbed of the five. We 
must assert, then, that God possesses taste, and by it

* i.e. “ animals” in the sense of “ living creatures” (c/·
§ 107)—not as opposed to “ men.”

• Of. § 107 supra.
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141 άντιλαμβάνεσθαι των γευστών. άλλ* εί διά γεύσεως 
αντιλαμβάνεται, γλυκάζεται και πικράζεται, γλυ- 
καζόμενος δε καί πικραζόμενος ευαρεστήσει τισί καί 
δυσαρεστήσει. δυσαρεστών δε τισι καί όχλήσεως 
εσται δεκτικός καί τής επί το χείρον μεταβολής, εί 
δε τοΰτο, φθαρτός εστιν. ώστε ειττερ εΐσί θεοί, 
φθαρτοί είσιν. ούκ άρα θεοί είσίν.

142 Eiye μην εστι θεός, ζώον εστιν. ει ζώον εστι, 
καί αισθάνεται· το  γάρ ζώον τοΰ μή ζώου ούκ άλλω 
τινί διαφέρει ή τώ  αίσθάνεσθαι. εί δέ αισθάνεται, 
καί ακούει καί όρα καί οσφραίνεται καί άπτεται.

143 εί δε τοΰτο, εστι τινά τα καθ' έκάστην αϊσθησιν 
οίκειοΰντα αυτόν καί αΧλοτριοΰντα, οΐον κατά μεν 
ορασιν τά  συμμέτρως έχοντα καί ούχ έτέρως, κατά 
δέ ακοήν αί εμμελείς φωναί καί ούχ αί μή ούτως 
έχουσαι, κατά τά  αυτά δε και επί τών άλλων 
αισθήσεων, εί δέ τοΰτο, εστι τινά τώ θεώ οχληρά· 
καί εί εστι τινά θεώ οχληρά, γίνεται εν τή επί το 
χείρον μεταβολή θεός, ώστε καί εν φθορά, φθαρτός 
άρα ο θεός, τοΰτο δέ παρά τήν κοινήν έννοιαν 
ύπήρχεν αΰτοΰ* τοίνυν ούκ εστι το θειον.

144 "Εστι δέ καί επί μιας αίσθήσεως επεξεργαστικώ - 
τερον τιθέναι τον λόγον, οΐον τής όράσεως. εί γάρ 
εστι τό θειον, ζώον εστιν. εί ζώον εστιν, όρα 
[όλος]1·

ούλος γάρ όρα, οΰλος δέ νοεί, ούλος δέ τ* ακούει.
145 εί δέ όρα, καί λευκά όρα καί μέλανα. άλλ* έπεί 

λευκόν μέν εστι τό διακριτικόν όφεως μέλαν δέ το
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perceives things gustable. But if he perceives by 141 
means of taste, he feels sweetness and bitterness; and 
feeling sweetness and bitterness, he will be pleased 
by some things and displeased by others; and being 
displeased by some things, he will be receptive of 
vexation and of change for the worse. But if so, he 
is perishable. So that if Gods exist, they are perish
able. Therefore Gods do not exist.

If, however, God exists, he is an animal. I f he is 142 
an animal, he has sensation ; for the animal differs 
from the not-animal by nothing else than by sensa
tion. But if he has sensation, he hears and sees and 
smells and touches. And if so, there are certain 143 
things in connexion with each sense which are con
genial or repellent to him,—for instance, in respect 
o f sight, things which are symmetrical and not the 
reverse ; and in respect of hearing, sounds which are 
musical and not those of a different kind ; and 
similarly with the rest o f the senses. But if so, there 
are certain things which are vexatious to God ; and 
if there are certain things vexatious to God, God is 
subject to change for the worse, and thus also to 
decay. Therefore God is perishable. But this is 
contrary to the general conception o f him. Therefore 
the Divine does not exist.

And it is also possible to base the argument still 144 
more effectively on a single sense,-—for instance, 
vision. For if the Divine exists, it is an animal. And 
if it is an animal, it sees, for—

He with the whole of his being beholdeth and marketh 
and heareth.®

And if he sees, he sees both white things and black.
But since white is what is divisive o f sight, and black 145

• Xenophanes, Frag. 2.
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συγχυτικόν όφεως, διακρίνεται την οφιν καί συγ- 
χεΐται 6 θεός, εί δε διακρίσεως καί συγχύσεώς 
εστι δεκτικός, και φθοράς εστι δεκτικό?, τοίννν 
el εστι τό θειον, φθαρτόν εστιν. ούχί δε ye φθαρτόν 
εστιν· ούκ αρα εστιν.

146 Και μην ή αισθησις ετεροίωσίς τις εστίν· άμή- 
χανον γάρ τό δι* αίσθήσεώς τίνος άντιλαμβανόμενον 
μη ετεροιοΰσθαι άλλα οϋτω διακεΐσθαι ώς προ της 
άντιληφεως διεκειτο. εί οΰν αίσθάνεται 6 θεός, 
και ετεροιοΰται· el δε ετεροιοΰται, ετεροιώσεως

147 δεκτικό? εστι και μεταβολής· δεκτικός δε ών 
μεταβολής πάντως και της επί τό χείρον μεταβολής 
εσται δεκτικός, εί δέ τοΰτο, και φθαρτός εστιν. 
άτοπον δε γε τό λεγειν τον θεόν φθαρτόν ύπαρχειν· 
άτοπον αρα καί τό άξιοΰν είναι τούτον.

148 Προ? τούτοις, εί εστι τι θειον, ήτοι πεπερα- 
σμενον εστίν η άπειρον, καί άπειρον μεν ούκ αν 
εϊη, επεϊ και ακίνητον αν εΐη καί άφυχον. εί γαρ 
κινείται τό άπειρον, τόπον εκ τόπον μετέρχεται· 
τόπον δε εκ τόπου μετερχόμενον εν τόπω εστίν, εν 
τόπω δε ον πεπερασται. εί αρα εστι τι άπειρον, 
ακίνητόν εστιν ή εϊπερ κινείται, ούκ εστιν άπειρον.

149 ωσαύτως δε καί άφυχόν εστιν. εί yap υπό φνχής 
συνέχεται, πάντως από των μέσων επί τα περατα 
καί από των περάτων επί τά μέσα φερόμενον συν
έχεται. εν δε άπείρφ ούδεν εστι μέσον ουδέ πέρας· 
ώστε ουδέ εμφυχόν εστι τό άπειρον, καί διά τοΰτο 
εί άπειρόν εστι τό θειον, ούτε κινείται ούτε εμφυχόν

α Alluding to the theory of Plato, Timaeus 67 e, that the 
stream of particles which issues from a white object “  divides”  
the visual current which proceeds from the eyes, while that 
from a black object “  compresses ”  it.
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what is compressive of sight,® God has his sight divided 
and compressed. And if he is receptive of division 
and compression, he is receptive also o f decay. So 
then, if the Divine exists, it is perishable. But it is 
not perishable ; therefore it does not exist.

Again, sensation is a kind of alteration ; for it is 146 
impossible for that which apprehends by means of a 
sense not to be altered, but to remain in the same 
condition in which it was before the act of appre
hension. I f  God, then, has sensation, he is altered ; 
and if he is altered, he is receptive o f alteration and 
change ; and being receptive of change, he will ce r -147 
tainly be receptive of change for the worse. And if 
so, he is also perishable. But it is absurd to say that 
God is perishable ; therefore it is absurd also to claim 
that he exists.

Furthermore, if  any Divinity exists, it is either 148 
limited or unlimited. And it will not be unlimited, 
since then it would be both motionless and inanimate.
For if  the unlimited moves, it passes from place to 
place ; and if it passes from place to place, it is in 
space, and being in space it is limited. Therefore, if  
any unlimited exists, it is motionless ; or if it moves, 
it is not unlimited. So likewise it is inanimate ; for 149 
if  it is held together by soul, it is certainly held to
gether by movement from the centres to the limits 
and from the limits to the centres.6 But in the un
limited there is no centre nor lim it; so that the un
limited is not animate either. And on account of 
this, if the Divine is unlimited it neither moves nor is

6 Alluding to the Stoic view that sensation is effected by 
means of breath-currents passing between the central sense- 
organ (the heart) and the peripheral sense-organs (eye, ear, 
etc.).
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ear o ' ,  κινείται δε t o  0 e io u  κ α ι  εμψυχίας άξιοΰται
150 μετεχειν ούκ άρα άπειρόν εστι τό θειον. και 

μην ουδέ πεπερασμενον. επεί γάρ τό πεπερα
σμενον τοΰ απείρου μέρος εστί, τό δέ ολον του 
μέρους κρεΐττον εστί, δήλον ώς τό άπειρον τοΰ 
θείου κρεΐττον εσται και κρατήσει τής θείας 
φυσεως. ατοπον δέ τδ λεγειν θεού τι κρεΐττον, και 
κρατεΐν τής τοΰ θεοΰ φυσεως' τοίνυν ουδέ πεπερα
σμενον εστι τό θειον. αλλ’ εί μήτε άπειρόν εστι 
μήτε πεπερασμενον, παρά δέ ταΰτα ουδέν εστι 
τρίτον νοεΐν, οΰδεν εσται τό θειον.

151 Και μην εί εστι τι τό θειον, ήτοι σώμά εστιν ή 
άσώματον* ουτ€ δέ άσώματόν εστιν, επεί άψυχόν 
εστι και άναίσθητον καί ούδεν δυνάμενον ενεργεΐν 
τό άσώματον, ουτε σώμα, επεί παν σώμα μετα
βλητόν τε εστι καί φθαρτόν, άφθαρτον δέ τδ θειον 
ου τοίνυν υπάρχει τό θειον.

152 ΈΧγε μην εστι τδ θειον, πάντως καί ζώον εστιν. 
el δέ ζώον εστιν, πάντως καί πανάρετόν εστι καί 
εύδαΐμον ευδαιμονία δε χωρίς αρετής ου δυναται 
υ7τοστηναι· εί δε πανάρετός εστι, καί πάσας εχει 
τάς άρετάς. αλλ’ ου πάσας μεν εχει τάς άρετάς, 
ουχί δε γε καί εγκράτειαν εχει καί καρτερίαν, ούχί 
δε γε ταυτας μεν εχει τάς άρετάς, ουχί δε γε εστι 
τινά δυσαπόσχετα καί δυσεγκαρτερητα τώ θεώ.

153 εγκράτεια γάρ εστι διάθεσις άνυπερβατος τών κατ’ 
ορθόν λόγον γιγνομενων, ή άρετή ύπεράνω ποιούσα 
ημάς τών δοκουντων είναι δυσαποσχετων εγ- 
κρατεύεται γάρ, φασίν, ούχ δ θανατιώσης γραός 
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animate. But the Divine moves and participates, as 
is claimed, in animation ; therefore the Divine is not 
unlimited.— Nor yet is it limited. For since the 150 
limited is a part of the unlimited, and the whole is 
superior to the part, it is plain that the unlimited will 
be superior to the Divine and will master the Divine 
nature. But it is absurd to say that anything is 
superior to God and master over the nature o f God ; 
so then, the Divine is not limited either. But if it is 
neither unlimited nor limited, and besides these one 
can conceive no third possibility, the Divine will be 
nothing.

Again, if the Divine is anything, it is either a body *51 
or incorporeal; but it is not incorporeal, since the 
incorporeal is inanimate and insensitive and incapable 
of any action ; nor is it a body, since every body is 
both subject to change and perishable, whereas the 
Divine is imperishable ; so then, the Divine does not 
exist.

If, however, the Divine exists, it is certainly 152 
an animal. And if it is an animal, it is certainly 
both all-virtuous and happy (and without virtue 
happiness cannot subsist). And if it is all-virtuous, 
it possesses all the virtues. But it does not 
possess all the virtues unless it possesses both 
continence and fortitude. And it does not possess 
these virtues unless there are certain things which 
are hard for God to abstain from and hard to 
endure. For continence is “  a state o f mind in- 153 
capable of transgressing the rules of right reason, 
or a virtue which makes us superior to the things 
which seem hard to abstain from.”  For a man, 
they say, is continent not when he abstains from an 
old woman with one foot in the grave, but when he
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άπεχόμένος, άλλ* ό Ααΐδος καί Φρύνης ή τίνος 
τοιαύτης δννάμένος άπολαΰσαι, εΐτα άπεχόμενος.

154 καρτερία δε εστιν επιστήμη ύπομενετεων καί ούχ 
ύπομενετεων, ή αρετή ύπεράνω ποιούσα ημάς των 
δοκούντων είναι δυσνπομενήτων· χρήται γάρ καρ
τερία 6 τεμνόμενος καί καιόμενος, εΐτα [δε] δια-

155 καρτερών, άλλ’ ούχ 6 οίνόμελι πίνων, εσται οΰν 
τινά τω θεω δυσυπομενητα καί δυσαπόσχετα. εί 
γάρ μη εσται, ούχί ταύτας εξει τάς άρετάς, τοΰτ-

156 εστι την εγκράτειαν καί την καρτερίαν, εί δε 
ταντας ονκ εχει τάς άρετάς, επεί μεταξύ αρετής 
καί κακίας ούδεν εστι, τάς αντίθετους ταΐσδε ταΐς 
άρεταΐς εξει κακίας ώσπερ την μαλακίαν καί την 
άκρασίαν καθάπερ γάρ ό μη εχων την υγείαν 
νόσον εχει, όντως 6 μη εχων εγκράτειαν καί 
καρτερίαν εν ταΐς άντικειμεναις εστι κακίαις, δπερ

157 άτοπον επί θεοΰ λεγεσθαι. εί δε εστι τινά δυσαπό
σχετα καί δυσυπομενητα τω θεω, εστι τινά καί τά  
επί το χείρον αύτοϋ μεταβλητικά καί όχλήσεως 
ποιητικά, άλλ* εί τοΰτο, δεκτικός εστιν όχλήσεως 
6 θεός καί της επί τό χείρον μεταβολής, διό καί 
φθοράς, ώστε εΐπερ εστιν ο θεός, φθαρτός εστιν· 
ούχί δε τό δεύτερον, ούκ άρα τό πρώτον.

158 Έ τ ι δε συν τοΐς προκειμενοις, εί πανάρετόν εστι 
τό θειον, καί άνδρίαν εχει· εί δε άνδρίαν εχει, επι
στήμην εχει δεινών καί ού δεινών καί τών μεταξύ,

159 καί εί τοΰτο, εστι τι θεω δεινόν, ον γάρ δή γε 6 
ανδρείος διά ταντά εστιν ανδρείος ότι επιστήμην εχει 
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has the power of enjoying Lais α or Phryne α or some 
such charmer and then abstains. And fortitude is 154 
“  the science of things endurable and not endurable, 
or a virtue which makes us superior to the things 
which seem hard to endure.”  For it is the man who 
holds firm when he is being cut and burned that shows 
fortitude, and not the man who is drinking sweet 
wine. There will, then, exist certain things which 155 
are hard for God to endure and hard to abstain from.
For if these do not exist, he will not possess these 
virtues,—namely, continence and fortitude. And if 156 
he does not possess these virtues, since there is no 
mean state between virtue and vice, he will possess 
the vices which are contrary to these virtues, such as 
effeminacy and incontinence ; for just as he who has 
not health has disease, so he who has not continence 
and fortitude is subject to the opposite vices, which 
is an absurd thing to say about God. And if there are 157 
some things which are hard for God to abstain from 
and hard to endure, there are some things which are 
able to change him for the worse and to cause him 
vexation. But if so, God is receptive o f vexation and 
of change for the worse, and hence of decay also. So 
that if God exists, he is perishable ; but the second 
is not (true) ; therefore the first is not (true).

Further, in addition to the foregoing arguments,— 158 
if God is all-virtuous he possesses courage ; and if he 
possesses courage he possesses “  knowledge of things 
fearful and not fearful and of things intermediate ”  ; 
and if so, there is something which is fearful to God.
For, to be sure, the courageous man is not courageous 159 
because he possesses knowledge o f  the sort o f things

• Two Greek courtesans famed for their beauty; P. sat 
as a “  model ”  to Praxiteles and Apelles (circa 330 b.c.).

83



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τον ποΐά εστι τά δεινά τώ γείτονι, άλλα τά αΰτω 
άπερ ονκ1 απαράλλακτα cart τοΐς τον πλησίον 
δεινόΐς. ώστε επεί ανδρείος εστιν 6 θεός, εστι

160 τι αύτώ δεινόν, ει εστι τι θεώ δεινόν, εστι τι 
τώ  θεώ όχλησεως ποιητικόν, ει δε τοΰτο, επι
δεκτικός εστιν όχλησεως, διά δε τοΰτο και φθοράς, 
οθεν εΐ εστι το θειον, φθαρτόν εστιν. ονχι δε 
φθαρτόν εστιν’ ονκ άρα εστιν.

161 Και μην ει πανάρετόν εστι το θειον, και την 
μεγαλοφνχίαν εχει. ει δε μεγαλοφνχίαν εχει, 
επιστήμην εχει ποιοΰσαν νπεραίρειν των σνμβαι- 
νόντων. ει τοΰτο, εστι τινά τά σνμβαίνοντα αντίο 
ών νπεράνω γίνεται, εΐ δε τοΰτο, εστι τινά και 
οχληρά τά σνμβαίνοντα αντίο, και οντω φθαρτός 
εσται. ονχι δε γε τοΰτο’ τοίννν ονδε το εξ αρχής.

162 Προς τούτοις, εϊπερ πάσας εχει τάς άρετάς 6 
θεός, και φρόνησιν εχει. εί φρόνησιν εχει, εχει καί 
επιστήμην αγαθών τε καί κακών καί αδιαφορών, 
εί δε επιστήμην εχει τοντων, οΐδε ποΐά εστι τά

163 αγαθά καί κακά καί αδιάφορα, επεί οΰν καί 6 
πόνος τών αδιαφορών εστιν, οΐδε καί τον πόνον 
[και] ποιος τις νπάρχει την φνσιν. εί δε τοΰτο, καί 
περιπεπτωκεν αντίρ’ μη περιπεσών γάρ ούκ αν 
εσχε νόησιν αντοΰ, άλλ’ δν τρόπον ό μη περι- 
πεπτωκώς λενκώ χρώματι καί μελάνι διά το εκ 
γενετής είναι πηρός ον δνναται νόησιν εχειν χρώ
ματος, όντως ονδε θεός μη περιπεπτωκώς πόνω

164 δνναται νόησιν εχειν τοντον. οπότε γάρ ημείς οι 
περιπεσόντες πολλάκις τοντω την ιδιότητα τής

1 ούκ NLE: om. cct., Bekk.
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which are fearful to his neighbour, but o f those which 
are fearful to himself; and these are not to be 
identified with those which are fearful to his neigh
bour. Consequently, since God is courageous, there 
is something which is fearful to him. I f  there is some- 160 
thing fearful to God, there is something which causes 
vexation to God. And if so, he is receptive o f vexa
tion, and therefore o f decay. Hence, if the Divine 
exists, it is perishable. But it is not perishable ; 
therefore, it does not exist.

Moreover, if  the Divine is all-virtuous, it also 161 
possesses greatness o f soul. And if it possesses great
ness o f soul, it possesses “  knowledge which makes it 
rise superior to circumstances.”  If so, there exist 
certain circumstances above which it rises superior. 
And if so, there exist certain circumstances which are 
vexatious to it, and thus it will be perishable. But 
this is not (true) ; neither, then, is the original 
supposition.

Furthermore : if  God possesses all the virtues, 162 
he possesses wisdom. I f he possesses wisdom, he 
possesses “  knowledge o f things good and evil and 
indifferent. ”  And if he possesses knowledge of these, 
he knows what the good things are and the evil and 
the indifferent. Since, then, suffering is one o f the 163 
indifferent things, he knows both suffering and what 
its real nature is. And if so, he has experienced i t ; 
for without experience he would not have formed a 
notion of it, but, just as the man who has not ex
perienced white colour and black, owing to his being 
blind from birth, cannot possess a notion of colour, so 
too God cannot have a notion of suffering if he has 
not experienced it. For when we, who have often 164 
experienced it, are unable to discern distinctly the
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περί τούς ποδαλγικούς άλγηδόνος ού δυνάμεθα 
τρανώς γνωρίζειν, ούδε διηγούμενων ήμΐν τινών 
συμβαλεΐν, ούδε trap* αυτών των πεπονθότων 
συμφώνως άκοΰσαι δια το άλλους άλλως ταύτην 
ερμηνεύειν και τούς μεν στροφή τούς δε κλάσει 
τούς δε νύζει λεγειν δμοιον αύτοΐς παρακολουθεΐν, 
η που γε θεός μηδ* δλως πάνω περιπεπτωκώς

165 {ού )1 δύναται πόνου νόησιν εχειν. νή Δ ” , άλλα 
πόνψ μεν, φασίν, ού περιπεπτωκεν, ηδονή δε, κάκ 
ταύτης εκείνον νενόηκεν. οπερ ήν εΰηθες. πρώτον 
μεν γάρ εστιν άμήχανον μη πειραθεντα πόνου νόη- 
σιν ηδονής λαβεΐν- κατά γάρ την παντός τού άλγύ-

166 νοντος ύπεξαίρεσιν συνίστασθαι πεφυκεν. εΐτα και 
τούτου συγχωρηθεντος πάλιν ακολουθεί το φθαρτόν 
είναι τον θεόν, εΐ γάρ τής τοιαύτης διαχυσεως 
δεκτικός εστι, καί τής επί το χείρον μεταβολής 
εσται δεκτικός 6 θεός καί φθαρτός εστιν. ούχί δε 
γε τοΰτο, ώστε ουδέ το εξ αρχής.

167 ΈΧπερ τε πανάρετόν εστι το θειον καί την φρόνη- 
σιν εχει, εχει καί την εύβουλίαν, παρόσον ή εύ- 
βουλία φρόνησίς εστι προς τά βουλευτά. εί δε την

168 εύβου λίαν εχει, καί βουλεύεται. εί δε βουλεύεται, 
εστι τι άδηλον αύτώ · εί γάρ μηδέν εστιν άδηλον 
αύτώ, ού βουλεύεται ούδε την εύβουλίαν εχει τώ  
την βουλήν άδηλου τίνος εχεσθαι, ζήτησιν οΰσαν 
περί τού πώς εν τοΐς παροΰσιν ορθώς διεξάγομεν. 
άτοπον δε γε εστι το μη βουλεύεσθαι μηδε εύ
βουλίαν εχειν τον θεόν, τοίνυν εχει ταύτην, καί

169 εστι τι άδηλον αύτώ. εί δε εστι τι άδηλον θεώ, ούκ
1 <ού> Ν, Mutsch.

86

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 164-169

special quality o f the pain suffered by gouty patients, 
or to guess it from descriptions, or to get consistent 
accounts from the actual sufferers, since they explain 
it in different ways, and some say that they find it to 
resemble twisting, others bending, others stabbing,— 
surely, if God has had no experience at all of suffering, 
he cannot possess a notion o f suffering. Truly, they 165 
reply, he has not experienced suffering, but pleasure, 
and from this he has formed a notion of the other.
But this is silly. For, in the first place, it is impossible . 
to acquire a notion o f pleasure without having ex
perienced suffering ; for it is owing to the with
drawal o f everything that gives pain that pleasure 
really subsists. And, in the next place, if this be 166 
granted, it follows once more that God is perishable.
For if he is receptive of such a collapse, God will be 
receptive o f change for the worse, and is perishable.
But this is not (true), nor, in consequence, is the 
original supposition (true).

Also, if  the Divine is all-virtuous and possesses 167 
wisdom, it possesses sound-deliberation, inasmuch as 
sound-deliberation is “  wisdom regarding things re
quiring deliberation." And i f  it possesses sound- 
deliberation, it deliberates. And if it deliberates, 168 
there is something which is non-evident to i t ; for 
if there is nothing non-evident to it, it does not 
deliberate nor does it possess sound-deliberation, 
since deliberation is attached to what is non-evident, 
being “  a search for the way o f conducting ourselves 
rightly under present circumstances.”  But it is 
absurd that God should not deliberate nor possess 
sound-deliberation. So then, he does possess this, 
and there is something which is non-evident to him. 
And if there is something non-evident to God, it is 169
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άλλο μεν τι εστιν άδηλον θεώ, ούχί 8ε γε καί το 
τοιοϋτον οΐον εΐ εστι τινά αυτόν εν τη άπειρίμ 
φθαρτικά. άλλ* εί τοΰτό εστιν άδηλον αύτω, 
πάντως κατά την προσδοκίαν των φθαρτικών αντοΰ 
τούτων, εξ ων εν συνθροήσει τινϊ καί κινήματι

170 γενήσεται, καν φοβοΐτο. εί δε εν [συγ]κινήμart 
τοιούτω γίνεται, και της επί το χείρον μεταβολής 
εσται δεκτικός, διά δε τοϋτο και φθαρτός, ώ  
ακολουθεί το μηδ* δλως αυτόν ύπαρχειν.

171 Και άλλως, εί μηδέν άδηλόν εστι θεω άλλ* 
αντόθεν εκ φύσεως πάντων καταληπτικός καθ- 
εστηκεν, ονκ εχει τέχνην, άλλ* ον τρόπον ονκ άν 
εϊπαιμεν περί τον βάτραχον η τον δελφΐνα, φύσει 
νηκτικούς όντας, τέχνην είναι νηκτικήν, τον αυτόν 
τρόπον ουδέ περί τον θεόν εκ φύσεως πάντα κατα- 
λαμβανόμενον εϊπαιμεν αν είναι τέχνην τω άδηλον 
τίνος και [του]1 αύτόθεν μή καταλαμβανόμενου

172 εφάπτεσθαι την τέχνην, άλλ* εί μή εστι περί τον
θεόν τέχνη, ουδ* ή περί τον βίον τέχνη εσται περί 
αυτόν, εί δε τούτο, ουδέ ή αρετή, μή εχων δε θεός 
αρετήν ανύπαρκτός εστιν. και άλλως, λογικός
ών ο θεός, εί μή εχει τήν αρετήν, πάντως τήν

173 αντίθετον εχει κακίαν· ούχί δε γε τήν αντίθετον εχει 
κακίαν· εχει άρα τέχνην ο θεός, και εστι τι άδηλον 
τω  θεω. ω επεται το φθαρτόν αυτόν είναι, καθώς 
πρότερον επελογισάμεθα. ουδέ γε φθαρτός εστιν' 
ούκ άρα εστιν.

174 Έ,ΐπερ τε μή εχει φρόνησιν, ως ύπεμνήσαμεν, 
ουδέ σωφροσύνην εχει' εστι γάρ ή σωφροσύνη έξις 
εν αίρεσεσι καί φυγαΐς σώζουσα τα της φρονήσεως

1 [του] seel. Heintz.
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impossible that this—if anything else—should not be 
non-evident to God, namely, whether there exist in 
the infinite any things destructive o f himself. But if 
this is non-evident to him, he will certainly be afraid, 
owing to the expectation o f these destructive things 
which will put him in a state o f alarm and commotion. 
And if he comes to be in a commotion o f this sort, 170 
he will be receptive also of change for the worse, 
and therefore he will be perishable. From which it 
follows that he does not exist at all.

Here, too, is another argument: If nothing is non- 171 
evident to God, but he of his own nature is capable of 
apprehending all things, he does not possess art, but 
just as we should not say that there exists in the frog 
or the dolphin, which swim by nature, an art o f 
swimming, in the same way we should not say o f God, 
who o f his own nature apprehends all things, that he 
has art, since art has to do with a thing that is non- 
evident and not apprehended of itself. But if God 172 
has not art, he will not have the art o f living ; and if 
so, neither will he have virtue. But if  God has not 
virtue, he is non-existent.—And again : God being 
rational, if he does not possess virtue, he certainly 173 
possesses its opposite, vice ; but he does not possess 
its opposite, vice ; therefore God possesses art, and 
there is something non-evident to God. From which 
it follows that he is perishable, as we argued before.®
But he is not perishable ; therefore, he does not 
exist.

Also, if  (as we have shown b) he does not possess 174 
wisdom, neither does he possess temperance ; for 
temperance is “ a state which preserves, in pre
ferences and aversions, the decisions of wisdom.”
— · Gf. § 169. * Cf. §§ 162, 167 ff.
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175 κρίματα, καί άλλως δε, εί μηδέν εστιν ο τά? τοΰ 
θεοΰ όρεξεις κινήσει, μηδε εστι τι δ επισπάσεται 
τον θεόν, πώς εροΰμεν αυτόν είναι σώφρονα, τής 
σωφροσύνης κατά τοιοΰτόν τινα λόγον ήμΐν νενοη- 
μενης; καθά γάρ ούκ άν €*ποιμξν τον κίονα 
σωφρον€Ϊν, κατά τον αυτόν τρόπον ούδε τον θεόν 
δ€0ντως φήσομ€ν σώφρον α τυγχάνειν. περιαιρου- 
μενων δε αύτοΰ τούτων των ape των περιαιρειται 
καί ή δικαιοσύνη και at λοιπαί. άλλ* εί μηδ€μίαν 
άρ€τήν εχει 6 θεός, ανύπαρκτός εστιν. το δε 
ήγούμενον τό άρα λήγον.

176 Πάλιν εΐ εστι τδ θειον, ήτοι εχει αρετήν ή ούκ 
εχει. και εί μεν ούκ εχει, φαύλόν εστι τό θειον και 
κακοδαιμονικόν, όπερ άτοπον. εί δε εχει, εσται 
τι τοΰ θεού κρεΐττον· ον γάρ τρόπον ή τοΰ ίππου 
αρετή αύτοΰ τοΰ ίππου εστι κρείττων και ή τοΰ 
ανθρώπου αρετή τοΰ εχοντος εστι κρείττων, τον 
αύτόν τρόπον ή τοΰ θεοΰ αρετή και αύτοΰ τοΰ θεοΰ

177 εσται κρείττων. εί δε εστι κρείττων τοΰ θεοΰ, 
δήλον ώς ελλιπώς εχων φαύλως εξει και φθαρτός 
γενησεται. άλλ* εί μεταξύ μεν των αντικείμενων 
ούδεν εστιν, εις ούδετερον δε όράται των αντικεί
μενων εμπίπτων ο θεός, ρητεον μή είναι θεόν.

178 Και ετι, εί εστιν, ήτοι φωνάεν εστιν ή άφωνον. 
τό μεν ούν λεγειν άφωνον τον θεόν τελεως άτοπον 
καί ταΐς κοιναΐς εννοίαις μαχόμενον. εί δε φωναεν 
εστι, φωνή χρήται και εχει φωνητικά όργανα, 
καθάπερ πνεύμονα και τραχεΐαν αρτηρίαν γλώσσαν 
τε και στόμα, τούτο δέ άτοπον καί εγγύς της 
’ Em κούρου μυθολογίας, τοίνυν ρητεον μή ύπαρχε ιν

179 τον θεόν, καί γάρ δή εί φωνή χρήται, όμιλεΐ. εί 
δε όμιλεΐ, πάντως κατά τινα διάλεκτον όμιλεΐ. εί 
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And besides, if there is nothing which will excite the 175 
desires of God, and nothing which will attract God, 
how shall we say that he is temperate, when tem
perance is conceived by us in accordance with this 
kind o f definition ? For just as we should not say 
that the pillar is temperate, so also we are bound to 
deny that God is temperate. And if he is stripped 
of these virtues, he is stripped of justice also and 
the rest. But if God possesses no virtue, he is non
existent ; and the antecedent (is true), therefore the 
consequent (is true).

Again, if the Divine exists, it either has or has not 176 
virtue. And if it has it not, the Divine is base and 
unhappy, which is absurd. But if it has it, there will 
exist something which is better than God ; for just as 
the virtue o f the horse is better than the horse itself 
and the virtue of the man better than he who has it, 
so also the virtue of God will be better than God him
self. But if it is better than God, plainly he, as 177 
deficient, will be in a bad state and will be perishable.
But if there is nothing intermediate between the 
opposites, and it is seen that God falls under neither 
of the opposites, one must declare that God does not 
exist.

Further, if he exists, he is either gifted with speech 178 
or speechless. But to say that God is speechless is 
perfectly absurd and in conflict with our general con
ceptions. But if he is gifted with speech, he employs 
speech and has organs o f speech, such as lungs and 
windpipe, tongue and mouth. But this is absurd and 
borders on the fairy-tales o f Epicurus. So then, one 
must assert that God does not exist. Moreover, if he 179 
employs speech, he converses. And if he converses, 
he certainly converses in some dialect. But if so,
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δε τοΰτο, τι μάλλον τη 'ΈλληνίΒι η τη βαρβαρω 
χρήται γλώσση; και el τη "ΈιλληνίΒι, τ ί μάλλον 
τη  Ίάδι η τη ΑΙολίΒι η τινι των άλλων; και μην 
ούΒε πάσαις* ούΒεμια τοίνυν. και γάρ el τη Ελ- 
ληνίΒι χρηται, πώς τη βαρβάρω χρησεται, ει̂  μη 
εΒίΒαζε τις αυτόν; ζπώς Be διδάξει τις αυτόν) * 
el μη έρμην€ΐς εχει παραπλήσιους τοις παρ ημΐν 
Βυναμενοις ερμηνεύειν; ρητεον τοίνυν μη χρησθαι 
φωνή το Belov, διά δε τοΰτο και ανύπαρκτον 
elvai.

180 Πάλιν el εστι τό Belov, ήτοι σώμα εστιν η α- 
σώματον. άλλ* άσώματον μεν ούκ αν ειη δια 
τάς έμπροσθεν ημΐν είρημενας αιτίας, el Be σώμα 
εστίν, ήτοι σύγκριμά εστιν εκ τών απλών στοιχείων 
η άπλοΰν εστι και στοιχειώΒες σώμα, και ει μεν 
σύγκριμά εστι, φθαρτόν εστιν’ παν γάρ το κατα 
συνοΒόν τινων άποτελεσθεν ανάγκη Βιαλυόμενον

181 φθείρεσθαι. el δε άπλοΰν εστι σώμα, ήτοι πΰρ 
εστιν η άηρ η ΰΒωρ η γη. οποίον Β αν η τούτων, 
άφυχόν εστι και άλογον’ δπερ άτοπον. ει οΰν 
μήτε σύγκριμά εστιν ο θεός μήτε άπλοΰν σώμα, 
παρά δε ταΰτα ούΒεν εστι, ρητεον μηΒεν είναι 
τον θεόν.

182 Ύοιοΰτον μεν Βη και τό τών λόγων τούτων εΐΒος 
εστίν’ ηρώτηνται Be υπό τοΰ ΚαρνεάΒου και 
σωριτικώς τινες, οΰς ό γνώριμος αύτοΰ Κλειτό- 
μαχος ώς σπουΒαιοτάτους και ανυτικωτατους 
άνεγραφεν, έχοντας τον τρόπον τούτον, ει Ζ,εΰς 
θεός εστι, και ο Ποσειδών θεός εστιν 1

1 <7τώϊ . . . αύτόν> add. cj. Bekk.
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why does he employ the Greek tongue rather than 
the barbarian ? And if the Greek, why the Ionian 
rather than the Aeolic or any o f the others ? And, of 
course, he does not employ them a ll ; and so he 
employs none. For if he employs the Greek, how 
will he employ the barbarian, unless someone has 
taught him ? (But how will anyone teach him,) 
unless he has interpreters similar to those amongst us 
who are able to interpret ? We must say, then, that 
the Divine does not employ speech, and on this 
account it is non-existent.

Again, if  the Divine exists, it is either a body or 180 
incorporeal. But it will not be incorporeal for the 
reasons we have already stated.® And if it is a body, 
it is either a compound of the simple elements or a 
simple and elemental body. And if it is a compound, 
it is perishable ; for everything which is constructed 
by the union o f things must necessarily dissolve and 
perish. And if  it is a simple body, it is either fire 181 
or air or water or earth. But whichever o f these it is, 
it is without soul or reason, which is absurd. If, then, 
God is neither a compound nor a simple body, and 
besides these there is no other alternative, one must 
declare that God is nothing.

Such, then, is the character of these arguments. 182 
And some have been propounded, in the form of a 
“  sorites," 6 by Carneades, which his friend Cleito- 
machus recorded as being most excellent and con
vincing ; and this is the form they take :— If Zeus is 
a God, Poseidon also is a God :—

0 Cf. § 151.
* For the “  sorites ”  or chain-argument cf. P.H. ii. 253 n.
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τρεις γάρ τ  εκ Κροκού ήμεν άδελ<f>€ol, οΰς τεκετο 
'Ρέα,

Ζευς καί εγώ, τρίτατος δ' Ά ίδης ενεροισιν 
ανάσσων.

τριχθά δε πάντα δε'δασται, έκαστος δ* εμμορε
τιμής.

ώστε εί ό Ζευς θεός εστι, και ό Ποσειδών αδελφός
183 ών τούτου θεός γενήσεται. εI δέ ό Π οσειδών θεός 

εστι, και 6 Αχελώος εσται θεός· ει δε ο ’ Αχελώο?, 
καί ό Νείλος· εί 6 NeiAoff, καί πας ποταμός· εΐ πας 
ποταμός, και οί ρύακες άν εΐεν θεοί, και ει οι 
ρύακες, καί αι χαράδραι. ούχι δε οι ρύακες· ουδέ 
ό Ζευς άρα θεός εστιν. εί δε γε ήσαν θεοί, καί ό

184 Ζευς ήν άν θεός, ούκ άρα θεοί είσίν. καί μην 
εί ό ήλιος θεός εστιν, καί ή ήμερα άν εΐη θεός· ου 
γάρ άλλο τι ήν η ήμερα ή ήλιος ύπερ γης. εί δ* 
ή ήμερα εστι θεός, καί ό μην εσται θεός· σύστημα 
γάρ εστιν εξ ήμερων, εί δέ ο μην θεός εστι, καί 
6 ενιαυτός άν εΐη θεός· σύστημα γάρ εστιν εκ 
μηνών 6 ενιαυτός, ούχι δε γε τούτο· τοίνυν ούδε 
το εξ αρχής· συν τώ  άτοπον είναι, φασί, την 
μεν ήμεραν θεόν είναι λεγειν, την δε εω καί την

185 μεσημβρίαν καί την δειλήν μηκετι. εΐγε μήν η 
"Αρτεμις θεός εστιν, καί ή 'Ένοδία Tiff άν εΐη θεός· 
επ' ΐσης γάρ εκείνη καί αυτή δεδόξασται είναι θεά 
(· ei δε θεά}1 ή 'Ένοδία, καί ή ΪΙροθυριδία καί 
'Έπιμύλιος καί 'Έπικλιβάνιος. ούχι δε γε τούτο-

186 ούκ άρα τό εξ αρχής. εΐγε μην την Άφροδίτην 
θεάν λεγομεν είναι, εσται καί 6 "Έρως υιός ών

137 'Αφροδίτης θεός, άλλ* εί 6 "Έρως θεός εστι, και ο
» < «' Κ  θεά> add. Heintz.

9 4

Brethren three were we, all children of Cronos and Rhea,
Zeus and myself and Hades, the third, with the Shades for 

his kingdom.
All things were parted in three, and each hath his share of 

the glory.“
So that if Zeus is a God, Poseidon also, being his 
brother, will be a God. And if Poseidon is a God, 183 
Achelous,6 too, will be a God ; and if Achelous, 
Neilos ; and if Neilos, every river as well; and if 
every river, the streams also will be Gods ; and if the 
streams, the torrents ; but the streams are not Gods ; 
neither, then, is Zeus a God. But if there had been 
Gods, Zeus would have been a God. Therefore, there 
are no Gods.—Further, if the sun is a God, day will 184 
also be a God ; for day is nothing else than sun above 
the earth. And if day is God, the month too will be 
God; for it is a composite made up of days. And if the 
month is God, the year too will be God; for the year is 
a composite made up o f months. But this is not <true>; 
neither then is the original supposition. And besides, 
they say, it is absurd to declare that the day is God, 
but not the dawn and midday and the evening.— 
Again, if Artemis is a Goddess, Enodia c too will be 185 
a Goddess ; for the latter has been accounted a 
Goddess equally with the former ; (and if) Enodia 
(is a Deity), so also is Prothyridia and Epimylius 
and Epiclibanius.d But this is not (true) ; neither is 
the original supposition.—Again, if we declare that 186 
Aphrodite is a Goddess, Eros, being the son of 
Aphrodite, will be a God ; but if Eros is a God, Eleos 187

0 Homer, II. xv. 187 if. (Poseidon being the speaker).
6 A river of Aetolia, as Neilos (the Nile) of Egypt.
* i.e. “  Our Lady of the Wayside ” (Lat. Trivia).
4 These epithets (treated as proper names) signify re

spectively “ Our Lady of the Porch,”— “ of the Mill,” and 
— “ of the Oven.”
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"EAeo? εσται θεός- άμφότ€ρα γάρ εστι φνΧ̂  β 
πάθη, καί ομοίως άφωσίωται τώ  "Ερωτι και ο 
"EAeoy παρά Άθηναίοις γοΰν Έλεοι» βωμοί rives

188 εΐσίν. el δε 6 Έ λεο? θεός eon , και ο Φόβος-

ομορφότατος [yap] την οφιν, είμϊ γάρ φόβος, 
πάντων ελάχιστον τοΰ καλόν μετόχων θεός.

el he 6 φόβος, και τά λοιπά της φνχής πάθη, ονχι 
Se ye ταΰτα- ούδε ή Αφροδίτη άρα θεός εστιν. ει 
Se ye ή σαν θεοί, καν * Αφροδίτη θεός ύπηρχεν" ούκ

189 άρα εΐσί θεοί. καί μην el η Αημήτηρ θεός 
εοτι, καί ή Γη θεός εστιν- η γάρ Αημήτηρ, φασιν, 
ούκ άλλο τί εστιν ή Γη μήτηρ. el ή Γη θεός εστι, 
και τά όρη και αι άκρωτηρίαι και πας λίθος carat 
θεός, ούχϊ Se ye τούτο- τοίννν ούδε το εξ αρχής.

190 και άλλους δή τοιούτους σωρίτας ερωτώσιν 
οι περί τον Καρνεάδην εις το μη είναι θεούς- ων το 
γόνος από των προεκκειμενων αύτάρκως yeyove 
πρόδηλον.

191 Ά λλα τά μεν άντεπιχειρονμενα παρά τοις δογ- 
ματικοΐς φιλοσόφοις εις το είναι θεούς και εις το 
μη εΐναι τοιαΰτά τινα καθόστηκεν. εφ' οΐς ή των 
σκεπτικών εποχή συνεισάγεται, και μάλιστα προσ- 
γενομενης αύτοΐς καί τής από τοΰ κοινού βίου

192 περί θεών ανωμαλίας. άλλοι γάρ άλλας καιά 
συμφώνους εχουσι περ'ι τούτων ύπολήφεις, ώστε 
μήτε πάσας εΐναι πιστάς διά την μάχην μήτε τινάς 
διά την Ισοσθενειαν, προσεπισφραγιζομενης το 
τοιοΰτο και τής παρά τοις θεολόγοις και ποιηταΐς

° i.e. “ Pity ” ; and “ Phobos,” in the next sentence, is 
“ Fear.”
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too will be a God ; for both are psychic affections, and 
Eleos ° has been worshipped like Eros ; at any rate, 
amongst the Athenians there are some altars to Eleos. 
And if Eleos is a God, so also is Phobos—  188

Fear am I, most unshapely to behold,
The god who shares in beauty least of all.6

And if Phobos, then all the rest of the soul’s affections.
But these are not Gods ; neither, then, is Aphrodite 
a Goddess. But if  they had been Gods, Aphrodite 
too would have been a Goddess. Therefore Gods do 
not exist.—Again, if Demeter is a Goddess, Ge too is 189 
a Goddess ; for Demeter, they say, is nothing else 
than G6-meter.c I f  Ge is a Goddess, the mountains 
and the cliffs and every stone will be a God. But this 
is not (true) ; neither, then, is the original supposi
tion.—And Cameades propounds other sorites-argu-190 
ments o f this kind to show that Gods do not exist, the 
general character o f which is sufficiently plain from 
the examples already set forth.

Well then, such are the opposing arguments alleged 191 
by the Dogmatic philosophers in favour o f the exist
ence and of the non-existence o f Gods. As a result 
of these the Sceptics’suspension o f judgement is intro
duced, especially since they are supplemented by the 
divergency o f the views of ordinary folk about the 
Gods. For different people have different and dis- 192 
cordant notions about them, so that neither are all 
o f these notions to be trusted because of their in
consistency, nor some of them because of their equi- 
pollence ; and this is further confirmed by the 
mythologizing o f the theologians and the poets ; for

* Frag. Com. adesp. 154 (Kock).
--------  * i.e. “  Earth-Mother.”
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μυθοποιήσεως' πόσης γάρ άσεβείας έστί πλήρης.
193 evOev καί 6 Ξενοφάνης Ε λέγχων  τ ο ύ ς  περί "Ομηρον 

καί 'Η σ ί ο δ ο ν  φησί
πάντα θεοΐς ανέβηκαν "Ομηρός θ’ 'Η σ ί ο δ ό ?  τ ε  
οσσα παρ' άνθρωποισιν όνείδεα καί φόγος εστίν, 
κλέπτειν μοίχευαν re καί άλλήλους απατευειν.

194 Π λ ή ν  εκ τούτων παραστήσαντες ότι ακολουθεί 
τοΐς περί των δραστήριων αρχών δογματικώς 
είρημένοις ή εποχή, μετά τουτ ήδη καί σκεπτικώ- 
τερον διδάσκωμεν οτι κοινώς άπορός έστι τ ω 1 περί 
τοΰ ποιοϋντος αίτιου καί ό περί της πασχουσης 
ύλης λόγος.

ΠΕΡΙ ΑΙΤΙΟΪ ΚΑΙ ΠΑΣΧΟΝΤΟΣ

195 Π ε ρ ί  μεν τής τοΰ αίτιου νοήσεως ε ν  αλλοις 
ακριβέστερου διελέχθημεν· νυν δ ε  άρκουμενοι τή 
όλοσχερεΐ τούτου επινοήσει, λέγομεν οτι των σκε- 
φαμένων περί αύτοΰ ο ι  μεν εφασαν είναι τί τίνος 
αίτιον, οι δε μη είναι, οι δ ε  μη μάλλον είναι ή μη 
etvai. καί είναι μεν οι πλειστοι των δογματικών 
ή πάντες σ χ ε δ ό ν ,  μη είναι δ ε  οι την μεταβλητικήν 
καί μεταβατικήν κίνησιν ά ν ε λ ό ν τ ε ?  σοφισr a t *  ου 
χωρίς γάρ ταύτης ύφίστατα. το ποιοΰν. μη μάλ
λον δε εΐναι ή μή είναι το αίτιόν φασιν οι από

Λ  / I ( V > > /  > «  »της σκεψεως. και οτι ουκ ασκοπως, εκ των εις
196 εκάτερον επιχειρουμένων πάρεστι μαθεΐν. αρχή δ ε  

γινέσθω πρώτον από τ ω ν  άξιούντων είναι τί τίνος 
αίτιον.

ΈΧπερ τοίνυν, φασίν, έστι σπέρμα, έστι καί αίτιον, 
1 άποροί . . . τφ Ν, Mutsch.: άπορόν . . . τ6 cet., Bekk.
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it is full o f all kinds of impiety. Hence, too, Xeno- 193 
phanes, in his criticism of Homer and Hesiod, says—
Unto the gods are ascrib’d by Hesiod, like as by Homer,
All of the acts which are counted by men disgraceful and 

shameful,
Thieving and wenching and dealing deceitfully one with 

another.

Now, however, that we have established on these 194 
grounds that suspension follows from the dogmatic 
arguments concerning the efficient principles, let us 
next show, by a more sceptical discussion, that the 
account given of passive matter is no less open to 
doubt than that o f the active cause.

Concerning Cause and the P assive

We have elsewhere a discussed more exactly the 195 
notion of Cause ; and now, contenting ourselves with 
the general conception o f it, we affirm that, o f those 
who have examined it, some have asserted that a 
cause of things exists, others that it does not exist, 
others that it is “  no more ” existent than non
existent. Most, or almost all, of the Dogmatists 
assert its existence ; the Sophists who deny change 
and transient motion assert its non-existence, as 
without such motion the agent does not subsist. 
And the Sceptics assert that cause is “ no more ”  
existent than non-existent. And that they do not do 
this inconsiderately one may learn from the argu
ments adduced on either side. Let us begin first 196 
with those who maintain that a cause o f things 
exists.

If, say they, seed exists, cause also exists since the
* Cf. §§ 4-12 supra, P.H. iii. 13 ff .; also Adv. Phys. ii.

7 0  ff.
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επείπερ τό σπέρμα αίτιόν εστι των εξ αύτοΰ φυό
μενων τε και γεννώ μενών' εστι 8ε γε σπέρμα, ως 
εκ των σπειρομενών και ζωογονούμενων 8είκνυται·

197 εστιν άρα αίτιον. και πάλιν, εί εστι τι φύσις, 
εστι τι αίτιον' των γάρ φυόμενων η εκπεφυκότων 
αίτιόν εστιν η φύσις. υπάρχει 8ε αυτή, ώς από των 
αποτελεσμάτων συμφανες" και γάρ άτοπον, φασιν, 
εις άνόριαντοποιοΰ μεν ημάς εργαστηρών παρ- 
ελθόντας και θεασαμενους των άν8ριάντων τούς 
μεν τελείους και άπηρτισμενους τούς δε ημιτελείς, 
άλλους 8ε αρχήν έχοντας τυπώσεως, πίστευειν οτι 
εστι τις τούτων τεχνίτης και 8ημιουργός, εις 8ε 
τούτον τον κόσμον είσελθόντας και γην μεν εν 
μεσω θεωροΰντας ϋ8ωρ δε μετά ταυτην, καί τρίτην 
άνάτασιν άερος, ουρανόν τε καί αστέρας λίμνας τε 
καί ποταμούς καί ζώων παντο8απων γένη και 
φυτών ποικιλίας, μη ύπολαμβάνειν είναι τινα καί 
της τούτων 8ημιουργίας αίτιον, τοίνυν ει εστι 
φύσις, εστι τι αίτιον, άλλα μην τό πρώτον· άρα τό

198 8εύτερον. καί άλλως, εί εστι τι φυχή, εστιν 
αίτιον' αυτή γάρ καί του ζην καί τοΰ θνησκειν αιτία 
γίνεται, τοΰ μεν ζην παροΰσα, τοΰ δε θνησκειν 
χωριζομενη των σωμάτων, εστι δε γε φυχη, 
φασίν, είγε καί 6 λεγων μη είναι φυχψ αυτή προσ- 
χρώμενος τοΰτο άποφαίνεταί' εστιν αρα αίτιον.

]99 προς τούτοις, εί εστι θεός, εστιν αίτιον ούτος
γαρ ην 6 τα. όλα 8ιοικών. εστι 8ε γε κατά τάς 
κοινός έννοιας τών ανθρώπων θεός' εστιν άρα 
αίτιον, καίτοι καν μη θεός ύπάρχη, εστιν αίτιον· 
το γάρ μη είναι θεούς διά τινα αιτίαν γίνεται, καί

100
Cf. §§ 99 f. supra.

seed is the cause o f the things which grow and are 
generated; but seed exists, as is proved by the 
plants sown and the animals generated ; cause, there
fore, exists.—And again : I f nature exists at all, a 197 
cause exists ; for nature is the cause of the things 
which grow or have grown up naturally. But nature 
exists, as is plain from its effects. For it is in fact 
absurd, they say, that when we have visited a 
sculptor’s workshop and have seen some of his statues 
complete and finished off, and some half-completed, 
and others in the first stage of their shaping, we should 
believe that there exists some craftsman and artificer 
of these things,® but when we enter into this Universe 
and behold the earth in its centre, and next to this 
water, and thirdly the extent o f air above, and the 
heaven and its stars, and the lakes and rivers, and the 
tribes o f animals o f every kind, and the varieties of 
plants, we should not suppose that there exists some
one who is the cause o f the construction o f these 
things. So then, if nature exists, a cause exists.
But in fact the first (is true) ; therefore the second 
(is true).— Further: I f  a soul exists at all, it is a 198 
cause ; for it is the cause o f both living and dying,
—of living when it is present, and o f dying when 
it is being separated from its bodies. But the soul, 
they assert, exists, seeing that even he who says 
that the soul does not exist makes this state
ment by employing it. Therefore cause exists.
—Moreover, if God exists, cause exists ; for he is 199 
the governor o f  all things. But according to the 
general notions o f mankind God exists; cause, 
therefore, exists. Yet even if God does not exist, 
cause exists ; for the non-existence o f Gods is due 
to some cause. And thus both from the existence
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τώ  οΰν ύπάρχειν θεόν καί τώ μη ύπάρχειν επ
200 ίσης ακολουθεί το είναι τι αίτιον. πολλών γ€

μην γεννώ μενών και φθειρόμενων αύξομενων τε και 
μειουμενών κινούμενων τε και άκινητιζόντων, εξ 
ανάγκης όμολογεΐν Βει το είναι τινα τούτων αίτια, 
τα μεν γενεσεως τα Βε φθοράς, και τα μεν αύξήσεως 
τά Βε μειώσεως και ηδη κινησεως η ακινησίας.

201 συν τω καν μη ύπάρχη ταΰτα τά αποτελέσματα, 
φαίνηται δέ μόνον, πάλιν είσάγεσθαι την ΰπαρξιν 
των αιτίων του γάρ φαίνεσθαι μεν ημΐν αυτά ώς 
υποκείμενα, μη ύποκεΐσθαι Βε, αίτιόν τι καθεστηκεν.

202 καί μην εί μηδέν εστιν αίτιον, πάντα 
εκ παντός Βεήσει γίνεσθαι καί εν παντί τόπω, 
ετι καί κατά πάντα καιρόν, όπερ άτοπον ευθεως 
γάρ εί μηΒεν εστιν αίτιον, ούδεν το κωλΰον εξ άν-

203 θρώπου ίππον συνίστασθαι. [αίτιον άρα τι εσται.] 
μηΒενός Βε δντος τοϋ κωλνοντος συστησεταί ποτέ 
εξ ανθρώπου ίππος, καί ούτως, εί τυχοι, εξ ίππου 
φυτόν. κατά ταύτά Βε ουκ αδύνατον εσται χιόνα 
μεν εν Αίγυπτω πηγνυσθαι, άβροχίαν δε εν Πόντο» 
συμβαίνειν, καί τά μεν τοΰ θέρους εν χειμώνι 
γίγνεσθαι, τά Βε τοϋ χειμώνος εν θερει συνίστα - 
σθαι. δθεν εΐπερ φ επεταί τι αδύνατον,1 καί αύτό 
εσται αδύνατον,1 τω Βε μη είναι αίτιον επεται πολλά 
των αδυνάτων, ρητεον καί τό μη είναι αίτιον των

204 αδυνάτων ύπάρχειν. δ τε λεγων μη είναι
αίτιον ήτοι χωρίς αιτίας τούτο λεγει η μετά τίνος 
αιτίας, καί εί μεν χωρίς τίνος αιτίας, άπιστός 
εστιν, μετά τοΰ άκολουθεΐν αύτω τό μη μάλλον 
τούτο άξιοϋν η τό άντικείμενον τουτω, αιτίας

1 αδύνατον (bis) A r n im ; δυνατόν mss., B e k k .

1 0 2
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o f God and from his non-existence there follows 
equally the existence o f a cause.— And further, 200 
since many things become and perish, increase and 
decrease, move and cease from movement, one must 
necessarily allow that there exist some causes of these 
things—some of becoming, others o f perishing; some 
of increase, others o f decrease ; and also of motion 
or want o f motion.® Moreover, even if these effects 201 
do not really exist but merely appear, the existence of 
their causes is introduced once more ; for there exists 
some cause of their appearing to us as really existing 
things and not being such.—Again, if there is no 202 
cause all things will have to come from everything 
and in every place, and also at every time. But this 
is absurd; for indisputably, if nothing is a cause, 
there is nothing to prevent a horse being formed from 
a man. And if there is nothing to prevent this, a 203 
horse will some time be formed from a man, and like
wise, perchance, a plant from a horse. And for the 
same reason it will not be impossible for snow to 
congeal in Egypt and drought to occur in Pontus, and 
things proper to summer to happen in winter and 
things proper to winter to take place in summer. 
Hence, if what has for its consequence something 
impossible is itself also impossible, and many im
possible consequences follow from the non-existence 
o f cause, one must declare that the non-existence o f 
cause also is a thing impossible.—Also, he who says 204 
that cause does not exist says so either without a 
cause or with some cause. And if he does so without 
any cause, he is untrustworthy, besides the con
sequence he incurs of not maintaining this position 
any more than its opposite, as there pre-exists no

»  W ith  §§ 20 0-20 4  cf. P.H. iii. 17-19.
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εύλογον μή προϋποκειμένης, δι ήν φησιν άνυπ· 
άρκτον είναι το αίτιον, εί δε μετά τίνος αίτιας, 
περιτρεπεται, καν τω λέγειν μη είναι τι αίτιον

205 τίθησι το είναι τι αίτιον, οθεν και από της αυτής 
δυνάμεως έρωταν έξεστι και τον επί του σημείου 
και τής άποδείξεως διά των έμπροσθεν άποδοθεντα 
λόγον, ος έξει την σύνταξιν τοιαύτην “  εί εστι τι 
αίτιον, εστιν αίτιον αλλά και εί μή εστι τι αίτιον, 
εστιν αίτιον♦ ήτοι δε εστιν ή ονκ εστιν εστιν άρα.” 
τω τε γάρ είναι αίτιον ακολουθεί το είναι τι αίτιον, 
μή διαφεροντος παρά τό ηγούμενον του λήγοντος,^

206 τω τε μηδέν εΐναι αίτιον ακολουθεί πάλιν τό είναι 
τι αίτιον, επείπερ 6 λε'γων μηδέν εΐναι αίτιον υπό 
τίνος αιτίας κινηθείς λέγει μηδέν εΐναι αίτιον, ώστε 
καί τό διεζευγμενον προς τοΐς δυσϊ συνημμενοις 
αληθές γίνεσθαι εξ αντικείμενων διεζευγμενον, καί 
την έπιφοράν τοΐς τοιουτοις λήμμασι συνεισάγεσθαι, 
καθώς άνώτερον παρεμυθησάμεθα.

Και δη ταΰτα μεν, ώς κεφαλαιωδεστερον είπεΐν, 
εις τοΰτο τό μέρος είωθε λεγεσθαι παρά τοΐς

207 δογματικοΐς' σκοπώμεν δέ ακολούθως καί τούς των 
άπορητικών λόγους· φανήσονται γάρ καί οΰτοι τοΐς 
εκκειμενοις ίσοσθενεΐς καί ένεκα πειθους μή δια- 
φέροντες αύτών. τό αίτιον τοίνυν, φασί, των πρός 
τι εστιν- τίνος γάρ εστιν αίτιον καί τινί, οΐον τό 
σμιλών τίνος μεν εστιν αίτιον καθάπερ τής τομής,

208 τινί δε καθάπερ τή σαρκί. τά δε γε πρός τι 
επινοείται μόνον άλλ* ούχ υπάρχει, καθώς εν τοΐς 
περί άποδε ίξεως παρεστήσαμεν καί τό αίτιον άρα

β This is an argument “  by two hypotheses,”  consisting of 
a double hypothetical major premiss (“  If A is, B is; ana if 
A is not, B is” ) and a disjunctive minor (“  A either is or is
104
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reasonable cause which makes him say that cause is 
non-existent. But if he says so with some cause, he 
is self-refuted, and in the act o f saying that no cause 
exists he is affirming the existence o f some cause. 
Hence also it is possible to propound to the same effect 205 
the argument stated above, relating to the sign and 
proof, which will take the following shape α :—“  I f a 
cause exists, cause exists; but also if a cause does 
not exist, cause exists ; but either it does or does not 
exist; therefore it exists.”  For the existence o f a 
cause follows from the existence of cause, as the 
antecedent does not differ from the consequent; and 206 
the existence of a cause follows again from the 
existence of no cause, since he who says that no cause 
exists is moved by some cause when he says that no 
cause exists. So that the disjunctive in addition to 
the two hypothetical premisses is true, being com
posed o f contradictories, and the conclusion is inferred 
from these premisses, as we have shown above.6

Such then, summarily stated, are the arguments 
customarily adduced on this side by the Dogmatists.
Let us consider next the arguments o f the Doubters ; 207 
for these will give expression to arguments just as 
forcible as those set forth and nowise different from 
them in point o f persuasiveness. Cause then, they 
say, is a relative thing ; for it is a cause of something 
and to something, as, for instance, the lancet is a 
cause of something, namely cutting, and to some
thing, namely flesh. But relatives are only conceived 208 
and do not exist, as we have established in our chapter 
“ Concerning proof” ®; therefore cause, too, will

not” ), with the conclusion “ therefore B is” ; cf. P.H. 
ii. 8 n. and § 199 supra. * Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 281 f., 466 f.

• See Adv. Log. ii. 453-461.
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209 επινοηθήσεται μόνον, ούχ υπάρξει δε. εΐπερ τε 
αίτιόν εστιν, οφείλει εχειν τό οΰ λεγεται αίτιον, 
€7ret \€ΐ μη €χ€ΐ) ουκ earai a m  ον, αλλ ον τροττον 
τό δεξιόν μη παρόντος του προς δ λεγεται δεξιόν 
ουκ εστιν, οΰτω και τό αίτιον μη παρόντος τοϋ προς 
δ νοείται ουκ εσται αίτιον, άλλα μην ουκ εχει τό 
αίτιον οΰ εστιν αίτιον, δια. τό μήτε γενεσιν μήτε 
φθοράν μήτε πεΐσιν μήτε κοινώς κίνησιν ύπαρχειν, 
ώς επί των οικείων γινόμενοι τόπων διδάξομεν. 
ουκ άρα εστιν αίτιον.

210 Και μην εί εστιν αίτιον, ήτοι σώμα σώματός 
εστιν αίτιον ή άσώματον άσωμάτου ή σώμα 
άσωμάτου ή άσώματον σώματος' ούτε δε σώμα 
σώματος, ώς παραστήσομεν, ούτε άσώματον ά
σωμάτου ούτε σώμα άσωμάτου ούτε εναλλάξ ά-

211 σώματον σώματος' ουκ άρα εστιν αίτιον, άμελει καί 
αί γιγνόμεναι τών δογματικών στάσεις συμφωνοΰσι 
τη εκ κείμενη διαιρέσει, είγε στωικοι μεν παν αίτιον 
σώμά φασι σώματι άσωμάτου τίνος αίτιον γίνε- 
σθαι, οΐον σώμα μεν το σμιλίον, σώματι δε τη 
σαρκί, άσωμάτου δε τοΰ τεμνεσθαι κατηγορήματος, 
και πάλιν σώμα μεν τό πυρ, σώματι δε τώ  ξυλω,

212 άσωμάτου δε τοΰ καίεσθαι κατηγορήματος, οί δέ 
άσώματον ύποθεμενοι τον κοσμοποιόν2 και τον 
πάντα διοικοΰντα θεόν τουναντίον άσώματον σώμα
τος λεγουσιν ύπάρχειν τό αίτιον, ο δ ’ ’Em'κούρος 
και σώματα σωμάτων καί άσώματα άσωματων

1 < «  μη €χ&> addo: <μή (χον> add. cj. Bekk.
* κοσμοποιόν] κόσμον, οΐον MSS., Bekk. (τον κόσμον del. cj. 

Heintz). (? seel, τόν post και.)

• See §§ 218-231, 267 ff .; Adv. Phys. ii. 45 ff., 310 If.
6 For “  expression ” (AcktoV) as incorporeal ef. Adv. Log.
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only be conceived and will not exist.—Also, if cause 209 
exists, it must have the thing whereof it is said to be 
the cause, as (without this) it will not be a cause, but 
just as right is not right in the absence of that to 
which it is said to be relative, so also cause will not be 
cause in the absence of that to which it is conceived 
as relative. But, in fact, cause has not that whereof 
it is cause, owing to the non-existence of becoming 
and perishing and affection and motion in general, as 
we shall show in their proper places when we come to 
them.® Therefore cause does not exist.

Further, if cause exists, either body is cause of 210 
body, or the incorporeal of the incorporeal, or body 
of the incorporeal, or the incorporeal of body ; but, as 
we shall establish, body is not cause of body, nor the 
incorporeal of the incorporeal, nor body o f the in
corporeal, nor conversely the incorporeal o f body ; 
therefore cause does not exist. Moreover, the exist- 211 
ing sects o f the Dogmatists agree about the dis
tinctions set forth, since the Stoics declare that “  every 
cause is a body which is the cause to a body o f some
thing incorporeal ’*; for example, the lancet is a 
body, and “  the flesh ”  is a body, and the expres
sion “  being cut ”  is incorporeal * 6 * ; and again, fire 
is a body, and “  the wood is a body, and the 
expression “  being burnt ”  is incorporeal. But 212 
those who assume that the God who is the World- 
maker and governs all things is incorporeal assert, 
on the contrary, that the incorporeal is the cause of 
body. And Epicurus says that both bodies are the 
causes o f bodies and incorporeals o f incorporeals,—
ii. 12. Notice that the cases (dat. and gen.) in the Greek 
are due to the grammatical form of the full sentences— “ the 
lancet is the cause to the flesh of being cut ”— 11 the fire is the 
cause to the wood of being burnt.”
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φησϊν atria τύγχαναν, και σώματα μεν σωμάτων 
ώς τα στοιχαα των συγκριμάτων, άσώματα Be 
άσωμάτων ώς τά τοΐς πρώτοις σώμασι συμβεβη - 
κότα άσώματα των τοΐς συγκρίμασι συμβεβηκότων

213 άσωμάτων. ώστε εάν Βείξωμεν ότι οϋτε το σώμα 
τοΰ σώματος οϋτε το άσώματον του άσωμάτου 
οϋτε το άσώματον τοΰ σώματος οϋτ εναλλάξ 
Βϋναται τυγχάνειν αίτιον, αύτόθεν εσόμεθα κατ- 
εσκευακότες και το μηΒεμίαν των εκκειμενων στά-

214 σεων κατωρθώσθαι. σώμα μεν οΰν σώματος 
ούκ αν εΐη ποτέ αίτιον, επείπερ άμφότερα την 
αυτήν εχει φυσιν · και εί το ετερον αίτιον λεγεται 
παρόσον εστι σώμα, πάντως και τό λοιπόν 
σώμα καθεστώς αίτιον γενήσεται. κοινώς δε άμ- 
φοτερων αίτιων οντων ούΒεν εστι τό πάσχον, μηΒενός 
δε πάσχοντος ούΒε τό ποιούν γενήσεται. ει αρα 
σώμα σώματός εστιν αίτιον, ούΒεν εστιν αίτιον.

215 και μην ούΒε άσώματον άσωμάτου λεγοιτ άν 
είναι ποιητικόν διά την αυτήν αιτίαν εί γάρ άμφό
τερα της αύτης μετεσχε φύσεως, τι μάλλον τόΒε

216 τοΰδε ρητεον αίτιον η τάδε τοΰΒε; λείπεται 
οΰν ή σώμα άσωμάτου λεγειν αίτιον η άνάπαλιν 
άσώματον σώματος, δπερ πάλιν τών άδυνάτων 
τό τε γάρ ποιούν θιγεΐν οφείλει της πασχοϋσης 
ϋλης, ΐνα ποίηση, ή τε πάσχουσα ΰλη θιχθήναι 
οφείλει, ΐνα πάθη, τό δε άσώματον οϋτε θιγεΐν οϋτε

217 θιχθήναι πεφυκεν. τοίνυν ούΒε σώμα άσωμάτου η 
άσώματον σώματός εστιν αίτιον, ω επεται τό 
μηδέν ύπάρχειν αίτιον· εί γάρ μήτε σώμα σώματός 
εστιν αίτιον μήτε άσώματον άσωμάτου μήτε σώμα
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bodies of bodies as the elements are of the com
pounds, and incorporeals of incorporeals as the in
corporeal attributes of the primary bodies are of the 
incorporeal attributes of the compounds. So that if 213 
we shall show that body cannot be a cause o f body, 
nor the incorporeal of the incorporeal, nor the in
corporeal of body, nor the converse, we shall thereby 
have established that none of the views mentioned is 
correct.—Now body will never be the cause of body 214 
since both have the same nature ; and if the one is 
said to be a cause inasmuch as it is body, the other 
also, as being a body, will certainly be a cause. And 
as both equally are causes, there is no passive effect, 
and when nothing is passive there will be no efficient 
agency. Therefore, if body is the cause of body, 
there is no cause.— Moreover, the incorporeal cannot 215 
be said to be productive of the incorporeal, for the 
same reason ; for if both partook of the same 
nature, why should this one be called the cause 
o f that one rather than that one o f this one ?
It remains for us, then, to say either that body 216 
is the cause o f the incorporeal, or conversely that 
the incorporeal is the cause o f body. But this 
again is imposssible; for that which acts must 
touch the passive matter in order to act, and the 
passive matter must be touched, in order to be 
acted on, but the incorporeal is not o f such a 
nature as either to touch or be touched.® So then 217 
neither is body the cause of the incorporeal nor the 
incorporeal o f body. From which it follows that no 
cause exists; for if body is not a cause o f body, nor 
the incorporeal o f the incorporeal, nor body of the

e Cf. §§ 223, 281 ; Lucr. i. 304 “ tangere et tangi nisi 
corpus nulla potest res.”
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άσωμάτου μήτε εναλλάξ, παρά δε ταΰτα ούδεν εστι, 
κατ' ανάγκην ούδεν εστιν αίτιον.

218 Άφελεστερον μεν ουν οϋτω τινες παραμυθοϋνται 
τα τοΰ εκκειμενου λόγου λήμματα’ 6 δε Αίνησί- 
δημος διαφορώτερον επ' αυτών εχρήτο ταΐς περί

219 της γενεσεως άπορίαις. το γάρ σώμα τοΰ σώματος 
ούκ αν εΐη αίτιον, επείπερ ή άγενητόν εστι τδ 
τοιοΰτον σώμα καθάπερ ή κατ Επίκουρον άτομος, 
ή γενητόν ώς άνθρωπος,1 καί ή φανερόν ώς σβηρος 
και πυρ, ή αφανές ώς άτομος. δ τι δ ’ αν ή τούτων,

220 ούδεν δύναται ποιεΐν. ήτοι γάρ καθ' εαυτό μενον 
ετερόν τι ποιεί ή ετερω συνελθόν. άλλα μενον μάν 
καθ' εαυτό πλεΐον αύτοΰ και της οικείας φύσε ως 
ούκ άν δύναιτό τι ποιεΐν· συνελθόν δε ετερω τρίτον 
ούκ άν δύναιτο άποτελεΐν, δ μή πρότερον εν τώ  
είναι ύπήρχεν. ούτε γάρ τό εν γενεσθαι δύο δυνα-

221 τόν εστιν, ούτε τά δύο τρίτον αποτελεί. εί γάρ 
τό εν δυο γενεσθαι δυνατόν ήν, και εκάτερον τών 
γενομενων εν ον δύο άποτελεσει, και τών τεσσάρων 
έκαστον εν δν δύο ποιήσει, και ομοίως τών οκτώ 
έκαστον, και ούτως εις άπειρον, παντελώς δε γε 
άτοπόν εστι τό εξ ενός άπειρα λεγειν γίνεσθαι· 
άτοπον άρα και εκ τοΰ ενός λεγειν τι πλεΐον

222 γεννάσθαι. τά δ* αυτά καν άξιω τις εκ τών 
ήσσόνων κατά σύνοδον πλείονα άποτελεΐσθαΐ’ ει 
γάρ τό εν τφ  ενί συνελθόν τρίτον ποιεί, και το 
τρίτον προσγενόμενον τοΐς δυσι τέταρτον απο- 
τελεσει, και τό τέταρτον προσγενόμενον τοΐς τρισϊ 
πεμπτον άποτελεσει, και ούτω παλιν εις άπειρον, 
ούκοΰν σώμα μεν σώματος ούκ εστιν αίτιον.

1 άνθρωπος Hirzel: ίθος mss., Bekk. (epvo? Fabr.: ? epos). 
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incorporeal, nor the converse, and besides these there 
is no other possibility, o f necessity nothing is a cause.

It is thus, then, that some state in more simple form 218 
the premisses in the arguments now set forth ; but 
Aenesidemus® has, in his treatment o f them, made 
a more elaborate use o f the difficulties concerning 
becoming. Body will not be the cause o f  body, since 219 
such a body is either ungenerated, like the atom of 
Epicurus, or generated, as is man, and either visible 
like iron and fire, or invisible like the atom. And 
whichever of these it is, it cannot effect anything.
For it acts on another thing either while continuing 220 
by itself or after uniting with the other. But while 
it remains by itself it would not be able to effect any
thing more than itself and its own nature ; and when 
united with another it would not be able to produce 
a third thing which was not previously in existence.
For neither is the one thing able to become two, 
nor do the two produce a third thing. For if one 221 
is able to become two, each of the units which 
have so become, being one, will produce two, and 
each of the four, being one, will make two, and 
similarly each unit o f the eight, and so on ad 
infinitum ; but it is wholly absurd to say that an 
infinite number proceeds from one ; therefore it is 
also absurd to say that anything more is generated 
from the one.—The same (objection holds good) 222 
should anyone maintain that more is produced from 
less by addition ; for if the one added to the one 
makes a third, the third added to the two will produce 
a fourth, and the fourth added to the three will pro
duce a fifth, and so on, again, ad infinitum. Body, 
then is not the cause o f body.— Moreover, for the 223

• For Aenesidemus, see Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxvii.
I l l



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

223 καί μην ουδέ άσώματον άσωμάτου δια τάς αύτάς 
αιτίας· ούτε γάρ εξ ένδς ούτε εκ πλειόνων η ενός 
γενοιτ αν τι πλεΐον. καί άλλως άναφης φύσις 
καθεστώς τό άσώματον οΰτε ποιεΐν ούτε πάσχειν

224 δύναται. ώστε ουδέ άσώματον άσωμάτου ποιη
τικόν εστιν  οντω? δε ονδε τό εναλλάξ, τουτεστι 
σώμα άσωμάτου η άσώματον σώματος, τό τε γάρ 
σώμα ούκ εχει εν αύτώτην του άσωμάτου φύσιν, 
τό τε άσώματον ούκ εμπεριείχε την τον σώματος 
φύσιν. διόπερ ουδέτερον εξ ουδέτερου συστηναι

225 δυνατόν εστιν, άλλ* ώς εκ πλατάνου ού γίνεται 
ίππος διά τό μη είναι εν τη πλατάνια την τον Ιππον 
φνσιν, ονδε εξ ίππου σννίσταται άνθρωπος διά τό 
μη είναι εν ιππία την τον ανθρώπου φύσιν, ούτως 
ονδε εκ σώματος εσται ποτ αν τό άσώματον διά 
τό μη είναι εν τώ  σώματι την τον άσωμάτου φύσιν,

226 ονδε άνάπαλιν εκ τον άσωμάτου τό σώμα, καίτοι 
καν $ τό ετερον εν τώ ετέρια, πάλιν ον γενησεται 
τό ετερον εκ του ετερον. εί γάρ ον εστιν εκάτερον, 
εκ τού ετερον ον γίνεται, άλλ* ηδη εστιν εν τώ  
εΐναι, ηδη δε δν εν τώ είναι ον γίνεται διά το την 
γενεσιν οδόν ύπάρχειν εις τό είναι, ονδε σώμα ονν 
άσωμάτου η άσώματον σώματός εστιν αίτιον ία 
άκολουθεΐ τό μηδέν εΐναι αίτιον.

227 Και πάλιν, εί εστι τί τίνος αίτιον, ήτοι τό μενον 
τον μενοντος αίτιόν εστιν η τό κινούμενον του 
κινούμενου η τό κινούμενον του μενοντος η τό 
μενον τον κινούμενον ούτε δε τό μενον τώ μενοντι 
γενοιτ αν μονής αίτιον, ούτε τό κινούμενον τφ  
κινουμενω κινήσεως, ούτε τό μενον τφ  κινουμενω

1 1 2
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same reasons, the incorporeal is not the cause of the 
incorporeal; for nothing more can become either 
from one or from more than one. And besides, the 
incorporeal being an intangible nature cannot be 
either active or passive. So that neither is the in- 224 
corporeal capable o f creating the incorporeal. And 
thus the converse is not possible either,—that is to 
say, body creating the incorporeal or the incorporeal, 
body. For body does not contain within itself 
the nature o f the incorporeal, and the incorporeal does 
not include the nature o f body. Hence neither of 
them can be produced from the other, but just as a 225 
horse does not spring from a plane-tree because the 
nature of the horse does not exist in the plane-tree, nor 
is a man produced from a horse because the nature of 
the man does not exist in the horse, so the incorporeal 
will never come into existence from body because the 
nature o f the incorporeal does not exist in body ; nor, 
conversely, will body come from the incorporeal. Yet 226 
if the one does exist in the other, even so the one 
will not spring from the other. For if either o f them 
is existent, it does not come into existence from the 
other, but it is already in existence and being already 
in existence it does not become, since becoming is 
the process towards existence. Neither, then, is body 
the cause o f the incorporeal nor the incorporeal of 
body; from which it follows that nothing is a cause.

And again : I f  there exists any cause o f anything, 227 
either the unmoved is the cause o f the unmoved, or 
the moved of the moved, or the moved of the un
moved, or the unmoved of the moved : but the 
motionless will not be the cause to the motionless of 
its want o f motion, nor the moved to the moved of its 
motion, nor the motionless to the moved of want o f
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μονής, ούτε εναλλάξ, ώς παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα
228 εστι τι αίτιον, το μεν ούν μένον τω  μένοντι μονής 

καί τό κ ινουμεν ον τω  κινουμένω κινήσεως ούκ αν 
ύπαρχοι αίτιον Βι άπαραλλαξίαν. άμφοτέρων γάρ 
επ* ίσης μ€νόντων η άμφοτέρων κατ’ ίσον κινού
μενων ού μάλλον τό8ε τω8ε έρούμεν είναι αίτιον 
μονής και κινήσεως η τόΒε τωΒε. εί γάρ τό έτερον, 
οτι κινείται, τω  ετερω της κινήσεως αίτιον ύπ
αρχε, επεϊ και τό ετερον ωσαύτως κινείται, λεχθή- 
σεται τω  λοιπω κινήσεως είναι παρεκτικόν. οΐον 
κινείται μεν 6 τροχός, κινείται 8ε και 6 τροχήλατης* 
τι ούν μάλλον Βιά τον τροχόν [καί] 6 τροχήλατης 
κινείται ή άνάπαλιν Βιά τον τροχηλάτην ο τροχός; 
εί γέ τοι τό ετερον μη κινοΐτο, ούΒε τό λειπό- 
μενον κινήσεται. οθεν εί αίτιόν εστιν ού παρόντος 
γίνεται τό αποτέλεσμα, επει άμφοτέρων παρόντων 
γίνεται τό αποτέλεσμα και ούτε τοΰ τροχού άπόντος 
τελειοΰται ούτε τον τροχηλάτου, ρητέον μη μάλλον 
τον τροχηλάτην αίτιον είναι τής κινήσεως τω  τροχίρ

229 ή τον τροχόν τω  τροχήλατη, και πάλιν μένει μεν 
ό στύλος, μένει Βε και τό επιστύλιου. άλλ* ού 
μάλλον Βιά τον στύλον ρητέον μένειν τό επιστνλιον 
ή διά το επιστνλιον τον στύλον' τοΰ ετέρου γοΰν 
άρθέντος καί τό έτερον καταφέρεται. ώστε το μεν 
μένον τω  μένοντι μονής καί τό  κινούμενου τω  
κινονμένω κινήσεως Βιά τούτο ούκ άν εϊποιμεν

230 αίτιον. ωσαύτως 8έ ούΒέ το μένον τω  κινου- 
μένω κινήσεως ή το κινούμενου τω  μένοντι μονής 
Βι εναντιότητα φύσεως· καθά γάρ τό φυχρόν ούκ 
εχον τον τού θερμού λόγον ούΒέποτε Βύναται θέρ
η 4,
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motion, nor the converse, as we shall establish. 
Therefore, no cause exists. Now the motionless will 228 
not be the cause to the motionless o f its want of 
motion, nor the moved to the moved of its motion, 
because of their being indistinguishable. For when 
both are equally motionless, or both equally in 
motion, we shall no more say that this is the cause to 
that o f its want o f motion or its motion than that to 
this. For if the one, because it moves, is the cause 
of motion to the other, since the other also moves in 
like manner it will be said to be supplying motion to 
the first. For example, the hoop moves and the 
hoop-trundler also moves ; why, then, should the 
hoop-trundler move because of the hoop rather than, 
conversely, the hoop because o f the hoop-trundler ? 
Certainly if the one does not move, neither will the 
other move. Hence if cause is “  that by the presence 
of which the effect takes place,”  since the effect takes 
place with both present, and it is effected when 
neither the hoop is absent nor the hoop-trundler, one 
must declare that the hoop-trundler is no more the 
cause of motion to the hoop than the hoop to the 
hoop-trundler. And again, the pillar is motionless, 229 
and the lintel also is motionless. But one should not 
say that the lintel is motionless because of the pillar 
any more than the pillar because o f the lintel; for 
when the one is removed the other tumbles down.
So that for this reason we will not say that the motion
less is the cause to the motionless of its want o f 
motion or the moving to the moving o f its motion.—
So likewise the motionless is not the cause o f motion 230 
to the moving, nor the moving to the motionless of 
its want o f motion, because o f their opposite natures ; 
for just as the cold can never heat, since it does not
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μαίνειν, καί ώς τό θερμόν μη εχον τον του φυχροΰ 
λόγον ουδέποτε δυναται φΰχειν, ούτως ουδέ το 
κινουμενον, μη εχον τον του μενοντος λόγον, ουδέ
ποτε δυναται μονής είναι ποιητικόν, ή το άνά-

231 παλιν. άλλ* εΐπερ ούτε το μενον τω μενοντι 
μονής εστιν αίτιον ούτε το κινουμενον τω κινουμενω 
κινήσεως ούτε το μενον τω  κινουμενω τοΰ κινεΐσθαι 
ούτε το κινουμενον τω μενοντι τοΰ μενειν, παρά δε 
ταΰτα ούδεν εστιν άλλο τι προσεπινοέΐν, λεκτεον 
μηδέν ύπάρχειν αίτιον.

232 Προς τοΰτοις, εΐ εστι τί τίνος αίτιον, ήτοι το 
άμα δν τοΰ άμα οντος εστιν αίτιον ή τό πρότερον 
τοΰ ύστερον ή το ύστερον τοΰ πρότερον οΰτε δε το 
άμα ον τοΰ άμα οντος αίτιόν εστιν οΰτε τό πρότερον 
τοΰ ύστερον οΰτε τό ΰστερον τοΰ πρότερον, ώς

233 παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα εστι τι αίτιον, τό μεν οΰν 
άμα ον τοΰ άμα οντος ου δυναται τύγχανε ιν αίτιον 
διά τό συνυπάρχειν άμφότερα και μή μάλλον τόδε 
τοΰδε γεννητικόν ύπάρχειν ή τόδε τοΰδε, εκατερου

234 την ισην ΰπαρζιν εχοντος. ουδέ τό πρότερον δε 
εσται τοΰ ΰστερον γενομενου ποιητικόν, εΐ γάρ δτε 
εστι τό αίτιον, οΰπω εστι τό οδ εστιν αίτιον, οΰτε 
εκείνο ετι αίτιόν εστι, μή εχον τό οδ αίτιόν εστιν, 
οΰτε τοΰτο ετι αποτέλεσμα, μή συμπαρόντος αύτω 
τοΰ οδ αποτέλεσμά εστι· των γάρ πρός τι εκάτερόν 
εστι τούτων, και τά πρός τι κατ ανάγκην δει 
συνυπάρχειν άλλήλοις και ου τό μεν προηγεΐσθαι τό

23δ δε νστερεΐν. λείπεται οΰν τό ΰστερον λεγειν τοΰ
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possess the quality o f the hot, and as the hot can 
never chill, since it does not possess the quality o f 
the cold, so too the moving can never be productive 
of want of motion, since it does not possess the quality 
of the motionless, nor can the converse take place.— 
But if neither the motionless is the cause to the 231 
motionless o f its want o f motion, nor the moving to 
the moving o f its motion, nor the motionless to the 
moving o f its motion, nor the moving to the motionless 
of its want of motion, and besides these there is no 
other possibility conceivable, we must assert that 
nothing is a cause.

Furthermore, if anything is the cause of anything, 232 
either the simultaneous is the cause of the simul
taneous, or the prior o f the posterior, or the posterior 
of the prior e ; but the simultaneous is not the cause 
o f the simultaneous, nor the prior o f the posterior, nor 
the posterior o f the prior, as we shall establish. There
fore there does not exist any cause. Now the simul- 233 
taneous cannot be the cause of the simultaneous 
owing to the co-existence of both and the fact that 
this one is no more capable of generating that one 
than is that one o f this one, since both are equal in 
point o f existence. Nor will the prior be capable o f 234 
producing that which comes into being later; for if, 
when the cause exists, that whereof it is cause is not 
yet existent, neither is the former any longer a cause, 
as it has not that whereof it is the cause, nor is the 
latter any longer an effect, since that whereof it is the 
effect does not co-exist with it. For each of these is 
a relative thing, and relatives must necessarily co
exist with each other, instead of one preceding and 
the other following. It only remains for us, then, to 235

• Cf. P.H. iii. 25 ff.
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προτέρου αίτιον γίνεσθαι. δπερ έστιν άτοπώτατον 
και άνδρών τα πράγματα άναστρεφόντων· δεήσει 
γάρ το αποτέλεσμα πρεσβύτερον λέγειν του ποιοΰν - 
τος αυτό, διά δε τοΰτο μηδ* δλως αποτέλεσμα 
τύγχανειν ώς αν μη εχον το οΰ έστιν αποτέλεσμα, 
δνπερ οΰν τρόπον ηλίθιόν έστι τό λέγειν υιόν μεν 
πατρός είναι πρεσβύτερον, αμητόν σπόρου προ- 
ήκειν τοΐς χρόνοις, ούτως εΰηθες το άζιοϋν [τι]1

236 αίτιον είναι τοΰ ήδη δντος το μήπω δν. άλλ* εί 
μήτε το άμα δν τοΰ άμα οντος μήτε τό πρότερον τοΰ 
υστέρου μήτε τό ύστερον τοΰ προτέρου έστιν αίτιον, 
παρά δε ταΰτα ούδέν έστιν, ούκ αν είη τι αίτιον.

Καί μην εί εστι τι αίτιον, ήτοι αύτοτελώς και
237 ιδία μόνον προσχρώμενον δυνάμει τινός έστιν αίτιον, 

ή συνεργοΰ προς τοΰτο δεΐται τής πασχούσης ύλης, 
ώστε τό αποτέλεσμα κατά κοινήν άμφοτέρων νοεΐ- 
σθαι σύνοδον, και εί μεν αύτοτελώς καί ιδία

238 προσχρώμενον δυνάμει ποιεΐν τι πέφυκεν, ώφειλε 
διά παντός εαυτό εχον καί την ιδίαν δύναμιν πάν
τοτε ποιεΐν τό αποτέλεσμα καί μη έφ* ών μεν 
ποιεΐν έφ* ών δε άπρακτεΐν. εί δέ, ώς φασί τινες

239 των δογματικών, ου τών άπολελυμένων καί άφ- 
εστηκότων έστιν αλλά τών πρός τι διά το και αυτό 
προς τώ  πάσχοντι θεωρεΐσθαι καί τό πάσχον πρός 
αύτώ, χείρον τι άνα κύψει, εί γάρ τό έτερον πρός

240 τώ έτέρω νοείται, ών* τό μεν ποιοΰν τό δέ πάσχον, 
εσται μία μέν έννοια, δυοΐν δ* ονομάτων τευζεται, 
τοΰ τε ποιοΰντος καί τοΰ πάσχοντος’ καί διά τοΰτο 
ου μάλλον έν αύτώ ή έν τώ λεγομένω πάσχειν 
έγκείσεται ή δραστήριος δύναμις. ώς γάρ αυτό

1 [τι] seel. Mutsch.
* <Lv Herv., Mutsch.: oi mss., Bekk.

118

say that the posterior is the cause o f the prior ; but 
this is a most absurd notion, worthy of men who turn 
things topsy-turvy ; for we shall have to say that the 
effect is older than what produced it, and consequently 
is not an effect at all since it is without that whereof 
it is the effect. So just as it is foolish to say that the 
son is older than his father, or that the harvest is 
earlier in date than the sowing, so it is silly to main
tain that what is as yet non-existent is the cause o f 
what already exists.—But if the simultaneous is not 23β 
the cause o f the simultaneous, nor the prior o f the 
posterior, nor the posterior of the prior, and besides 
these there is no other possibility, no cause will 
exist.

Moreover, if a cause exists it is the cause o f some- 237 
thing either wholly o f itself and using only its own 
power, or else it needs for the purpose the assistance 
of the passive matter, so that the effect is conceived 
as due to the combination o f both jointly. And if it 238 
is its nature to effect something o f itself and by using 
its own power, since it is constantly in possession of 
itself and its own power it ought always to be pro
ducing its effect, and not be at one time active and 
atanother inactive. But if, as some of the Dogmatists 239 
say, cause is not an absolute and independent thing 
but a relative thing, since it is viewed in relation 
to the thing affected and the thing affected also in 
relation to it, a worse consequence will emerge. For 240 
if the one is conceived as relative to the other, and of 
these the one is active, the other passive, they will 
be one in conception but will be called by two names, 
the active and the passive ; and because o f this the 
efficient power will not reside in the cause any more 
than in that which is said to be passive. For just as
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ουδέν δύναται ποιεΐν χωρίς τοΰ λεγόμενόν πάσχαν, 
όντως ουδέ το λεγόμενον πάσχειν δύναται χωρίς

241 της εκείνου παρουσίας πάσχειν. ώσθ* επεται το 
μη μάλλον εν αύτώ η εν τώ  πάσχοντι νποκεΐσθαι 
την Βραστήρων τοΰ αποτελέσματος δύναμιν. οΐον 
(εσται γάρ σαφές το λεγόμενον επί υποδείγματος) 
εΐπερ το πυρ καύσεως εστιν αϊτών, ήτοι αύτοτελώς 
καί τη ιδία μόνον προσχρώμενον δυνάμει καύσεως 
εστι ποιητικόν, ή σννεργοϋ δεΐται προς τούτο της

242 καωμενης ΰλης. καί ει μεν αύτοτελώς καί τη ιδία 
φύσει άρκονμενον ποιεί την καΰσιν, όχρήν και 
πάντοτε εχον αυτό1 την ιδίαν φύσιν διά παντός 
καίειν. ονχί δε πάντοτε καίει, αλλά τινά μεν καίει 
τινά δε ον καίει· ονκ άρα αύτοτελώς καί τη ιδία

243 φύσει προσχρώμενον καίει, ει δε συν τη επιτη - 
δειότητι των καιομενων ξύλων, πόθεν εχομεν 
λεγειν οτι αυτό εστι τής καύσεως αϊτών, άλλ* ούχ 
ή επιτηδειότης των ξύλων; ον γάρ τρόπον ^μη 
οντος αυτόν ού γίνεται καΰσις, ούτω και της επι- 
τηδειότητος των ξύλων άπούσης ού γίνεται καΰσις. 
ταύτη τε, εί αυτό εστιν αίτιον οτι παρόντος αύτοΰ 
γίνεται τό αποτέλεσμα καί άπόντος ού γίνεται, 
εσται καί ή επιτηδειότης 8ι* εκάτερον τούτων

244 αϊτών, ώσπερ οδν της δι συλλαβής εκ τε τοΰ δ καί 
ι συνεστώσης άτοπός εστιν ό λεγων αίτιον μεν τοΰ 
άποτελεΐσθαι την τοιαύτην συλλαβήν τό δ, ούκ αίτιον 
δε τό ι, ούτω συλλαβή μεν εοικότος τοΰ καίεσθαι, 
στοίχείω δε τοΰ πνρός καί των ξύλων, άτοπώτατός 
εστιν ό τό μεν πΰρ αίτιον λεγων τοΰ καίεσθαι, τά 
δε ξύλα μηδαμώς, ούτε γάρ δίχα τοΰ πνρός ούτε 
χωρίς τών ξύλων γίνεται τό καίεσθαι, καθάπερ ούδε

1 εαυτό <και> cj Mutech. s ? κατά.
1 2 0
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the cause cannot act without what is called the passive 
thing, so also the so-called passive thing cannot be 
passive without the presence o f the cause. So it 241 
follows that the power productive o f the effect does 
not reside in the cause any more than in the passive 
thing. Thus (for our meaning will be made clear 
by an example) if fire is the cause of burning, either 
it is productive of burning by itself and using only its 
own power, or it needs for this purpose the co-opera
tion of the burning material. And if it produces the 242 
burning by itself, being sufficient o f its own nature, 
then, since it always possesses its own nature, it ought 
to have been continually burning. But it does not 
bum always, but bums some things and does not 
bum others ; therefore it does not bum by itself and 
by using its own nature. But if it does so in con- 243 
junction with the suitability o f the burning wood, 
how can we assert that it, rather than the suitability 
of the wood, is the cause o f the burning ? For just 
as no burning takes place if the fire is non-existent, so 
also no burning takes place if the suitability o f the 
wood is absent. Thus also, if  it is the cause because 
the effect occurs when it is present and does not occur 
when it is absent, the suitability too will be the cause 
for both these reasons. So just as, in the case o f  the 244 
syllable “  d i,”  which consists of the letters d  and *, it 
is absurd o f a man to say that the cause o f the con
struction o f this syllable is the d, and that the i  is not 
the cause, so if we compare the act o f burning to a 
syllable and the fire and the wood to letters, it is 
most absurd o f a man to say that the fire is the cause 
o f the burning and the wood not the cause. For 
the burning neither takes place without the fire nor 
without the wood, just as the syllable does not exist
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245 ή συλλαβή χωρίς του  δ ή τοΰ ι. όθεν πάλιν el 
μήτε αύτοτελώς ποιητικόν τινός can το αίτιον μήτε 
συν επιτηδειότητι τοΰ πάσχοντος, ούδενός ποιητικόν 
εστι το αίτιον.

246 Έ τ ι  cl coτ ι  το αίτιον, ήτοι μίαν εχει την Βραστή
ρων δύναμιν ή πολλάς’ οΰτ€ Be μίαν εχειν δυναται, 
ώς παραστήσομεν, οΰτ€ πολλάς, ώς διδάξομεν ούκ

247 άρα τι εστιν αίτιον, μίαν μεν γάρ ούκ εχει δύναμιν, 
επείπep cl μίαν εΐχεν, ώφειλε πάντα ομοίως Βια- 
τιθεναι και μη Βιαφ€ρόντως. οΐον 6 ήλιος καίει 
μεν τα περί την ΑΙΘιοπίαν μέρη, θάλπει δε τα προς 
ημάς, καταυγάζει δε μόνον τούς 'Υπερβορεους, και 
πήττ€ΐ μεν τον πηλόν, τήκει δε τον κηρόν, και 
λευκαίνει μεν τα εσθήματα, μελαίνει δε την ήμετε- 
ραν επιφάνειαν, ερυθαινεί δε καρπούς τινας, και 
ήμΐν /λεν του όράν αίτιος γίνεται, τοΐς νυκτινόμοις 
δε των ορνίθων, οΐον γλαυξι και νυκτερίσι, του  μη 
όράν. ώ σ τ ε  cl μίαν είχε Βυναμιν, ώφειλε ταΰτδν 
επί πάντων ποιεΐν οΰχί δέ ταΰτδν  επί πάντων

248 ποιεί* οΰκ άρα μίαν εχει Βυναμιν. και μην ουδέ 
πολλάς, επεί εχρήν πάσας επί πάντων ενεργεΐν, οΐον 
πάντα φλεγειν ή πάντα χεΐν ι} πάντα πηγνύναι. cl 
Be μήτ€ μιαν εχει Βυναμιν μήτ€ πολλάς, ούκ άν εΐη 
τινός αίτιον.

249 Ναί, άλλ* εΐωθασι προ? τούτο ύποτυγχάν€ΐν οί 
δογματικοί, λεγοντες ότι παρά τά πάσχοντα και τα 
διαστήματα π4φυκ€ν εξαλλάσσεσθαι τά γινόμενα 
υπό τοΰ αύτοΰ αίτιου αποτελέσματα, καθάπερ τοΰ 
ήλιου, σύνεγγυς μεν γάρ ών τοΐς ΑΙΘίοφιν εοικε 
καίειν, μετρίως δε ημών άφεστηκώς θάλπειν, πολύ 
δε των 'Υπερβορεων κεχωρισμενος θάλπει μεν ού-

250 Βαμώς, καταυγάζει δε μόνον· καί πήττει μεν τον 
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without the d or without the i. Hence, once more, 245 
if  the cause is not productive o f anything either by 
itself or in conjunction with the suitability o f the 
passive subject, the cause is productive of nothing.

Further, i f  the cause exists, it either has one 246 
efficient power or many ; but it cannot have one, as 
we shall establish, nor yet many, as we shall explain ; 
therefore no cause exists. It has not one power, 247 
since if it had one power it ought to affect all things 
alike and not in different ways. The sun, for instance, 
burns the regions about Ethiopia, but warms our 
regions, and only illumines the Hyperboreans a ; and 
it dries mud,6 but melts wax ; and it whitens clothes, 
but blackens our complexion, and reddens certain 
fruits ; and it is the cause o f seeing to us, but of not 
seeing to the birds which feed by night, such as owls 
and bats. So that, if it had one power, it ought to 
produce the same effect in all cases ; but it does not 
produce the same effect in all cases ; therefore it has 
not one power. Nor yet has it many, since then it 248 
ought to operate with them all in every case—burn 
everything, for example, or fuse everything, or con
geal everything. But if it neither has one power nor 
many, it will not be the cause o f anything.

Yes, but the Dogmatists usually reply to this by 249 
saying that the effects produced by the same cause 
naturally vary owing to the materials affected and 
the distances, as in the case of the sun. For being 
close to the Ethiopians it naturally burns them, and 
being at a moderate distance from us it warms us, 
and being far removed from the Hyperboreans it does 
not warm them at all but merely illumines them ; and 250

e Dwellers in the extreme North, “  Laplanders.”
* Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 194.
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πηλόν το υδατώδες του γεώδους εξατμίζων, τήκει 
δε τον κηρόν διά το μη εχειν την του πηλόν

251 ιδιότητα, οι δη χρώμενοι τη τοιαύτη ύποτεύξει 
σχεδόν άμάχως ήμΐν σνγχωροϋσι τό μη ετερον 
εΐναι του πάσχοντος τό ποιούν, εί γάρ ου δια 
τον ήλιον γίνεται η τήξις του κηροϋ αλλά διά την 
ιδιότητα της περί τον κηρόν φύσεως, φανερόν ώς 
ουδέ το ετερον αίτιόν εστι της τήξεως τω  κηρψ, ή 
δε άμφοτερων συνελευσις, του τε ήλιου και του 
κηρόν, της δε άμφοτερων συνόδου ποιουσης τό 
αποτέλεσμα, τουτεστι την τήξιν, ου μάλλον διά τον 
ήλιον ο κηρός τήκεται ή διά τον κηρόν 6 ήλιος 
τήκει, οΰτω τε άτοπον τό εκ συνόδου δυοΐν γινό
μενον αποτέλεσμα μη τοΐς δυσίν άνατιθεναι, τω δε 
ετερω μόνω προσμαρτυρεΐν.

252 Καί μην εί εστι τί τίνος αίτιον, ήτοι κεχώρισται 
τής πασχούσης ΰλης ή σύνεστιν αυτή· ούτε δε 
κεχωρισμενον αυτής δυναται τύγχανειν αίτιον του 
πάσχειν αυτήν ούτε συνόν αυτή, καθώς παρα-

253 στήσομεν ούκ άρα εστι τ ί  τίνος αίτιον, και δη 
κεχωρισμενον μεν αυτής αντόθεν ούτε αυτό αίτιόν 
εστι, μη παρουσης τής προς ήν λεγεται αίτιον, ούτε

254 εκείνη πάσχει, μή συμπαρόντος του ποιοϋντος. εί 
δε σννδυάζοι τό ετερον τω  ετερω, ήτοι αυτό μόνον 
ποιεί τό λεγόμενον αίτιον ύπαρχε ιν, ούχί δε πάσχει, 
ή ποιεί άμα και πάσχει, και εί μεν άμα ποιεί καί 
πάσχει, εκάτερον εσται ποιούν τε καί πάσχον' ή 
μεν γάρ αυτό ποιεί, εσται πάσχουσα ή ύλη, ή δε ή 
ύλη ποιεί, εσται εκείνο τό πάσχον. καί ούτως ου 
μάλλον τό ποιούν γενήσεται ποιούν ή πάσχον, καί 
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it dries mud by making the watery part steam out 
o f the earthy part, but melts wax because it has not 
the peculiar quality of mud. Now those who make 251 
this reply grant us, almost without dispute, that what 
acts is not different from what is acted upon. For if 
the melting o f the wax occurs not because o f the sun 
but because o f the property o f the substance o f the 
wax, it is plain that neither o f them is the cause of 
the melting o f the wax but the combination o f both 
of them, the sun and the wax. And as it is the 
conjunction of both which produces the effect,— 
namely, the melting,—the wax is not melted because 
of the sun any more than the sun melts because of the 
wax. And thus it is absurd not to ascribe the effect 
produced by the conjunction o f two things to those 
two, but to attribute it to one o f them only.

Moreover, if  there exists any cause o f anything, 252 
either it is separate from the matter affected or it 
co-exists with i t ; but neither when separate from it 
nor when co-existing with it can it be the cause o f 
its being affected, as we shall establish ; therefore no 
cause o f anything exists. Now when separated from 253 
its matter, obviously it is not a cause, since the matter 
with respect to which it is termed a cause is not 
present, nor is the matter affected, since that which 
affects it is not present with it. But if  the one is 254 
coupled with the other, that one which is said to be 
the cause either acts only and is not acted upon, or 
both acts and is acted upon at once. And if it both 
acts and is acted upon, each of them will be both 
active and passive; for in so far as the cause acts the 
matter will be passive, but in so far as the matter acts 
the cause will be the passive thing. And thus that 
which acts will be no more active than passive, and
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το πάσχον ον μάλλον εσται πάσχον ή ποιούν οιτερ
255 ατοπον. el δε ποΐ€ΐ μεν, ονκ άντιπάσχει δε, 

ήτοι κατά φίλην φαϋσιν, τοντεστι την κατ' επι
φάνειαν, ποιεί, η κατά διάδοσιν. και εξωθεν μεν 
προσπΐπτον και κατά φίλην την επιφάνειαν παρα- 
βαλλόμενον τη πασχουση νλη ον δννήσεταί τι 
ποιεΐν ή γάρ επιφάνεια άσώματός εστιν, το δ*

256 άσώματον οντε ποιεΐν οντε πάσχειν πεφνκεν. ούκ 
άρα κατά φίλην παραβαλλόμενον την επιφάνειαν τό 
αίτιον τη νλη τι ποιεΐν δνναται. και μην ονδε 
κατά διάδοσιν οΐόν τε εστιν αύτδ δραν. ήτοι γάρ 
διά στερεών σωμάτων διίζεται η διά νοητών τινών 
και αναίσθητων πόρων. αλλά διά μεν στερεών 
σωμάτων ονκ αν φεροιτο' σώμα γάρ διά σώματος

257 ον δνναται χωρεΐν. εί δε διά πόρων τινών, οφείλει 
ταΐς 7τεριγραφονσαις τούς πόρονς επιφανείαις 
προσπΐπτον ποιεΐν. άλλ’ at γε επιφάνε tat είσιν ά- 
σώματοι, και τό άσώματον οντε ποιεΐν οντε πάσχειν 
ενλογόν εστιν. τοίννν ονδε κατά διάδοσιν ποιεί τό 
αίτιον, ώ επεται τό μηδ* όλως αίτιον αύτδ τυγ- 
χάνειν.

258 "Ενεση δε και από τής αφής κοινότερον τώ τε 
ποιονντι και τώ  πάσχοντι επαπορεΐν. ινα γαρ τι 
ποίηση ή πάθη, οφείλει θιγεΐν ή θιχθήναΐ' ούδεν δε 
οντε θιγεΐν οντε θιχθήναι δνναται, καθώς παρα- 
στήσομεν' ονκ άρα εστιν ή τό ποιοΰν ή τό πάσχον.

259 £t γάρ άπτεταί τι τίνος και θιγγάνει, ήτοι ολον δλον 
άπτεται ή μέρος μερονς ή όλον μερονς ή μέρος

126
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that which is acted upon will be no more passive than 
active ; which is absurd.—But if it acts and is not 255 
acted upon, it acts either by mere contact—that is 
to say, superficial contact—or by permeation. And 
if it imposes itself externally and is applied to the 
passive matter on the surface only, it will not be able 
to effect anything ; for surface is incorporeal,® and 
the incorporeal is not o f a nature either to act or to 
be acted upon. Therefore the cause is not able to 256 
act at all upon the matter when applied on the surface 
only. Nor yet is it possible for it to act by permea
tion. For it will penetrate either through solid 
bodies or through certain intelligible and impercept
ible pores.6 But it will not move through solid 
bodies ; for body cannot pass through body. And if 257 
it passes through certain pores, it ought to act while 
in contact with the surfaces which enclose the pores.
But the surfaces are incorporeal, and it is contrary to 
reason that the incorporeal should either act or be 
acted upon. Neither, then, does the cause act by 
permeation. And from this it follows that it is not 
a cause at all.

Regarding that which acts and that which is 258 
acted upon it is also possible to raise difficulties of 
a more general kind, based upon contact. For in 
order that a thing may act or be acted upon, it 
must touch or be touched; but, as we shall establish, 
nothing can either touch or be touched; therefore 
neither that which acts nor that which is acted 
upon exists. For if one thing is in contact with 259 
another and touches it, it is in contact either as 
a whole with the whole, or as a part with a part, 
or as a whole with a part or as a part with the

* Cf Adv.Log.ii. 306, 309 ; P.H. ii. 98, 140.
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όλου' ούτε δέ μέρος μέρους οϋτ€ ολον όλου ούτε 
ολον μέρους ούτε εναλλάξ άπτεται, καθώς ΒιΒά- 
ξομ εν  ούκ άρα τ ί  τίνος άπτεται. και εΐ μηΒέν 
μηΒενός άπτεται, ούτε το πάσχον εστιν ούτε το

260 ποιούν, ολον μεν οΰν ολου ούχ άπτεται κατά λ όγον  
εί γάρ ολον όλου άπτεται, ου θίξις εσται αλλά 
ένωσις άμφοτέριυν, καί τά  δυο σώματα εν εσται 
σώμα, Βιά τό και τοΐς κατά βάθος οφείλειν το  
έτερον τού ετέρου θιγγάνειν Βιά το και ταύτα τού

261 όλου καθεστάναι μέρη. καί μην ούΒέ μέρος
μέρους θιγγάνειν Βυνατόν εστιν. τό γάρ μέρος κατά 
μεν την προς τό ολον σχέσιν νοείται μέρος, κατά δε 
την ϊΒιον περιγραφήν εστιν ολον, πάλιν τε Βιά 
ταύτην την αιτίαν ήτοι τό ολον μέρος τού όλου 
μέρους άφεται ή μέρος μέρους. και εί μεν 
ολον ολου, ενωθήσεται, και άμφότερα εν γενήσεται 
σώμα · εί δε μέρει μέρους,1 εκείνο πάλιν τό  μέρος 
κατ ΙΒίαν περιγραφήν ολον νοούμενον ήτοι ολον 
όλου τού  μέρους άφεται ή μέρει τινί τίνος μέρους, 
καί ούτως εις άπειρον, ου τοίνυν ουδέ μέρος 
μέρους άπτεται. καί μην ούΒέ ολον μέρους.

262 εί γάρ τό  ολον τού μέρους άφεται, εσται καί τό  
ολον συνυποστελλόμενον τώ  μέρει μέρος καί τό  
μέρος άντιπαρεκτεινόμενον τώ  όλω ολον τό γάρ  
ίσον τώ  μέρει την τού μέρους εΐχεν αναλογίαν, καί 
τό ίσον τώ  όλω την τού όλου, τελέως δε άπ- 
ερρωγός εστιν ή τό  ολον ποιεΐν μέρος ή τό  μέρος 
Ισον άξιοΰν είναι τώ  όλω. τοίνυν ουδέ τδ ολον τού

263 μέρους άπτεται. καί άλλως, εί τό ολον τού  
μέρους άπτεται, εσται εαυτού μικρότερου καί πάλιν

1 μέρους Heintz: μέρος MSS., Bekk.
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whole ; but, as we shall show, it is not in contact 
either as part with part, or as whole with whole, 
or as whole with part, or the converse ; therefore 
nothing touches anything.® And if nothing touches 
anything, neither what is acted upon exists nor 
what acts. Now it is according to reason that a 260 
whole does not touch a whole ; for if whole touches 
whole, there will not be contact but the union of both, 
and the two bodies will be one body, because the one 
must touch the other with its depths, since these too 
are parts o f the whole.—Nor, again, is it possible for 261 
part to touch part. For the part is conceived as a 
part in respect o f its relation to the whole, but in 
respect o f its own limited extent it is a whole, and 
for this reason again either the whole part will touch 
the whole part, or a part o f it a part. And if the 
whole touches the whole, they will be unified and both 
will become one body; while if with a part it touches 
a part, that part again, being conceived as a whole in 
respect o f its own limited extent, will either touch as 
a whole the whole part, or touch a part o f it with a 
part—and so on aa infinitum. Neither then does a 
part touch a part.—Nor, again, does a whole touch 
a part. For if the whole shall touch the part, the 262 
whole, being contracted so as to equal the part, will 
be a part, and the part, being extended so as to 
match the whole, will be a whole ; for what is equal 
to the part has the proportion o f the part, and what 
is equal to the whole that o f the whole. But it is 
perfectly absurd either to make the whole into a part 
or to claim that the part is equal to the whole. Neither 
then does the whole touch the part.— Moreover, if  263 
the whole touches the part it will be smaller than

• With §§ 259-261 ef. P.H. iii. 45 f.
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εαυτού μεΐζον' δπερ εστί τού προτερου χείρον. τό 
Τ€ γάρ ολον εί τον αυτόν επιλαμβάνει τόπον τω  
μερει, ΐσον εσται τ ω  μερει, ίσον δε τούτω γενό- 
μενον μικρότερου εαυτού εσται· και άνάπαλιν τό 
μέρος εί άντιπαρεκτείνεται τω δλω, τον αυτόν 
εφεξει τούτω τόπον, τω  δε ολα> τον αυτόν επ-

264 εσχηκός τόπον εσται μεΐζον εαυτού. ό δε αυτός 
και επί της αναστροφής εστί λόγος* εί γάρ μή 
δύναται τό ολον τού μέρους άπτεσθαι διά τας μικρω 
πρόσθεν επιλογισθείσας αιτίας, ουδέ το  μέρος 
δυνήσεται τού ολου άπτεσθαι. δθεν εί μήτε τό ολον 
τού  ολου άπτεται μήτε τό μέρος τού μέρους μήτε 
τό ολον τού μέρους μήτε εναλλάξ, ούδεν ούδενός 
απτεται. διά δέ  τούτο ουδέ αίτιόν τι τίνος υπάρξει, 
ουδέ πάσχον τι υπό τίνος.

265 Πρός τούτοις τε, εί απτεται τι τίνος, ήτοι μεσο- 
λαβούμενον υπό τίνος, οΐον πόρου ή γραμμής, 
άφεταί τίνος, ή ύπ* ούδενός μεσολαβούμενον. καί 
εί μεν υπό τίνος μεσολαβοΐτο, ούχ άφεται οδ λέ
γεται άπτεσθαι, αλλά του μεταξύ άμφοτερων εί δε 
μηδενός άπαξαπλώς μεταξύ άμφοτερων δντος τό 
ετερον τού ετερου άφεται, ενωσις εσται άμφοτερων

266 άλλ ’ ου θίξις. τοίνυν ουδέ ταύτη τι τίνος άπτεται. 
δθεν εΐπερ, ίνα νοηθή τό ποιούν καί τό πάσχον, δει 
προωμολογήσθαι το  οτι ( τ ι )1 τίνος άπτεται, δέ - 
δεικται δε μηδέν μηδενός άπτόμενον, λεκτεον μήτε 
τό ποιούν μήτε τό πάσχον ύπάρχειν.

Το μεν οδν ποιούν αίτιον ούτω καί κατ* ιδίαν καί
267 κοινή μετά τού πάσχοντος άπορεΐταί’ άπορος δε 

εστι κ α τ ’ ίδιαν και ο περί τού πάσχοντος λόγος, ει

1 <τί> add. Heintz.
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itself, and again larger than itself; which is a worse 
consequence than the previous one. For if the whole 
occupies the same space as the part, it will be equal 
to the part, and being equal thereto it will be smaller 
than itself; and conversely, if the part is extended 
so as to match the whole, it will take up the same 
space as it, and as occupying the same space as the 
whole it will be larger than itself.—And to the con- 264 
verse case the same argument applies ; for if the 
whole cannot touch the part, for the reasons set forth 
a little while ago, neither will the part be able to 
touch the whole. Hence, if the whole does not touch 
the whole, nor the part the part, nor the whole the 
part, nor the converse, nothing touches anything. 
And for this reason nothing will be the cause of 
anything, nor will anything be affected by anything.

Furthermore, if one thing touches another, it will 265 
touch it either when intercepted by something—such 
as a pore or a line—or when intercepted by nothing. 
And if it is intercepted by something, it will not be 
touching what it is said to touch but the thing which 
lies between them both ; but if the one shall touch 
the other with absolutely nothing intervening be
tween them, there will be a union of the two and not 
contact. Neither, then, in this way does anything 266 
touch anything. Hence, if the conception of activity 
and passivity requires the previous agreement that 
one thing touches another, and it has been proved 
that nothing touches anything, we must declare that 
neither the active nor the passive exists.

Thus the active cause is a matter of doubt both 
separately in itself and when taken along with the 
thing affected by it. And the account given of the 267 
thing affected is also doubtful in itself. For if a thing
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γαρ πάσχα τι, ήτοι το ον πάσχα τι ή το μή ο ν  
ούτε δε το ον πάσχει τι, ώς παραστήσομεν, ούτε το

268 PV ον, ώς νπομνήσομεν ούκ άρα πάσχει τ ι . το 
μεν οδν ον ον πάσχει· εφ* * οσον γάρ ον εστι και 
την ιδίαν φύσιν εχει, ού πάσχει· τό δε μη ον τψ  
μηδ* δλως νπάρχειν ούκ αν πάθοι. παρα δε τό 
εΐναι και μή είναι ούδεν εσ τ ιν  ούκ άρα πάσχει τ ι .

269 οΓον δ Σωκράτης ήτοι ών θνήσκει ή μή ών. δύο 
γάρ οΰτοι χρόνοι, εις μεν 6 καθ' ον εστι και ζή, 
ετερος δε καθ' δν ούκ εστιν άλλ’ εφθαρται · διόπερ 
εξ ανάγκης οφείλει κατά τον ετερον τούτων θνή- 
σκειν. δτε μεν οδν εστι καί ζή, ού θνήσκει· 
γάρ δήπουθεν' θανών δε πάλιν ού θνήσκει, επει 
δϊς εσται θνήσκων, δπερ άτοπον. ού τοίνυν θνή-

270 σκει Σωκράτης, οΐος δ* εστιν επι τούτον λόγος, 
τοιοντος και επι τοΰ πάσχοντος. ούτε γάρ τό ον 
δύναται πάσχειν εφ* οσον ον εστι και κατά την 
άρχήθεν νπόστασιν νοείται, ούτε τό μή δ ν  άρχήν

271 Ύ&Ρ ° ν χ  νφεστηκεν ούκ άρα πάσχει τι. και ετι 
τρανότερον, είπε/) γε τό δν, δτε δν εστι, πάσχει, 
εσται τάναντία νφ* εν εν τω  αύτω· ούχι δε γε  
τάναντια νφ* εν περί τω  αύτω σννίσταται· ούκ άρα 
πάσχει τό  δν, δτε δν εστιν. οΐον έστω τό δν τή  
φύσει σκληρόν είναι και πάσχειν μαλακννόμενον, 
καθάπερ επι τοΰ σιδήρον θεωροΰμεν. ούκονν δτε 
μεν σκληρόν εστι και δν, ού δύναται μαλακύνεσθαι,

272 όπει εΐ μαλακύνεται δτε σκληρόν εστιν, εσται τά 
ναντία περί τω  αύτω νφ* εν, και ή μεν καθεστηκεν

• With §§ 267-268 cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 104 f.
* With § 269 cf. P.H. iii. I l l ,  Adv. Phys. ii. 346.

* With §§ 271 ff. cf. P.H. iii. 107.
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is affected, either what exists is affected or what 
exists n o t ; but neither what exists is affected, as we 
shall establish, nor what exists not, as we shall show ; 
therefore nothing is affected.® Now the existent is 268 
not affected, for in so far as it is existent and has its 
own nature it is not affected ; and the non-existent 
will not be affected owing to the fact that it does not 
subsist at all. But besides existence and non-exist
ence nothing exists ; therefore nothing is affected.
For example, Socrates dies either when existing or 269 
when not existing.6 For these are two periods—the 
one that in which he exists and is alive, the other that 
in which he exists not but has perished ; wherefore 
he must necessarily die in one or other of these 
periods. Now he does not die when he exists and is 
alive ; for, to be sure, he is alive ; nor, again, does he 
die when he has died, since then he will be dying 
twice over, which is absurd. So then, Socrates does 
not die. And the argument used in this case may 270 
similarly be applied to the case o f the thing affected.
For the existent cannot be affected in so far as it is 
existent and is conceived according to its original 
substance ; nor can the non-existent, for it does not 
subsist at a ll; nothing, therefore, is affected.—And 271 
still more clearly, if  the existent, when it is existent, 
is affected, opposites will exist in the same thing at 
the same time ; but opposites do not exist in the same 
thing at the same time ; therefore the existent, when 
it is existent, is not affected.® For example, let it be 
granted that the existent is hard in its nature and is 
affected by softening, as we see in the case o f iron. 
While, then, it is hard and existent it cannot become 
soft, since, if it becomes soft when it is hard, opposites 272 
will exist in the same thing at the same time, and in
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δν, εσται σκληρόν, fj Be πάσχει ον ύπαρχον, carat 
μαλακόν, ού Βύναται Be τό αυτό ύφ* εν και σκληρόν 
και μαλακόν νο€ΐσθαΐ' ον Βύναται άρα τό ον, ore

273 ον εστι, πάσχαν, ό δε αυτός λόγος καί επί λευκού 
καί μελανός χρώματος, έστω γάρ τό ον, fj ον εστι, 
καί λευκόν είναι, καί πάσχειν αυτό μελαν γινόμενον, 
ούκοΰν εΐ τό ον [εστι] καί λευκόν τότε άζιοΰται 
πάσχειν δτε λευκόν εστι μελαν (γινόμενον*)1 εσται 
συμβεβηκότα εχον τα. εναντία· δπερ άτοπον. ού 
τοίνυν τό ον, εφ’ όσον ον εστι, πάσχειν πεφυκεν.

274 προς τούτοις, εί λεγοιμεν τό  δν, δτε δν εστι, 
πάσχειν, εσται τι πριν γεγονεναι γεγονός· (ούΒεν Be 
εστι πριν γεγονεναι γεγονός ·)2 ούκ άρα τό δν, δτε

275 δν εστι, πάσχει, εί γάρ σκληρόν εστι τό δν, εφ* 
δσον δν εστι, σκληρόν εστι καί ού μαλακόν· εί Be 
μαλακόν, προ τού γεγονεναι μαλακόν εσται μα
λακόν. fj μεν γάρ δν εστι, σκληρόν εστι καί ούπω 
μαλακόν fj Be δτε δν εστι τότε άξιοΰται πάσχειν, 
πριν γεγονεναι μαλακόν γενήσεται μαλακόν. άτοπον 
Be γε τό το ιοΰτον ούκ άρα τό δν, εφ* δσον δν εστι,

276 πάσχειν ρητεον. ωσαύτως Be ούΒε τό  μη δν, 
δτε μη δν εστιν. τω  γάρ μη δντι ούΒεν συμβεβηκεν, 
ω Be μηΒεν συμβεβηκεν, ούΒε τό  πάσχειν συμ
βεβηκεν· τοίνυν ούΒε τό  μη δν πάσχει τι. εί Be 
μήτε τό  δν μήτε τό  μη δν πάσχει τι καί παρά 
ταΰτα ούΒεν εστιν, ούΒεν εστι τό  πάσχον.

277 Και μην εί εστι τι τό  πάσχον, ήτοι κατά πρόσ-

1 <γινόμενον> addo.
• KovSb' . . . γεγονός.> add. Ν» Mutsch.
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so far as it is existent it will be hard, but in so far as 
it is affected while existent it will be soft. But the 
same thing cannot be conceived as at once both hard 
and so ft; therefore, the existent, when it is existent, 
cannot be affected. And the same argument holds 273 
good also in the case of white colour and black. For 
let it be granted that the existent, in so far as it is 
existent, is white and that it is affected by becoming 
black. If then the existent and white is held to be 
affected by becoming black at the time when it is white, 
it will have opposite properties ; which is absurd.
So then the existent, in so far as it is existent, is not 
of a nature to be affected.— Further, if  we say that 274 
the existent, when it is existent, is affected, there will 
exist something become before it has become ; (but 
there is nothing become before it has become;) 
therefore the existent, when it is existent, is not 
affected. For if the existent is hard, in so far as it is 275 
existent, it is hard and not soft; and if it (becomes) 
soft, it will be soft before it has become so ft ; for in 
so far as it is existent it is hard and not yet so ft ; but 
in so far as it is held to be affected at the time when 
it is existent, it will become soft before it has become 
soft. But such a result is absurd ; one must, there
fore, declare that the existent, in so far as it is 
existent, is not affected.—And in the same way, the 276 
non-existent is not affected when it is non-existent.
For the non-existent has no property, and being 
affected is not a property o f that which has no 
property; neither, then, is the non-existent affected 
at all. But if neither the existent nor the non
existent is affected at all, and besides these there is 
no other alternative, there is nothing which is affected.

Moreover, if there is something which is affected, it 277
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θεσιν πάσχει ή κατά άφαίρεσιν ή κατά ετεροίωσιν 
καί μεταβολήν' ούτε δε πρόσθεσίς τις εστιν ούτε 
άφαίρεσις ούτε μεταβολή και ετεροίωσις, ώς ύπο-

278 δείξομεν' ούκ άρα πάσχει τι. καθά γάρ επί των 
ονομάτων κατά τούτους τούς τρεις τρόπους γ ί
νονται τινες μεταπτώσεις, καί τοΰ μεν κωβιός 
ονόματος άφαιρεθείσης της πρώτης συλλαβής γ ί
νεται ετερον όνομα βίος, καί τουτιο προστεθείσης 
τής αυτής συλλαβής συνίσταται το πρότερον όνομα, 
καί παρά εναλλαγήν στοιχείων, ώς το αρχών όνομα 
γίνεται Χ,άρων, ουτω καί τά σώματα λεχθείη αν 
πάσχειν τριχώς, ήτοι κατά άφαίρεσιν ή κατά πρόσ-

279 θεσιν ή κατά ετεροίωσιν, κατά άφαίρεσιν μεν οΐον 
τά φθίνοντα, κατά πρόσθεσιν 8ε οΐον τά αύζόμενα, 
κατά τροπήν 8ε ώς τά εξ υγείας εις νόσον μετά- 
πίπτοντα. εάν ούν δειχθή ότι ούδεν ούδενός 
άφαιρεΐται καί ότι ούδεν ούδενί προστίθεται καί 
ότι ούδεν άπ* ούδενός μετατίθεται, αύτόθεν εσται 
κατεσκευ ασμενον τό μηδέν είναι τό πάσχον.

280 λεγωμεν 8ε εν πρώτοις περί τοΰ κατά άφαίρεσιν 
τρόπου.

Ει γάρ άφαιρεΐται τι άπό τίνος, ήτοι σώμα άπό 
σώματος άφαιρεΐται ή άσώματον άπό άσωμάτου ή 
σώμα άπό άσωμάτου ή άσώματον άπό σώματος· 
ούτε 8ε σώμα άπό σώματος άφαιρεΐται, ώς δεί- 
ξομεν, ούτε άσώματον άπό άσωμάτου, καθώς 
παραστήσομεν, ούτε σώμα άπό άσωμάτου ή ά-

281 σώμα τον άπό σώματος, ώς καταστησόμεθα· ούκ 
άρα άφαιρεΐται τι τινός. άσώματον μεν ούν άπό ά
σωμάτου άφαιρεθήναι τών άδυνάτων εστιν· τδ γάρ 
άφαιρούμενον άπό τίνος ούκ εστιν άθιγες, τό δ&

° κωβιός, “ gudgeon ” ; βιος, “ life.”
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is affected either through addition or through sub
traction or through alteration and change. But no 
addition nor subtraction nor change and alteration 
exists, as we shall demonstrate ; nothing therefore is 
affected. For just as, in the case o f nouns, modifi- 278 
cations take place in these three ways, and when 
the first syllable is subtracted from the noun kdbios a 
there is formed another noun bios, and when the same 
syllable is added to this the former noun is con
structed ; and by interchange o f letters, as when the 
noun archon becomes Charon ;—so, too, bodies may 
be said to be affected in three ways, either through 
addition or through subtraction or through altera
tion—through subtraction like decreasing things ; 279 
through addition, like increasing things ; through 
conversion, like things that pass over from health to 
sickness. If, then, it shall be shown that nothing is 
subtracted from anything and that nothing is added 
to anything and that nothing is transposed from any
thing, it will thereby be established that there is 
nothing which is affected. And let us discuss in the 280 
first place the mode o f subtraction.6

If one thing is subtracted from another, either body 
is subtracted from body, or the incorporeal from the 
incorporeal, or body from the incorporeal, or the 
incorporeal from body ; but neither body is sub
tracted from body, as we shall prove, nor the incor
poreal from the incorporeal, as we shall demonstrate, 
nor body from the incorporeal nor the incorporeal from 
body, as we shall establish ; therefore nothing is sub- 281 
tracted from anything. Now, that the incorporeal 
should be subtracted from the incorporeal is a thing 
impossible ; for what is subtracted from a thing is not

* With this discussion o f “  subtraction ”  ef. P.H. iii. 85 ff.
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άσώματον άθιγές ον ον παρέχει αντο προς άφ-
282 αίρεσιν καί χωρισμόν. ένθεν και ματαιάζονσιν 

οί μαθηματικοί, όταν λέγωσι την Βοθεΐσαν εύθεΐαν 
Βίχα τεμεΐν. η γάρ ήμΐν έπι τον άβακος Βεικνυμένη 
εύθεΐα αισθητόν έχει μήκος και πλάτος, ή δε ύπ 
αυτώ ν νοονμένη εύθεΐα γραμμή μήκος εστιν ά -  
πλατές. και η έπι τον  άβακος δεικννμένη ούκ αν 
εΐη γραμμή, και οΐ επιβαλλόμενοι ταντην τέμνειν ον 
την οδσαν γραμμήν αλλά την μη ουσαν τέμνονσιν.

283 ή και άλλως, επει κατ' αύτούς ή γραμμή 
εκ στιγμών σννεστώσα νοείται, έστω τις εύθεΐα 
γραμμή, ήν λέγονσιν εις ΐσα τέμνειν, έκ περισσών 
σννεστώσα στιγμών, οΐον εννέα, άλλα ταντην γε 
τέμνοντες ή τήν πέμπτην Βιελοΰσι στιγμήν, φημι 
Βέ τήν μεταξύ τών τεσσάρων και τών τεσσάρων 
νοονμένην, ή τώ ν τμημάτων το  μεν τεττάρων ποιή- 
σουσι στιγμών τό  Βέ πέντε, τήν μέν οδν πέμπτην 
στιγμήν ούκ αν φαΐεν τέμνειν· άμερής γάρ έστι κατ 
αύτούς, και το  άμερές αδύνατον νοεΐν εις μέρη 
Βιαιρούμενον. λείπεται άρα τώ ν τής γραμμής 
τμημάτων τό μέν τεσσάρων ποιεΐν στιγμών  το  δε 
πέντε, ο πάλιν εστιν άτοπον και παρά τήν πρό- 
θεσιν α υ τ ώ ν  νπισχνοννται μέν γάρ έπιστημονικώς 
τήν Βοθεΐσαν εύθεΐαν γραμμήν εις ισα Βιαιρεΐν

284 τμήματα, Βιαιροΰσι Βέ αύτήν εις άνισα. ο δε 
αύτός και έπι του κύκλου λόγος νοείσθω. φασί γάρ 
κύκλον εΐναι σχήμα έπίπεδον υπό μιας γραμμής 
περιεχόμενον, [άφ']1 οδ πασαι αι από του κέντρου 
προς τήν περιφέρειαν έκβαλλόμεναι εύθεΐαι ΐσαι 
άλλήλαις είσίν. είτα έπι τούτοις πρόβλημά έστι 
τον κύκλον Βίχα τεμεΐν· δπερ έστιν αδύνατον, το

1 [αφ'] seel. Mutsch.: εφ' Bekk.
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intangible, but the incorporeal, being intangible, does 
not submit to subtraction and separation. Hence, 282 
too, the mathematicians talk idly when they say that 
they will bisect a given straight line. For the straight 
line shown to us on the board has length and breadth, 
whereas the straight line conceived by them is 
“  length without breadth.”  And the line shown on 
the board will not be a line, and those who attempt 
to cut it are cutting not the real line but the unreal.—
Or again, since, according to them, the line is con- 283 
ceived as composed of points, let us assume a certain 
straight line, which they say they cut into equal 
parts, composed of an odd number o f points, such as 
nine. But in cutting this, either they will divide the 
fifth point (I mean the point conceived as lying 
between the first four and the last four), or else they 
will make one o f the sections consist o f four points 
and the other o f five. Now they will not say that 
they cut the fifth poin t; for, according to them, the 
point is without parts, and it is impossible to conceive 
what is without parts as divided into parts. It only 
remains, therefore, to make the one section o f the 
line consist of four points and the other o f five, which 
again is absurd and at variance with their undertak
ing ; for they promise to divide the given straight line 
scientifically into equal sections, but they divide it 
into unequal ones.— And the same argument may be 284 
applied in the case o f the circle. For they say that 
the circle is “  a plane form enclosed by one line, of 
which all the straight lines extending from the centre 
to the circumference are equal to one another.”  
Then, on these conditions, the problem is to bisect the 
circle ; and this is impossible. For the centre, which
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γάρ κέντρον, onrep παντός τοΰ κύκλον μεσαίτατόν 
όσην, ήτοι δίχα τέμνεται κατά την τοΰ κύκλον 
διχοτόμησιν ή τώ  ετέρω προσμερίζεται τμήματι.

285 αλλά δίχα μεν τμηθηναι των άδννάτων πώς γάρ 
οΐόν τε το άμερες ε*7τινοεΐν μεριζόμενον; εί δε τώ 
ετέρω προσμερίζεται τμήματι, άνισα γίνεται τα 
τμήματα και 6 κύκλος ον μέσος διαιρείται.

280 το τε τέμνον την γραμμήν η τον κύκλον ήτοι σώμά 
εστιν η άσώματον. άλλα σώμα μεν πώς άν επι- 
νοηθείη; άθιγες γάρ και άσώματον και άννπό- 
πτωτον ήμιν τό τεμνόμενον, τοΰτέστιν ή γραμμή και 
ό κύκλος, τοιοΰτο δε δν ονκ άν τμηθείη υπό 
σώματος· τό γάρ νπό σώματος τεμνόμενον παθεΐν 
δει και θιχθήναι, τό δε άσώματον ούτε θιγεΐν ούτε 
θιχθήναι πέφυκεν. ώστε ονκ ενεστι [νόησαι] νπό 
σώματος τεμνομενην την γραμμήν καί διαιρούμενον

287 τον κύκλον επινοησαι. και μην ονδε νπό
άσώματον τινός. εί γάρ άσώματον εστι τό διαιρούν 
την γραμμήν η τον κύκλον, ήτοι στιγμή στιγμήν 
τέμνει η γραμμή γραμμήν, ούτε δε στιγμή την 
στιγμήν ούτε γραμμή την γραμμήν οια τε  εστι

288 τέμνειν, άλλα στιγμή μεν την στιγμήν ονκ άν τέμοι, 
επεί έκατέρα έστίν άμερής, καί ούτε ή τέμνονσα 
έχει οΐς τεμεΐ ούτε ή τεμνομένη τά είς ά τμη-

289 θήσεται. γραμμή δε την γραμμήν πάλιν ούκ άν 
διαιροίη. εάν τε γάρ πλαγίως επιζευχθή εάν τε 
ορθίως ή τέμνονσα τη τεμνομένη, κατ άνάγκην 
οφείλει στιγμή έαυτης επιζεύγννσθαι τη κατά την 
διαιρονμένην γραμμήν στιγμή, άμεροΰς μέν ούν 
ονσης καί της έπιζενγννμένης, άμεροΰς δε καί της 
έν τη τεμνομένη, ον γενήσεταί τις διαίρεσις διά τό 
μήτε την τέμνουσαν εύφνώς έχειν προς τό τέμνειν, 
140
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is in the very middle o f the whole circle, either is 
bisected in the bisection of the circle, or is added on 
to one or other of the sections. But it is impossible 285 
for it to be bisected ; for how is it possible to conceive 
what is without parts as partitioned ? And if it is 
added on to either of the sections, the sections become 
unequal and the circle is not divided in the middle.— 
Also, that which cuts the line or the circle is either a 286 
body or incorporeal. But how can it be conceived as 
a body ? For the thing cut—namely, the line or the 
circle—is intangible and incorporeal and impercept
ible by us. And being such, it will not be cut by a 
body ; for what is cut by a body must be acted upon 
and be touched, but the incorporeal is not o f a nature 
either to touch or be touched. So that it is not 
possible to conceive o f the line being cut or the circle 
divided by a body.—Nor yet by anything incorporeal. 287 
For if what divides the line or the circle is incorporeal» 
it is either a point that cuts a point or a line a line.
But neither can a point cut the point nor a line the 
line. For a point will not cut the point since each o f 288 
them is without parts, and the one which cuts has no 
parts wherewith to cut, nor has the one which is being 
cut any parts into which it may be cut. Nor, again, 289 
will the line divide the line. For whether the cutting 
line is joined to the line that is being cut at an acute 
or at a right angle, it must necessarily be joined at a 
point in itself to a point in the divided line. As, 
however, the point o f the joined line is without parts, 
and the point in the cut line is also without parts, no 
division will take place, since neither the cutting line 
is suited by nature for cutting, being without parts,
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οΰσαν άμ€ρή, μήτε την τεμνομένην προς τό τέμνε-
290 σθαι τώ παντός έστερήσθαι μέρους. καί μην 

ούδ' ένεστι λέγειν ότι το τέμνον την γραμμήν 
μεταξύ δυοΐν στιγμών των εν τή τεμνομένη γραμμή 
πΐπτον τέμνει την γραμμήν. τοΰτο γάρ των προ
ειρημένων εστίν άτοπώτερον. πρώτον μεν γαρ 
εν συνεχεία γραμμής αδύνατόν έστι μέσον πεσεΐν 
πέρας, άλλ’ ανάγκη κατά στιγμής φερόμενον νοεΐν

291 τδ  τέμνον. εΐτα καν συγχωρηθή μεταξύ δυοΐν 
στιγμών τών εν τή τεμνομένη γραμμή φερόμενον 
τό τέμνον τέμνειν την γραμμήν, χείρον τι άνα- 
δύσεται τοΐς γεωμέτραις. αί γάρ συνθετικοί τής 
γραμμής στιγμαί ήτοι ούτως είσί συνεχείς ώς μή 
παραδέχεσθαι μεταξύ άλλήλων έξωθέν τινα στιγ
μήν, ή ούκ έσται ή εξ αυτών σύνθετος συνεχής καί

292 μία γραμμή, εί δ ’ ούτως είσί συνεχείς ώς άν- 
επινόητον έχειν μεταξύ άλλήλων τόπον στιγμής, ΐνα 
τό τέμνον διχάζη την γραμμήν, δυοΐν θάτερον, ή την 
στιγμήν δει την καθ' ής φέρεται νοεΐν διχαζομένην, 
ή τούτου αδυνάτου καθεστώτος τάς ύποκειμένας 
στιγμάς τής γραμμής νοεΐν ύπαναχωρούσας καί 
τόπον καί διάστασιν παρεχομένας, τότε μεν επί 
τάδε τό μέρος συστελλόμενων τότε δε επί τόδε, ών

293 έκάτερόν έστιν άτοπον ούτε γάρ στιγμή, καθώς 
προπαρεμυθησάμεθα, τέμνεσθαι δύναται τώ  άμερής 
ύπάρχειν, ούτε αί εν τή τεμνομένη γραμμή στιγμαί 
ύπαναχωρεΐν πεφύκασιν ακίνητοι γάρ είσιν. τοίνυν 
καί τό άσώματον ούτε άφαιρεΐται από τίνος ά-

294 σωμάτου ούτε επιδέχεται την άφαίρεσιν. καν επί 
τών αισθητών δ« γραμμών καί κύκλων, τουτέστι 
14,2
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nor the cut line for being cut, owing to its wholly 
lacking parts.— Moreover, it is not possible to say 290 
that what cuts the line cuts the line by falling between 
two points in the line that is being cut. For this is 
still more absurd than the foregoing. For, in the 
first place, it is impossible that an intermediate limit® 
should be set within the continuity of a line, and one 
must necessarily conceive the thing which cuts as 
striking at a point. And, secondly, even if it be con- 291 
ceded that the sector cuts the line between two of 
the points in the line which is being cut, a worse result 
for the geometers will emerge. For the points which 
compose the line either are so continuous as not to 
admit o f any point from outside coming between them, 
or else the line composed of them will not be a single 
and continuous line. But if they are so continuous 292 
that there is no conceivable space between them for 
a point, so as to enable the sector to bisect the line, 
then one or other o f two results must follow—either 
we must conceive the point on which it strikes as 
being divided, or, if this is impossible, we must con
ceive the existing points of the line as receding and 
affording it space and an interval, by crowding to
gether now towards this side, and now towards that; 
and each of these suppositions is absurd ; for, as we 293 
have pointed out above, the point cannot be cut, 
owing to its being without parts, nor are the points in 
the line that is being cut of such a nature as to recede, 
for they are immobile. So then, the incorporeal 
neither is subtracted from an incorporeal nor admits 
of subtraction.—And even if the geometers propose 294

“ i.e. a point (of the sector) which acts as a “ limit”  (or 
ends the line) in the middle of the line by breaking its 
continuity.
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τώ ν επί τον  άβακος βλεπομενων, θελωσι στήσαντες 
τον λόγον οΐ γεωμετραι διδάσκω ιν τ ί  τίνος άφ- 
αιρουμενον, ού δννησονταί' οντε γάρ άφ* * όλης 
της γραμμής η άφ* δλον τοΰ κύκλον δνναται τις αφ- 
αίρ€σις γενομόνη νοεΐσθαι οντε από μερονς, ως 
μικρόν νστερον προβάντος τοΰ λόγον διδάζομεν, 
όταν εις την περί τω ν τεμνομενών σωμάτων ζήτησιν 
σνγκαταβαίνωμεν.

295 N w  δε σνντόμως δειχθε'ντος ότι ονδεν άσώματον 
ονδενός άσωμάτον άφαιρεΐσθαι δνναται, λείπεται 
λεγειν η σώμα από σώματος χωρίζεσθαι η ά 
σώματον από σώματος η σώμα από άσωμάτον. 
άλλα σώμα μεν άπό άσωμάτον άφαιρεΐσθαι αντό-

296 θενεστίν άδιανόητον, άσώματον δε άπό σώματος 
χωρίζεσθαι τώ ν άδννάτων θιγεΐν γάρ δει τοΰ  
αφαιρονμενον το  άφαιροΰν, άθιγες δε εστι το 
άσώματον και άδννατος δεδεικται η θίξις' ώστε 
ονδε άσώματον σώματος χωρισθείη ποτ αν. και 
άλλως τό χωριζόμενόν τίνος οίονεϊ μέρος εστί τοΰ  
άφ* οΰ χωρίζεται, τό δε άσώματον τοΰ σώματος

297 ονκ αν είη μέρος. και μην ονδε σώμα σώματος 
δνναται άφαιρεΐσθαι. εί γάρ σώμα άπό σώματος 
άφαιρεΐται, ήτοι τό ίσον άπό ίσον άφαιρεΐται η τό 
άνισον άπό τοΰ άνίσον' άλλ’  οντε τό Ισον άπο τοΰ  
ΐσον άφαιρεΐσθαι δνναται, ώς διδάξομεν, οντε τό  
άνισον άπό τοΰ άνίσον, ώς νπομνησομεν' ονκ αρα

298 σώμα άπό σώματος άφαιρεΐται. ΐσον μεν οΰν άπό 
ΐσον ονκ αν άφαιρεθείη, καθάπερ άπό πηχεως 
πηχνς, επει ονκ εσται τό  τοιοΰτον άφαίρεσις

299 άλλα παντελής τοΰ -υποκείμενον άναίρεσις. καί

144
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to show how one thing is subtracted from another by 
basing their argument on sensible lines and circles— 
that is, on those seen on the board,®—they will not 
be able; for no subtraction can be conceived as taking 
place from the whole line or the whole circle, or from 
a part of them, as we shall show a little farther on 
in our exposition,6 when we come to deal with the 
investigation o f bodies which are divided.

And now that it has been shown concisely that no 295 
incorporeal can be subtracted from any incorporeal, 
it remains for us to say either that body is separated 
from body, or the incorporeal from body, or body 
from the incorporeal. But the subtraction of body 296 
from the incorporeal is of itself inconceivable, and the 
separation o f the incorporeal from body is a thing 
impossible ; for what subtracts must touch what is 
subtracted, but the incorporeal is intangible and touch 
has been proved to be impossible c ; so that neither 
will the incorporeal ever be separated from body. 
And besides : what is separated from anything is, as 
it were, a part of that from which it is separated, but 
the incorporeal will not be a part o f the body.—Nor, 297 
again, can body be subtracted from body.d For if 
body is subtracted from body, either the equal is 
subtracted from the equal, or the unequal from the 
unequal; but the equal cannot be subtracted from 
the equal, as we shall show, nor the unequal from the 
unequal, as we shall explain ; therefore body is not 
subtracted from body. Now the equal will not be 298 
subtracted from the equal,—the cubit, for instance, 
from the cubit,—since such a thing is not subtraction 
but the complete removal of the obj ect. And besides 299

• Cf. §§ 258 ff.
“ With §§ 297-307 c/. P.H. iii. 85-88.
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έτι ήτοι άπό μενοντος τοϋ πήχεως ποιησόμεθα την 
άφαίρεσιν ή από μη μένοντος. και εί μεν άττο 
μένοντος, διπλασιάσομεν τον πήχυν άλλ* ούκ 
ελαττώσομεν πώς γάρ έτι πήχυς ύποκείσεται 6 
πήχυς πήχεως εξ αύτοΰ άφαιρεθέντος; εί δε από 
μη μενοντος, ούδεν άπαλείπομεν τό την άφαίρεσιν 
έπιδεξόμενον' από γάρ των μη οντων άμήχανόν τι 
άφαιρεθήναι. ώστε (τό )1 ίσον μεν από του Ισου ούκ

300 άφαιρεΐται. και μην ουδέ τό ανισον από τοϋ
άνίσου. εί γάρ τοΰτο, ήτοι τό μεΐζον από τοϋ 
ηττονος αφαιρεΐται, ώσπερ από παλαιστοΰ πήχυς, 
η από μείζονος τό ήττον, ώς τό παλαιστιαΐον από

301 τοϋ πηχυαίου. άλλα, τό μεν μεΐζον άπό τοϋ 
ηττονος ούκ αν άφαιρεθείη' δει γάρ τό άπό τίνος 
άφαιρούμενον περιέχεσθαι εν έκείνω τώ εξ ου η 
άφαίρεσις, εν δε τώ ηττονι ού περιέχεται τό μεΐζον. 
και διά τοΰτο, ώς ούκ εστιν άπό των πέντε 
άφαιρεΐν τά εξ (ού γάρ εμπεριέχεται τοΐς πέντε τά  
έξ), ούτως ούδέ άπό τοϋ ηττονος δυνατόν εστιν 
άφαιρεΐν τό μεΐζον· ού γάρ εμπεριέχεται τώ ηττονι 
τό μεΐζον. τοίννν ούκ άφαιρεΐται άπό τοϋ ηττονος

302 τό μεΐζον. καί μην ούδέ άπό τοϋ μείζονος 
τό ήττον. ώς γάρ ελέγομεν, δει τό άπό τίνος 
άφαιρούμενον έμπεριέχεσθαι τώ  έξ ού η άφαίρεσις. 
ούχΐ δέ γε τό έλαττον εμπεριέχεται τω  πλείονι· 
άκολουθήσει γάρ καί τό μεΐζον και τό πλεΐον έμ
περιέχεσθαι τώ ηττονι, άδύνατον δέ τοΰτο έδείκνυτο. 
ώστε ούδέ τό ήττον έμπερισχεθησεται τφ  μείζονι,

303 ούτωσί δ* ούδ' άφαιρεθήσεται. και οτι τώ οντι 
σώζεται τά τής άκολουθίας, σκοπώμεν επϊ τών

<τό> addo.
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we will make the subtraction from the cubit either 
while it remains or while it does not remain. And if 
we do so while it remains, we shall be doubling the 
cubit instead of diminishing i t ; for how will the cubit 
still be really a cubit after a cubit has been sub
tracted from it ? And if (the subtraction be made) 
while it does not remain, we are leaving nothing 
behind to submit to the subtraction ; for it is impos
sible for anything to be subtracted from non-existents.
So that the equal is not subtracted from the equal.— 
Nor, again, is the unequal subtracted from the un- 300 
equal. For if so, either the greater is subtracted 
from the less, as a cubit from a palm ; or the less from 
the greater, as that which is a palm in length from 
that which is a cubit in length. But the greater will 301 
not be subtracted from the less ; for that which is 
subtracted from anything must be included in the 
thing from which the subtraction takes place, but the 
greater is not included in the less. And because o f 
this, just as it is not possible to subtract six from five 
(for five does not include six), so too it is not possible 
to subtract the greater from the less ; for the greater 
is not included in the less. So then, the greater is 
not subtracted from the less.—Nor, again, is the less 302 
subtracted from the greater. For, as we have said, 
that which is subtracted from anything must be 
included in that from which the subtraction takes 
place. But the less is not included in the more ; for 
if so, it will follow that both the greater and the 
more are included in the less, and this was shown to 
be impossible. So that the less will not be included 
in the greater, and thus it will not be subtracted 
either. And that the rules of logical consistency are 303 
observed we may see from the examples given by
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τιθέμενων τοΐς άπορητικοΐς υποδειγμάτων, εϊ γάρ 
εν τοΐς εξ εμπεριέχεται τά πέντε ώς εν πλειονι 
έλάττονα, ανάγκη καν τοΐς πέντε περιέχεσθαι τα  
τέσσαρα ώς εν πλειονι έλάττονα, καν τοΐς τέσσαρσι 
τά τρία, καν τοΐς τρισί τά δυο, καν τοΐς δυσι τδ 
εν, καί διά τούτο έν τώ έξ αριθμώ περιέχεσθαι τά 
πέντε και τά τέσσαρα και τρία και δυο και εν,

304 άπερ έστι πεντεκαίδεκα. άλλ* ει έν τω έξ κατά 
τον ίδιον αύτοΰ λόγον έμπεριέχεται τά πεντεκαίδεκα 
κατ' ανάγκην τω  πέντε περισχεθησεται τά τέσσαρα 
καί τρία και δυο καί έν, άπερ έστι δέκα, καί δν 
τρόπον έν τοΐς πέντε περιέσχηται τά δέκα, οΰτω 
καν τοις τεσσαρσιν εσται τα τρία και ουο και εν, 
τουτέστι τά έξ, καί κατά το  άνάλογον έν τοΐς τρισι 
τά δυο καί το έν, άπερ έστίν άλλα τρία, καν τοΐς

305 λειπομένοις δυσι τδ  έν. ταυτη συντιθεμένων των 
έν τοΐς έξ αριθμών, φημί δε του πεντεκαίδεκα^ καί 
του δέκα καί του  έξ καί του  τρία, έτι καί του ενός, 
εσται ό έξ αριθμός περιεσχιηκώς τον τριάκοντα

30β πέντε αριθμόν. τουτου τ' έτι συγχωρηθέντος^ 
άπειράκις απείρων αριθμών περιληπτικός εσται ό 
έξ' πάλιν γάρ ό τριάκοντα πέντε τών ύποβεβηκό- 
των αριθμών εσται περιληπτικός, οΐον του τριά
κοντα τέσσαρα, καί οΰτος του  τριάκοντα τρία, καί 
οΰτος του τριάκοντα δυο, καί οΰτω καθ' ύπόβασιν

307 ^όχρις άπειρου. άλλ' εΐπερ ινα τ ι  τίνος 
άφαιρεθη, δει έμπεριέχεσθαι τδ  άφαιροΰμενον τψ 
έξ οΰ ή άφαίρεσις, δέδεικται δε οΰτε έν τω  ηττονι 
τό μεΐζον περιεχόμενον οΰτε έν τω  μείζονι τδ  
ελαττον, καί μην ουδέ έν τώ ΐσω τό ίσον (δει 
γάρ τό περιέχον μεΐζον είναι του περιεχομένου, 
τό δέ τινι ίσον οΰτε έλαττόν έστιν έκείνου οΰτε 
148
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the Doubters. Thus, if 5 is included in 6 as the less 
in the more, 4 also must necessarily be included in 
5, as the less in the more, and 8 in 4, and 2 in 3, 
and 1 in 2 ; and because o f this there are included 
in the number 6, 5 and 4 and 3 and 2 and 1, which 
make 15. But if in 6, according to its own proper 304 
definition, 15 is included, there will necessarily be 
contained in 5, 4 and 8 and 2 and 1, which make 10. 
And just as 10 is included in 5, so also 3 and 2 and 1, 
which make 6, will inhere in 4 ; and, by analogy,
2 and 1, which make another 3, in 3 ;  and in the 
2 that is still left, 1. Thus when the contents o f the 305 
6 numbers are added together—I mean the 15 and 
10 and 6 and 8, and also the 1, the number 6 will be 
found to include the number 85. And if this also 306 
is granted, the 6 will be capable of including num
bers that are infinite times infinite ; for the 35, 
again, will be inclusive of the subordinate numbers, 
such as 34, and this of 33, and this of 32, and so down
wards ad infinitum.—But if it is required, in order that 307 
one thing may be subtracted from another, that the 
thing subtracted should be included in that from 
which the subtraction is made, and it has been proved 
that neither is the greater included in the less nor the 
less in the greater, nor yet the equal in the equal 
(for what includes must be greater than what is 
included, but what is equal to a thing is neither less 
nor greater than the thing to which it is equal), then
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μεΐζον τοΰ ω ίσον εστι), ρητεον μηδέν μηδενός άφ- 
αιρεΐσθαι.

308 Και μην εΐ άφαιρεΐταί τι τίνος, ήτοι δλον από 
δλου άφαιρεΐταί η μέρος άπό μέρους η μέρος άπό 
δλου η ολον από μέρους· οΰτε δε ολον από όλου 
άφαιρεΐταί οΰτε μέρος άπό μέρους οΰτε ολον άπο

309 μέρους η μέρος άφ' ολου, ώς παραστησομεν · ούκ 
άρα άφαιρεΐταί τι τινός. το μεν ονν δλον άπο του 
ολου άφαιρεΐσθαι τελεως εστίν άδΰνατον ούδείς 
γάρ άπό πήχεως άφαιρεΐ πήχυν, ουδέ άπό κοτύλης 
κοτύλην, επεί το τοιοΰτον ούκ εσται τινός άφ~ 
αίρεσις άλλα ολοσχερής τοΰ υποκείμενου άναίρεσις.

310 αδιανόητον δε εστι καί τό δλον λεγειν άπό του 
μέρους άφαιρεΐσθαι. τό γάρ μέρος ήττάν εστι τοΰ 
δλου, καί τό δλον πλεΐόν εστι τοΰ μέρους· άπό δε 
τοΰ ήττονος λεγειν τό πλέον άφαιρεΐσθαι σφόδρα 
εστίν άπίθανον. ούδε γάρ νπέκειτο εν τω μερει 
τό δλον, ινα άπ* αύτοΰ λάβη την άφαίρεσιν, άλλ*

311 εν τω δλιρ τό μέρος. λείπεται οΰν τό πιθανώ- 
τερον είναι δοκοΰν, η τό μέρος άπό τοΰ δλου άφ- 
αιρεΐσθαι η τό μέρος άπό τοΰ μέρους, άλλα 
καί tout ο των άπορων ετΰγχανεν. σκοπωμεν δε 
τό λεγόμενον, ώς έθος τοΐς άπό της σκεφεως, επί

312 άριθμοΰ. ύποκείσθω γάρ δεκάς, καί άφαιρείσθω 
άπό ταΰτης μονάς. ούκοΰν η άφαιρουμενη μονάς 
ήτοι άπό της υποκείμενης δεκάδος άφαιρεΐταί η 
άπό της μετά την άρσιν απολειπόμενης εννεάδος· 
οΰτε άπό της εννεάδος δ« οΰτε άπό τής δεκάδος 
άφαιρεΐταί, ώς δείξομεν ούκ άρα άφαιρεΐταί της 
δεκάδος μονάς, ώ επεται τό μηδέν μηδενός άφ-

313 αιρεΐσθαι. εί γάρ άπό τής δεκάδος άφαιρεΐταί ή
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one must declare that nothing is subtracted from 
anything.

Moreover, if one thing is subtracted from another, 308 
either it is a whole that is subtracted from a whole, or 
a part from a part, or a part from a whole, or a whole 
from a part * ; but neither is a whole subtracted from 
a whole, nor a part from a part, nor a whole from a 
part, nor a part from a whole, as we shall establish ; 309 
therefore one thing is not subtracted from another. 
Now that a whole should be subtracted from the 
whole is perfectly impossible ; for no one subtracts a 
cubit from a cubit, nor a pint from a pint, since such 
an action will not be subtraction but the complete 
removal of the existing object. And it is also an 310 
inconceivable assertion that the whole is subtracted 
from the part; for the part is less than the whole, and 
the whole is more than the part; and to say that the 
more is subtracted from the less is extremely incred
ible. For the whole did not exist in the part, so as 
to enable it to undergo subtraction therefrom, but 
rather the part in the whole.—We are left, then, with 311 
what seems the more probable alternative, that either 
the part is subtracted from the whole or the part from 
the part. But this, too, is a thing not feasible. Let 
us consider the statement, as is the practice of the 
Sceptics, in the case of number. Thus, let a decad 312 
be assumed, and from it let a monad be subtracted. 
Then this subtracted monad is subtracted either from 
the existing decad or from the nine which remains 
after the subtraction ; but it is not subtracted either 
from the nine or from the decad, as we shall show ; 
therefore the monad is not subtracted from the 
decad; and from this follows that nothing is sub
tracted from anything. For if the monad is sub- 313

VOL. h i  f  151



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

μονάς, ήτοι έτερόν τ ί έστιν ή δεκάς παρά τάς κατά 
μ epos μονάδας, ή άθροισμδς των κατά μέρος 
μονάδων έστιν ή δ€κάς. άλλ’ ετέραν μεν των κατά 
μέρος μονάδων ούκ εΐκός είναι την δεκάδα· και 
γάρ άναφεθεισών αυτών σνναναιρεΐται και ύττοκει-

314 μενών πάρεστιν. εΐ δέ εν αύταΐς εστι ταΐς μονασιν 
ή δεκάς, πάντως εάν λέγω μεν από της δεκάδος 
άφαιρεΐσθαι την μονάδα, έπει η δεκάς ούδέν εστι 
παρά τάς μονάδας, όμολογήσομεν την μονάδα άφ* 
εκάστης μονάδος άφαιρεΐσθαι’ άλλα και άφ' έαυτής

315 διά το συν ταύτη νοεΐσθαι την δεκάδα, άπο πασης 
δέ μονάδος άφαιρουμένης και άφ’ έαυτής της μιας 
μονάδος έσται ή τής μιας μονάδος άρσις δεκάδος 
άρσις. άτοπον δέ εστι την τής μονάδος άρσιν 
δεκάδος λέγειν άρσιν ύπάρχειν. άτοπον αρα και 
από δεκάδος άξιοϋν άφαιρεΐσθαι μονάδα. και 
μην άπό τής περιλειπομένης εννεάδος ουκ αν 
ειποιμεν ταύτην άφαιρεΐσθαι. ει γάρ άπό ̂ της 
εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται ή μονάς, ούκ ώφειλε μετά την 
άρσιν αυτής ολόκληρος θεωρεΐσθαι ή έννεάς· τό 
γάρ άφ* οΰ τι άφαιρεΐται, ου μένει ολόκληρον μετά 
την άφαιρεσιν, έπει ούκ εσται γεγονυΐά τις άπ*

316 αύτοΰ άφαίρεσις. και άλλως, ει άπό τής περι- 
λειπομένης εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται ή μονάς, ήτοι απο 
όλης τής εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται τη άπό τής έσχατης 
μονάδος. ούτε δε άπό τής όλης εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται, 
έπει εσται, μη έτέρας οϋσης παρά τάς κατά μέρος 
μονάδας τής εννεάδος, ή μονάδος άρσις εννεάδος

317 άρσις, όπερ ήν άτοπον’ ούτε άπό τής έσχατης 
μονάδος, έπει πρώτον μεν άμερης και αδιαίρετό? 
έστιν ή μονάς, έπειτα πώς ολόκληρος απολείπεται ή
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tracted from the decad, either the decad is something 
other than the individual monads, or the decad is the 
sum total of the individual monads. But it is not 
likely that the decad is other than the individual 
monads ; for it disappears when they disappear, 
and when they exist it too is present. And if 314 
the decad consists of the monads themselves, if we 
say that the monad is subtracted from the decad, 
we shall certainly agree that the monad is sub
tracted from each monad, since the decad is nothing 
else than its monads ; and also that it is sub
tracted from itself, because the decad is conceived 
as including this monad. But if the single monad 315 
is subtracted from each monad and from itself, the 
removal of the single monad is the removal of the 
decad. But it is absurd to say that the removal of 
the monad is the removal of the decad. Therefore 
it is also absurd to maintain that the monad is sub
tracted from the decad.—Nor yet shall we say that 
the monad is subtracted from the remaining nine.
For if the monad is subtracted from the nine, after 
its removal the nine ought not to be found complete ; 
for that from which something is subtracted does not 
remain complete after the subtraction, since other
wise no subtraction will have been made from it. And 316 
besides—if the monad is subtracted from the remain
ing nine, it is subtracted either from the whole nine 
or from its last monad. But it is not subtracted from 
the whole nine, since then—as the nine is nothing 
else than its individual monads—the removal of the 
monad is the removal of the nine, which is absurd ; 
nor is it subtracted from the last monad since, firstly, 317 
the monad is without parts and indivisible ; and, 
further, how is the nine left complete and not
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εννεάς, άλλ* ού (μειοΰται)1 τταρά μονάδα; εί δε 
μήτε άπό της δεκάδος αίρεται μονάς μήτε απο της 
περιλειπομενης εννεά8ος, παρά δε ταϋτα ονδεν 
εστι τρίτον επινοεΐσθαι, λεκτεον μη άφαιρεΐσθαι

318 τη? δεκάδος μονάδα. προς τούτοις, ει απο 
της δεκάδος αίρεται μονας, ήτοι από μενούσης ετι 
της δεκάδος αίρεται η μονας η από μη μενονσης* 
ούτε δε από μη μενονσης αίρεται ποτέ μονας ούτε 
από μενονσης* παρά δε το εΐναι και μη είναι ονδεν 
εστιν· ονκ άρα άφαιρεΐται από της δεκάδος μονας.

319 άπό μεν οΰν μενονσης της δεκάδος αύτόθεν φαίνεται 
μη άφαιρεΐσθαι ή μονάς· εφ* όσον γάρ μενει δεκας, 
ονδεν άφαιρεΐται άπ’ αντης. άπό δε μη μενονσης 
πάλιν άφαιρεΐσθαι άτοπον άπό γάρ τοΰ μη δντος 
ονδε άφαιρεθηναί τι δύναται. ονκ άρα άφαιρεΐται

320 Τί τινός. 6 δε αιιτός λόγος και περί της επι2 
των μετρητών άφαιρεσεως, οΐον της άπό χοεως 
άφαιρονμενης κοτύλης η τον άπό πηχεως αφαιρον- 
μενον παλαιστοΰ. η γάρ άπό δλον τοΰ χοεως 
ρητεον γίνεσθαι την άφαίρεσιν η άπό μέρους, και 
ήτοι άπό μενοντος η μη μενοντος · απ’ ούδενός δε 
τούτων, ώς παρεστησαμεν· τοίννν ονδε τούτη 
άφαιρεΐται τι τινός.

321 ’Αλλ’ δτι μεν ονδεν εστιν άφαίρεσις, εκ τούτων 
συμφανες· δτι δε ονδε προστίθεται τι τινί, παρα- 
κειμενως διδάσκωμεν. υποκείμενον τοίννν πηχυ- 
αίον σώματος και προστιθέμενον τούτω πάλαι-

1 <μ* ιονται>  add. Riistow.
* in i Heintz: ano mss., Bekk.
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(diminished) by one ? But if the one is taken neither 
from the ten nor from the remaining nine, and besides 
these no third possibility can be conceived, one must 
declare that the one is not subtracted from the ten.— 
Furthermore, if the one is taken from the ten, the one 318 
is taken away either while the ten is still remaining or 
while it is not remaining ; but the one is never taken 
away from it either while it remains or while it does 
not remain ; but there is no other alternative besides 
existence or non-existence ; therefore the one is not 
subtracted from the ten. Now that the one is not 319 
subtracted from the ten whilst it remains is at once 
apparent; for in so far as the ten remains, nothing 
is subtracted from it. And that it should be sub
tracted from it whilst it does not remain is also 
absurd. For nothing can be subtracted from the non
existent. Therefore, one thing is not subtracted 
from another.—And the same argument applies also 320 
to subtraction in the case of things measured,—for 
example, the subtraction of a cup from a gallon,® or 
the subtraction of a palm from a cubit. For we must 
say that the subtraction is made either from the whole 
pint or from a part of it, and either whilst it remains 
or whilst it does not remain ; but it is made from none 
of these, as we have shown; neither, then, in this way 
is one thing taken from another.

So then, it is quite evident from these arguments 321 
that subtraction is nothing ; and in the next place 
let us demonstrate that neither is one thing added to 
another.6 Let us suppose, then, a body of a cubit’s 
length, and added to this one of a palm’s length, so
the χοΰς ( “  gallon ” ) was 12 κοτιίλαι, about f  gallon. A  
“  cubit ”  contained 6 “  palms ”  of about 3 inches each.

* With §§ 321-327 of. P.H. iii. 94-96.
155



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

στιαίου ώστε επταπάλαιστον γίνεσθαι τό εκ τοΰ 
υποκείμενου καί της προσθεσεως άποτελεσθεν, 
ζητώ [εν]1 τίνι ποτέ γεγονεν η τοΰ παλαιστοΰ

322 πρόσθεσις; ήτοι γαρ αντω προστεθειται 6 παλαι
στής η τώ προϋποκειμενω πήχει η τώ εξ άμφο
τερων άποτελεσθεντι επταπαλαίστω μεγεθει' ούτε 
δε αντω προστίθεται ό παλαιστής οΰτε τώ προϋπο- 
κειμενω πήχει ούτε τώ  εξ άμφοτερων άποτελε- 
σθεντι μεγεθει, φημϊ δε εκ τε τοΰ προϋποκειμενον 
πήχεως καί της προσθεσεως' ούκ άρα προστίθεται

323 τι τινί. εαυτό) μεν οΰν ούκ αν προστεθείη ό 
παλαιστής· μη ών γαρ ετερος εαυτόν, καί μη 
διπλασιάζων εαυτόν κατα την πρόσθεσιν, ούκ άν 
εαυτώ προστεθείη. εί δε τώ  ύποκειμενω πήχει 
προστίθεται, πώς παντί προστιθέμενος ού παρ- 
ισάζεται αυτώ καί δυο ποιεί πήχεις, ώστε τό μεν 
μεΐζον ήττον γίγνεσθαι τό δέ ήττον μεΐζον; ει 
γαρ εξισοΰται τή προσθεσει 6 παλαιστής τώ  
πήχει καί ό πήχυς τώ παλαιστή, ό μεν πήχυς 
ήττονι ισαζόμενος μείζων καθεστώς ήττων γενή- 
σεται, 6 δέ παλαιστής μικρός ών καί τφ

324 ισαζόμενος μείζων καταστήσεται. αλλ* ει 
εαυτώ προστίθεται ό παλαιστής μήτε τφ  προ- 
ϋποκειμενω πήχει, λείπεται λεγειν αυτόν τφ  εξ 
άμφοτερων άποτελονμενω επταπαλαίστω μεγεθει 
7τροστίθεσθαι. δ πάλιν εστίν άλογώτατον τό γάρ 
πρόσθεσιν επιδεχόμενον προϋποκεισθαι δει της 
προσθεσεως, ούχί δέ τό γινόμενον εξ αυτών προ- 
ϋπόκειται αυτών, ούκ άρα τώ  γινομενω εκ τε της 
προσθεσεως καί εκ τοΰ προόντος προστίθεται τό

325 προστιθέμενον, διαφέρει γε μήν ή πρόσθεσις τοΰ 
γινομένου εξ αύτης, καί διαφωνεί τοΐς χρόνοις 
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that the body formed of the original body and the 
addition is of seven palms’ length—to what, I ask, is 
the addition of the palm made ? For the palm is 322 
added either to itself or to the originally existing 
cubit or to the magnitude of seven palms composed 
of both ; but the palm is not added either to itself 
or to the original cubit or to the magnitude composed 
of both,—I mean, of both the pre-existing cubit and 
the addition. Therefore one thing is not added to 
another. Now the palm will not be added to itself; 323 
for as it is not other than itself, and does not double 
itself owing to the addition, it will not be added to 
itself. And if it is added to the original cubit, how 
is it that, when it is added to all of it, it does not equal 
it and make two cubits, so that the greater becomes 
less and the less greater ? For if by the addition the 
palm is made equal to the cubit and the cubit to the 
palm, the cubit, which is the greater, by being made 
equal to the less will become less, whereas the palm, 
which is small, by being made equal to the cubit will 
come to be larger. But if the palm is not added to 324 
itself nor to the pre-existing cubit, it is only left to 
us to say that it is added to the magnitude of seven 
palms composed of both. But this, again, is most 
irrational; for that which receives the addition must 
be in existence before the addition, but that which 
comes into existence from them is not in existence 
before them. Therefore, what is added is not added 
to what comes into existence from both the addition 
and what previously existed. Moreover, the addition 325 
differs from that which results from it and does not

1 [ev] seel. Heintz.
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εκεivtp· οτε μεν γάρ γίνεται ή πρόσθεσις, οϋττω 
το γινόμενον εστιν εξ αυτών, οτε 8ε εστι τό 
γεγονός εξ αυτών, ούκετι εσται πρόσθεσις. ώστε 
ουδέ τφ  γινομενω εκ τής ιτροσθεσεως και του 
προϋπο κείμενου ιτήχεως προστίθεται 6 παλαι
στής. άλλ* επει τό προστιθέμενον πάλιν ούτε αυτό 
εαυτώ προστίθεται οΰτε τίρ προϋποκειμενω ούτε 
τώ εξ άμφοτερων, ουδέ την αρχήν προστίθεται 
τινι.

326 “Έ νεση δε και περί αριθμών την αυτήν κινεΐν 
απορίαν, υποκείμενης γάρ τετράδος και προσ
τιθέμενης ταΰτη μονάδος σκεπτεον τίνι γίνεται 
η πρόσθεσις. ή γάρ εαυτη προστίθεται ή μονάς 
η τη τετράδι ή τή εξ άμφοτερων άποτελουμενη 
πεντάδι. οΰτε δε εαυτη προστίθεται διά τό τό 
μεν προστιθέμενόν τινι ετερον είναι εκείνου του ώ 
προστίθεται, την δε μονάδα μη έτεραν είναι εαυτης, 
και διά τό μηδε εαυτην διπλασιάζειν, δυάδα γινο-

327 μενην, οΰτε τη τετράδι διά τό μη Ισάζεσθαι αυτή 
μηδε διπλασιάζειν αυτήν τό γάρ όλη τετράδι 
προστιθέμενον, μη ετερα οΰση τών κατά μέρος 
τεσσάρων μονάδων, τετράς εστιν. και μην ουδέ 
τη εξ αυτής και της τετράδος άποτελουμενη πεν
τάδι διά τό μη προϋποκεΐσθαι τής ττροσθεσεως την 
πεντάδα και άεί ποτέ οφείλειν τό προστιθέμενον 
προϋποκειμενω τινι προστίθεσθαι. ούκ άρα προσ
τίθεται τι τινι.

328 *Αλλ* εί μήτε άφαιρεΐταί τι τινός, ώς ύποδεδει- 
κται, μήτε προστίθεται τι τινι, ώς παρεμυθησάμεθα, 
φανερόν ώς ουδέ μετατίθεται τι άπό τίνος* ήν γάρ

329 ή μετάθεσις τοΰ μεν άρσις του δε πρόσθεσις. μή 
οντιυν δε τούτων ουδέ το πάσχαν οφείλει είναι 
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coincide with it in time ; for when the addition is 
being made, what results from them is not as yet 
existent, and when what has resulted from them 
exists, the addition will exist no longer. So that the 
palm is not added to what results from the addition 
and the pre-existing cubit. But since, once more, 
what is added is not added either to itself or to the 
pre-existing object or to the sum of them both, it is 
not added to anything at all.

With regard to numbers also it is possible to raise 326 
the same difficulty. For if four be set down and one 
be added to it, to what, we may inquirers the addition 
made ? For the one is added either to itself, or to 
the four, or to the five which is made up of the sum 
of both. But it is not added to itself, because what 
is added to anything is other than the thing whereto 
it is added, but the one is not other than itself; and 
also because it does not double itself by becoming two.
Nor is it added to the four, because of its not equalling 327 
it or doubling it; for what is added to the whole four, 
which does not differ from its four individual ones, is 
a four. Nor, again, is it added to the five which is 
made up of itself and the four, because the five is not 
in existence before the addition, and what is added 
must always be added to something which pre-exists. 
Therefore, nothing is added to anything.

But if nothing is subtracted from anything, as has 328 
been demonstrated, nor anything added to anything, 
as we have shown, it is also evident that nothing is 
transposed from anything a ; for transposition con
sists in the subtraction of one thing and the addition 
of another. And if these are non-existent, what is 329 
affected must also be non-existent, inasmuch as

• With §§ 328-329 cf. P.H. iii. 97.
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ειπερ fjv κατά τινα τούτων των τρόπων το πάσχαν’ 
άλλως γάρ ούκ άν τις ύπινοήσ€ΐ€ δυνάμενόν τι 
πάσχαν ει μη κατά τούτους τους τρόπους.

330 Σιυνηπται δύ πως τη ττερι τούτου απορία και η 
περί του όλου ότι δύ τοΰ μύρους ζητησις, εττείπερ 
και η άφαίρβσις μύρους τίνος από όλου Βοκέΐ 
άφαίρεσις είναι και η πρόσ0€σις όλου πάλιν 
ύπάρχα πρόσθζσις. όθεν α  δ€ΐχθάη ότι άπορός 
ύστιν ο 7τ€ρϊ τοΰ όλου καί τοΰ μύρους λόγος, 
ύπιδαχθήσ^ται μάλλον τά πepl της προσθύσ^ως 
και άφαιρύσ€ως πάσχοντός τε και δρώντος προ- 
ηπορημύνα. το  δ’ ότι ούκ ίύχΐρύς ύστι λύγαν τι 
τό1 όλον ύστι και τί το μύρος, ακολούθως διδάσκω- 
μ€ν.

ΠΕΡΙ ΟΛΟΤ ΚΑΙ ΜΕΡΟΪΣ

331 'Η  περί τοΰ όλου σκύφις αναγκαία ύστι τοΐς μύν 
φυσικοΐς, ύπα άτοπον καθύστηκ€ τούτους ττερι τοΰ 
ολου και τοΰ παντός ύπαγγελλομύνους τό άληθύς 
ύρ€Ϊν μη ειδείναι τί ποτύ ύστι τό όλον και τινα τά  
μύρη, τοΐς Be σκ€πτικοΐς προς ύλεγχον της των

332 δογματικών προπετ€ίας. και δη οι μύν από της 
στοάς φιλόσοφοι διαφύραν ύπολαμβάνουσι τό όλον 
καί τό παν' όλον μύν γάρ elvai λύγουσι τον κόσμον, 
παν δύ τό συν τω κόσμω ύξωθεν κενόν, και διά 
τοΰτο τό μύν όλον π€π€ρασμύνον elvai, π€πύρασται 
γάρ 6 κόσμος, τό δε παν άπ€ΐρον, τοιοΰτον γάρ τό

333 ύκτός τοΰ κόσμου κενόν. ο δε Επίκουρος άδια- 
φόρως την τε των σωμάτων και την τοΰ κενοΰ 
φύσιν όλον τε και παν προσαγορεύίΐν ειω^εν ότύ 
μύν γάρ φησιν ότι ή των όλων φύσις σώματά ύστι

1 το Mutsch. s re mss., Bekk.
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affection occurs in some one o f these ways.® For no 
one could conceive o f any affection possibly taking 
place otherwise than in one of these ways.

Connected with the difficulty concerning this 330 
matter is that concerning the Whole, and also the 
problem of the Part, since subtraction seems to be 
the subtraction o f a part from a whole, and addition, 
again, is the addition of a whole. Hence, if it should 
be proved that the account given of the whole and 
the part is doubtful, the difficulties previously raised 
regarding addition and subtraction, and the passive 
and the active, will be brought out still more clearly. 
And that it is not easy to define the whole and the 
part it will be our next task to demonstrate.

Concerning W hole and P art

The investigation of the Whole is necessary for the 331 
Physicists, since it is absurd that they, while profess
ing to tell the truth about the Whole and the All, 
should not know how to define what the Whole is and 
what the parts are ; and also for the Sceptics, as 
a means o f convicting the Dogmatists o f rashness. 
Now the philosophers of the Stoic school suppose that 332 
“  the Whole ”  differs from “  the All ”  ; for they say 
that the Whole is the Cosmos, whereas the All is the 
external void together with the Cosmos, and on this 
account the Whole is limited (for the Cosmos is 
limited) but the All unlimited (for the void outside 
the Cosmos is so). But Epicurus usually gives the 333 
name of both Whole and All indifferently both to 
the nature of bodies and to that of void ; for at one 
time he says that “  the nature of the Whole o f things

e For further discussion of “  affection,”  or “  the passive,” 
see §§ 267 ff., P.H. iii. 38.
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και κενόν, ore δέ on  to nay κατ' άμφότ€ρα 
άπειρόν can, κατά re σώματα και το Kevov, τουτ- 
έστι κατά re το πλήθος των σωμάτων και κατά 
το μέγεθος τοΰ Kevov, άντιπαρηκουσών άλλήλαις

334 των καθ' έκάτερον απειριών. οι Se φάμενοι μηδ' 
δλως είναι κενόν, ώς οι εκ τοΰ περιπάτου, το δλον 
καί το παν των σωμάτων μόνον, ούχί Se καί τοΰ

335 κενοΰ έπικατηγοροΰσιν. γέγονε Se τις διά- 
στασις βραχεία καί περί τοΰ μέρους. Επίκουρος 
μεν γάρ έτερον ηζίου τυγχάνειν το μέρος τοΰ δλου, 
καθάπερ την άτομον τοΰ συγκρίματος, εΐγε εκείνη 
μεν άποιός έστι, το δε σύγκριμα πεποίωται, ήτοι 
λευκόν η μέλαν η κοινώς κεχρωσμένον καί ήτοι

336 θερμόν η ψυχρόν η άλλην τινά εχον ποιότητα, οί 
δέ στωικοί ούτε έτερον τοΰ δλου το μέρος ούτε τό 
αυτό φασιν ΰπάρχειν· η γάρ χειρ ούτε η αυτή τφ  
άνθρώπω εστίν, ού γάρ εστιν άνθρωπος, ούτε 
ετέρα παρά τον άνθρωπον, συν αυτή γάρ ό άν-

337 θρωπος νοείται άνθρωπος. 6 δε Αίνησίδήμος κατά 
'Ηράκλειτον και έτερόν φησι τό μέρος τοΰ δλου 
καί ταύτόν η γάρ ουσία καί δλη έστί καί μέρος, 
δλη μεν κατά τον κόσμον, μέρος δέ κατά την τοΰδε 
τοΰ ζώου φυσιν. τό δέ μόριον καί αυτό λέγεται 
δίχως, καί ότέ μέν ώς διαφέρον τοΰ Ιδίως νοου- 
μένου μέρους, καθά φασιν αυτό μέρος μέρους είναι, 
καθάπερ δάκτυλον μέν της χειρός οδς δέ της κεφα
λής, ότέ δ* ώς μη δια φέρον αλλά μέρος δν τοΰ δλου, 
καθό τινές φασι κοινώς μόριον είναι τό συμπληρω-

338 τικόν τοΰ δλου. προδιηρθρωμένων δέ τούτων [και 
του δλου κατά την τών μερών συμπληρωσιν νοου- 
μένου],1 χωρώμεν λοιπόν επί την σκέφιν,

1 [και . . . νοούμενου] seel. Heintz.
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is bodies and void,”  and at another time that “  the All 
is unlimited in both respects, in respect o f both 
bodies and void,—that is, both in respect o f the 
number of the bodies and in respect o f the extent of 
the void, the infinity of the one matching that of the 
other.”  And those who totally deny the existence 334 
of void, such as the Peripatetics, predicate Whole and 
All only o f the bodies and not o f the void.—There 335 
exists also some small dispute about the Part. For 
Epicurus maintained that the part is other than the 
Whole, as the atom is other than the compound, since 
the former is devoid of quality whereas the compound 
has qualities, being either white or black or, generally, 
coloured, and either hot or cold or possessed o f some 
other quality. But the Stoics assert that the part is 336 
neither other than the Whole nor the same ; for the 
hand is neither the same as the man (for it is not a 
man) nor other than the man (for it is included in the 
conception of the man as man). And Aenesidemus, 337 
“ according to Heracleitus,” ® says that the part is 
both other than the whole and the same ; for sub
stance is both whole and part, whole in the Universe, 
but part in the nature of this particular animal. And 
“  particle ”  itself is used in two senses, at one time 
as different from the separately conceived part—in 
which sense they speak of it as a part o f a part, as the 
finger of the hand and the ear of the head—and at 
another time as not different, but as being a part o f 
the whole, in which sense some say generally that “  a 
particle is that which helps to fill up the whole.”  And 338 
now that these distinctions have been drawn [and the 
whole conceived as a result o f the filling up by the 
parts], let us next proceed to our investigation.

• Cf. P.H. i. 210 { Introd. Vol. I. pp. xxxviii f.
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Ei7τερ οΰν Ιστι τι ολον, otov άνθρωπος ίππος 
φυτόν ναΰς (ταΰτα γάρ όλων ονόματα), ήτοι έτερόν 
εστι των μερών αύτοϋ και κατ ιδίαν νπόστασιν 
και ουσίαν νο€ΐται, ή τό άθροισμα των μερών

339 λέγεται τυγχάνειν ολον. άλλ* έτερον μεν των 
μερών ούκ άν εΐη τό ολον, ούτε κατ ενέργειαν 
οΰτε κατά νόησιν. καί κατ* ενέργειαν μεν, επεϊ 
εϊπερ έτερον ήν και κεχωρισμένον τών μερών τό 
ολον, έχρήν αναιρούμενων τών μερών ύπομένον 
θεωρεΐσθαι τό ολον* τοσοΰτον δε απέχει του 
πάντων τών μερών άναιρουμένων, οΐον τοΰ άν- 
δριέντος, μένειν τό ολον, ώς καν εν μόνον μέρος 
άναιρεθή, μηκέτι θεωρεΐσθαι τό ολον υποκείμενον

340 ώς ολον. κατά δε νόησιν, δτι ολον νοείται ου 
ούδέν άπεστι μέρος, και διά τούτο, εί έτερόν έστι 
τών μερών τό ολον, πέντ εσται άπόντα τά μέρη 
του όλου, καί ούτως ούκέτι εσται τό ολον. 
άλλως τε τό ολον τών πρός τι εστίν ώς γάρ προς 
τά μέρη νοείται ολον, καί ον τρόπον τό μέρος τινός 
εστι μέρος, ουτω καί τό ολον εκ τινων μερών 
εστίν ολον. τά  δε πρός τι συννπέρχειν άλλήλοις 
δει καί αχώριστα τυγχένειν άλλήλων. ούκ άρα 
έτερόν εστι τών μερών τό ολον, ουδέ κεχώρισται

341 αυτών. λείπεται άρα λέγειν τά μέρη είναι τό 
ολον. άλλ* εί τά μέρη εστίν ολον, ήτοι πέντα τά 
μέρη εστίν ολον ή τινά τών μερών ή τι τούτων, 
καί τι μεν τών μερών ούκ άν είη ολον ου γάρ δη γε 
η κεφαλή τάνθρώπου όλος εστίν άνθρωπος, ούδέ

342 ο τράχηλος ή ή χειρ ή άλλο τι τών τοιούτων. καί 
μην ούδέ τινά τών μερών εσται τδ ολον. πρώτον 
μεν γάρ εΐ τινα τών μερών ολον εστι, τά λειπόμενα

β With §§ 338-349 cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 98-101.
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If, then, there exists any whole,—such as man, 
horse, plant, ship (for these are names of wholes),— 
either it is other than its parts and is conceived 
according to its own separate reality and substance, 
or the sum of the parts is said to be the whole.® But 339 
the whole will not be other than its parts, either in 
its sensible appearance or in its conception. Not in 
appearance, since, if the whole were other than its 
parts and separate, when the parts are removed the 
whole ought to be found still remaining ; but so far 
is it from true that when all the parts (say, of a 
statue) are removed the whole remains that even 
when but one part only is removed the whole is no 
longer found to subsist as a whole. Nor yet in its 340 
conception, because the whole is conceived as that 
from which no part is missing. And because of this, 
if the whole is other than its parts, all the parts will 
be missing from the whole, and thus the whole will 
no longer exist.—And again,—the whole is a relative 
thing, for it is in relation to its parts that it is con
ceived as a whole, and just as the part is a part of 
something, so also the whole is a whole made up of 
certain parts. But relatives must co-exist with each 
other and be inseparable from each other. The whole, 
therefore, is not other than its parts nor separate 
therefrom.—It only remains for us, then, to say that 341 
the parts are the whole. But if the parts are the whole, 
either all the parts are the whole, or a certain number 
of the parts, or some one of them. Now some one of 
the parts will not be the whole ; for, assuredly, the 
head of the man is not the whole man, nor yet his 
neck or his hand or any other such member. Nor, 342 
again, will the whole be a certain number of the 
parts. For, firstly, if certain of the parts are the
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ούκ έσται τοΰ δλον μέρη, δπερ άτοπον. εΐτa και 
περιτραπησεται ή νόησις του ολου. εί γάρ τινα 
τών μερών δλον εστι, φεΰδός εστι το δτι δλον 
εστιν οΰ μηδέν άπεστι των μερών τινα γάρ άπεστιν.

343 ώστε ούτε τι μέρος δλον εστιν ούτε τινα μέρη, εΐ 
oe παντα τα μέρη το ολον €στιν, και ovoev εστι 
το δλον εΐ μη το άθροισμά τών μερών, ούτε έσται 
δλον ούτε τα μέρη γενησεται μέρη, ώς γαρ ονδεν 
έστι διάστημα παρά τα διεστηκότα, ούδε δόκωσις 
παρά τάς πως διακειμένας δοκούς, ούδε πυγμή 
παρά την πως εσχηματισμένην χεΐρα, ούτως {ε ΐ}1 
ονδεν εσται ολον παρα το άθροισμά τών μερών,

344 ούδε2 τά μέρη γενησεται μέρη, και πάλιν, δν τρόπον 
δεξιόν μη οντος ούδε αριστερόν εστι και του άνω 
μη νοουμένου ούδε τό κάτω νοείται, τον αύτόν 
τρόπον εί μη εστι τό δλον, οντε τά μέρη νοείται

345 μέρη οντε μέρη τινά υπάρξει. έστω δέ και 
πάντα τά μέρη δλον είναι, άλλα ζητητέον τε τίνος 
έσται ταΰτα συμπληρωτικά, δλον (η }3 άλληλων η 
εαυτών; οντε δε τοΰ δλον εστι μέρη οντε άλληλων 
οντε εαυτών, ώς παραστησομεν· ονκ άρα τινός 
εστι μέρη, δλον μεν οΰν ούκ άν εϊη μέρη' τό γάρ 
δλον ούδέν εστι παρά ταΰτα, άλλ* αυτά ταΰτα

346 λέγεται είναι δλον. ούδε μην άλληλων γενησεται 
μέρη, τά γάρ τίνος μέρη εμπεριέχεται τοις ών 
εστι μέρη, οΐον άνθρώπω μεν ή χειρ χειρι δ« ο 
δάκτυλος, τά δε μέρη τοΰ ανθρώπου κατ Ιδίαν 
νφέστηκε και ούκ εμπεριέχεται άλληλοις· οντε γάρ 
ή αριστερά χειρ την δεξιάν σνμπληροΐ ούτε η δεξιά

1 <«ί> add. Ν, Mutsch.
* ουδέ Mutsch.: οΰτε mss. (οντε . . . μέρη om. Bekk.).

* <η> addo.
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whole, the rest will not be parts of the whole, which 
is absurd. And, secondly, the conception of the 
whole will be overthrown. For if certain of the parts 
are the whole, it is false to say that the whole is that 
from which none of the parts are missing ; for some 
are missing. So that neither some one part nor 
certain of the parts are the whole. And if all the 343 
parts are the whole, and the whole is nothing else 
than the sum of the parts, neither will it be a whole 
nor will the parts be parts. For just as separation is 
nothing apart from the things separated, or raftering 
apart from the rafters arranged in a certain way, or 
the fist apart from the hand held in a certain position, 
so too if the whole is nothing more than the sum of 
the parts, the parts will not be parts. And again, 344 
just as, when “ right ” does not exist, “ left ” also is 
non-existent, and when “ above ” is not conceived 
neither is “ below ” conceived, in the same way, if 
the whole does not exist, the parts are not conceived 
nor will any parts exist.—But let it be granted that 345 
all the parts are the whole, still we must inquire what 
it is that these are to complete—is it the whole, or 
one another, or themselves ? But they are not parts 
either of the whole or of one another or of themselves, 
as we shall establish ; therefore, they are not parts of 
anything. Now they will not be parts of the whole ; 
for the whole is nothing more than the parts, and they 
themselves are said to be the whole. Nor yet will they 346 
be parts of one another. For the parts of anything 
are included in the things whereof they are parts,—as, 
for instance, the hand in the man and the finger in the 
hand,—but the parts of the man subsist separately 
and are not included in one another; for the left hand 
does not complete the right, nor the right the left, nor
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τήν αριστερόν, οΰχ 6 άντίχεφ τον λιχανον, οΰχ aι 
χεΐρες την κεφαλήν, άλλ’ ίδιοι/ τόπον έκαστον τον-

347 τω ν  άπείληφεν. ουδέ άλλήλων οΰν μέρη εστι τα 
μέρη, καί μην ουδέ εαυτών* άμήχανον γάρ εαυτόν 
τι μέρος ύπάρχειν. el οΰν μήτε έτερόν εστι των 
μερών το δλον μήτε αυτά τα μέρη εστίν δλον,

348 ούδέν εστι τδ δλον. καί πάλιν τδ μέρος, οΐον 
ή κεφαλή, λέγεται τον δλον άνθρωπον συμπληροΰν 
καί ανθρώπου μέρος είναι· θεωρείται δε γε δ 
άνθρωπος συν τη κεφαλή άνθρωπος· και έαυτήν 
άρα συμπληροΐ ή κεφαλή, καί εαυτής γίνεται 
μέρος, διά δε τοΰτο καί μείζων εστίν εαυτής καί 
έλάσσων ή μεν γάρ συμπεπληρωμενη νοείται νφ* 
εαυτής, μείζων εστίν αυτής, ή δε συμπληροΰσα,

349 έλάττων. ή δε αυτή απορία καί επί φυτοΰ καί 
επί πήχεως καί κοινώς τών άλλων απάντων ών 
επικατηγορεΐται τδ δλον έπεί γάρ δ παλαιστής 
μέρος πήχεως νοείται (συν γάρ τώ παλαιστή καί δ 
πήχυς νοείται πήχυς), καί έαυτοΰ συμπληρωτικός 
εστιν δ παλαιστής καί μέρος έαυτοΰ. δπερ άτοπον 
καί σχεδόν παρά τάς κοινάς έννοιας.

350 "Απτεται δε ή απορία καί τών τοΰ λόγου μερών, 
επί γάρ τοΰ τοιουτου στίχου,

μήνιν άειδε θεά ϊίηληιάδεω Άχιλήος,

ζητητέον το μήνιν καί το άειδε καί τδ θεά καί το 
ΥΙηληιάδεω καί προς τουτοις τδ * Αχιλήος, τίνος 
εστι μέρη, ήτοι γάρ δλος δ στίχος άλλο τι εστι 
τών μερών τούτων, ή τδ άθροισμα αυτών δ στίχος 
εστίν. καί επακτέον τάς κειμένας απορίας, το 
μήνιν εί μεν τοΰ δλου στίχου μέρος εστι, και
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the thumb the forefinger, nor the hands the head, but 
each of these has its own separate place. So then the 347 
parts are not parts of one another. Nor yet of them
selves ; for it is impossible for anything to be a part 
of itself. If, then, the whole is not other than the 
parts, and the parts themselves are not the whole, 
the whole is nothing.—And again, the part (such as 348 
the head) is said to complete the whole man and be a 
part of the man: and the man is certainly viewed as 
a man with head included; and therefore the head 
completes itself and is a part of itself. And because 
of this it is both greater and less than itself; for in 
so far as it is conceived as completed by itself it is 
greater than itself, but in so far as it completes, less. 
And there is the same difficulty in the case of the 349 
plant and the cubit and, in general, of all the other 
things of which the term “ whole ” is predicated; for 
since the palm α is conceived as part of the cubit (for 
it is with the inclusion of the palm that the cubit is 
conceived as a cubit), the palm both serves to com
plete itself and is a part of itself. But this is absurd 
and contrary, one may say, to our common notions.

This difficulty applies also to the parts of speech. 350 
For in a line like this—

Sing, O goddess, the wrath of the son of Peleus, Achilles,6—
one must inquire about the words “ wrath ” and 
“ sing ” and “ goddess ” and “ son of Peleus ” and 
also “ Achilles,” of what are they parts ? For either 
the whole line is something other than these parts, or 
the sum of them is the line. But here one must bring 
up the difficulties already stated. If the word 
“ wrath ” is a part of the whole line, it will also be

• Cf. § 331. * Homer, II. L 1.
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εαυτού γενησεται μέρος' συν aυτώ γαρ ενοεΐτο
351 καί δλος 6 στίχος' εί δέ τοΰ λοιποΰ τοΰ  “  αειδε 

Θεά ΙΙηληιάδεω Ά χιλήος,”  πώς ου μείζων άνα- 
κυφει απορία; το γάρ τίνος μέρος εμπεριέχεται 
τώ  οΰ έστι μέρος, τό  8έ μήνιν ούκ εμπεριέχεται 
τώ  “  αειδε θεά ΙΙηληιάδεω Ά χιλήος” ' ούκ άρα 
μέρος έστι το μήνιν τοΰ δλου στίχου.

352 Τοιούτων δε ήπορημένων κατά τον τόπον 
είώθασιν οι δογματικοί, μικράν αναπνοήν πορί- 
ζοντες αύτοΐς, λέγειν ότι το  μέν έκτος υποκείμενον 
καί αισθητόν οϋτε δλον έστίν ούτε μέρος, ημείς δέ 
έσμεν οι εκείνου τό  τε δλον καί τό μέρος επι-

353 κατηγοροΰντες. ήν γάρ τό δλον των προς τι' ώς 
γάρ προς τά μέρη ένοεΐτο τό δλον. καί πάλιν τά  
μέρη των προς τγ ώς γάρ προς τό δλον νοείται τά  
μέρη, τά δέ προς τι έν συμμνημονεύσει έστίν 
ήμετέρα, ή δέ ήμετέρα συμμνημόνευσίς έστιν έν 
ήμΐν' τό ούν δλον καί τό μέρος έστίν έν ήμΐν. τό 
δέ έκτος υποκείμενον αισθητόν οϋτε δλον έστίν 
ούτε μέρος, αλλά πράγμα οΰ ημείς έπικατηγοροΰμεν

354 την ημών αυτών συμμνημόνευσιν. ρητέον δε προς 
αυτούς πρώτον μέν δτι άτοπόν έστι τό λέγειν τον 
τράχηλον ή την κεφαλήν μή τοΰ έκτος ανθρώπου 
συμπληρωτικά είναι μέρη αλλά τής ήμετέρας 
συμμνημονευσεως. εί δε ή κεφαλή καί ο τράχηλος 
συμπληρωτικά έστι τοΰ ανθρώπου καί 6 τράχηλός 
έστιν έν ήμΐν, δεήσει τον άνθρωπον είναι έν ήμΐν. 
δπερ άτοπον. ού τοίνυν έν τή ήμετέρα συμμνη-

355 μονευσει τό τε δλον καί τά μέρη κεΐται. ναι, 
φήσει τις, άλλ’ ό μέν δλος άνθρωπός έστιν έν ήμΐν 
κατά συμμνημόνευσιν, συμπληροΰται δέ ούχ ύπό 
τοΰ έκτος τραχήλου καί τής έκτος κεφαλής, αλλά 
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a part of itself; for the whole line was conceived as 
including it ; and if it is a part of the rest of the line 351 
(“ Sing, O goddess, of the son of Peleus, Achilles ”), 
surely a greater difficulty will emerge. For the part 
of anything is included in that of which it is a part, 
but “ the wrath ” is not included in “ Sing, O goddess, 
of the son of Peleus, Achilles ” ; therefore “ the 
wrath ” is not a part of the whole line.

Such being the difficulties raised about this topic, 352 
the Dogmatists—by way of providing themselves 
with a little breathing-space—are accustomed to 
argue that the external real and sensible object is 
neither whole nor part, but it is we who apply to it 
the terms “ whole ” and “ part.” For “ whole ” is a 353 
relative term, since a whole is conceived in relation to 
its parts. And again, “ parts ” are relative, for the 
parts are conceived in relation to the whole. And 
relatives are in our consciousness,** and our conscious
ness is in us ; so the whole and the part are in us. 
And the external real and sensible object is neither a 
whole nor a part but a thing of which we predicate 
our own consciousness. In reply to them one must 354 
say, firstly, that it is absurd to argue that the neck 
and the head are not complementary parts of the 
external man but of our consciousness. But if the 
head and the neck are complements of the man and 
the neck is in us, the man will have to be in us. Which 
is absurd. So then, the whole and the parts do not 
reside in our consciousness.—Yes, someone will say, 355 
but the whole man is in us, through consciousness, 
and has its complement not in the external neck and

• Literally, “ concurrent recollection.”
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πάλιν εκ των κατά ταϋτα τά  μέρη εννοιών' και 
γάρ αυτός 6 δλος άνθρωπος έννόημά εστιν ημών.

356 ό δε τούτο λίγων ούκ εκφεύγει την απορίαν, 
πάλιν γάρ οΰτος ο έν ήμΐν άνθρωπος, είτε έννόημά 
εστιν εΐτε και ήμετερα σνμμνημόνενσις, ήτοι 
έτερος νοείται παρά τά  μέρη η τά  μέρη νοείται 
6 άνθρωπος. ουδέτερον δε τούτων δύναται ύπ- 
άρχειν, ώς παρεστησαμεν. καί αυτή οΰν ή νόησις

357 υπό την αυτήν πέπτωκεν απορίαν, εί δε τούτο, 
ρητέον μηδέν είναι δλον. φ  ακολουθεί το μηδέ 
μέρος ύπάρχειν· των γάρ προς τι εκάτερόν έστι, καί 
τού ετέρου των πρός τι άναιρεθέντος συναναιρεΐται 
καί το λοιπόν.

358 τΩδε μεν περί τούτων ήπορήσθω· συνεζητηκότες 
δέ αύτάρκως ήδη τοΐς δογματικοΐς περί των  
δραστήριων τού παντός αρχών, τό μετά τούτο 
κοινότερου περί τε τούτων καί τώ ν υλικών δια- 
πορώμεν.

ΠΕΡΙ ΣΩΜΑΤΟΣ
359 Περί τών άνωτάτω καί άρχικωτάτων στοιχείων 

δύο μεν αί πρώται γεγόνασι στάσεις, πλείους δε 
κατ* είδος, οι μεν γάρ σώματα ελεξαν είναι τά

360 τώ ν δντων στοιχεία, οι δέ άσώματα. καί τών 
σώματα φαμένων Φερεκύδης μεν ό Σύριος γην 
ελεξε πάντων είναι αρχήν καί στοιχείου, Θαλής δέ 
ό Μιλ^σιο? ύδωρ, * Αναξίμανδρος δέ ό ακουστής 
τούτου τό άπειρον, *Αναζιμένης δέ και Ίδαιο? ό 
'Ιμεραΐος καί Διογένης 6 * Απολλωνιάτης καί 
9 Αρχέλαος 6 * Αθηναίος, Σωκράτους δέ καθηγητής, 
καί κατ* ένίους * Ηράκλειτος αέρα, *Ιππασος δέ 6
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the external head but, once more, in the conceptions 
which correspond to these parts. For in fact the 
whole man is itself a concept of ours. But he who 356 
argues thus does not escape from the difficulty. For, 
once again, either this man who is within us, whether 
he be a concept or our consciousness, is conceived as 
other than his parts, or else the man is conceived as 
his parts. But neither of these can be true, as we 
have established. Thus, too, the very conception 
itself is overthrown by the same difficulty. And if so, 357 
we must declare that no whole exists. From which 
it follows that no part, either, exists. For each of 
these is a relative, and when one of a pair of relatives 
is abolished, the other also is abolished with it.

Let this, then, stand as the statement of our doubts 358 
about these matters ; and as we have now disputed 
sufficiently with the Dogmatists regarding the efficient 
principles of the Universe, let us now state in more 
general terms the difficulties regarding both these 
and the material principles.

Concerning Body

Concerning the primary and most fundamental 359 
elements there are two leading views, with several 
sub-divisions; for some have affirmed that the 
elements of existing things are bodies, others that 
they are incorporeal.® And of those who have de- 360 
dared them to be bodies, Pherecydes of Syros said 
that the principle and element of all things is earth ; 
and Thales of Miletus, water; and his disciple, 
Anaximander, the unlimited ; and Anaximenes and 
Idaeus of Himera and Diogenes of Apollonia and 
Archelaus of Athens (Socrates’ teacher) and (accord
ing to some) Heracleitus, air; and Hippasus of Meta-
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361 Ήίεταποντίνος καί κατ' ενίους 'Ηράκλειτος πυρ, 
Άενοφάνης δε ΰδιορ και γήν

(πάντες γάρ γαίης τε και ϋδατος εκγενόμεσθα),

*Ιππων δε <5 *Ρηγΐνος πυρ και ϋδωρ, Οίνοπίδης δε 
ο Χίος πυρ καί άερα, Όνομάκριτος δε εν τοΐς 
Όρφικοις πυρ και ύδωρ και γην, οί δε περί τον

362 Έμπεδοκλεα και οί άπδ τής στοάς γην καί ϋδωρ 
καί άερα καί πυρ

(τεσσαρα γάρ πάντων ριζώματα πρώτον ακούε' 
Ζευς αργής *Ήρη τε φερεσβιος ήδ' Άιδωνεύς 
Χήστίς θ', ή δακρϋοις τέγγει κροϋνωμα βρό- 

τειον),
M3 Δημόκριτος δε καί 'Επίκουρος άτόμους, εί μή τι 

άρχαιοτεραν ταυτήν θετεον την δόξαν, καί ώς 
ελεγεν 6 στωικός Ποσειδώνιο?, από Μώχου τίνος 
άνδρός Φοίνικος καταγομενην, 'Αναξαγόρας δε ό 
Κλαζομενιος ομοιομέρειας, Διόδωρος δε ό επι- 
κληθείς Κρόνος ελάχιστα καί άμερή σώματα, 
Άσκληπιάδης δε 6 Βιθυνός άνάρμους όγκους.

364 των δε άσώματα δογματιζόντων οί μεν περί 
Πυθαγόραν τούς αριθμούς ελεξαν πάντων άρχειν, 
οί δε μαθηματικοί τα περατα των σωμάτων, οί

365 δε περί τον Πλάτωνα τάς ιδέας. τοιαύτης δε 
οϋσης τής κατά γένος καί κατ' εΐδος των φυσικών 
διαστάσεως, ενεσται προς πάντας κοινώς αντερεΐν, 
εν μερει περί τε τών σωμάτων καί τών άσωμάτων 
διαπορήσαντας * ώδε γάρ έκαστος τών κατηριθ-

β Zeus probably stands for the element “  air,”  Herfe for 
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pontum and (according to some) Heracleitus, fire; 361 
and Xenophanes, water and earth—
(Verily all we men are sprung from earth and from water) j
and Hippo of Rhegium, fire and water; and Oenopides 
of Chios, fire and air ; and Onomacritus in his Orphica, 
fire and water and earth ; and Empedocles and the 362 
Stoics, earth and water and air and fire—
Four are the roots o f all things, and list thou first to their 

titles:
Shining Zeus, and Herfi the life-bringer, and Aldoneus,·
Nestis, too, who wetteth with tears the fountain of mortals;—
and Democritus and Epicurus, atoms, unless one 363 
should regard this opinion as more ancient and— 
as the Stoic Poseidonius asserted—derived from a 
certain Phoenician called Mochus ; and Anaxagoras 
of Clazomenae, homoeomeries 6 ; and Diodorus, sur- 
named Cronos, minimal and indivisible bodies ; and 
Asclepiades the Bithynian, homogeneous molecules. 
And of those who have dogmatically asserted that 364 
they are incorporeal, the Pythagoreans have said that 
the numbers are the principles of all things ; and the 
Mathematicians, the limits of bodies ; and Plato, the 
ideas.—Such, then, being the divergence of opinion, 365 
both in general and in particular, amongst the 
Physicists, it will be possible to give one general 
answer to them all when we have discussed in turn 
the difficulties about bodies and those about incor- 
poreals6; for in this way each of the persons
“  earth,”  Aldoneus for “  fire ”  ; Nestis certainly for “  water.”
“  The fountain ”  (or physical source) is the semen.

* i.e. “  things with like parts ”— Aristotle’s name for the 
material ”  elements ”  o f Anaxagoras.

* ”  Bodies ”  are discussed in §§ 366 ff., “  incorporeals ”  in 
Adv. Phys. ii. With § 365 cf. P.H. iii. 37.
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μη μενώ ν σω μ ατικάς μεν άπολείπων τά ς  πάντω ν  
άρχάς rats κατά  το ν  σ ώ μ α τος κομιζομεναις 
άπορίαις ύποπεσεΐται, ά σω μ ά τους Be Βογματίζω ν

366 ται? κατά τω ν  ά σω μ ά τω ν. ή γείσθω  Be ο περί 
τοΰ  σώ μ ατος λ όγος, την αρχήν τη ς  σκεφ εω ς  
λαμβάνων από τή ς  έννοιας.

Έιύθεως τοίνυν κατά μεν τούς σώ μ α  νοοΰντας το  
οΐόν τε  παθεΐν ή Βιαθεΐναι, ώ ν αρχηγός Ιστορείται 
ΤΙνθαγόρας, ήΒη σχεΒόν άνηρήκαμεν τό  σώ μ α , και 
ού Βεόμεθα προς τούτο  καινότερων λ όγω ν· ει γαρ  
σώ μ α  εστι τό  οΐόν τε  παθεΐν ή ποιήσαι, επει ούδεν 
ποιούν ή πάσχον δεδεικται ήμΐν, ούΒεν αν εΐη το

367 επινοούμενον σώ μ α , κατά  Βε τά ς  τώ ν  μ αθηματικώ ν  
έννοιας νυν συνακτεον1 τό προκείμενον. φασι γάρ  
σώ μ α  είναι τό  τρεις εχον διαστά σεις, μήκος βάθος  
πλάτος, ώ ν μήκος μεν ύπάρχειν τό  άνωθεν κ ά τω , 
πλάτος δε τό  από αριστερώ ν επί τά  δεξιά , τρίτην  
δε Βιάστασιν ύπάρχειν, το υ τεσ τι τό  β ά θος, τό  εκ 
τώ ν  έμπροσθεν εις τούπ ίσω . όθεν και παρατάσεις 
είναι ε ξ , δυο καθ' εκάστην Βιάστασιν, άνω κ ά τω ,

368 δεξιά  αριστερά, π ρόσω  όπ ίσω . ταυτη  μεν τή  
επίνοια πολύ τ ι  πλήθος αποριών εξακολουθεΐν  
φαίνεται, ήτοι γάρ χω ριστόν εστι το ύ τω ν  τώ ν  
τριώ ν διαστά σεω ν τό  σώ μ α  κατά  τη ν επίνοιαν, 
ώ σ τε  άλλο μεν είναι σώ μ α  άλλο Βε τό  μήκος και 
βάθος και πλάτος το ΰ  σ ώ μ α το ς, ή άθροισμα τούτω ν

369 τώ ν  διαστάσεώ ν εστι τ ό  σώ μ α , αλλά χ ω ρ ιζό -  
μενον μεν τούτω ν τώ ν  διαστά σεω ν τό  σώ μ α  ούκ

1 συνακτεον cj. Mutsch.: συντακτεον mss., Bekk.
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enumerated who admits that the principles o f all 
things are corporeal will be brought face to face with 
the difficulties raised about body, and every one who 
asserts their incorporeality with those raised about 
incorporeals. And let our discussion o f body come 366 
first, commencing with an examination o f the con
ception of “  body.”

To begin with, then, as against those who con
ceive bodyα as “  what is capable of being acted 
upon or of affecting ”  (and of these it is recorded 
that Pythagoras was the leader), we have already 
pretty well abolished body and do not need for this 
purpose other fresh arguments ; for if body is what 
is capable of being acted upon or acting, since we 
have proved 6 that there is nothing which acts or is 
acted upon, the body as so conceived will be nothing.
But the subject before us must now be treated 367 
systematically with reference to the conceptions of 
the Mathematicians.0 They say that body is “  that 
which has three dimensions, length, depth, breadth ” ; 
and of these, length is extent from above to below, 
breadth from left to right, and the third dimension 
(namely, depth) is from front to back. Hence, there 
are six modes o f extension, two for each dimension,— 
up and down, to right and to left, forward and back
ward. From this conception a vast number o f diffi- 368 
culties seem to follow. For either body, in respect of 
its conception, is separate from these three dimen
sions, so that the body is one thing and the length 
and depth and breadth of the body something 
different, or else the body is the sum of these dimen
sions. But it is not possible to conceive the body as 369

* Cf. §§ 195 ff., 266 if.
* With §§ 367-370 cf. P.H . iii. 39-40.
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ενεστιν επινοειν· όπου γά ρ  μ ήτ€ μήκός εσ τι μ ή τε  
πλάτος μ ή τε β ά θο ς, εκεί ουδέ σώ μ α  νοείν οΐόν τ ε  
εστίν . ει δε ό άθροισμδς το ύ τω ν  σώ μ α  κ α θ ίσ τη 
καν, επεί έκαστον α υτώ ν ά σώ μ α τόν εσ τι, τδ  δε ε ξ  
ά σ ω μ ά τω ν συγκείμενον π ά ντω ς εστίν ά σώ μ α τόν , 
δεήσει καί τη ν  κοινήν α υτώ ν σύνοδον μη σώ μ α

370 άλλ* ά σώ μ ατόν ύπ ά ρχ ειν  ώ ς  γά ρ  ή  συνελευσις τώ ν  
γραμ μ ώ ν ά σω μ ά τω ν ουσώ ν και 6 άθροισμδς τώ ν  
στιγμ ώ ν  ουδέποτε πεφυκε στερεόν ποιεΐν σώ μ α  
και άντίτυπον, οΰτω  και η τοΰ  μήκους και του  
βάθους και το ΰ  πλάτους σύνοδος, ά σω μ ά τω ν οΰσα  
σύνοδος, ούκ αποτελεί σώ μ α , εί δε μ ήτε τούτω ν  
χω ρίς εσ τ ι  τι σώ μ α  μ ή τε τα ΰτά  εστι σώ μ α , ούδεν

371 εστι σώ μ α . και άλλως, επείπερ ή σύνοδος
το ΰ  μήκους και πλάτους και βάθους ποιεί σώ μ α , 
ήτοι πριν τ ή ς  συνόδου το ύ τω ν  έκαστον ιδία 
περιείχε την σω μ α τότη τα  και τ ο ύ ς  ώ σπ ερ λόγους  
το ΰ  σώ μ α τος, ή μ ετά  τη ν συνελευσιν α υτώ ν επ ι- 
συνεβη το  σώ μ α , και εί μεν έκαστον πριν τή ς  
συνόδου περιείχε τη ν σ ω μ α τό τη τα , εσται έκαστον

372 σ ώ μ α · εΐτ επεί τδ  σώ μ α  ού μ ήκος μόνον εστίν  
ουδέ πλάτος ουδέ βάθος άλλα καί μήκος καί βάθος  
καί π λάτος, έκαστον τούτω ν εχον τη ν σ ω μ α 
τό τη τα  τρία γενή σ ετα ι, καί ου τω  τδ  μήκος ού 
μόνον μ ήκος εστα ι άλλα καί πλάτος καί β ά θος, 
καί τδ  πλάτος ούχ άπλώ ς πλάτος άλλα καί μ ήκος  
καί β ά θος, ω σ α ύ τω ς δε καί ή λειπομενη διάστασις.

373 εί δε συνελθόντων τούτω ν τό τε  επισυνεβη τδ  σώ μ α , 
ήτοι συνελθόντω ν α υτώ ν μενει ή άρχήθεν φύσις ή 
μεταβάλλει εις την σ ω μ α τό τη τα . καί εί μεν μενει 
ή άρχήθεν φ ύσις, επεί ά σώ μ α τά  εστι καί άσώ μ ατα
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separate from these dimensions ; for where there is 
neither length nor breadth nor depth, there it is not 
possible to conceive body. And if the sum of these 
is body, since each of them is incorporeal and what is 
compounded of incorporeals is certainly incorporeal, 
the combination of all these together will have to be, 
not body but, incorporeal. For just as the conjunc- 370 
tion of lines, which are incorporeal, and the sum of 
points are never of a nature to make a solid and 
resistant body, so also the combination of length, 
depth, and breadth, being a combination of incor
poreals, will not produce a body. But if there is no 
body apart from these, and these, too, are not body, 
nothing is body.—And again, since the combination 371 
of length and breadth and depth makes body, either 
each of these separately, before combining, con
tained corporeality and the rational germs,® as it were, 
of body, or body supervened after their conjunction. 
And if each of them, before combining, contained 372 
corporeality, each will be a body ; and further, since 
body is not length only, nor breadth, nor depth, but 
length and depth and breadth, each of these as 
possessing corporeality will become three, and thus 
length will not only be length but also breadth and 
depth, and depth not simply breadth but also length 
and breadth, and so likewise with the remaining 
dimension. And if it is after these are conjoined 373 
that body supervenes, either their original nature 
remains after their conjunction or it changes to cor
poreality. And if their original nature remains, 
since they are incorporeal and remain incorporeal,

• Or “ seminal reasons,”  i.e. the creative principles derived 
from the Cosmic Reason (“ Logos ” ) according to Stoio 
doctrine; cf. Introd. Yol. I. p. xxiv.

179



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

374 μένει, ον ποιήσει διάφορον σώμα· εί Be μεταβάλλει 
εις το σώμα, έπει το έπιδεχόμενον μεταβολήν έστι 
σώμα, έκαστον τούτων και πριν της σννελενσεως 
σώμα ον, πριν σώματος άποτελεσει σώμα, 
ώσπερ τε το μεταβάλλον σώμα άλλην μεν άντ* 
άλλης παραδέχεται ποιότητα, μένει δε σώμα, οΐον 
το λευκόν, ινα γένηται μέλαν, και τό γλυκύ, ϊνα 
γένηται πικρόν, ήν μεν αποβάλλει ποιότητα ήν δε 
άναδέχεται, μη έκβαΐνον τοΰ σώμα είναι, ουτω 
και ταντα, είπερ μεταβάλλει εις σώμα, άλλην άντ

37δ άλλης δέξεται ποιότητα· τοΰτο δε πάσχοντα έσται 
σώματα, εΐ οΰν ούτε προ της συνελεύσεως τούτων 
έστι τό νοούμενον σώμα ούτε μετά την συνέλευσιν 
αυτών, ούκ εστιν έπινοήσαι το σώμα.

Προ? τούτοις εί μηδέν έστι μήκος μηδέ πλάτος 
μηδέ βάθος, ούδέ τό κατά μετονσίαν τούτων νοού
μενον σώμα γενησεταί' ούδεν δε έστι μήκος και

376 πλάτος καί βάθος, ως παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα εστι 
σώμα, μήκος μεν γάρ ούκ εστιν, έπει τό μέγιστον 
ήν τοΰτο τοΰ σώματος διάστημα δπερ λέγεται παρά 
τοΐς μαθηματικοΐς γραμμή, ή δε γραμμή ήν 
στιγμή έρρυηκυΐα, και ή στιγμή σημεϊον άμερές 
και άδιάστατον. (δθεν εί μηδέν εστι σημεϊον 
άμερές και άδιάστατον),1 ούδέ γραμμή γενησεταί, 
μή ούσης δε γραμμής ουδέ μήκος έσται, μήκους 
δε μή οντος ούδέ σώμα ύττοστήσεταί' συν μήκει

377 yap σώμα νοείται, ότι δε ούδέν έστι σημεϊον 
άμερές και άδιάστατον, έντεϋθεν μάθωμεν. εί γάρ

1 ζδθεν . . . άδιάστατον> add. Ν, Mutsch. {ώστε . . . άδ. 
add. cj. Bekk.).

β Or (as compared with “ breadth” and “ depth” ) the 
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they will not produce a different body ; but if it 374 
changes to body, then, since what admits of change 
is body, each of the dimensions, even before their 
conjunction, will be body and will produce body 
before there is body.—Also, just as the body which 
changes receives one quality instead of another but 
remains a body,—the white, for instance, in becoming 
black, and the sweet in becoming bitter, casts off 
one quality and receives another, while not ceasing 
to be a body,—so also these dimensions, if they 
change into body, will exchange one quality for 
another ; and if they are thus affected they will be 375 
bodies. If, then, the body as conceived exists neither 
before their conjunction nor after their conjunction, 
it is not possible to conceive body.

Furthermore, if there is no length or breadth or 
depth, neither will the body which is conceived as 
partaking of these exist; but there is no length and 
breadth and depth, as we shall establish ; therefore 376 
body does not exist. For length does not exist, since 
this, which is termed “ line ” by the Mathematicians, 
is the greatest dimension of body,® and the line 
is “ a point which has flowed,” and the point is “ a 
sign which is without parts and without dimensions.” 
(Hence, if no sign6 without parts or dimensions exists,) 
neither will a line exist, and if the line does not exist 
neither will length exist, and if length does not exist 
neither will body subsist; for body, as conceived, 
includes length. And that there exists no sign with- 377 
out parts or dimensions we may learn from what
primary dimension; cf. Nicomachus, Jnstit. Arithm. ii. 6 
πρώτον βέ διάστημα γραμμή λόγεται· γραμμή γάρ eon τό εφ' εν 
διαστατόν.

* “ Sign ” is used in the sequel in the sense of “ point.”
181



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Ιστι τοιοΰτόν τι, ήτοι σώμα ear tv ή άσώματον. 
και σώμα μεν ονκ εστιν, επεί διαστατόν αν υπήρχε, 
του σώματος τάς τρεις εχοντος διαστάσεις, καί

378 μήν ονδε άσώματον. εΐ γάρ άσώματον εστιν, 
ονδέν γενήσεται εξ αυτου* τό γάρ γεννών κατά 
θίξιν γέννα, θίξις δε ονδε μία γενεσθαι δυναται επί 
άσωμάτου φνσεως. τοίνυν ονδε άσώματον εστι 
τό σημεΐον. εί δε μήτε σώμα μήτε άσώματον,

379 άνεπινοητόν εστι τό σημεΐον. ει δέ ονκ εστι 
σημεΐον, ονδε γραμμή εσται. μη ουσης δε τής 
γραμμής ονδε μήκος εσται, ω επεται καί ή τοΰ 
σώματος άνυπαρξία.

380 Έ τ ι  καν δοθή τό σημεΐον είναι, ονκ εσται μήκος, 
ήν γάρ τό μήκος γραμμή, ή δε γραμμή ρνσις 
σημείου, ήτοι ουν εν εστι σημεΐον εκτεταμενον ή 
γραμμή, ή πολλά σημεία νοείται στοιχηδόν κεί-

381 μ€να. άλλ’ εί μεν εν εκτεταμενον σημεΐον εστιν, 
ονκ αν ειη γραμμή, ήτοι γάρ τον αυτόν επεχει 
τόπον τοντο τό σημεΐον, ή τόπον εκ τόπον μετα
τίθεται. καί εί μεν τον αυτόν επεχει τόπον τοΰτο 
τό σημεΐον, ονκ εσται γραμμή άλλα στιγμή* ρυεν

382 γάρ Νοείτο γραμμή, ει δε τόπον εκ τόπου μετ- 
εισιν, ήτοι δν μεν άπολεΐπον τόπον οΰ δε επιλαμ- 
βανόμενον μετεισιν, ή ον μεν εχόμενον τόπου εις

383 ον δε εκτεινόμενου, οΰτε δε δν μεν άπολεΐπον 
τόπον οΰ δε επιλαμβανόμενον ποιήσει γραμμήν 
μενεΐ γάρ ή1 άρχήθεν στιγμή, καί ω λόγω τον 
πρώτον επεσχηκός τόπον ελεγετο στιγμή καί ου 
γραμμή, τώ αντώ καί τον δεύτερον επειληφός καί 
τον τρίτον καί τους εξής ούκ εσται γραμμή άλλα

384 πάλιν στιγμή, εί δε οΰ μεν εχόμενον τόπου εις δν
1 ego: ή mss., Bekk.

1 8 2

follows : if  there is any such thing it is either a body 
or incorporeal. Now it is not a body, since then it 
would have had dimensions, as body has three dimen
sions. Nor yet is it incorporeal. For if it is incor-378 
poreal, nothing will proceed from i t ; for that which 
generates generates by contact, but there can be no 
contact in the case o f an incorporeal nature. So then, 
the sign is not incorporeal either. But if the sign is 
neither a body nor incorporeal it is inconceivable. 
And if the sign does not exist, neither will the line 379 
exist. And if the line does not exist, neither will 
length exist; and from this follows also the non
existence o f body.

Moreover, even if it be granted that the sign exists, 380 
length will not exist. For length is line, and the line 
the flux o f a sign. The line then is either one sign 
extended, or it is conceived as many signs placed in 
a row. But if it is one sign extended, it will not be 381 
a line, for this sign either occupies the same place 
or changes from place to place. And if this sign 
occupies the same place, it will not be a line but a 
point; for the line is conceived as a thing which has 
flowed. And if it moves on from place to place it 382 
moved either by leaving one place and taking up 
another, or by occupying one place and extending 
into another. But it will not make a line by leaving 383 
one place and taking up another ; for it will remain, 
as at first, a point, and just as when it occupied its 
first place it was called a point and not a line, so, by 
the same reasoning, when it occupies its second place 
and its third, and all the rest, it will not be a line but, 
as before, a point. And if it makes the line by 384
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he εκτεινόμενον ποιεί την γραμμήν, ήτοι μεριστώ 
άντιπαρεκτείνεται τόπο» η άμερίστω. και εί μεν 
άμερίστω, μενει στιγμή και ου γίνεται γραμμή·

385 μεριστόν γάρ τί εστιν ή γραμμή" εί δε μεριστώ 
άντιπαρεκτείνεται τόπω, επεϊ το μεριστώ άντι- 
παρεκτεινόμενον τόπω μεριστόν εστι και εχει μέρη, 
τδ δε εχον μέρη σώμα εστιν, εσται το σημεΐον 
μεριστόν τε και σώμα, δπερ ον βούλονται, τοινυν

386 οΰχ εν εστι σημεΐον ή γραμμή. και μην ουδέ 
πολλά στοιχηδόν κείμενα, ταΰτα γάρ τά σημεία 
ήτοι φανεί άλλήλων κατά την επίνοιαν, ή ούχ 
άπτεται άλλήλων, μεσολαβουμενα δε τόποι? τισι 
διορίζεται, εί δε τόποι? μεσολαβεΐται, ούκετι μίαν 
ποιήσει γραμμήν, εί δε άπτεται άλλήλων, ήτοι όλα

387 όλων άπτεται η μερεσι μερών, και εί μεν μερεσι 
μερών, ούκετι εσται άμερψ το γάρ μέσον, εί τνχοι, 
σημεΐον δνοΐν άλλων σημείων πλείονα εξει μέρη, 
εν μεν ω άπτεται του έμπροσθεν σημείου, ετερον δε 
ω θιγγάνει του όπισθεν, τρίτον ώ  τη? επίπεδου, 
τέταρτον ω του ύπερκειμενου μέρους, ώστε μηκετι

388 αυτό άμερες ύπαρχειν άλλα πολυμερές, εί δε όλα 
όλων άπτεται, σημεία εν σημείοις περισχεθήσεται 
και τον αυτόν εφεζει τόπον, εί δέ τον αυτόν εφεζει 
τόπον, ούκετι εσται στοίχος αυτών, ίνα γενηται

389 γραμμή, άλλα πάντα μία εσται στιγμή, ειπερ οΰν 
ΐνα μεν επινοηθή τό σώμα, δει επινοηθήναι τό 
μήκος, ΐνα δε τό μήκος, την γραμμήν, και Ϊνα αυτή, 
τό σημεΐον, επεί δεδεικται ή γραμμή μήτε σημεΐον

• i.e. that of the board (or paper) on which the point is 
marked. “ The part which lies above”  is that which is
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occupying one place and extending into another, it 
extends over a place that is either divisible or indi
visible. And if it is indivisible, it remains a point 
and does not become a line ; for the line is a divisible 
thing ; and if it extends over a divisible place, then, 385 
since what extends over a divisible place is divisible 
and has parts, and what has parts is a body, the sign 
will be both divisible and a body ; and this they do 
not want to admit. So then the line is not one single 
sign.—Nor yet is it many signs set in a row. For 386 
these signs, as conceived, either are in contact with 
one another or do not touch one another but are 
separated by intercepting spaces. But if they are 
intercepted by spaces they will no longer make one 
line. And if they touch one another they either 
touch wholes as wholes or parts with parts. And if 387 
they touch parts with parts they will no longer be 
without parts ; for, to take an example, the sign 
which stands midway between two other signs will 
have several parts,—one by which it touches the sign 
in front of it, another by which it makes contact with 
that behind it, a third by which it touches the sur
face,® a fourth by which it touches the part which 
lies above ; so that it is no longer without parts but 
with many parts. And if they touch wholes as wholes, 388 
signs will be contained in signs and will occupy the 
same place. And if they shall occupy the same place 
there will no longer be a row of them, so as to form a 
line, but they will all be one point. If, then, in order 389 
to form a conception of body, one must first conceive 
length, and conceive line, again, before length, and 
sign before line, then—since the line has been shown
visible to the eye (on a higher level) of the observer, and 
beneath which is “  the part which touches the surface.”
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ύπάρχουσα μήτε έκ σημείων σύνθετος, ούδέν εστι 
γραμμή, εί δε μή εστι γραμμή, ουδέ μήκος· ω 
ακολουθεί το μηδέ σώμα τι ύπάρχειν.

390 Και άρτι μεν επεδεΐξαμεν άνεπινόητον την 
γραμμήν έγόμενοι του σημείου* ενεστι δέ καί 
προηγουμένως αυτήν άναιρεΐν εχομένους της κατ* 
αυτήν επίνοιας, φασί γάρ οι γεωμέτραι δτι γραμμή

391 εστι μήκος άπλατες, ημείς δέ σκεπτόμενοι ούτε εν 
τοΐς αίσθητοΐς ούτε εν τοΐς νοητοΐς δυνάμεθα λαβεΐν 
μήκος άπλατες· ο τι γάρ αν λάβωμεν μήκος αι
σθητόν, τούτο συν ποσώ πλάτει λαμβάνομεν. ώστ* 
εν μέν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς ούκ εστι τι άπλατές [σώμα].1

392 καί μήν ούδ' εν τοΐς νοητοΐς ενεστι (τ ι )8 τοιοΰτο 
φαντασιωθήναι μήκος. έτερον μέν γάρ ετέρου 
στενώτερον μήκος δυνάμεθα νοεΐν όταν δε το αυτό 
φυλάττοντες μήκος εκ τούτου κατ ολίγον σχίζωμεν 
ταΐς επινοίαις το πλάτος καί τούτο άχρι τίνος 
ποιώμεν, έλαττον μέν άεί καί μάλλον το πλάτος 
γινόμενον νοοϋμεν, όταν δε φθάσωμεν άπαξ στε- 
ρήσαι τοΰ πλάτους τό μήκος, ούκέτι ουδέ τό μήκος 
νοοϋμεν, άλλα συν τή άρσει του πλάτους αίρεται καί 
ή τοΰ μήκους επίνοια.

393 Καβάλου τε το επινοούμενου παν ήτοι κατ* 
εμπέλασιν των εναργών νοείται ή κατά τήν άπο τών 
εναργών μετάβασιν, καί τοΰτο ποικίλως, ότέ μέν 
κατά ομοιότητα ότέ δέ κατά έπισύνθεσιν ότέ δέ 
κατά αναλογίαν, καί ταύτην δε ήτοι αυξητικήν ή

394 μειωτικήν. κατ* εμπέλασιν μέν ουν τών εναργών 
νοείται ώς λευκόν καί μέλαν καί γλυκύ καί πικρόν

1 [σώμα] seel, ego: μήκος cj. Heintz.
* < T t>  add. LN, Mutsch.

• With §§ 393-395 cf. Adv. Log. ii. 58-60.
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to be neither a sign nor a compound of signs,—the line 
is nothing. And if the line does not exist, neither 
does length ; and from this it follows that no body 
exists either.

We pointed out just now, by examining the sign, 390 
that the line is inconceivable ; but it is also possible 
to abolish it directly by examining its own conception.
For the Geometers state that “  the line is length with
out breadth ”  ; but we in our inquiry are unable to 391 
perceive length without breadth either in sensibles 
or in intelligibles ; for whatever sensible length we 
perceive we perceive as including a certain breadth.
So that there does not exist among sensibles any 
[body] without breadth. Nor yet is it possible to 392 
imagine amongst intelligibles any length o f this kind.
For although we are able to think o f one length as 
narrower than another, yet when we keep the same 
length and, in our thoughts, gradually pare off its 
breadth and keep on doing this up to a certain point, 
then we conceive the breadth becoming ever less and 
less, but when we have gone so far as to deprive the 
length o f its breadth altogether, we no longer con
ceive even the length, but along with the removal 
o f the breadth the conception o f the length also is 
removed.

In general, too, everything which is conceived is 393 
conceived either through the presentation of things 
manifest to the senses or through transition from 
things manifest,* and this again in various ways—at 
one time through resemblance, at another through 
composition, at another by analogy, and this again 
by way either of increase or o f decrease. Thus it is 394 
through the presentation o f things manifest that 
things like white and black and sweet and bitter are
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ταΰτα γάρ και εΐ αισθητά εστιν, άλλ* ούΒεν ήττον 
νοείται. κατά Be την από των εναργών μετάβασιν 
όμοιωτικώς μεν νοείται οΐον από [μεν] τής Σω- 

395 κράτους είκόνος 6 μη παρών Σωκράτης, συν- 
θετικώς δε οΐον από του ανθρώπου καί Ιππου 
6 μήτε άνθρωπος ών μήτε ίππος, σύνθετος δε εξ 
άμφοτερων Ιππο Κένταυρος, κατά δε αναλογίαν αυ
ξητικήν ή μειωτικήν οΐον από τοϋ όραν τον κοινον 
κατά μεγεθος άνθρωπον και ύποπίπτοντα αύξή- 
σαντες μεν ταΐς φαντασίαις ενοήσαμεν τον Κύ
κλωπα, δς ούκ εώκει

άνΒρί γε σιτοφάγω αλλά ρίω ύλήεντι,

μειώσαντες Βε εσπάσαμεν έννοιαν τοϋ πυγμαίου
396 ανθρώπου, τοσούτων Βή τρόπων νοήσεως δντων, 

εΐ επινοείται τι μήκος άπλατες [ή γραμμή],1 κατά 
τινα τούτων τω ν τρόπων οφείλει νοεΐσθαΐ’ κατ 
ούΒενα Βε αυτών Βύναται νοηθήναι, ως παραστή-

397 σομεν, ώστε άνεπινόητον εστίν. κατά μεν οΰν 
εμπελασιν των εναργών ούκ αν γενοιτο νόησις μή
κους τίνος άπλατοΰς' ούΒενΙ γάρ περιεπεσομεν 
μήκει χωρίς πλάτους εν τοΐς φαινομενοις και

398 εναργεσι πράγμασιν. κατά Βε την από τώ ν  
εναργών μετάβασιν πάλιν τώ ν άμηχάνων εστί 
φαντασιωθήναι μήκος άπλατες, ούτε κατά ομοιό
τη τα · ούΒεν* γάρ εχομεν εν τοΐς εναργεσι μήκος 
χωρίς πλάτους, ινα νοήσω μεν τι ομοιον τούτω  
άπλατες μήκος, τό γάρ τινι ομοιον γινωσκομενω 
και εωραμενω οφείλει ομοιον ύπάρχειν· επει οΰν 
ούΒεν εχομεν εναργες ύποπΐπτον μήκος χωρίς

1 [η γραμμή] seel. Heintz.
* ov8b> Mutsch.: ovSc mss., Bekk*
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conceived ; for these things, though they are sensible, 
are none the less conceived. And things are con
ceived through transition from things manifest either 
by way of resemblance (as, for instance, the absent 
Socrates from a likeness o f Socrates) ; or by way of 395 
composition (as, for instance, from man and horse 
the Hippocentaur, which is neither man nor horse 
but compounded of both) ; or by analogy, which 
may either magnify or diminish the object,—as 
when from seeing the man of average size, as pre
sented to our senses, by magnifying him in imagina
tion we conceive the Cyclops who was

Less like a corn-eating man than a forest-clad peak o f the 
mountains,e

and by diminishing him we derive a conception 
of the pygmy. Seeing, then, that there are so 396 
many modes o f conception, if a length without 
breadth is conceived, it must be conceived after one 
o f these modes ; but it cannot be conceived after 
any o f them, as we shall establish, so that it is incon
ceivable.—Now the conception of a length without 397 
breadth will not be formed through the presentation 
o f things manifest; for we have never met with 
length without breadth amongst objects that are 
apparent and manifest to the senses. And it is like- 398 
wise impossible for length without breadth to be 
imagined through transition from things manifest, or 
through resemblance ; for amongst things manifest 
we have not got any length without breadth, so as to 
enable us to conceive a length without breadth re
sembling it. For what resembles anything ought to 
bear resemblance to what is known and seen ; since 
then we have no length without breadth that is 

• Homer, Odyss. ix. 191,
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πλάτους, ουδ* ομοιόν τι αυτόν συνεΐναι δυνησόμεθα
399 είναι μήκος άπλατες. καί μην ουδέ κατ επισύν- 

θεσιν ληπτον εστι τοΰτο· είπάτωσαν γάρ ήμΐν, τίνα 
των εκ περιπτώσεως εναργών [/cat]1 γιγνομενων 
μετά τίνων συντιθεντες ενόησαν μήκος άπλατες;

400 οττερ είπεΐν ου δυνήσονται. και μην ούδε κατά 
αναλογίαν παρήλθεν η του άπλατοΰς μήκους νόησις. 
τα γάρ κατά αναλογίαν νοούμενα εχει τι κοινόν 
•προς τά άφ* ων νοείται, οΐον από τοΰ κοινοΰ με
γέθους τάνθρώπου κατά παραύξησιν ενοήσαμεν τον 
Κύκλωπα και από του αυτού πάλιν κατά μείωσιν

401 τον πυγμαιον ωστ* εί εστι τι κοινόν τοΐς κατά 
αναλογίαν νοουμενοις προς τά άφ' &ν νοείται, 
ονδεν δε εχομεν κοινόν τοΰ τε άπλατοΰς καί τοΰ 
συν πλάτει μήκους, ινα απ' εκείνου όρμηθεντες 
νοήσωμεν τό άπλατες μήκος, ουδέ κατά άναλογίαν

402 ονν νοείται τό τοιοΰτον. όθεν εί έκαστον των 
νοουμένων κατά τινα των εκκειμενων τρόπων 
οφείλει νοεΐσθαι, εδείξαμεν δε ημείς κατά μήδενα 
τρόπον νοεΐσθαι δυνάμενον τό άπλατες μήκος, 
λεκτεον άνεπινόητον είναι τό άπλατες μήκος.

403 *Αλλ* ίσως τις ερεΐ ότι λαβόντες τι μήκος συν 
ποσω πλάτει κατ' επίτασιν νοοΰμεν τό άπλατες 
μήκος· εί γάρ εκ τούτου κατ' ολίγον ελασσοΰται τό 
πλάτος, ελεύσεταί ποτέ καί εις τό άπλατες, ώστε 
καταλήγειν την μείωσιν εις τό χωρίς πλάτους

404 μήκος, άλλα πρώτον μεν εδείξαμεν ότι ή παντελής 
τοΰ πλάτους άρσις καί τοΰ μήκους εστίν άναίρεσις.

1 [icaijom. Ν (εναργώς γιγνωσκομενων Mutsch.).
β i.e. of “  intensifying,” or gradually increasing, the 

narrowness of the line (cf. § 405 infra), which is equivalent to 
decreasing its breath.
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manifestly perceived, we shall not be able to discern 
the existence of any length without breadth which 
resembles it. Nor, again, is it perceptible through 399 
composition; for let them tell us what objects 
made manifest by sense they compounded with what 
in order to form the notion of length without breadth,
—and that they will not be able to tell us. Nor yet 400 
was the notion o f length without breadth suggested 
by analogy. For things conceived by way of analogy 
possess something in common with the things from 
which their conception is derived ; for example, from 
the common feature o f man’s size, by enlargement, 
we conceive the Cyclops, and conversely, by diminu
tion o f the same object, the pygmy. Consequently, 401 
if things conceived by analogy have some feature in 
common with those from which the conception is 
derived, but we find nothing that is common both to 
length without breadth and to length with breadth, 
to enable us by starting from the latter to arrive at 
the conception o f length without breadth,—then this 
conception is not formed by analogy either. Hence, 402 
if everything which is conceived must be conceived 
in one o f the ways mentioned, and we have shown 
that length without breadth cannot be conceived in 
any way, we must declare that length without breadth 
is inconceivable.

But someone, perhaps, will say that we conceive 403 
length without breadth by a process of “  intension ”  “ 
when we have taken a certain length with a certain 
breadth; for if, starting with this, the breadth is 
gradually diminished, it will come in time to being 
without breadth, so that the decrease ends in length 
without breadth. But, firstly, we have shown that 404 
the complete removal of breadth is also the abolition
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επειτα το κατ* επίτασiv νοούμενου ούχ ετερόν iort 
τοΰ προνοηθεντος, άλλ* αυτό εκείνο επιτεταμενον.

405 επει οΰν άπό τοΰ ποσόν εχοντος πλάτος κατ* επί- 
τασιν στενότητος νοήσαί τι θ ελομεν, πάντως το μεν 
άπλατες μήκος ούκ επινοήσομεν (ετερογενες γάρ

406 εστιν), del δε καί μάλλον στενώτερον ληφόμεθα 
πλάτος, ώστε την κατάληξιν τής νοήσεως iv ελα- 
χιστοτάτψ γίνεσθαι πλάτει, μετά τοΰτο δε την εις 
το ετερογενες μετάβασιν συμβαίνειν, τουτεστι τοΰ

407 συναναιρουμενού τώ  πλάτει μήκους. καθόλου 
τε, εΐ κατά στερησιν πλάτους νοήσαι δυνάμεθα 
μήκος άπλατες, επει πάντα τά στερητικά ουκ εστιν 
εν ΰποκειμενω, ουδέ το άπλατες μήκος* διό ουδέ 
γραμμή, ίππος μεν γάρ τι εστιν εν υποκείμενα), 
ούχ Ιππος δ* ούκ εστιν, καί άνθρωπος μεν εστιν, 
ούκ άνθρωπος δε ούκ εστιν. τοινυν εί εχομεν τι 
πλάτος ή τι μήκος, εν ύποκειμενω εσταί’ άπλατες

408 δ* ούχ υπάρξει, δνπερ οΰν τρόπον οι λεγοντες 
οτι ετερον ετερου μεγεθος ύπερτιθεντες νόησιν 
λαμβάνουσι τοΰ άπειρου μεγέθους ώς σώματος 
πλανώνται, και μεγιστον μεν τι καθ* ύπερθεσιν 
πολλών μεγεθών λαμβάνουσιν, ούκ άπειρον δε τοΰτο 
άλλα πεπερασμενον (δ γάρ έσχατον νενοήκασι, τή

409 διάνο ία περιληπτόν εστιν, δ δε περιληπτόν εστι 
διανοία, πεπερασται, επείπερ τοι το λοιπόν οϋπω 
περιληφθεν τή διανοίμ ελεγχει το περιληφθεν ώς 
μη ον άπειρον), οΰτω τοινυν κάνθάδε ή συναίρεσις 
τοΰ πλάτους, εις ελάχιστου πλάτος καταληγουσης 
τής διανοίας, πλάτος εστι και ού μήκος άπλατες.

• “  Privation,”  “  privative,”  are (Aristotelian) terms for 
“  negation,”  “  negative.”
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o f length. And next, what is conceived through 
intension is not other than what was previously con
ceived but that very same thing after undergoing 
intension. Since, then, we propose to conceive some- 405 
thing from that which has a certain breadth, through 
intension of narrowness, we certainly shall not con
ceive length without breadth (for this is a hetero
geneous thing), but we shall apprehend a breadth that 406 
is ever getting more and more narrow, so that our con
ception ends in the least possible breadth, and after this 
there follows a transition to what is heterogeneous, 
that is to say, when the length is abolished along 
with the breadth.—Also, in general, if  we can conceive 407 
length without breadth through privation o f breadth, 
since all privatives® are non-existent in reality,neither 
does length without breadth exist; nor, in conse
quence, the line. Thus, horse is a thing which exists 
in reality, but “  not horse ”  does not exist; and man 
exists, but “  not man ”  does not exist. So then, if 
we perceive a breadth or a length, it will exist in 
reality ; but “  without breadth ”  will not exist. As, 408 
then, those men who assert that they form a notion 
o f an infinite magnitude as body by superimposing 
one magnitude on another are in error, and while they 
grasp amaximum through the superimposition of many 
magnitudes, yet this is not infinite but limited (for 
what they conceived last is capable o f being contained 
by the intellect, and what is capable o f being con- 409 
tained by the intellect is limited, since otherwise, of 
course, what remains as yet uncontained by the 
intellect convicts what is contained of not being 
infinite),—so too in this case, the contraction of 
the breadth, when the intellect ends with a mini
mal breadth, is a breadth and not a length without
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410 άλλως τε, εί δυνατόν εστι νοήσαντάς τι μήκος 
συν ποσω πλάτ€ι στερήσαι αντο του πλάτους και 
το μήκος άπλατες έπινοειν, ένέσται και σαρκα 
έπινοήσαντας συν τρωτώ  ίδιώματι στερήσει του

411 τρωτού ιδιώματος νοήσαι άτρωτου σάρκα, και εν
δέχεται μ€τά αντίτυπου Ιδιώματος σώμα νοήσαντας 
στερήσει τοΰ αντίτυπου ιδιώματος λαβειν άναντι- 
τυπον σώμα, όπερ έστίν αδύνατον τό yap άτρωτου 
νοούμενου ούκ εστι σάρζ, συν τρωτω  γάρ Ιδ ιώματι 
ενοεΐτο ή σάρζ, και άναντίτυπον ούκ εστι σώμα, 
συν yap τώ  άντιτνπω ίδιώματι ενοεΐτο το σώμα, 
τοίνυν καί το νοούμενου χωρίς πλάτους μήκος 
ούκ εστι μήκος' συν ποσω γάρ πλάτ€ΐ νοείται τό 
μήκος.

412 *Αλλ* δ ye ’Αριστοτέλης ούκ αδιανόητου ελeyev 
είναι τό παρά τοΐς γεωμέτραις άπλατες μήκος (τό 
ye τοι τοΰ τοίχου μήκος λαμβάνομεν χωρίς τοΰ 
επ ψάλλε ιν τώ πλάτει τοΰ τοίχου) πλανώ μένος, 
όταν γάρ τό τοΰ τοίχον μήκος λαμβάνωμεν χωρίς 
πλάτους, ου χωρίς παντός πλάτους τούτο λαμβά- 
νομεν άλλα χωρίς τοΰ περί τώ τοίχω πλάτους, 
ενδέχεται γάρ συγκαταπλέξαντας τό τοΰ τοίχου 
μήκος τινι πλάτει καί οίωδήποτε οΰν νόησιν αύτοΰ 
ποιεΐσθαι, ώστε μήκος λαμβάνεσθαι ού χωρίς

413 πλάτους αλλά χωρίς τοΰδέ τίνος πλάτους, πρου- 
κειτο δε τώ Άριστοτέλει παραστήσαι ούχ ότι τό 
τίνος πλάτους άμοιρου μήκος ενδέχεται νοεΐν, άλλ* 
ότι τό παντός πλάτους· δπερ ού παρέστησεν.

414 ΥΙρός τοντοις, εΐπερ οι γεωμέτραι ού μόνον άπλατες
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breadth.—And further : if it is possible for those who 410 
have conceived a length with a certain breadth to 
deprive it o f its breadth and thus to conceive length 
without breadth, it will also be possible for them, 
when they have conceived flesh which possesses the 
property of vulnerability, by privation of the property 
o f vulnerability to conceive invulnerable flesh ; and 411 
after conceiving a body with the property o f solidity, 
it will be feasible for them, by privation o f the pro
perty of solidity, to conceive a non-solid body. But 
this is impossible ; for what is conceived as invulner
able is not flesh (for flesh was conceived as including 
the property o f vulnerability), and the non-solid is 
not body (for body was conceived as including the 
property o f solidity). So too the length conceived as 
without breadth is not length (for length is conceived 
as including a certain breadth).

Aristotle,® however, declared that the length with- 412 
out breadth of the Geometers is not inconceivable 
(“  for in fact we apprehend the length o f a wall 
without having a perception o f the wall’s breadth ” ) ;  
but he is in error. For when we apprehend the 
length o f a wall without its breadth, we do not 
apprehend it as without any breadth but without the 
breadth which belongs to the wall. For it is possible 
by connecting the length of the wall with some 
breadth (whatever it be) to form a notion of it, so 
that its length is not apprehended without breadth 
but without this particular breadth. But the task 413 
before Aristotle was to establish that it is possible to 
conceive, not the length which is devoid of a certain 
breadth, but that which is devoid o f any breadth 
at all; and this he did not establish.

Furthermore, since the Geometers assert that the 414
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μηκός φασι την γραμμήν αλλά καί πέρας επι- 
φανείας, [ο μηκός και πλάτος εστιν άβαθες,]1 
ενεσται κοινότερου περί τε γραμμής και επιφάνειας 
διαπορεΐν. εΐ γάρ ή γραμμή πέρας εστιν επι
φάνειας, [δ εστι,] μήκος άπλατες καθεστηκυΐα, 
πάντως επιφάνειας επιφάνεια παρατεθείσης η 
παράλληλοι δυο γίνονται γραμμαί η μία εξ άμφο-

415 τερών, και εί μεν μία αί παράλληλοι δυο γραμμαι 
γίνονται, επει η γραμμή πέρας εστιν επιφάνειας, η 
δε επιφάνεια πέρας σώματος, των δυοΐν γραμμών 
μιας γινομένων2 και αί δυο επιφάνειαι μία γενη- 
σονται. οντωσι δε καί τα  δυο σώματα εν εσται 
αώμα, καί διά τούτο ή παράθεσις ούκετι γενησεται 
παράθεσις άλλα ενωσις. οπερ εστιν αδύνατον επί 
τινών μεν γάρ παρατιθέμενων αλληλοις σωμάτων 
ενωσις γίνεσθαι πεφυκεν, ώς επί των υγρών, επί 
τινών δε ούκετι ’ λίθος γάρ λίθω καί άδάμας άδά- 
μαντι κατά την παράθεσιν ούχ ενοΰται. ώστε δυο

416 γραμμαί ούκ αν γενοιντο μία. καί άλλως, εαν 
δώμεν μίαν γενεσθαι, καί ενωσιν διά τοΰτο τών 
σωμάτων, δεησει τον χωρισμόν αυτών μη κατα τα 
αυτά 7τέρατα γίνεσθαι αλλά κατ άλλα καί άλλα 
μέρη, βιαίως άποσπωμενων αυτών, ούχί δε τούτο* 
τών γάρ περάτων καί πριν της παραθεσεως καί 
μετά τον χωρισμόν αυτών ή αύτη σώζεται φύσις. 
ούκ άρα αί δύο παράλληλοι γραμμαί μία γίνονται.*

συν τούτοις, εϊπερ αί δύο γραμμχιί μια γ ί
νονται, τά παρατιθέμενα αλληλοις σώματα ενί άκρω

1 [δ . . . άβαθες] seel, ego: δ . . . άβαθες Ν, Mutsch.: 
δ μ. κ. π. εστϊν άπλατες cet. (seel. Bekk.).

* γινομένων Ν : γινόμενης cet., Bekk.
8 γίνονται cj. Bekk.: γινοιντο m ss . : γενοιντο edd.

196

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, I. 414-416

line is not only “  length without breadth ”  but also 
“  the limit o f a surface,”  [this being length and 
breadth without depth,] it will be possible for us to 
discuss more generally the difficulties involved both 
in line and in surface.® For if the line is the limit of a 
surface, and is length without breadth, then certainly, 
when surface is set beside surface either there are two 
parallel lines or one compounded o f both. And if the 415 
two parallel lines become one, since the line is the limit 
o f the surface and the surface the limit of the body, 
when the two lines become one the two surfaces also 
will become one. And thus the two bodies also will be 
one body, and because o f this the juxtaposition will 
no longer be juxtaposition but unification. But this 
is impossible ; for though in some cases when bodies 
are juxtaposed unification is the natural result (as in 
the case o f liquids), yet in other cases it is not s o ; 
for stone is not made one with stone, nor adamant 
with adamant, by juxtaposition. So that two lines 
will not become one.—And again, if we grant that 416 
they do become one, and that owing to this there is 
unification of the bodies, their separation will have to 
take place not at the same limits but in various other 
parts, as they are forcibly pulled apart. But this is 
not so ; for the nature o f the limits remains the same 
both before the juxtaposition and after their separa
tion. Therefore the two parallel lines do not become 
one.— Moreover, if  the two lines become one the 
juxtaposed bodies will be smaller by one extreme

• For “ limits ” and “ surfaces," in geometry, ef. P.H. 
iii. 39 ff.
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εσται ελασσονα* γεγόνασι γάρ αι δνο γραμμαί μία, 
καί ή μία κατ* ανάγκην εν εχειν άκρον οφείλει, 
ονχι δε γε τά παρατιθέμενα άλλήλοις σώματα ενι 
άκρω γίνεται ελασσόνα, ώστε ούκ άν εΐεν at δυο

417 γρσμμαι μία. εί δε παράλληλοι δυο μενουσιν 
αί γραμμαί, τ ο  εκ των δυοΐν μεΐζον εσται τής μιας, 
εί δε το εκ των δυοΐν γινόμενον μεΐζον εσται τής 
μιας γραμμής, εξει εκατερα αυτών πλάτος, δ μετά 
τής ετερας ταττόμενον μεΐζον ποιεί διάστημα, καί 
ούτως ούκ εστιν άπλατες μήκος ή γραμμή· ή ειπερ 
εστί, σαλεύεσθαι δεήσει την ενάργειαν, ώς παρ- 
εστήσαμεν.

418 Τίροηγουμενως μεν οΰν ταΰτα ρητεον προς την 
παρά τοΐς μάθημάτικοΐς περί σωμάτων τε καί

419 7τεράτων διάταζιν’ μεταβάντες δε ακολούθως σκο- 
πώμεν εί καί κατά τάς αυτών εκείνων υποθέσεις 
δύναται προκόπτειν 6 λόγος, άρεσκει τοίνυν τοΐς 
γεωμέτραις την ευθείαν γραμμήν στρεφομενην πα- 
σιν αυτής τοΐς μερεσι κύκλους γράφειν. τούτφ δη 
ευθύς αυτών τώ θεωρήμart μάχεται τδ μήκος

420 άπλατες είναι την γραμμήν, επεί γάρ παν μέρος 
γραμμής, ώς φασί, σημεΐον εχει, το δέ σημεΐον 
στρεφόμενον κύκλον γράφει, όταν ευθεία γραμμή 
στρεφόμενη καί πάσι τοΐς εαυτής μερεσι κύκλο - 
γραφοϋσα καταμετρή το διάστημα τής επίπεδου τής 
από του κέντρου μέχρι τής εξωτάτω περιφέρειας, 
τότε ήτοι συνεχείς είσίν οι παράλληλοι κύκλοι ή

421 διεστάσιν άπ* άλλήλων. όπότερον δ* άν λεγωσι 
τούτων οί γεωμέτραι, εις αλυτον σχεδόν απορίαν 
εμπεσοΰνται. εί μεν γάρ διεστάσιν άπ* άλλήλων$
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edge ; for the two lines have become one, and this 
one must necessarily have one edge. But juxta
posed bodies do not become smaller by one edge, so 
that the two lines will not be one.—And if the two 417 
parallel lines remain two, the sum of the two will be 
greater than the one. And if the sum of the two 
shall be greater than the one line, each of them will 
possess breadth, which when ranged along with the 
other produces a larger dimension. And thus the 
line will not be “  length without breadth ”  ; or if it is, 
the result must be that the evidence o f sense is 
rendered shaky, as we have shown.

Let this, then, serve as our direct reply to the 418 
Mathematicians’ formal account o f bodies and limits; 
and let us pass on next to consider whether, even 419 
on their own assumptions, their account is admis
sible. The Geometers, then, are o f  opinion that 
the straight line by revolving describes circles with 
all its parts.® But the fact that the line is length 
without breadth conflicts at once with this theorem 
of theirs. For since every part of the line, as they 420 
assert, contains a sign, and the sign by revolving 
describes a circle, when the straight line, by re
volving and describing a circle with all its parts, has 
measured out the distance o f the surface which 
extends from the centre to the outermost circum
ference, then the parallel circles are either continuous 
or separate from one another. But whichever o f 421 
these alternatives the Geometers may adopt, they 
will involve themselves in an almost insuperable diffi
culty. For if these circles are separate from one

• i.e. if the straight line AB is made to revolve round the 
(fixed) point A, with this as centre it will describe as many 
concentric circles as it contains points.
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εσται τι μύρος της επιπύδου τό μη κυκλογραφού- 
μ€νον και της γραμμής το μη κυκλογραφουν, όπερ 
κατά τοΰτο τύτακται το διάστημα της επιπύδου.

422 τοΰτο δε ήν άτοπον· καί γάρ εχει σημεΐον ή γραμμή 
πάντως κατά τάδε τό μύρος, καί τό σημεΐον κατά 
τοΰτο στρεφόμενον κυκλογραφεΐ' τό γάρ ή την 
γραμμήν μή εχειν κατά τι μύρος αυτής σημεΐον, η 
τό σημεΐον στρεφόμενον μή γράφειν κύκλον, παρά

423 τον γεωμετρικόν εστι λόγον, εί δε συνεχείς εισίν 
οί κύκλοι, ήτοι οΰτω συνεχείς εισίν ως κατά τον 
αυτόν τετάχθαι τόπον, ή ώστε άλλον παρ άλλον 
νοεΐσθαι μεταξύ μή δυναμύνου τίνος παρεμπεσειν 
σημείου· παρεμπΐπτον γάρ οφείλει κύκλον γράφειν. 
καί εί μεν τον αυτόν επόχουσι τόπον, εις γενη- 
σονται πάντες, καί διά τοΰτο ό μύγιστος κύκλος ού

424 διοίσει τοΰ ελάχιστου· εί γάρ ό μεν ενδοτάτω 
κύκλος καί προς τω κεντρω εστίν ελάχιστος, 6 δε 
εξωτάτω καί προς τή περίφερε ία μύγιστος καθ- 
ύστηκεν, πάντες δε τον αυτόν κατύχουσι τόπον, 
εσται ίσος τω μεγίστω κύκλψ ο ελάχιστος κύκλος' 
όπερ εστίν άπεμφαΐνον. ού τοίνυν ούτως συνεχείς 
εισίν οί κύκλοι ώς τον αυτόν επειληφύναι τόπον.

42δ εί δε παράκεινται άλλήλοις ώς μή παρεμπίπτειν 
μεταξύ τι σημεΐον, συμπληροΰσι τό τής επιπύδου 
πλάτος τό από τοΰ κύντρου μύχρι τής εσχάτης 
περιφέρειας, επεί ονν τό συμπληρωτικόν πλάτους 
εξ ανάγκης εχει πλάτος, οί κύκλοι συμπληροΰντες 
τό τής επιπύδου πλάτος εξουσι πλάτος, ήσαν δε 
γραμμαί οί κύκλοι' τοίνυν αί γραμμαί ούκ εισίν 
άπλατεΐς.

426 "Ενεστι δε από τής αυτής δυνάμεως όμοιότροπον 
συνθείναι άπόδειξιν. φασί γάρ οί γεωμύτραι τήν 
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another there will be a certain part of the surface 
which is not formed into a circle, and of the line which 
does not form a circle, namely that which is situated 
at this interval of the surface. But this is absurd ; 422 
for the line certainly contains at this part a sign, and 
the sign by revolving at this part describes a circle ; 
for that the line at any part of it should not contain 
a sign, or that the sign should not by revolving de
scribe a circle, is contrary to the Geometers’ doctrine.
And if the circles are continuous, either they are 423 
continuous in such a way as to be situated in the same 
place or so that they are conceived as lying side by 
side in such a way that no sign can be inserted between 
them ; for if one is inserted, it is bound to describe a 
circle. And if they occupy the same place they will 
all become one, and because of this the greatest circle 
will not differ from the least; for if the innermost 424 
circle, which is next the centre, is the least, and the 
outermost circle, next to the circumference, is the 
greatest, and all occupy the same place, the least 
circle will be equal to the greatest circle ; which is 
contrary to sense. So then, the circles are not con
tinuous in such a way as to occupy the same place. 
And if they are so juxtaposed that no sign is inserted 426 
between them, they fill up the breadth of the surface 
from the centre up to the outermost circumference. 
Since, then, what fills up a breadth necessarily 
possesses breadth, the circles, as filling up the breadth 
of the surface, will possess breadth. But the circles 
are lines ; and so the lines are not without breadth.

And it is possible to construct a proof of a similar 426 
character to the same effect. The Geometers assert
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κυκλογραφοΰσαv εύθεΐαν δι αυτής στρεφομένην 
κυκλογραφεΐν. διόπερ συνερωτώντες a ντους φή- 
σομεν “  εί ή κυκλογραφοΰσα εύθεΐα δι* αυτής τον 
κύκλον γράφει, ούκ εστι μήκος άπλατές ή γραμμή' 
ή δε κυκλογραφοΰσα ευθεία κατ* αυτούς δι αυτής 
τον κύκλον γράφει· ούκ άρα μήκος άπλατές εστιν

427 ή γραμμή.”  όταν γάρ ή από τοΰ κέντρου εύθεΐα 
αγόμενη στρέφηται και δι αυτής γράφη τον κύ
κλον, ήτοι κατά πάντων των μερών τοΰ εντός τής 
περιφέρειας πλάτους φέρεται ή εύθεΐα γραμμή, ή 
κατά τινών μεν φέρεται κατά τινών δε ούδαμώς. 
άλλ* εί κατά τινών μεν φερεται κατά τινών δε μή, 
πάντως ού γράφει κύκλον, καθ' ών μεν φερομένη 
μερών τής επιπέδου καθ' ών δε μή φερομένη. 
εί δε κατά πάντων φέρεται, δλον το εντός τής 
περιφέρειας πλάτος καταμετρήσει, πλάτος δε κατα
μετρούν έξει πλάτος' τό γάρ πλάτους καταμετρη-

428 τικόν εχει πλάτος ω καταμετρεί, τοίνυν ούδε διά 
τοΰτο ρητέον μήκος άπλατες είναι την γραμμήν.

Τδ δε αύτό σαφέστερον γίνεται και όταν λέγωσιν 
οι γεωμέτραι την πλάγιον τοΰ τετραγώνου πλευράν 
καταγομένην δι αυτής τό παραλληλόγραμμον επί
πεδον καταμετρεΐν. εί γάρ μήκος άπλατές εστιν ή 
γραμμή, πάντως και ή πλευρά τοΰ τετραγώνου 
άπλατής ουσα γραμμή ού καταμετρήσει τό παραλ
ληλόγραμμον επίπεδον πλάτος έχον' ή καταμε
τρούσα τοΰτο έζει καί αύτή πλάτος ω καταμετρεί, 
ώστε ή τό θεώρημα αύτοΐς γίνεται ψευδές, ή ότι ή 
γραμμή μήκος εστιν άπλατές.

429 Τόν τε κύλινδρον κατ* εύθεΐάν φασι γραμμήν
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that the straight line which describes a circle describes 
it of itself by revolving ; and therefore we will pro
pound to them this syllogism—“ If the straight line 
which describes a circle describes the circle of itself, 
the line is not a length without breadth; but the 
straight line which describes a circle does, according 
to them, describe the circle of itself; therefore the 
line is not a length without breadth.” For when the 427 
straight line drawn from the centre revolves and of 
itself describes the circle, either the straight line 
moves through all the parts of the surface within the 
circumference, or it moves through some parts and 
not through others. But if it moves through some 
parts and not through others, it certainly does not 
describe a circle, as it moves through some parts of 
the surface but does not move through others. And 
if it moves through them all, it will measure out the 
whole of the breadth within the circumference, and 
as measuring out the breadth it will possess breadth ; 
for what is capable of measuring out breadth possesses 
breadth whereby it measures. So for this reason also 428 
one must deny that the line is length without breadth.

The same thing becomes more evident when the 
Geometers state that the line drawn as side of the 
square measures of itself the surface bounded by 
parallel lines. For if the line is length without 
breadth, certainly the side of the square, being a line 
without breadth, will not measure out the surface 
bounded by parallel lines which has breadth; or, if it 
measures this, it will itself also have breadth whereby 
it measures. So that either their theorem proves 
false, or else the definition of the line as length 
without breadth.

Also, they say  th a t the cylinder touches the sur- 429
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άπτεσθαι τής επιπέδου, έκκυλιόμενόν re τη άνά 
μέρος άλλων καί άλλων ευθειών θέσει καταμετρεΐν 
την επίπεδον. el δή καί κατ ευθείαν άπτεται της 
έπητέδου 6 κύλινδρος και κυλιόμενος τη άνά μέρος 
άλλων και άλλων ευθειών θέσει καταμετρεί την 
επίπεδον, πάντως και η επίπεδος εξ εύθειών συν- 
έστηκε γραμμών και η επιφάνεια του κυλίνδρου 
πάλιν εξ ευθειών εστίν. επε'ι ουν ή επίπεδος 
πλάτος έχει, έχει δε και η του κυλίνδρου επιφάνεια, 
το δε πλάτους συμπληρωτικόν ούκ έστιν άπλατές, 
αι γραμμαί πλάτος συμπληροΰσαι ού γενησονται 
άπλατεΐς.

430 Έ τι καν δώμεν την γραμμήν μήκος άπλατές 
ύπάρχειν, ούδέν ήττον άπορος εύρεθήσεται τοΐς 
γεωμέτραις 6 περί τοΰ σώματος λόγος, ώσπερ γάρ 
το σημεΐον ρυέν ποιεί γραμμήν, οΰτω και ή γραμμή 
ρυεισα ποιεί επιφάνειαν, ητις έστι πέρας σώματος

431 δυο έχον διαστάσεις, μήκος τε και πλάτος, έπείπερ 
οΰν ή επιφάνεια πέρας έστι σώματος, πάντως 
το σώμα πεπερασμένον εστίν. εί δε τούτο, οτε 
παρατίθεται σώμα σώματι, τότε ήτοι τα πέρατα 
τών περάτων άπτεται, ή τα πεπερατωμένα τών 
πεπερατωμένων, ή και τα πεπερατωμένα τών 
πεπερατωμένων καί τα πέρατα τών περάτων, οΐον 
(έσται γάρ σαφές το λεγόμενον επί υποδείγματος) 
εί νοήσαιμεν πέρας μέν το έξωθεν τοΰ άμφορέως 
δστρακον, πεπερατωμένον δε τον εν τώ άμφορεΐ 
οίνον, δυοΐν άμφορέων παρατιθεμένων άλλήλοις 
ήτοι το δστρακον τοΰ οστράκου άφεται ή ό οίνος 
τοΰ οίνου ή καί το δστρακον τοΰ οστράκου καί ό

432 οίνος τοΰ οίνου, καί εί μέν τά πέρατα τών περάτων 
άπτεται, τά πεπερατωμένα ούχ άφεται άλλήλων, 
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face along a straight line and when rolling forward, 
by the placing of straight lines in turn, one after 
another, it measures out the surface. If, then, the 
cylinder touches the surface along a straight line and 
when rolling measures out the surface by placing its 
straight lines in turn, one after another, the surface 
certainly consists of straight lines, and the superficies 
of the cylinder likewise is made of straight lines. 
Since, then, the surface possesses breadth and the 
superficies of the cylinder also possesses it, and what 
fills up breadth is not without breadth, the lines as 
they fill up breadth will not be without breadth.

Moreover, even if we grant that the line is length 430 
without breadth, none the less the Geometers will 
find that their account of body is hopeless. For just 
as the sign when it has flowed makes the line, so also 
the line by flowing makes the surface, which is “ a 
limit of body possessing two dimensions, length and 
breadth.” Since, then, the surface is a limit of body, 431 
body is certainly limited. And if so, when body is 
set beside body, then either the limits touch the 
limits, or the things limited the things limited, or the 
things limited touch the things limited and the limits 
also touch the limits. Thus (for our meaning will be 
made clear by an example) if we were to conceive the 
external earthenware of the jar as the limit and the 
wine within the jar as the thing limited, then when 
two jars are set side by side either the ware will touch 
the ware, or the wine the wine, or both the ware the 
ware and the wine the wine. And if the limits touch 432 
the limits, the things limited (that is, the bodies) will
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τοϋτ4στι τά σώματα · όπερ ήν άτοπον. el 8ε τά  
πεπεpar ω μένα των πεπερατωμ4νων άπτεται, το ντ-  
4στι σώματα σωμάτων, δεήσει ταΰτα τω ν οίκείων

433 περάτων έκτος γίνεσθαΐ' ο πάλιν ατοπον. el δε και 
τά  π4ρατα τω ν περάτων άπτεται και τά  πεπερατω- 
μ4να τω ν π€π€ρατωμ4νων, σνν8ραμοΰνται αι άπο- 
ρίαι· ή μεν γάρ τά  π4ρατα αλλήλων άπτεται, τά  
πεπερατωμ4να αλλήλων ούχ άφεται, ή Be ταΰτα  
αλλήλων θιγγάν€ΐ, εκτός εσται τω ν οικείων πε-

434 ράτων. και μήν εΐπερ π4ρας εστιν ή επιφάνεια, 
πεπερατωμ4νον 8e το σώμα, ήτοι σώμά εστιν ή 
επιφάνεια ή άσώματον. και εΐ μεν σώμά εστι, 
φεϋδος το  άβαθή είναι την επιφάνειαν παν γάρ 
σώμα βάθους μετεΐχεν. εΐτα ουδέ άφεταί τίνος το 
π4ρας, αλλά παν σώμα γενήσεται άπειρο μ4γεθες·

435 el γάρ σώμά εστιν ή επιφάνεια, επε'ι παν σώμα 
π4ρας εχει, κάκεινο το π4ρας πάλιν σώμα ον εξει 
π4ρας, κάκεινο τρίτον, και το τρίτον τ4ταρτον, και 
όντως εις άπειρον, el δε άσώματός εστιν ή επι
φάνεια, επει το  άσώματον ονδενός Βύναται Θιγεΐν 
ουδέ υπό τίνος θιχθήναι, τά  π4ρατα ούχ άφεται 
αλλήλων, τούτων δε μή άπτομενων ούδε τά  πεπε-

436 ρατωμ4να άφεται. ώστε καν τής γραμμής άπο- 
στώμεν, ο γε περί τής επιφάνειας λόγος άπορος ών 
εις εποχήν ημάς καθίστησιν.

N w  μεν ούν πεποιήμεθα τάς ζητήσεις εχόμενοι 
τώ ν εννοιών τών του σώματος και τώ ν περάτων, ετι

437 8ε και τώ ν γεωμετρικών θεωρημάτων ενεστι 8ε 
κάκεΐνον τον λόγον άναλαμβάνειν,1 σθεναρώς σνν- 
άγοντα το  προκείμενον. εΐ γάρ εστι τι σώμα, ήτοι

1 άναλαμβάνην] παραλαμβάναν NLE: λαμβάνειν cet., Bekk. 
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not touch each other ; which is absurd. And if the 
things limited touch the things limited—that is, 
bodies touch bodies,—they will have to be outside 
their own limits; which again is absurd. And if the 433 
limits touch the limits and the things limited also the 
things limited, the difficulties will be combined ; for 
in so far as the limits touch one another the things 
limited will not touch one another ; and in so far as 
the latter are in contact with one another they will 
be outside their own limits.—Furthermore, if the 434 
surface is a limit and the body a thing limited, the 
surface is either a body or incorporeal.® And if it is 
a body, it is false that the surface is without depth ; 
for every body partakes of depth. Moreover, the 
limit will not touch anything, but every body will be 
of unlimited size ; for if the surface is body, since 435 
every body has a limit, that limit again, being a body, 
will have a limit, and this again a third, and the third 
a fourth, and so on ad infinitum. And if the surface is 
incorporeal, since the incorporeal cannot touch anyr 
thing or be touched by anything, the limits will not 
be in contact with one another, and if these are not 
in contact neither will the things limited be in con
tact. So that even if we disregard the line, the hope- 436 
lessness of the account given of surface reduces us to 
a state of suspension.

So, then, we have now carried out our investiga
tions, while confining ourselves to the notions of body 
and limits, and also to the Geometers’ theorems.
But it is possible, also, to repeat our former argu- 437 
ment which deduces our thesis in a convincing 
way6 : If a body exists, it is either sensible or

0 With § 434 cf. P.H. iii. 41-44.
* With §§ 437-439 cf. P.H. iii. 47-48.
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αισθητόν εστιν η νοητόν, και αισθητόν μεν ούκ 
εστιν. άθρόα γάρ ήν ποιότης κατ επισύνθεσιν 
σχήματος και μεγέθους και άντιτνπίας λαμβανο· 
μόνη · ποιότης δε κατ* επισύνθεσιν τινών λαμβανο - 
μόνη ούκ εστιν αισθητή· και τό σώμα άρα, ώς

438 σώμα νοούμενον, ούκ εστιν αίσθητόν. και μην 
ουδέ νοητόν, ΐνα γαρ γενηται νόησις σώματος, 
οφείλει £ν τη φύσει τών πραγμάτων ύποκεΐσθαί τι 
αίσθητόν, άφ* οδ γενήσεται ή τοΰ σώματος νόησις. 
ούδεν δε εστιν £ν τη φύσει τών πραγμάτων παρά 
τό σώμα και άσώματον, ών τό μεν άσώματον 
αύτόθεν εστι νοητόν τό δε σώμα ούκ αισθητόν, ώς

439 δεδεικται ήμΐν. μη όντος οδν εν τη φύσει τών 
πραγμάτων αισθητού τίνος άφ* οΰ νόησις εσται τοΰ 
σώματος, ουδέ νοητόν εσται τό σώμα, ει δε μήτε 
αίσθητόν εστι μήτε νοητόν, παρά δε ταΰτα ούδεν 
εστι, ρητεον μηδέν είναι τό σώμα.

440 Άλλ* επει εν τοντοις ό περί τών σωμάτων λόγος 
πεφηνεν άπορος, άπ* άλλης άρχής πειρασόμεθα 
διδάσκειν ότι και ό περί τών λειπομενων άσωμάτων 
όμοιος εστι τούτω.
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intelligible. And it is not sensible ; for it is “  a 
complex quality perceived through the combination 
of form, size, and solidity ”  a ; and a quality perceived 
through a combination o f things is not sensible; 
therefore the body also, conceived as body, is not 
sensible. Nor yet is it intelligible. For in order that 438 
there may be a conception of body, there must already 
exist in the nature of things some sensible object 
from which the conception of body may be formed.
But nothing exists in the nature o f things besides 
body and the incorporeal, and of these the incor
poreal is o f itself intelligible, and body, as we have 
proved, is not sensible. Since, then, there does not 439 
exist in the nature o f things any sensible object from 
which the notion o f body may be formed, body will 
not be intelligible either. But if it is neither sensible 
nor intelligible, and besides these there is no other 
alternative, one must declare that body is nothing.

But now that the account given of bodies has been 440 
shown by these arguments to be hopeless, we shall 
start afresh 6 and try to demonstrate that the account 
given of the other things, the incorporeals, is equally 
so.

0 This is an Epicurean definition.
* Gf. Adv. Log. i. 446.
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1 Tot? περί το ΰ  σ ώ μ α τος και τ ω ν  περάτω ν π ρ ο -  
ηπορημενοις ή μ ΐ νττρός τε  τούς φυσικούς και τούς  
γεω μ ετρ α ς ακόλουθος είναι δοκέΐ και η περί το ΰ  
τόπου ζη τη σις · άπασι γά ρ  συμ φ ώ νω ς αζιοΰται τό  
σώ μ α  ήτοι εν τό π ω  περιεχεσθαι η κατά  τόπ ου

2 φερεσθαι. διό προληπτεον ότι κατά τον  * Ε π ί
κουρον τη ς  άναφοΰς καλούμενης φυσεω ς το μεν  
τ ι ονομάζεται κενόν τό  δε τό π ο ς  τό  δε χ ώ ρ α , 
μεταλαμβανομενών κατά διαφόρους επιβολάς τω ν  
ονομάτω ν, επείπερ η αυτή φύσις έρημος μεν κ α θ- 
εστηκνΐα  παντός σώ μ α τος κενόν προσαγορεύεται, 
καταλαμβανόμενη δε υπό σ ώ μ α τος τόπ ος καλείται, 
χω ρούντω ν δε δι* αυτής σ ω μ ά τω ν χ ώ ρα  γίνεται, 
κοινώς μ εντοι φύσις άναφης εΐρηται παρά τ ώ  
'Ε πικουρώ  διά τό  εστερησθαι τη ς  κατά άντίβασιν

3 άφης. καί οί στω ικοί δε κενόν μεν είναι φασι τό  
οΐόν τ ε  υπό οντος κατεχεσθαι, μη κατεχόμενον δε, 
η διάστημα έρημον σ ώ μ α το ς, η διάστημα άκαθ- 
εκτούμενον υπό σ ώ μ α τος, τόπ ον δε τον  υπό οντος 
κατεχόμενον καί εξισαζόμ ενον τ ώ  κατεχοντι αυτόν, 
νυν ον καλονντες τό  σώ μ α , καθώ ς καί εκ τη ς  
μ ετάληφ εω ς τώ ν  ονομάτω ν εστί συμφανες" χώ ραν  
δε φασιν είναι διάστημα κατά  μ εν  τ ι  κατεχόμενον

4 υπό σώ μ α τος κατά  δε τ ι άκαθεκτούμενον. ενιοι δε
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BOOK II

A fter the foregoing discussion of body and limits, 1 
criticizing both the Physicists and the Geometers, the 
investigation of “ Place ” seems to follow next; for 
it is maintained by them all with one accord that 
body either is contained in place or moves in place. 
Hence we must notice first that, according to Epi- 2 
curus, “ of the intangible nature one part is named 
* void,’ another ‘ place,’ another ‘ room,’ ” the names 
being varied according to the different applications, 
since the same nature is termed “ void ” when desti
tute of any body, and is called “ place ” when occupied 
by a body, and becomes “ room ” when bodies pass 
through it. But the general designation “ intangible 
nature ’’ is given to it by Epicurus owing to its lack 
of resistant touch. And the Stoics assert ® that 3 
“ void is that which is capable of being occupied by 
an existent but is not so occupied, or an interval 
empty of body, or an interval unoccupied by body ; 
and place is that which is occupied by an existent and 
made equal to that which occupies it ” (calling body 
now “ an existent,” as is plain from the interchange 
of the names) ; and“ room,” they say, is “ an interval 
partly occupied by body and partly unoccupied.”

• With §§ 3-4 cf. P.H. iii. 124.
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χώ ραν εΧεξαν ύπάρχειν τον του μ είζονος σώ μ ατος  
τόπ ον, ώ ς  τα ύ τη  διαφόρων του τόπου την χώ ραν, 
τ ώ  εκείνον μ εν  μη εμφαίνει» μ έγεθος τοΰ  ε μ 
περιεχόμενου σ ώ μ α τος  (καν γάρ εΧάχιστον περιεχη  
σ ώ μ α , ούδεν ή ττον  τόπ ος προσαγορεύεται), τη ν δ 
άξιόΧογον εμφαίνειν μ εγεθος το ΰ  εν αυτή σ ώ μ α το ς.

6 περί μ εν ουν κενού ποικίλως εν το ΐς περί στοιχείω ν  
εζη τή σ α μ εν , και ούκ άναγκαΐον τ α  νυν τον  αυτόν  
Χόγον παΧ ινω δεΐν περί 8ε το ΰ  τόπου  και τή ς  
σ υ ζυ γού ση ς το ν τω  χ ώ ρ α ς, ή τις  και αυτή κατά, τ ό  
γένος εστι τό π ο ς , επί το ΰ  παρόντος σκεφόμεθα. 
προδηΧοτεροις γάρ οΰσι τοντο ις  καί παρά π ασι  
σχεδόν όμοΧογουμενοις συναπορηθήσεται καί ή  
περί το ΰ  κενοΰ σκεφις, δ σ ω  και περί άδηΧοτερου  
π ράγμ α τος προκύπτει.

A.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΟΠΟΣ

β Τη? το ΰ  τόπ ου  νοήσεω ς δεδηΧωμενης καί τω ν  
σ νζυ γουντω ν α ύτώ  π ραγμ ά τω ν ύποδεδε ιγμενω ν  
άποΧείπεται, ώ ς  εστιν έθος τοΐς από τή ς  σκεφ εω ς, 
τούς εις εκάτερον κινήσαι Χόγους καί την επ ’ αύτοΐς

7 συναγομενην εποχήν κρατύνεσθαι. εΐπερ οΰν εστιν  
άνω καί κ άτω  καί είς τ ά  δεξιά  καί τά  αριστερά καί 
πρόσω  καί όπ ίσω , εστι τ ις  τ ό π ο ς · μέρη γάρ είσιν 
αι ε ξ  αΰται παρατάσεις το ΰ  τόπ ου , καί αδύνατόν  
ε σ τ ι  τίνος τ ω ν  μερώ ν υπαρχόντω ν μή ούχί κάκεΐνο 
ύπάρχειν οΰ εσ τι τά  μ έρη, εστι δε γ ε  εν τή  φύσει 
τ ώ ν  π ρ α γμ ά τω ν άνω  καί κ άτω  καί είς δεξιά  καί 
αριστερά καί π ρόσω  καί όπ ίσω ' εστιν άρα τόπ ος.

• Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 333 IF.
6 Thus the arguments for the existence o f “  place ”  (or 
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But some have said that room is “  the place of the 4 
larger body,”  so that room differs from place in the 
fact that the latter does not imply magnitude of the 
contained body (for even if it contains a minimal body 
it is none the less termed “  place ” ), whereas the 
former implies considerable magnitude in the body it 
contains. Now “  void ”  we have already discussed 6 
in various ways in our sections “  Concerning Ele
ments,”  a and there is no need now to repeat the same 
account; on the present occasion we shall examine 
“  place ”  and the allied subject o f “  room,”  which 
itself also comes under the head of place. For along 
with these, which are more evident and subjects o f 
almost universal agreement, the inquiry about void 
also will be shown to involve doubt, in so far as it 
deals with a less evident matter.

C hapter I.— D oes P lace E x is t ?

Now that the conception o f place has been ex- β 
plained and the things allied therewith indicated, it 
remains for us—in accordance with the Sceptics’ 
custom—to expound the arguments on both sides* 6 
and to justify the suspension of judgement deduced 
therefrom. If, then, there exist upwards and down- 7 
wards, and rightwards and leftwards, and forwards 
and backwards, some place exists ; for these six 
directions are parts of place, and it is impossible that, 
if the parts of a thing exist, the thing o f which they 
are parts should not exist. But upwards and down
wards, and rightwards and leftwards, and forwards 
and backwards, do exist in the nature of things ;
“  space ” ) are given in §§ 7-12 (cf. P.H. iii. 120-121)—those 
against in §§ 13-19 (cf. P.H. iii. 122-123); and further argu
ments in criticism o f “ place”  are added in §§ 20-36.
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8 ού μην άλλ* el όπου ην Σωκράτης, νυν εστιν 
άλλος, οΐον Πλάτων άποθανόντος Σωκράτονς, έστιν 
άρα τόπος. ώς γάρ του iv τώ  άμφορ€Ϊ ύγροΰ 
εκκενωθέντος και άλλου έπεγχι>θέντος λέγομεν ύπ- 
άρχειν τον αμφορέα τόπον οντα και τοΰ προτέρου 
και τοΰ ΰστ€ρον έπεμβληθέντος ΰγροΰ, ούτως el ον 
τόπον κατείχε Σωκράτης ότ έζη, τούτον έτερος νΰν

9 κατέχει, έστι τις τόπος. και άλλως, el έστι τι 
σώμα, και τόπος έστιν  άλλα μην τό πρώτον’ το 
άρα δεύτερον. προς τουτοις εΐ όπου τό κοΰφον 
φύσει φέρεται, εκεί τό βαρύ φύσει ού φέρεται, 
εστιν Ιδιος τοΰ κουφου καί τοΰ βαρέος τόπος· άλλα 
μην τό πρώτον τό άρα δεύτερον, τό γέ τοι πΰρ 
φύσει κοΰφον καθεστώς άνώφορον έστι, καί τό 
ύδωρ φύσει βαρύ τυγχάνον κάτω βρίθει, καί ούτε 
τό πΰρ κάτω φέρεται ούτε τό ύδωρ άνω άττει. 
εστιν άρα ίδιος καί τοΰ φύσει κουφου καί τοΰ φύσει

10 βαρέος τόπος. ώσπερ τε εΐ τό εξ ού τι γίγ-
νεται έστι, καί τό ύφ* ού τι γίγνεται καί τό δι 
ο, ούτως ύπάρχοι αν καί τό εν α> τι γίγνεται. εστι 
δέ τό εξ ού τι γίνεται, οΐον ύλη, καί τό ύφ* ού, 
οΐον το αίτιον, καί το δι* ο, καθάπερ τό τέλος’ 
εστιν άρα καί τό έν ώ τι γίγνεται, τουτέστιν ο

11 τόπος. οι τε παλαιοί καί τα ολα δια-
κοσμησαντες αρχήν τών πάντων ύπέθεντο τόπον, 
καντεΰθεν όρμηθείς 6 'Ησίοδο? άνεφώνησεν

ήτοι μέν πρώτιστα χάος γένετ , αύτάρ έπειτα 
γάχ ευρύστερνος, πάντων έδος ασφαλές αίεί,

β Cf. Aristot. J)e caelo iv. 3.
‘  Hesiod, Theog. 116 f. (cf. Adv. Phyt. i. 8).
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therefore place exists.—Moreover, if where Socrates 8 
was another man (such as Plato) now is, Socrates 
being dead, then place exists. For just as, when the 
liquid in the pitcher has been emptied out and other 
liquid poured in, we declare that the pitcher, which 
is the place both of the former liquid and of that 
poured in later, exists, so likewise, if another man 
now occupies the place which Socrates occupied when 
he was alive, some place exists.—Again, if a body 9 
exists, place also exists; but in fact the first (is true) ; 
therefore the second (is true).—Further, if where 
what is light naturally moves there what is heavy 
naturally does not move, there exists a separate place 
for the light and for the heavy ® ; but in fact the first 
(is true) ; therefore the second (is true). For cer
tainly fire, which is naturally light, tends to ascend, 
and water, which is naturally heavy, presses down
wards, and neither does fire move downwards nor 
water shoot upwards. There exists, therefore, a 
separate place both for the naturally light and for 
the naturally heavy.—Also, just as if there exists io 
that from which a thing becomes, and that by which 
a thing becomes, and that on account of which a 
thing becomes, so too there will exist that in which 
a thing becomes. But that from which a thing 
becomes (namely, its matter) exists, and that by 
which (namely, its cause), and that on account of 
which (that is, its end) ; therefore, that in which a 
thing becomes (that is, its place) exists also.—The n 
ancients also in planning the order of the Universe 
laid down place as the first principle of all things, and 
starting out from it Hesiod proclaimed h how—
Verily first created of all was Chaos; thereafter
Earth broad-bosom’d, unshakable seat of all things for ever—■

v o l . in h  215
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χάος λέγων τον χωρητικόν των δλων τόπον μη 
υποκειμένου γάρ τούτου ούτε γη ούτε ύδωρ ούτε 
τά λοιπά των στοιχείων, ούχ ο συμπας κόσμος

12 εδύνατο σύστηναι. καν κατ επίνοιαν δε άπαντα 
άνέλωμεν, 6 τόπος ούκ άναιρεθησεται εν ω ήν τά  
πάντα, άλλ* υπομένει, τάς τρεις εχων διαστάσεις, 
μήκος βάθος πλάτος, χωρίς άντιτυπίας· τούτο γάρ 
ίδιον ήν σώματος.

Και άλλα δε είώθασι τοιαϋτα οι δογματικοί των 
φιλοσόφων διεξέρχεσθαι προς το καταστησαι την

13 ϋπαρζιν του τόπου, πάντα δ€ μάλλον η τούτο 
δύνανται ποιεΐν. τό τε γάρ από των μερών τού 
τόπου θέλειν έπιλογίζεσθαι τό και τον τόπον 
ύπάρχειν τελέως έστί μειρακιώδες· ο γάρ μη 
διδούς αύτοΐς είναι τό όλον, οΰτος ουδέ τά μέρη συγ
χωρήσει τού όλου, και άλλως, έπεί τά τίνος μέρη 
αυτό εκείνο εστιν ου τά μέρη καθέστηκεν, δυνάμει 
6 λέγων “  εί έστι τά μέρη τού τόπου, εστιν 6 
τόπος ”  τούτο φησιν “  εί εστιν 6 τόπος, εστιν 6 
τόπος.”  όπερ ήν άτοπον· αυτό γάρ τό ζητούμενου

14 €ΐς την αυτού πίστιν ώς άζήτητον παρείληπται. 
τό δ* αυτό ρητέον και όταν εκ τού έν ω ήν Σ ω 
κράτη? νΰν είναι Πλάτωνα συνάγωσι την ύπαρξιν 
τού τόπου, ημών γάρ ζητούντων εί έστι τι ο 
τόπος έν ω έστι τό σώμα, διαφέρων αυτού τού έν 
αύτώ λεγομένου περιέχεσθαι σώματος, εκείνοι ώς 
ομόλογον ήμΐν άντιφωνοΰσι τό έν τόπω γεγονέναι 
Σωκράτην και τό έν τούτω νΰν περιέχεσθαι

15 Πλάτωνα, ότι μεν γάρ λέγομεν άφελώς έν * Αλεξ
άνδρειά είναι τινα και έν γυμνασίω και έν rfj

- Cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 39.
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meaning by “ Chaos”  the place which serves to con
tain all things ; for if this had not subsisted neither 
earth nor water nor the rest of the elements, nor the 
Universe as a whole, could have been constructed. 
And even if, in imagination, we abolish all things, 12 
the place wherein all things were will not be abolished, 
but remains possessing its three dimensions—length, 
depth, breadth,—but without solidity ; for this is an 
attribute peculiar to body.®

There are also other reasons o f this kind which the 
Dogmatic philosophers are wont to enumerate for the 
purpose o f establishing the real existence o f place. 
But they are able to effect anything rather than this. 13 
For to try to argue from the parts o f place that place 
itself also exists is perfectly childish ; for he who does 
not grant them that the whole exists will not concede 
that the parts of the whole exist. And besides, since 
the parts o f a thing are that very thing whereof they 
are the parts, he who argues—“  If the parts o f place 
exist, place exists ”—is virtually saying “  I f  place 
exists, place exists.”  But this is absurd ; for the 
thing in question is brought in for the purpose o f con
firming itself as though it were not in question. And 14 
the same may be said when they deduce the existence 
o f place from the fact that Plato now exists in the 
place where Socrates existed. For while we are 
inquiring whether the place in which the body exists, 
as distinct from the body itself which is said to be 
contained therein, is an existent thing they reply to 
us— as though it were agreed—that Socrates was in a 
place and that Plato is now contained in that place. 
Now it is agreed that, speaking loosely, we say that a 15 
man is in Alexandria6 or in the gymnasium or in the

* Cf § 95, P.H. iii. 221.
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σχολίb ομόλογον· άλλ* εστιν ημιν η σκεφις ον περί 
του κατά πλάτος αλλά περί του κατά περιγραφήν 
τόπον, πότερον εστιν η επινοείται μόνον, και ει 
εστι, ποταπον την φύσιν, άρά γε σωματικόν η 
άσώματον και εν τόπω περιεχόμενον η ούδαμώς. 
ων ούδεν ΐσχνσαν παραστησαι οι ταΐς προειρη-

16 μεναις ύπομνησεσι χρώμενοι. κουφόν τε φύσει 
ού δίδοται είναι το σώμα, ΐνα και εις ίδιον φερηται 
τόπον, αλλά και το δοκοϋν είναι τοιοΰτον ύπ* άλλης 
τίνος αιτίας καί κατηναγκασμενως1 εις τινας 
άνωθεΐται τόπους, εΐτα καν δοθη φύσει τνγχάνειν 
κοΰφον και φύσει βαρύ, πάλιν ούδεν ήττον άπο- 
ρησεται το εις τ ί  φερεται, άρα εις γε σώμά τι η 
κενόν η πέρας η άλλο τι διαφερούσης μετεσχηκός

17 φύσεως. ναι, άλλ* εΐ εστι το εξ ου και το ύφ* οΰ
\ \ & 9 #  *  Μ \ \ 9 ψ  9 / _______/cat το οι ο, €ΐη αν και το €ν ω. ον πάντως 

φησομεν. εί γάρ άπορεΐται το εξ οΰ τι γίνεται, 
τοΰτεστι το πάσγον, και τό ύφ* οΰ, καθάπερ το 
αίτιον, και καθόλου τό γίνεσθαι και τό φθείρεσθαι 
η κοινότερου κινεΐσθαι, ανάγκη σννηπορησθαι και τό 
εν ώ. τό δ* ότι ταϋτ ήπόρηται, και πρότερον 
εδειξαμεν περί του ποιοΰντος και πάσχοντος δι- 
εξελθόντες, και ύστερον διδάξομεν περί γενεσεως 
και φθοράς και προ τούτων ετι περί κινησεως

18 σκεπτόμενοι. ό μεν γάρ είπών
ήτοι μεν πρώτιστα χάος γενετ, αύτάρ επειτα 
γαι ευρύστερνος, πάντων εδος,
1 κατηναγκασμένως Heintz: κατηναγκασμίνης mss., Bekk.

• For this distinction see § 95 infra, and P.H. iii. 75. 
4 Gf. Adv. Phys. i. 195 ff., 207 IF., 267 ff.

• Cf. §§ 310 ff. infra.
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school; but our investigation is not concerned with 
place in the broad sense but with that in the circum
scribed sense,® as to whether this exists or is merely 
imagined ; and if it exists, o f what sort it is in its 
nature, whether corporeal or incorporeal, and whether 
contained in place or not. And none o f these points 
have those who employ the foregoing arguments been 
able to establish.—Nor is it granted that there is any 16 
body which is naturally light, so that it moves into a 
separate place o f its own, but even that which seems 
to be such is driven up into certain places by some 
cause and through compulsion. And further, even if 
it be granted that a naturally light and a naturally 
heavy exist, none the less it will again be a matter of 
doubt into what it moves, whether into some body or 
into a void or a limit or something else possessed o f a 
distinct nature. “  Yes,”  (they reply,) “  but if the 17 
* from which ’ and the * by which ’ and the ‘ on account 
o f which’ exist, the ‘ in which’ will also exist.”  Not 
necessarily, we shall say. For if there is doubt about 
that ”  from which ”  a thing becomes (that is, the 
passive element), and about the “  by which ”  (namely, 
the cause), and in general about becoming and perish
ing, or motion generally, then the “  in which ”  also 
will necessarily be involved in the same doubt. And 
that these things are matters o f doubt we have shown 
before in our discussion o f agent and patient,6 and we 
shall point it out again when considering becoming 
and perishing,6 and also, at an earlier stage, motion.** 
For he who said *— 18

Verily first created of all was Chaos ; thereafter
Earth broad-bosom’d, of all things the seat—

219
* Cf. §§ 37 ff. infra. Cf. § 11 supra.
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έξ αύτοΰ περιτρέπεται· έρομένου γάρ τίνος αυτόν 
έκ τίνος γέγονε τό χάος, ούχ έξει λέγειν. και 
τοΰτό φασιν ένιοι αίτιον γεγονέναι ’Επικουρώ της

19 €7τι τό φιλοσοφεΐν ορμής, κομιδή γάρ μ€ΐρακίσκος 
ών ήρετο τον έπαναγινώσκοντα αύτω γραμματιστην 
“  ήτοι μεν πρώτιστα χάος γένετ ,”  εκ τίνος τό χάος 
έγένετο, εϊπερ πρώτον έγένετο. τούτου δε είπόντος 
μη αύτοΰ έργον είναι τα τοιαΰτα διδάσκειν άλλα 
των καλούμενων φιλοσόφων, τοίννν, έφησεν ό Ε π ί
κουρος, επ’ εκείνους μοι βαδιστέον έστιν, εϊπερ 
αυτοί την των όντων αλήθειαν ΐσασιν.

Άλλ* ότι μεν ούδεν ίκνούμενον λέγεται εις τό 
υπάρχειν τι τον τόπον, εκ τούτων ήδη γνώριμον·

20 επισυναπτέον δε αύτοΐς και τά από τής σκέφεως. 
εί γάρ εστι τις ύποδεκτικός του σώματος τόπος, 
ήτοι σώμά έστιν ούτος ή κενόν, καί σώμα μεν ούκ 
έστιν ό ύποδεκτικός τοΰ σώματος τόπος· εί γάρ παν 
σώμα οφείλει εν τόπω είναι, ό δε τόπος εστι σώμα, 
έσται 6 τόπος εν τόπω, κάκεΐνος πάλιν εν τρίτω, 
καί ό τρίτος εν τώ τετάρτω, καί ούτως εις άπειρον.

21 ου τοίνυν σώμά εστιν ο ύποδεκτικός τοΰ σώματος 
τόπος, εί δε κενόν εστιν ό ύποδεκτικός τοΰ σώ 
ματος τόπος, ήτοι μένει τοΰτο τό κενόν έπιόντος 
αύτω τοΰ σώματος ή μεθίσταται ή φθείρεται, καί 
εί μεν μένει έπιόντος αύτω τοΰ σώματος, έσται 
κενόν άμα καί πλήρες, ή μεν μένει, κενόν, ή δέ 
επιδέχεται τό σώμα, πλήρες, αδιανόητον δέ γε τό 
αυτό κενόν τε καί πλήρες λέγειν τοίνυν ου μένει τό

22 κενόν έπιόντος αύτω τοΰ σώματος, εί δέ μεθ- 
ίσταται τό κενόν, έσται σώμα τό κενόν τό γάρ 
μεθιστάμενον τόπον έκ τόπου σώμά έστιν. ούχί
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is refuted by himself; for if someone asks him “ from 
what did Chaos come into being ?,” he will have no 
answer. And this, as some say, was the reason why 
Epicurus took to philosophizing. For when still quite 19 
a youth a he asked his schoolmaster, who was reading 
out the line “ Verily first created of all was Chaos,” 
what Chaos was created from, if it was created first. 
And when he replied that it was not his business, but 
that of the men called philosophers, to teach things of 
that sort, “ Well then,” said Epicurus, “ I must go 
off to them, if it is they who know the truth of 
things.”

So from this it is already evident that nothing 
pertinent is said to show that place is a real thing ; 
and to this we must further add the Sceptics’ argu- 20 
ments :—If there exists any place receptive of body, 
it is either body or void. But the place receptive of 
body is not body ; for if every body must be in a 
place, and place is a body, place will be in a place, and 
this again in a third, and the third in a fourth, and 
so on ad infinitum. So then the place receptive of 21 
body is not a body. And if the place receptive of 
body is a void, this void either remains when the body 
comes upon it, or moves away, or perishes.6 And 
if it remains when the body comes upon it, it will be 
at once both void and full,—void in so far as it re
mains, but full in so far as it admits the body. But 
it is irrational to say that the same thing is both void 
and full; the void, then, does not remain when the 
body comes upon it. And if the void moves away, 22 
the void will be body, for that which moves away 
from place to place is a body. But the void is not a

• At the age of 14, according to Diog. Laert. x. 2.
* With §§ 21-23 cf. P.H. Hi. 129.
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δε γε σώμά εστι το  κενόν, ώστε ούΒε μεθίσταται 
επιόντος αύτώ τον  σώματος, καί άλλως, εΐ μεθ- 
ίσταται του σώματος επιόντος, ούκέτι Βέξεται το

23 σώμα’ ο και αυτό τών άτοπων, λείπεται άρα 
λέγειν φθείρεσθαι το κενόν ο πάλιν άΒΰνατον. εί 
γάρ φθείρεται, εν μεταβολή και κινήσει γίνεται [και 
εί φθείρεται, γενητόν εστι]· το δ* εν μεταβολή καί 
κινήσει γινόμενον [γενητόν τε καί φθαρτόνJ1 σώμα 
καθεστηκεν ώστε ούΒε φθείρεται τό κενόν, καί 
ούτως, εί μήτε σώμα εστιν ό τόπος, ώς παρεστή - 
σαμεν, μήτε κενόν, ώς ύπεμνήσαμεν, ούκ αν εΐη τις 
τόπος.

24 ΥΙρός τούτοις ετι, εί ο  τόπος περιεκτικός νοείται 
του σώματος, τό  δε περιέχον εκτός εστι του περι
εχομένου, κατ ανάγκην, εί εστιν ο τόπος, οφείλει 
τι τούτων τυγχάνειν ών τό μεν εστιν ΰλη, τό  δε 
εΐΒος, τό  δε μεταξύ Βιάστημα τώ ν εσχάτων τοΰ

25 σώματος περάτων, τό Βέ πέρατα έσχατα, ύλη μεν 
οΰν ούκ αν εΐη 6 τόπος κατά πολλούς τρόπους, οΐον 
επεί αϋτη μεν σεσωμάτωται, ό Βέ τόπος ού σεσω- 
μάτωται, καί ή μεν ΰλη μετεισιν από τόπου εις 
τόπον, ο δε τόπος ού μετέρχεται από τόπου εις 
τόπον, καί επί μεν τής ύλης λέγομεν ότι πρότερον 
μεν ήν αήρ, νΰν δε πυκνωθεισα γέγονεν ΰΒωρ, ή 
άνάπαλιν πρότερον μεν ΰΒωρ ήν, νΰν δε λεπτυνθεΐσα 
γέγονεν αήρ· επί Βέ τοΰ τόπου ού λέγομεν τοΰτο, 
άλλ’ ότι πάλαι μέν εν αύτώ ήν αήρ, νΰν δ* εστιν 
έν αύτώ ΰΒωρ. ού τοίνυν Βύναται ΰλη ο τόπος

26 νοεΐσθαι. καί μην ούΒε τό εΐΒος. τό γάρ εΐΒος 
άχώριστόν εστι τής ΰλης, καθάπερ επί τοΰ άνΒριάν- 
τος άχώριστόν εστι τοΰ υποκειμένου χαλκοΰ, ό 
δέ τόπος χωρίζεται τοΰ σώματος· μεταβαίνει γάρ  
222
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body, so that it does not move away either when the 
body comes upon it. And besides, if it moves away 
when the body comes upon it, it will no longer receive 
the body ; and this too is itself an absurd notion. It 23 
remains, therefore, to declare that the void perishes ; 
which again is impossible. For if it perishes, it 
becomes in a state of change and motion [and if it 
perishes it is generable]; but that which becomes in 
a state of change and motion is a body [both generable 
and perishable]; so that the void does not perish. 
And so, if place is neither a body, as we have estab
lished, nor void, as we have shown, no place will exist.

And furthermore, if place is conceived as containing 24 
body, and that which contains is outside of that which 
is contained, necessarily, if place exists, it must be 
some one of those things of which one is matter, 
another form, another the interval between the 
extreme limits of the body, another the extreme 
limits. Now place will not be matter for many 25 
reasons,—because, for instance, the latter is cor- 
porealized but place is not corporealized, and matter 
passes over from place to place, but place does not 
pass over from place to place. And as regards matter 
we say that formerly it was air but now after con
densation it has become water, or conversely that 
formerly it was water but now after rarefaction it has 
become air ; but we do not speak thus in the case of 
place, but we say that formerly there was air in it 
but now there is water in it. So then place cannot 
be conceived as matter.—Nor, in fact, as form. For 26 
form is inseparable from matter,—as in the case of 
the statue it is inseparable from the underlying 
bronze,—but place is separate from body ; for the

1 [και . . .  €<m] et [γενητόν . . . φθαρτόν] seel. ego.
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εκείνο καί els ετερον μεθίσταται τόπον μη σνμ - 
μεταβαίνοντος αύτώ τον εν ω περιείχετο τόπον, 
ώστε el το μεν είδος άχώριστόν εστι τής νλης, ό 
Be τόπος χωρίζεται τούτης, ονκ αν εΐη το είδος 6 
τόπος, καί πάλιν το μεν etBos σνμμεταβαίνει τη  
ύλη, ό δε τόπος, ώς προεΐπον, ον σνμμεταβαίνει 
τώ  σώματί' τοίννν ούδε εΐΒός εστιν ο τόπος.

27 ωσαύτως Be ούδε το μεταξύ των περάτων Βιάστημα- 
τοΰτο γάρ περιεχεται προς των περάτων, 6 Be 
τόπος ον βούλεται περιεχεσθαι υπό τίνος <χΛΛ* 
ετερων εΐναι περιεκτικός, εϊτα πέρας εστί τοΰ  
σώματος ή επιφάνεια, το  δε μετά την επιφάνειαν 
Βιάστημα ονκ άλλο τι εστιν η το πεπερατωμενον 
σώμα, el οΰν φαμεν τό μεταξύ [των πεπερατω- 
μενων σωμάτων]1 τόπον εΐναι, εσται σώμα ό τόπος-

28 οπερ εστιν άπεμφαΐνον. λείπεται οΰν λεγειν 
ότι τα έσχατα τοΰ σώματος περατά εστι τόπος- 
ο καί αυτό τώ ν άΒννάτων, επείπερ τα  μεν έσχατα 
τοΰ σώματος σννεχή εστί τώ  σώμα τι καί μέρη 
αντοΰ καί αχώριστα, ό δε τόπος οντε συνεχής εστι 
τώ  σώματι οντε μέρος αντοΰ οντε αχώριστος τοΰ  
σώματος, ονκ άρα ούδε τα  έσχατα τώ ν σωμάτων

29 εστιν ο τόπος, εΐ δε μήτε νλη 6 τόπος εστί μήτε 
τό εΐΒος μήτε τό  μεταξύ Βιάστημα τώ ν περάτων μήτ 
αΰ τα  έσχατα τοΰ  σώματος, παρά δε ταΰτα ονδεν 
εστιν άλλο επινοεΐν, ρητεον μηδέν υπάρχειν τόπον.

30 Ναι φασιν οι από τοΰ περιπάτου φιλόσοφοι, 
αλλά τόπος εστί τό πέρας τοΰ περιεχοντος σώ 
ματος. της γάρ γης νδατι περιεχομενης καί τοΰ  
ϋΒατος άερι περιεχομένου καί τοΰ  άερος πυρί καί

1 [τών . . . σωμάτων] seel, ego: τών περάτων τών σ. Fabr. 
in vers.
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latter changes its position and moves on to another 
place, while the place wherein it was contained does 
not change position along with it. So that if form is 
inseparable from matter, whereas place is separate 
from it, place will not be form. And again,—the 
form changes its position along with the matter, but 
place, as I said before, does not change its position 
along with body ; so then place is not form.—So 27 
likewise it is not the interval between the limits ; for 
this is enclosed by the limits, whereas place refuses 
to be enclosed by anything, but itself serves to enclose 
other things. Moreover, surface is a limit of body, 
and the interval after the surface is nothing else than 
the limited body. If, then, we assert that what is 
between [the limited bodies] a is place, place will be 
a body ; which is contrary to sense.—It remains, 28 
then, to declare that the extreme limits of the body 
are place ; but this itself, too, is a thing impossible, 
since the extremities of the body are continuous with 
the body and parts thereof and inseparable, whereas 
place is neither continuous with the body nor a part 
of it nor inseparable from the body. Neither, then, 
is place the extremities of the bodies. But if place 29 
is neither matter nor form nor the interval between 
the limits nor the extremities of the body, and besides 
these one can conceive no other possibility, we must 
declare that place is nothing.

“ Yes," say the Peripatetic philosophers, “ but 30 
place is the limit of the containing body.” 6 For 
since earth is contained in water, and water contained 
in air, and air in fire, and fire in Heaven,—just as

e The words bracketed would imply an interval between 
different bodies, whereas it seems clear that the reference is 
to the internal space of a single body.

* With § 30 cf. P.H. iii. 131.
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τοΰ πυρος ούρανώ, ον τρόπον το του αγγείου πέρας 
τόπος εστι του εν τώ  άγγείω σώματος, οϋτω και 
το του ΰδατος πέρας εστι τόπος της γης, και τό 
του άερος πέρας εστι τόπος του ϋδατος, και το του 
πυρος πέρας τόπος εσται του άερος, και το του

31 ούρανοΰ πέρας τόπος εσται του πυρός. αυτός 
μεντοι 6 ουρανός κατά τον * Αριστοτέλη ούκετ 
ςστιν €Ρ τοττω αΛΛ atm>s* €αντω και rfj otKtiq, 
ίδιότητί' επει γάρ τόπος εστι τό έσχατον του περι- 
εχοντος σώματος πέρας, εκτός δε του ούρανοΰ 
κατά τούτον τον φιλόσοφον ούδεν εστιν, ΐνα και 
τό τούτου πέρας γενηται τόπος ούρανοΰ, ανάγκη 
και τον ουρανόν υπό μηδενός περιεχόμενον εν 
εαυτω είναι και τοΐς οίκείοις περιεχεσθαι περασιν,

32 άλλα μη εν τό πω τύγχανε ιν. δθεν ούδε που ον 
εστιν 6 ουρανός’ τό γάρ που ον αυτό τε εστιν 
εκείνο και ετερον τό όπου εστιν, 6 δε ουρανός 
ούδεν εχει ετερον παρ* αυτόν εζωθεν, διόπερ αυτός

33 όν εαυτω ών ούδε που γενησεται. όσον δε επι 
τοΐς ούτω λεγομενοις υπό των περιπατητικών, 
κινδυνεύει 6 πρώτος θεός τόπος είναι πάντων, 
κατά γάρ * Αριστοτέλη ο πρώτος θεός -ήν τό 
πέρας τοΰ ούρανοΰ. ήτοι οΰν 6 θεός ετερόν εστι 
παρά τό ούράνιον πέρας, η αύτό εκείνο 6 θεός 
εστιν. καί εΐ μεν ετερόν εστι παρά τό ούράνιον 
πέρας, εσται τι ετερον εκτός τοΰ ούρανοΰ, και τό 
τούτου πέρας τόπος γενησεται ούρανοΰ, και ταύτη 
δώσουσιν οι περί τον ’Αριστοτέλη εν τό·πω περι
εχεσθαι τον ούρανόν όπερ ούχ ύπομενοΰσιν, άνθ- 
εστώτες εκατερω τούτων, τώ  τε είναι τι εκτός 
ούρανοΰ και τώ  τον ούρανόν εν τόπω περιεχεσθαι.
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the limit of the vessel is the place of the body in the 
vessel, so also the limit of water is the place of earth, 
and the limit of air is the place of water, and the 
limit of fire will be the place of air, and the limit of 
Heaven will be the place of fire. When we come to 31 
the Heaven itself, however, according to Aristotle,® 
it is not in place but abides within itself and in its 
own proper selfhood ; for since place is the extreme 
limit of the containing body, and according to this 
philosopher nothing exists outside Heaven so that its 
limit should be the place of Heaven, it is necessary 
that Heaven, being contained by nothing, should 
exist in itself and be contained within its own limits, 
and not exist in place. Hence Heaven is not existent 32 
anywhere ; for that which exists anywhere both 
exists itself and its “ where ” is other than it, but 
Heaven has no other thing besides and outside of 
itself; and on this account, as existing itself within 
itself, it will not be anywhere.—And so far as regards 33 
these statements of the Peripatetics, it seems likely 
that the First God is the place of all things. For 
according to Aristotle b the First God is the limit of 
Heaven. Either, then, God is something other than 
the Heaven’s limit, or God is just that limit. And if 
He is other than Heaven’s limit, something else will 
exist outside Heaven, and its limit will be the place 
of Heaven, and thus the Aristotelians will be granting 
that Heaven is contained in place ; but this they will 
not tolerate, as they are opposed to both these 
notions,—both that anything exists outside of Heaven 
and that Heaven is contained in place. And if God

“ Cf. Aristot. Phyt. iv. 5.
* Cf. Aristot. De caelo i. 3 270 b 6, πάντα τον άνωτάτω 

τω β(ίω τόπον άποδώόασι . . . (b 22) αιθέρα προσωνόμασαν τον 
άνωτάτω τόνον.
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el δε ταύτόν εστι τώ ούρανίω περατι ό θεός, επει 
τό του ουρανού πέρας τόπος εστι πάντων των 
εντός ουρανού, εσται κατά τον ’Αριστοτέλη 6 θεός 
πάντων τόπος, ο καί αυτό των άπεμφαινόντων.

34 καθόλου τε, εΐπερ τό τού εμπεριεχοντος 
σώματος πέρας τόπος εστι τού εμπεριεχόμενου, 
τούτο τό πέρας ήτοι σώμα εστιν ή άσώματον. 
και εΐ μεν σώμα εστιν, επεί παν σώμα οφείλει 
εν τόπω είναι, εσται 6 τόπος εν τόπω καί ούκετι 
τόπος * ει δε άσώματον εστι τό τού περιεχοντος σώ 
ματος πέρας, επεί παντός σώματος τό πέρας εστιν 
ή επιφάνεια, εσται εκάστου σώματος τόπος επι-

35 φάνεια, δπερ άτοπον. καθόλου τε πώς ού κατα
γέλαστου εστι λεγειν τον ουρανόν αυτόν εαυτού 
τόπον είναι; οΰτω γάρ εσται τό αυτό και τό εν ώ 
εστι και τό εν αύτώ, και τό αυτό εν τε και δυο, 
σώμά τε και άσώματον. ή μεν γάρ τό αυτό εστιν, 
εν εσται, ή δε περιεχον και εμπεριεχόμενον, δυο 
γενήσεται, και ή μεν περιεχόμενον, σώμα, fj δε

36 περιεχον, άσώματον τόπος γάρ ήν. ού δυναται δε 
επινοεΐσθαι τό αυτό άμα και εν και δυο και σώμα 
και άσώματον τοίνυν ουδέ κατά την τοιαυτην νόησιν 
εύδρομεϊ η τού τόπου κατάληφις.

Άλλ* επει και τούτον άνηρήκαμεν, Ιδωμεν εξής εΐ 
δυναται τι τών οντων κατά τόπον κινεΐσθαι.

Β'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΚΙΝΗΣΙΣ

37 Ό  μεν * Αριστοτέλης εξ είδη της κινήσεως 
ελεγεν ύπάρχειν, ών τό μεν τι είναι τοπικήν μετά- 
βασιν, τό δε μεταβολήν, τό δε γενεσιν, τό δε

38 φθοράν, τό δε αΰξησιν, τό δε μείωσιν οι δε πλείους, 
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is identical with Heaven’s limit, since Heaven’s limit 
is the place of all things within Heaven, God—accord
ing to Aristotle—will be the place of all things ; and 
this, too, is itself a thing contrary to sense.—Also, in 34 
general, if the limit of the enclosing body is the place 
of the enclosed, this limit is either a body or incor
poreal. And if it is a body, since every body must 
be in a place, place will be in a place and will no 
longer be place ; but if the limit of the containing 
body is incorporeal, since the limit of every body is 
a surface, the place of each body will be a surface, 
which is absurd.—Also, in general, how is it other 35 
than ridiculous to say that Heaven is itself its own 
place ? For in this case the same thing will be both 
the container and the contained, and the same thing 
both one and two, both body and incorporeal. For 
in so far as it is the same thing it will be one, but in 
so far as it is both container and contained it will be 
two ; and in so far as it is contained it will be body, 
but in so far as it is container, incorporeal; for it is 
place. But the same thing cannot be conceived as at 36 
once both one and two, both body and incorporeal; 
so then, neither with this conception of it does the 
apprehension of place have an easy course.

And now that we have abolished this also, let us 
next consider whether any of the existing things can 
move in space.

Chapter  II.—D oes M otion E xist ?

Aristotle said α that there are six kinds of motion, 37 
and of these one is local transition, another change, 
another becoming, another perishing, another in
crease, another decrease; but the majority—amongst 38
• Cf. Aristot. Categ. 15 a 13. With §§ 37-41 cf. P.H. Hi. 64.
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εν οΐς είσί καί οι περί τον Α ινησίδημον, διττην τινα  
κατά το  ά νω τά τω  κίνησιν άπολείπουσι, μιαν μεν

39 την μ εταβλητικήν, δεύτεραν δε τη ν  μεταβατικήν, 
ώ ν μεταβλητική μεν εστι κίνησις καθ’ ήν τδ  σώ μ α  
εν τη  αυτή μόνον ουσία άλλοτ άλλην άναδεχεται 
ποιότητα  και ήν μεν απολείπει ήν δε επιλαμβάνει, 
όποιον τ ι γίνεται επί το ν  εις ο ξο ς  μεταβάλλοντος 
οίνου καί επί τ η ς  ε ξ  δμφακος εις γλυκύν χυμόν  
μ εταβαλλονσης σταφ υλής ή  το ΰ  άλλοτ άλλως 
ποικιλλόμενου τ ά ς  χρόας χαμαίλεοντος ή πολυ-

40 ποδος. δθεν καί την γενεσιν καί την φθοράν καί 
την αϋξησιν ετι δε μ είω σιν είδικάς ρητεον είναι 
μ ετα βολ άς· ας φασι καί τή  μεταβλητική κινήσει 
υποστέλλειν, εί μή τ ι  τη ν  αΰξησιν φήσει τ ις  
εχεσθαι τ ή ς  μ εταβατικής κινήσεω ς, ώ ς πρόβασιν

41 οΰσαν1 σ ω μ ά τω ν εις τ ε  μ ήκος καί εύρος, μ ε τα 
βατική  δε εστι κίνησις καθ' ήν τόπον εκ τόπ ον  
μ ετέρχεται τό  κινουμενον, ήτοι ολον ή κατά μέρος, 
δλον μεν ώ ς  επί τω ν  τροχ α ζόντω ν καί περιπατούν - 
τω ν  θεωροΰμεν, κατά  μέρος δε ώ ς επί τή ς  εκ 
τεινόμενης καί συστελλόμενης χειρός ή επί τω ν  
τή ς  περί κεντρω* δίνουμενης σφαίρας μ ερώ ν, όλης 
γάρ αυτής εν τ ώ  α ύτώ  μ ενονσης τό π ω  τ ά  μέρη  
αμείβει τούς τό π ο υ ς· τό γά ρ  κ ά τω  δν πρότερον άνω  
γίνεται καί τό  άνω  κ ά τω  καί τ ό  πρόσω  όπ ίσω .

42 καίτοι τινες τώ ν  φυσικών, ε ξ  ώ ν εστι καί 
ό Ε π ίκ ο υ ρ ο ς, τη ν  μεταβλητικήν κίνησιν είδος 
ελεξαν είναι τή ς  μ ετα β α τικ ή ς· το γά ρ  μεταβάλλον  
κατά  ποιότητα  σύγκριμα π ά ντω ς κατά  τη ν  τώ ν

1 <ώϊ> πρόβασιν οΰσαν Heintz: προβαίνουσαν MSS., Bekk.
* κόντρφ Mutsch.: κίντροις mss., Bekk.
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whom Aenesidemus is included—allow that motion, 
in its main kinds, is twofold, one sort being that of 
change, the second that of transition ; and of these 39 
the motion of change is that by which the body, while 
remaining identical in substance, receives different 
qualities at different times, putting off one quality 
and putting on another,—the sort of thing which takes 
place in the case of wine changing into vinegar and in 
the case of the grape when it changes from a state of 
acidity to a sweet flavour, or when the chameleon or 
polypod takes on a variety of different colours at 
different times. Hence, too, it must be affirmed that 40 
becoming and perishing and increase, and decrease as 
well, are particular forms of change ; and they assert 
that these come under the head of the motion of 
change, unless perhaps someone should assert that 
increase belongs to transitional motion, as it is the 
progress of bodies towards length and breadth. And 41 
transitional motion is that by which the moving object 
passes from place to place, either wholly or partially,
—wholly as we see in the case of runners and walkers, 
and partially as in the case of a hand which is ex
tended and clenched, or in the case of the parts of a 
sphere which is spinning round its centre. For while 
this as a whole remains in the same place, its parts 
change their places ; for the part which was formerly 
below becomes above, and the above below, and the 
before behind.—Some of the physicists, however,— 42 
and amongst them Epicurus—have declared that the 
motion of change is a particular form of transitional 
motion ; for the composite object which changes in
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συγκεκρικότω ν αυτό λ όγω  θεω ρη τώ ν σω μ ά τω ν  
τοπικήν τ ε  και μ εταβατικήν κίνησιν μεταβάλλει.

43 οΐον ϊνα τ ι εκ γλυκέος γενηται πικρόν η εκ λευκού  
μελαν, Βει τούς συνεστα κ ότα ς αυτό όγκους μ ετά - 
κοσμηθήναι και άλλην αντί άλλης τά ξιν  ά να - 
Βεξασθαι· τούτο  8* ούκ αν άλλως συμ βαίη , εάν μη  
μ ετα βατικ ώ ς κινηθώσιν οι όγκοι, και πάλιν Ινα  
τι εκ σκληρού μαλακόν γενηται η εκ μαλακού  
σκληρόν, Βει τ α  ε ξ  ώ ν εστι μόρια κατά τον τόπον

44 κινηθηναι· Βιατάσει μεν γά ρ  α υτώ ν μαλακύνεται, 
συνελευσει δε και πυκνώ σει σκληρυνεται. παρ' δ 
η μ εταβλητικη κίνησις ούχ ετερα κατά  γένος εστι 
τη ς  μ ετα βατικ ή ς κινησεω ς. Βιόπερ ημείς προς 
ταυτην μ άλιστα  κομιοΰμεν τά ς  απορίας, επείπερ  
αιρόμενης αυτής οίχησεται και ή μεταβλητικη  
κίνησις.

45 ΤΙρίν δε τώ ν  αποριών γνω στεον  ότι τρεις γ ε -  
γόνασι στάσεις κατά  τό  ά νω τά τω  περί κινησεω ς. 
οι μεν γά ρ  φασι κίνησιν είναι, οι δε μη είναι, οι δε 
ου μάλλον είναι η μη είναι, και είναι μεν ο τε  
β ίο ς ,1 το ΐς  φαινομενοις π ροσεχώ ν, καί οι πλείους 
τώ ν  φυσικών, ώ σπ ερ  οι περί Πυθαγόραν καί 
Έ μπεΒοκλεα καί Α ν α ξα γ ό ρ α ν  Δ ημ όκριτόν τ ε  καί 
Ε π ίκ ο υ ρ ο ν , οΐς καί οι από το ύ  περιπάτου ετι δε 
καί οι από τη ς  σ τοά ς συναπεγράφ αντο καί άλλοι

46 παμ πληθείς· μη είναι δε οι περί ΥΙαρμενίΒην καί 
Μ ελισσον, ούς ό 'Α ρ ιστοτέλ η ς στα σ ιώ τα ς τ ε  ( τ η ς  
φ ύσεω ς)* καί αφύσικους κεκληκεν, στα σ ιώ τα ς μεν

1 βίος N L : Bias cet., Bekk.
• <τής φύσςωs> add. NLK. * 6

• With §§ 45-49 cf. P.H. iii. 65.
6 This phrase is derived (by A.) from Plato, Theaet. 181 a , 
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quality changes owing to the local and transitional 
motion o f the rationally perceived bodies which com
pose it. Thus, in order that a thing may become 43 
bitter from sweet, or black from white, the molecules 
which compose it must be arranged in a new order 
and take up different positions; and this could not 
be brought about otherwise than by the transitional 
motion o f the molecules. And again,—in order that 
a thing may become soft from hard or hard from soft, 
the parts whereof it is composed must move in place ; 
for it is made soft by their expansion, but made hard 44 
by their coalescence and condensation. And owing 
to this the motion o f change is, generically, nothing 
else than transitional motion. Consequently, we 
shall bring our criticisms to bear chiefly on this last, 
since if it is abolished the motion o f change will also 
disappear.

But before we begin our criticisms we must observe 45 
that there have been three main views regarding 
motion.® Some say that motion exists, others that 
it does not exist, and others that it is “  no more ”  
existent than non-existent. That it exists is affirmed 
both by ordinary folk, who pay attention to appear
ances, and by the majority o f physicists, such as 
Pythagoras and Empedocles and Anaxagoras and 
Democritus and Epicurus, to whose view also the 
Peripatetics have subscribed, and the Stoics as well, 
and a host o f others. But its non-existence is affirmed 46 
by Parmenides and Melissus, whom Aristotle has 
described as “  Nature’s stationers ”  b and “  anti
naturalists ” —“  stationers ”  from “  standing still,”

where the Eleatics are called του όλου στασιώται (“  partisans 
of the Whole with a play on στcur. (as if from στάσχ,
“ rest ” ).
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από της στάσεως, αφύσικους 8e ότι αρχή κινήσεως 
έστιν ή φύσις, ήν άνεΐλον φάμενοι μηδέν κινεΐσθαι·

47 το γάρ κινουμενον οφείλει άνυειν τι διάστημα, παν 
δε διάστημα διά το την εις άπειρον δέχεσθαι 
τομήν άνηνντόν έστιν, ωστ ουδέ κινουμενον τι

48 έσται. συμφερεται δε τοντοις τοΐς άνδράσι και 
Διόδωρος 6 Κρόνος, εΐ μη τι ρητεον κατά τούτον 
κεκινησθαι μεν τι κινεΐσθαι δε μηδέ εν, ώς προ- 
βαίνοντος του λόγου διδάξομεν, όταν αυτού την 
στάσιν ακριβέστερου επισκεπτώμεθα · τά νΰν δε 
άπόχρη τούτο γινώσκειν, ότι και αυτός επί της 
αυτής εστϊ δόξης τοΐς την κίνησιν άνηρηκόσιν.

49 μη μάλλον δε είναι κίνησιν η μη είναι ελεξαν οι 
από της σκεφεως· όσον μεν γάρ επί τοΐς φαινο- 
μενοις είναι τι κίνησιν, όσον δε επι τω φιλοσοφώ 
λόγω μη ύπάρχειν.

50 Τοιαυτη μεν και ή κατά τον τόπον στάσις· μεθ' 
ην εις το μη είναι κίνησιν επιχειροΰντες πρωτας 
κομιοΰμεν ενστάσεις, εχόμενοι τής κατά την 
κίνησιν έννοιας, ενιοι τοίνυν οριζόμενοι την κίνησιν 
φασι “  κίνησίς εστι μετάβασις από τόπου εις

51 τόπον.”  προς οΰς λέγεται ότι την μέν εύθικήν 
κίνησιν άπέδοσαν, τουτέστι την άνω ή κάτω ή 
πρόσω ή όπίσω ή εις δεξιά ή εις αριστερά, την 
δέ κυκλοφορητικήν παρέλιπον, οΐον καθ' ήν ο 
κεραμεικός τροχός στρέφεται και ή σφαίρα τοΐς 
κνωδαξι περιδινεΐται, ωσαύτως δέ και οι άξονες 
και τά τύμπανα· έκαστον γάρ των οΰτω κινου- 
μένων σωμάτων ου μετέρχεται από τόπου εις 
τόπον άλλ* εν τω  αντω μένον τόπω κινείται.

52 όθεν τινές την τοιαυτην φευγοντες ένστασιν δι-
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Of the later Megaric School, cf. P.H. ii. 245.
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and “  anti-naturalists ”  because Nature is the first 
principle o f motion, and it they abolished by declaring 
that nothing moves. For what moves must complete 47 
a certain interval, but every interval is incapable o f 
being completed because it admits o f division ad 
infinitum, so that no moving thing will exist. And 48 
with these men Diodorus Cronos a also is in agree
ment, unless it should be said that according to him 
something has moved but not a single thing is moving 
—as we shall explain later in the course of our argu
ment, when we come to examine his view more 
closely.6 For the present it is enough to notice this 
point, that he too is of the same opinion as those 
who have abolished motion. And that motion is “  no 49 
m ore”  existent than non-existent has been stated 
by the Sceptics ; for motion is an existent thing if 
we are to judge by appearances, but judging by 
philosophical argument it is non-existent.

Such, then, is the dissension with regard to this 50 
subject; and after this, in our endeavour to show the 
non-existence o f motion, we shall bring forward our 
first objections by concentrating on the conception 
of motion. Some, then, in defining motion assert 
that “  Motion is transition from place to place.”  And 51 
to these it is replied that while they have described 
straight-line motion—that is, up or down, forwards or 
backwards, to right or to left,—they have passed over 
circular motion, such as that by which the potter’s 
wheel revolves and the sphere spins round its pivots, 
and likewise axles and drums ; for each of the bodies 
which move in this way does not pass on from place 
to place but moves whilst remaining in the same 
place.—Hence, by way of escaping this objection, 52

6 See §§ 85 ff., 120.
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ορθοϋνται τον έκκείμενον δρον, καί φασιν δτι κίνησίς 
εστι μετάβασις από τόπου els τόπον ήτοι δλου τοΰ 
σώματος ή των τοΰ δλου μερών, ο τε γάρ εν τφ  
περιπατεΐν κινούμενος κατά ολότητα από τόπου 
εις τόπον μετέρχεται, η τε τοΐς κνώδαξι περιδινου- 
μένη σφαίρα δλη μεν ου μεταβαίνει τόπον εκ 
τόπου, κατά μέρη δε αμείβει τούς τόπους, και 
στρεφόμενης αυτής το μεν άνω μέρος επιλαμβάνει 
τον κάτω τόπον, τό δε κάτω μετέρχεται εις τον 
άνω* και επί των λοιπών τό εναλλάξ, διόπερ την 
κίνησιν ρητεον, φασί, μετάβασιν είναι από τίνος 
τόπου είς τόπον ήτοι δλου τοΰ κινούμενου σώματος

53 η τών τοΰ δλου μερών. θελησαντες δε οΰτοι 
την είρημενην φυγεΐν απορίαν είς ετεραν ενέπεσαν, 
ού γάρ παν τό κινουμενον μεταβατικώς μέτεισιν 
από τόπου είς τόπον ήτοι κατά όλοσχέρειαν η 
κατά μέρη, άλλ* έστι τινά τών μεταβατικώς κινου- 
μένων σωμάτων άπερ τισι μεν μέρεσιν εν τφ  αύτφ 
μένοντα τόπφ κινείται τισι δε ούκ έν τφ  αύτφ 
μένοντα άλλ* άλλον και άλλον επιλαμβάνοντα, 
όποιον τι έστιν ίδεΐν επί τοΰ κυκλογραφοΰντος 
καρκίνου καί της άνοιγομένης καί κλειομένης

54 θυρας. επί μεν γάρ τοΰ καρκίνου φαίνεται ή τφ  
κέντρω ενηρεισμένη κεραία κατά τον αύτόν στρε
μμένη τόπον καί ή έξωθεν περιαγομένη τε καί 
κυκλογραφοΰσα άπ* άλλου είς άλλον μετιοΰσα 
τόπον επί δε τής κλειομένης ή άνοιγομένης 
θυρας ο μεν κατά τοΰ όλμίσκου βεβηκώς στροφεύς 
τφ  αύτφ ενστρέφεται τόπω, τό δ* άντικείμενον 
αύτφ τής θυρας μέρος διαφέροντας επέρχεται 
τόπους καί δν μεν απολείπει δν δε επιλαμβάνει.

55 αΰται μεν οΰν αι κινήσεις έκπεπτώκασι τής
2 36
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some rectify the definition put forward and say that 
“ Motion is transition from place to place either of 
the whole body or of the parts of the whole.” For he 
who moves while walking passes as a whole from place 
to place, but the sphere which spins round on its 
pivots does not as a whole pass from place to place 
but changes its place part by part, and as it turns 
round the upper part comes to occupy the lower place 
and the lower part passes into the upper place ; and 
the remaining parts likewise alternate. Hence, they 
say, we must declare that motion is a transition from 
place to place either of the whole moving body or of the 
parts of the whole.—But these men in trying to escape 53 
the difficulty mentioned have fallen into another. 
For not everything which moves by way of transition 
passes from place to place either in its wholeness or 
part by part, but there are some of the bodies moving 
by transition which move with some of their parts while 
remaining in the same place, but move with others 
while not remaining in the same place but occupying 
one place after another, as we can see in the case of 
compasses when they are describing a circle and of a 
door that is being opened or shut. For in the case 54 
of the compasses the leg that rests on the centre is 
evidently turning in the same place while that which 
revolves outside it and describes the circle passes 
from one place to another; and in the case of the 
door which is being shut or opened the pivot which is 
set in the socket turns there in the same place but 
the part of the door opposite thereto passes on to 
different places and leaves one and occupies another.
—These motions, then, are omitted from their de- 55

237



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

άποδόσεως, ήν δέ τις και άλλη παραδοξοτέρα 
κίνησις μεταβατική, καθ' ήν το κινούμενον ούτε 
καθ' ολον οϋτε κατά μέρος νοείται έκβαϊνον τοΰ 
έν ω έστι τόπου’ ήτις και αυτή έκπέπτωκε τοΰ 
όρου, καθώς αύτόθεν συμφανές. και έσται το 
ιδίωμα ταύτης προδηλότερον έπί υποδείγματος

56 ποιησαμένων ημών την δεΐξιν.1 εί γάρ τις ούριο- 
δρομούσης νηός ύποκέοιτο εκ τής πρώρας εις 
πρύμναν δρθιον δοκίδα μεταφέρων και ίσοταχώς 
κινούμενος τή νηί, ώστε καθ' ον χρόνον αύτη εις 
τούμπροσθεν άνύει πηχυαΐον διάστημα, κατά τον 
Ισον καί τον έν αυτή κινούμενον είς τούπίσω μετα- 
βαίνειν πηχυαΐον διάστημα, πάντως κατά ταύτην 
την ύπόθεσιν γενήσεται μέν μεταβατική κίνησις, 
ούτε δε δλον το κινούμενον έκβήσεται τοΰ εν α»

57 έστι τόπου ούτε κατά μέρος’ ό γάρ έν τή νηί 
κινούμενος κατά την αυτήν κάθετον τοΰ τε άέρος 
καί τοΰ ΰδατος μένει διά τό, όπόσον αν δοκή είς 
τούπίσω προκόπτειν, τοσοΰτον σύρεσθαι είς το 
έμπροσθεν, δύναται οδν τι κινεΐσθαι μεταβατικώς 
δ ούτε καθ' ολότητα ούτε κατά μέρος έκβαίνει τοΰ 
έν ω έστι τόπου* ταΰτα μέν ουν εοικεν είναι

58 τοιαΰτα, πάρεστι δε και ετέρως άπορεΐν τούς οϋτω 
τήν έπίνοιαν τής μεταβατικής κινήσεως αποδίδον
τας. έάν γάρ νοήσωμέν τι άμερές καί έλάχιστον 
σώμα έν τώ  αύτώ στρεφόμενον τόπω, τουτέστι 
κυκλοφορητικώς, έσται μέν τις μεταβατική κίνησις, 
ούτε δε κατά ολότητα έκβήσεται τοΰ έν ω έστι 
τόπου ζτό}* κινούμενον ούτε κατά μέρος, καί κατά

1 δΰξιν cj. Bekk., Mutsch.: δόξαν mss., Bekk.
* τοΰ . . . τόνου Mutsch.: τον . . . τόνον mss., Bekk.

* <το> add. Heintz.
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scription ; but there is also another more surprising 
kind of transitional motion, in which the moving 
object is conceived as not going out from the place 
wherein it is either as a whole or part by part; and 
this too is omitted from their definition, as is obvious 
at once. And the peculiar character of this motion 
will be more evident when we have explained it by 
an example. For if we should suppose that, when a 56 
ship is running before the wind, a man is carrying an 
upright rod from the prow to the stern and moving at 
the same speed as the ship, so that in the time in 
which the latter completes the distance of a cubit in 
a forward direction, in an equal time the man who is 
moving in the ship passes over the distance of a cubit in 
a backward direction, then, in the case thus supposed 
there will certainly be transitional motion, but the 
moving object will not go out from the place wherein 
it is either wholly or in part; for the man who is 57 
moving in the ship remains in the same perpendicular 
both of air and of water owing to the fact that he is 
borne just as far forward as he seems to proceed 
backward. It is, then, possible for a thing which 
does not quit the place wherein it is either wholly or 
in part to move transitionally.—Such then, as it seems, 
are cases of this sort; and there are other difficulties 58 
which may be encountered by those who thus define 
the notion of transitional motion. For if we conceive 
an indivisible and minimal body revolving in the same 
place,—that is, with a circular motion,—a transitional 
motion will exist, but the moving body will not quit 
the place wherein it is either wholly or in part—not
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ολότητα μεν inτεί ύπόκειται εν τώ  αύτώ τόττω 
κυκλοφορητικώς στρεφόμενον, κατά μ όρος δε inrel

69 άμερες icmv. 6 ο αυτός λόγος καν συνθώμεν 
τινα ευθείαν γραμμήν εξ άμερών σωμάτων στοιχη
δόν τεταγμενων, καί ταυτην νοήσωμεν στρεφομε- 
νην εν τώ  αύτώ τόττω, ώσπερ τους άξονας· πάλιν 
γάρ εσται μεν μεταβατική κίνησις, ούτε δε όλη 
η 1 ευθεία εκβήσεται του εν φ  εστι τόπου, κύκλο- 
φορητικήν γάρ μόνον εποιεΐτο την κίνησιν, ούτε 
κατά μέρη, των γάρ άμερών σωμάτων ούκ εστι μέρη.

60 ’Αλλά ταυτας μεν τάς ενστάσεις διακρουσονται 
οι μη συναρεσκόμενοι τω  [μ,ή] είναι τινα άμερή, 
φήσουσι τε μεχρις επίνοιας προκόπτειν την τοιαύτην 
κίνησιν, δεϊν δε αυτήν επί υποστατών εξετάζεσθαι

61 σωμάτων, ώοθ* οΰτοι μεν ούτως ύπαντησονται- 
οι δ* άξιοΰντες άμερή είναι σώματα καί την 
κατάληξιν τής τών σωμάτων τομής εις ελάχιστον 
γίνεσθαι ούδεν ίσχυσουσι λεγειν προς τάς τοιουτο - 
τρόπους απορίας, ου μην αλλά καί εάν μετα- 
στώμεν τούτων, εύρεθήσεται Ισοσθενής δ τε κατα- 
σκευάζων το μη είναι κίνησιν λόγος καί 6 δεικνύς

62 ταυτην ύπάρχειν. τώ μεν γάρ είναι κίνησιν
συναγορευει η ενάργεια, περί δε ταυτης εστι 
ζήτησις, παρόσον οι μεν αίσθήσει λαμβάνεσθαί 
φασι την κίνησιν, οι δε αίσθήσει μεν ούδαμώς, δι

63 αίσθήσεως δε τή διάνο ία. καί οί μεν αισθητόν 
είναι λεγοντες πράγμα την κίνησιν πιστοϋνται το 
τοιοΰτο εκ του μη τό αυτό εγγίνεσθαι πάθος τή 
αίσθήσει, οΐον τή δφει, από τε τοΰ κινούμενου 
σώματος, δτε κινείται, καί από τοΰ ήρεμοΰντος, 
δτε ηρεμεί, αλλά διάφορον μεν από τοΰ άκινητί-

1 ολη -]} Heintz: ή ολη mss., Bekk.
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wholly, since it is assumed to be revolving with 
circular motion in the same spot, nor in part, since it 
is without parts. And the same argument applies, 59 
if we should construct a straight line out of in
divisible bodies placed in a row, and conceive this as 
revolving in the same place, as do axles ; for here 
again there will be transitional motion but the 
straight line will not quit the place wherein it is 
either as a whole (for the motion it has is circular 
only) or in part (for in indivisible bodies there are 
no parts).

But those who do not admit the existence of any 60 
indivisibles will evade these objections, and they will 
say that it is only in conception that this sort of 
motion proceeds, and it must be examined in the case 
of existing bodies. Consequently, these men will 61 
answer thus ; but those who maintain that indivisible 
bodies exist, and that at the minimal point there is a 
termination to the division of bodies, will not be able 
to say anything in reply to criticisms of this kind. 
Nevertheless, even if we refrain from pursuing these, 
the argument which establishes the non-existence of 
motion and that which proves its existence will be 
found to be equipollent. For the evidence of sense 62 
advocates the existence of motion, although about 
this there is disputation, inasmuch as some assert that 
motion is perceived by sense, but others that it is not 
perceived at all by sense but by the intellect through 
sensation. And those who declare that motion is an 63 
object of sense support this view by the fact that the 
same affection is not produced in the sense—in sight, 
for example—by a moving object when it moves and 
by a stationary object when it remains stationary, 
but the motionless object produces one sort of affec-
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ζοντος άλλοΐον δε από του κινούμενου, ώστε κατά
64 τοΰτο αίσθήσει ληπτην είναι την κίνησιν. οι δε 

άξιοΰντες μη αίσθήσει ταντην λαμβάνεσθαι, άλλα 
δι αίσθήσεως μεν διανοία δε, φασίν δτι πάσα 
κίνησις κατα συμμνημόνευσιν γίνεται’ άναφέροντες 
γάρ ώς τάδε τό σώμα πάλαι μεν εν τώδε τω  τόπω 
ετύγχανε νυν δε εστιν εν τωδε, έννοιαν λαμβάνομεν 
της κινήσεως καί του κεκινήσθαι. αυτό δε τό γε 
μνημονευειν ούκ αλόγου τίνος αίσθήσεως, λογικής 
δε δυνάμεώς εστιν έργον. ούκ άρα τη αίσθήσει, 
διάνο ία δε λαμβάνεσθαι συμβεβηκε την κίνησιν.

65 άλλως τε πάσα κίνησις κατά άπόλειφιν καί επί- 
ληφιν τόπου νοείται, η δε αΐσθησις ούτε τόπον 
δυναται λαμβάνειν, ούθείς γάρ τόπος αισθητός 
εστιν, ούτε έπίληφιν καί άπόλειφιν’ μνημονικώς 
γάρ ταΰτα θεωρείται, η δε αΐσθησις άλογος οΰσα 
εστιν άμνημων. ούκ άρα αισθητόν τι εστιν ή 
κίνησις.

66 Πλήν εάν τε αίσθήσει προηγουμένως λαμβάνηται 
εάν τε διανοία,. άδιάφορον εκείνο γάρ συμφανες 
εστιν, δτι συνάδειν δοκεΐ τω  είναι κίνησιν η 
ενάργεια. παρ ην αιτίαν καί οι δογματικοί 
φιλόσοφοι ούκ άλλοθεν είώθασι δυσωπεΐν τούς

67 άπορητικούς η από ταυτης. πώς γάρ, φασίν, 
εΐπερ μη εστι κίνησις, ήλιος από ανατολής μέχρι 
δύσεως τούς ίδιους σταδιεύει δρόμους; ή πώς 
ωρών γίγνονται μεταβολαί, εαρος καί θέρους καί 
μετοπώρου καί χειμώνος; παρά γάρ τάς του 
ήλιου κινήσεις συνεγγισμούς τε καί αποστάσεις

68 αΰται συμβαίνονσιν. πώς δε καί νηες άναχθεΐσαι 
εκ λιμένων εις ετέρους κατάγονται λιμένας; τίνα 
δε τρόπον ό άναιρών την κίνησιν άπορητικός 
242

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, II. 63-68

tion and the moving object a different sort, so that in 
this way motion is perceptible by sense. But those 64 
who maintain that it is not perceived by sense, but 
by the intellect through sensation, assert that every 
motion comes about through concurrent recollection; 
for by recalling that this particular body was formerly 
in that particular place but now is in this we acquire 
the conception of motion and of being moved. But 
recollection itself is the work not of any irrational 
sense but of the reasoning faculty. It results, there
fore, that motion is not perceived by sense but by 
intellect. And further, all motion is conceived as 65 
involving departure from and occupation of place ; 
but sense cannot perceive either place (for no place 
is sensible), or occupation and departure (for these 
things are observed through memory, but sense being 
irrational is without memory). Therefore motion is 
not a sensible object.

However, it is a matter of indifference whether 66 
motion is apprehended chiefly by sense or by intel
lect ; for it is plain that the evidence of facts seems 
to bear out the view that motion exists. And for 
this reason the Dogmatic philosophers are in the 
habit of using no other means than this to put the 
Doubters to shame. For, say they, if motion does 67 
not exist how does the sun run its own special course 
from its rising to its setting ?e Or how do the 
changes of the seasons—spring, summer, autumn and 
winter—take place ? For it is owing to the sun’s 
motions, its advances and recessions, that these occur. 
And how do ships, after putting out to sea from har- 68 
bours, put in to land in other harbours ? And how is 
it that the Doubter who abolishes motion goes forth

• With §§ 67-68 cf. P.H. iii. 66.
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εωθεν προελθών τής οΙκίας καί τινα των κατά τον 
βίον πραγματενσάμενος πάλιν ύποστρεφει; παντα 
γάρ ταΰτα αναντίρρητα εστι τής κινήσεως τεκμήρια, 
δθεν και των παλαιών τις κννικών τούς κατά της 
κινήσεως ερωτώμενος λόγους άπεκρίνατο μεν ουδέ 
εν, άναστάς δε περιεπάτει, δι αυτής τής εναργείας

69 την άνοιαν1 τοΰ σοφιστοϋ όνειδίζων. και άλλα 
δε παμπληθή τοιαϋτ είώθασιν οΐ εξ εναντίας λεγειν 
ύπερ τοΰ κίνησιν είναι, οΐς καί ημείς ώς από
χρωση συνηγορίφ προς κατασκευήν τοΰδε τοΰ 
μέρους άρκεσθεντες εις τουναντίον επιχειρήσομεν. 
εάν γάρ ίσον δειχθή κατά τε πίστιν καί απιστίαν 
τω  είναι κίνησιν τό μη είναι κίνησιν, πάντως 
ακολουθήσει το μηθετερφ μεν συναινεΐν, επεχειν 
δε περί άμφοτερων.

70 Έ,ΐπερ οΰν κινείται τι πρώτως, οίον στοιχείου, 
ήτοι ύφ* αύτοΰ κινείται ή ύπ* άλλου· ούτε δε ύφ* 
αύτοΰ, ώς δείξομεν, ούθ* ύπ* άλλου, καθώς παρα- 
μυθησόμεθα· ουκ άρα κινείται, αύτίκα γάρ εί 
παν το κινούμενου ύπο ετερου κινείται, ήτοι 
συνακολουθοΰντος αύτω τοΰ κινοΰντος κινείται ή 
μη συνακολουθοΰντος' ούτε δε συνακολουθοΰντος 
ούτε άφισταμενου κινείται, ώς δείξομεν ούκ άρα

71 το κινούμενον ύπ* άλλου κινείται, εί γάρ το κι
νούμενου συνακολουθοΰντος αύτω τοΰ κινοΰντος 
κινείται, δεήσει τω όποιωδηποτοΰν κινουμενω ενί 
πάντα συνακολουθεΐν. εί γάρ λόγου χάριν έκαστον 
των είκοσι τεσσάρων στοιχείων ύπο ετερου κινείται, 
αναγκαίου τω  άλφα κινουμενω ύπο τοΰ βήτα
_______ 1 άνοιαν Ν, Mutsch.: διάνοιαν cet., Bekk._______

β Diogenes, cf. Ρ.Η. ii. 244.
* With §§ 70-76 cf. P.H. iii. 67.
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from his house in the morning and, after transacting 
some ordinary business, returns to it again ? For all 
these are irrefutable signs of motion. Hence also one 
of the ancient Cynics,0 when the arguments against 
motion were propounded to him, made no reply at all 
but stood up and walked about, thus flouting the folly 
of the sophist by the evidence of actual fact. And 69 
there are hosts o f similar arguments which those of 
the opposite side are wont to adduce in support of 
the existence of motion. And as we, too, are content 
with these as affording sufficient support for the 
establishment of this view, we shall now turn to argue 
for the opposite view. For if it be shown that the 
non-existence o f motion is equal to the existence of 
motion in respect o f probability and improbability, 
there will certainly follow assent to neither but sus
pension o f judgement regarding both.

If, then, anything has a primary motion (an ele- 70 
ment, for instance), it is moved either by itself or by 
another ; but (it is moved) neither by itself, as we 
shall show, nor by another, as we shall explain ; there
fore it is not moved.6 Thus, for example, if  every
thing which is moved is moved by another it is moved 
either while that which moves it accompanies it or 
while it does not accompany i t ; but, as we shall 
show, it is not moved either while it accompanies or 
while it recedes from i t ; therefore, what is moved is 
not moved by another. For if what is moved is moved 71 
while its mover accompanies it, all things will have 
to accompany that one thing, whatsoever it be, which 
is being moved. Thus if, for the sake o f argument, 
each one o f the twenty-four letters is moved by an
other, it is necessary that all the rest should accom
pany Alpha when it is moved by Beta, since, just as
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συνακολουθεΐν τα λοιπά, επείπερ ώς επεται τώ  
άλφα το βήτα, κινούν το άλφα, ουτω και τω βήτα 
ακολουθήσει το γάμμα, κινητικόν ον αυτού, και τω

72 γάμμα το  δέλτα, και μέχρι τοΰ ω. τοίνυν και £πϊ 
των κατά τον κόσμων πραγμάτων, el έκαστον των 
κινούμενων ακολουθούν εχειν οφείλει τό κινούν, 
ενί κινουμενω πάντα συνακολουθήσει. άτοπον 
δε γε ενός κινούμενου πάντα λεγειν κινεΐσθαι' 
ούκ άρα επεται τω κινουμενω τό κινούν.

73 εΐ δε χωρίζεται αυτού, καθάπερ ή χειρ άφ- 
ίσταται τής άποπαλλο μενης σφαίρας, ανάγκη 
παθόν πως και διατεθεν υπό τοΰ κινοϋντος τό  
κινουμενον ποιεΐσθαι την άπ* αυτού φοράν, επει 
ούν τό πάσχον ούκ άλλως πεφυκε πάσχειν ει μή 
κατά πρόσθεσιν ή άφαίρεσιν ή μεταβολήν, δεήσει 
και τό κινουμενον τι τούτων παθόν υπό τοΰ κινούν- 
τος κινεΐσθαι, ώς αν μηδέν αυτών πάθη χωρι-

74 σθεντος τοΰ κινοϋντος στήσεται. εδείξαμεν δε γε 
άπορον τον περί τής άφαιρεσεως και προσθεσεως 
και μεταβολής λόγον, ώστε ουδ’ άφισταμενου τοΰ

75 κινοϋντος κινήσεται τό κινουμενον. και άλλως, 
εΐ παθόν κατά άφαίρεσιν ή κατά πρόσθεσιν ή κατά 
μεταβολήν κινείται τό κινουμενον, at άτομοι ου 
κινηθήσονται διά τό μήτε πρόσθεσιν μήτε άφαίρεσιν 
μήτε μεταβολήν επιδεχεσθαι. τοίνυν ουδέ υπό 
ετερου κινείται τό κινουμενον. εί γάρ ίνα υπό 
ετερου κινηθή, δει συνακολουθοΰντος αύτω εκείνου 
κινεΐσθαι ή μή συνακολουθοΰντος, δεδεικται δε 
εκάτερον άδύνατον, λεκτεον μή υπό ετερου κινεΐσθαι.

76 καί μήν εί παν τό κινουμενον ύπ* άλλου τίνος
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Beta in moving Alpha follows Alpha, so also Gamma 
will accompany Beta as being its mover, and Delta 
Gamma and so on up to Omega. So, too, with objects 72 
in the Universe, if each moving object must have its 
mover following it, all things will follow after a single 
moving object. But it is absurd to say that if one 
thing moves all things move ; therefore the mover 
does not follow the thing moved.— And if it is 73 
separated from it, as the hand is parted from the ball 
when it is being flung away, the movements away 
from it must necessarily cause the thing moved to 
be somehow affected and disposed by that which 
moves it. Since, then, what is affected cannot be 
affected otherwise than by way of addition or o f sub
traction or o f change, what is moved will have to 
undergo one o f these modes o f affection at the hands 
of its mover when being moved, since, if  it is not 
affected in any o f these ways, it will stand still when 
its mover is separated from it. But we have shown α 74 
that the account given of subtraction and addition 
and change is open to doubt, so that neither when 
the mover is parted from it will what is moved be 
in motion.—And besides, if what is moved moves 75 
through being affected either by way o f subtraction 
or o f addition or o f change, the atoms will not move 
because they do not admit o f addition or subtraction 
or change. Neither, then, is what moves moved by 
another. For if, in order that it should be moved 
by another, it must be moved either while that 
other follows with it or while it does not so follow, 
and each of these alternatives has been proved to 
be impossible, we must declare that it is not moved 
by another.— Moreover, if everything which moves 76

• Of. Adv. Phys. i. 277 ff.
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κινείται, ήτοι το κινούν a ντο κινείται ή άκινητεΐ. 
και άκινητίζειν μεν αδύνατον’ τό γάρ κινούν εν- 
epyei τι, το δε ενεργούν κινείται, το άρα κινούν 
κινείται. ει δε κινείται, επεί παν το κινούμενον 
ύπ* άλλου τίνος κινείται, δεήσει και αντο1 κινού- 
μενον ύπό τρίτου τίνος κινεΐσθαι, καί το τρίτον 
ύπό τού τετάρτου, καί το τέταρτον υπό τού πεμ- 
πτού, καί ούτως εις άπειρον, ώστε άναρχον γίνε- 
σθαι την κίνησιν. τούτο δε ήν άτοπον· ούκ άρα το  
κινούμενον ύπ* άλλου κινείται.

77 Και μην ούδ* αυτό ύφ* εαυτού κινηθήσεται. εί
γάρ αύτοκίνητόν εστιν, ήτοι πάντη κινητήν εχει 
την φύσιν η ει? τινα διάστασιν, οΐον επί των 
πρώτων καί στοιχειωδών σωμάτων, επεί καί προς 
τούς φυσικούς εστιν 6 λόγος. άλλ* εί μεν πάντη

78 κινητην εχει την φυσιν, ου κινησεται· ούτε γάρ 
άνω ένεχθήσεται διά το καί είς τό κάτω κινητην 
εχειν την φυσιν, ούτε κάτω διά το καί είς τό άνω, 
ούτε πρόσω διά τό καί είς τό όπίσω, ούτ όπίσω 
διά τό καί είς τοϋμπροσθεν. καί επί των λειπο-

79 μενών δυοΐν διαστάσεων 6 αύτός λόγος, εί δε εις 
τινα διάστασιν κινητην εχει την φυσιν, εί μεν είς 
την άνω ώσπερ τό πϋρ καί 6 αήρ, πάντ* άνω 
κινήσεται, εί δε είς την κάτω μόνον ώς γη καί 
ύδωρ, πάντα είς τό κάτω, εί δε τινά μεν είς την 
άνω διάστασιν κινητήν εχει την φυσιν τινά δε είς 
την κάτω, ου γενήσεται εκ κινούμενων σωμάτων

80 σύγκριμα, είτε γάρ από τού μέσου νοοΐτο κινού
μενα τά στοιχειώδη σώματα ώς επί τά πε'ρατα,

1αντό Heintz; τό mss., Bekk. (τό kivqw cj. Papp.),
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is moved by some other thing, that which moves it 
either is in motion itself or is motionless. But it is 
impossible for it to be motionless; for what causes 
motion is active, and what is active is in motion, 
therefore what causes motion is in motion. And if 
it is in motion, since everything in motion is moved 
by something else, it too, being in motion, will have 
to be moved by some third thing, and the third by 
a fourth, and the fourth by a fifth, and so on ad 
infinitum; so that motion comes to have no beginning. 
But this is absurd; therefore what is in motion is 
not moved by another.

Nor yet will a thing be moved by itself. For if it 77 
is self-moved it is o f a nature which is movable 
either in all directions or in some one direction, as in 
the case o f the primary and elemental bodies, since 
our argument is against the Physicists. But if it has 
a nature which is movable in all directions, it will not 
move ; for it will not be borne upwards since it is also 78 
of a nature which is movable downwards, nor down
wards as being movable upwards, nor forwards as 
movable backwards, nor backwards as movable for
wards. And the same argument applies to the two 
other directions.0 And if it possesses a nature capable 79 
of being moved in some one direction, if this be 
upwards (like fire and air), all things will move up
wards, while if it be downwards only (like earth and 
water) all things will move downwards. And if it is 
o f a nature which is partly movable in the upward 
direction and partly in the downward, no combina
tion will take place between the moving bodies ; for 80 
if the elemental bodies are conceived as moving from 
the centre towards the limits, the whole will be dis-

• i.e. to the right and to the left
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λυθήσεται τό παν εκάτερον γάρ από θατέρου 
χωρισθεν ώς επί την ίδιον Βραμεΐται κίνησιν, το 
μεν aνωφερες επί την άνω, τό δε κατωφερές επι

81 την κάτω, ειτ από των περάτων ύποκεοιτο ώς 
επί τό μέσον συνωθούμενα, πάντως η κατά την 
αυτήν κάθετον ενεχθήσεται η ού κατά την αυτήν, 
καί εί μεν κατά την αυτήν φεροιτο, εξ ανάγκης 
καί αντίπεσεΐται άλλήλοις, καί ούτως ή ίσοκρα- 
τοϋντα στήσεται μηθετερου νικώντος, μήτε του κάτω 
βιαζομενου μήτε του άνω (άτοπον 8ε λεγειν στάσιν

82 γίνεσθαι εν τοΐς φύσει κινουμενοις), ή τουναντίον 
άνισοκρατοΰντα εις ενα μόνον ενεχθήσεται τόπον, 
ήτοι τον άνω επικρατήσάντων των ανωφερών, ή 
εις τον κάτω ύπερτερούντων των κατωφερών, εΐ 
8ε μη κατά την αυτήν κάθετον φεροιτο, ού συμ
βάλλει άλλήλοις, μη συμβάλλοντα 8ε ούδε συγκρί
ματος εσται τίνος άποτελεστικά. τούτο 8ε άτοπον. 
τοίνυν ούδε αύτοκίνητόν εστι τό κινούμενον.

83 πάλιν εί αύτοκίνητόν εστι τό κινούμενον, επεί παν 
τό κινούν ήτοι προωθούν κινεί ή επισττώμενον ή 
άνοχλοΰν καί θλΐβον, 8εήσει καί τό αύτοκίνητόν 
εαυτού κινητικόν ον ήτοι προωστικώς κινεΐν ή επι-

84 σπαστικώς ή άνοχλητικώς καί θλιπτικώς. είτε 8ε 
προωστικώς κινοίη, εσται εξόπισθεν εαυτού (τό γάρ 
προωθούν εξόπισθεν εστι τού προωθούμενου), είτε 
επισπαστικώς, εσται έμπροσθεν αυτού, είτε άνοχλη
τικώς καί θλιπτικώς, ύποκάτωθεν αυτού, αδύνατον 
8ε γε νοεΐν τι1 αύτό ήτοι όπισθεν εαυτού ή έμ
προσθεν ή υποκάτω· ούκ άρα αύτοκίνητόν εστι τό
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solved ; for each being separated from each will run 
on its own special course, the ascending upwards and 
the descending downwards. And if they are sup- 81 
posed to be driven together towards the centre from 
the limits, they will certainly be transported either 
along the same or not along the same vertical line. 
And if they are borne along the same line, they will 
necessarily collide with one another, and thus they 
will either be o f equal force and come to rest, neither 
side being victorious, and neither the upward nor the 
downward body yielding to force (though it is absurd 
to say that rest occurs in things which are by nature 
in motion), or if, on the contrary, they are of unequal 82 
force they will be borne into one place only, either 
into that above if the ascending bodies have gained 
the mastery, or into that below if the descending 
bodies are the more powerful. But if they do not 
move along the same vertical line, they do not meet 
with one another, and not meeting they will not be 
capable o f effecting any combination. But this is 
absurd. So then, that which is in motion is not self- 
moved.—Again, if what is moved is self-moved,® since 83 
everything which causes motion does so either by 
propelling or by dragging or by heaving up and 
pressing down, the self-moved too, being the cause 
o f its own motion will have to cause motion either 
by propelling or by dragging or by heaving up and 
pressing down. But if it moves by propelling it will 84 
be behind itself (for what propels is behind what is 
propelled), and if by dragging it will be in front o f 
itself, and if by heaving and pressing, beneath itself. 
But it is impossible to conceive o f a thing being 
either behind or before or beneath itself; therefore

• With §§ 88-84 ef. P.H. iii. 68-69.
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κινούμενον. εί δε μήτε νπ άλλου κινείται το κινού- 
μενον μήτε ύφ' εαυτόν, παρά δέ ταΰτα ούδεν εστι, 
ρητεον μή κινεΐσθαι το κινούμενον.

85 Κομίζεται δε και άλλη τις εμβριθής νπόμνησις 
είς τδ μή είναι κίνησιν υπό Δ ιοδώρου τοΰ Κρόνου, 
δι* ής παρίστησιν δτι κινείται μεν ουδέ εν, κεκί- 
νηται δε. και μή κινεΐσθαι μεν, τούτο ακόλουθόν

86 εστι ταΐς κατ αυτόν των άμερών ύποθεσεσιν. τό 
γάρ άμερες σώμα οφείλει εν άμερεΐ τό πω περι- 
εχεσθαι, και διά τούτο μήτε εν αύτω κινεΐσθαι 
(εκπεπλήρωκε γάρ αυτόν, δει Βε τόπον εχειν 
μείζονα τό κινησόμενον) μήτε εν φ μή εστιν' ουπω 
γάρ εστιν εν εκείνω, ϊνα και εν αύτω κινηθή. 
ώστε ουδέ κινείται, κεκίνηται δε κατά λόγον τό 
γάρ πρότερον εν τώδε τω τόπω θεωρούμενον, 
τούτο εν ετερω νυν θεωρείται τόπω · οπερ ούκ 
αν εγεγόνει μή κινηθεντός αύτοΰ. οντος μεν οΰν 
ό άνήρ επαρήγειν θελήσας τω οίκείω δόγματι 
άτοπόν τι προσήκατο’ πώς γάρ ούκ άτοπον τό 
μηδενός κινούμενου λεγειν τι κεκινήσθαι; οι δε 
από τής σκεφεως επ* ίσης και περί τοΰ κινεΐσθαι 
καί περί τοΰ κεκινήσθαι άποροΰντες ούδεν άτοπον 
προσδεζονται, καθάπερ Διόδωρος προσήκατο.

87 πλήν οΰτός γε τον περιφορητικόν συνερωτα λόγον 
είς τό μή κινεΐσθαι τι, λεγων “  εί κινείται τι, ήτοι 
εν φ  εστι τόπω κινείται, ή εν φ μή εστιν· ούτε δε 
εν φ  εστι, μένει γάρ εν αύτω, ούτε εν φ μή εστιν,

88 ου γάρ εστιν εν αύτω' ούκ άρα κινείται τι.”  καί 
ο μεν λόγος τοιοΰτος, ή δε παραμυθία τών λημ
μάτων αύτοΰ προφανής, δυοΐν γάρ οντων τόπων,

« Cf. § 48. * Of. Ρ.Η. ii. 242, 245 ; iii. 71.
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what is moved is not self-moved. But if what is 
moved is moved neither by another nor by itself, and 
besides these there is no other alternative, one must 
declare that what is moved is not in motion.

And another weighty argument for the non- 85 
existence o f motion is adduced by Diodorus Cronos,® 
by means of which he establishes that not a single 
thing is in motion, but has been in motion. And the 
fact that nothing is in motion follows from his assump
tions o f indivisibles. For the indivisible body must 86 
be contained in an indivisible place and therefore must 
not move either in it (for it fills it up, but a thing 
which is to move must have a larger place) or in the 
place in which it is n o t ; for as yet it is not in this 
place so as to be moved therein ; consequently it is 
not in motion. But, according to reason, it has been 
in motion ; for that which was formerly observed in 
this place is now observed in another place, which 
would not have occurred if it had not been moved. 
Thus this man, in trying to support his own dogma, 
has admitted what is an absurdity; for how is it 
other than absurd to say that while nothing moves 
something has moved ? But the Sceptics, being 
equally in doubt about being in motion and having 
been in motion, will not assent to any absurdity, such 
as Diodorus has admitted.—This man, however, pro- 87 
pounds the familiar argumentb to show that nothing 
moves, when he says— “ If a thing moves, it moves 
either in the place where it is or in that where it is 
n o t ; but it moves neither in the place where it is (for 
it remains therein) nor in that where it is not (for it 
does not exist therein) ; therefore nothing moves.”  
Such then is his argument, and the method of proving 88 
its premisses is obvious. For as there are two
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ενός μεν του iv φ τι εστιν, δευτέρου δε του εν φ μη 
εστιν, καί τρίτου παρά τούτους μηδ* επινοεΐσθαι 
Βυναμενου, Βει το κινούμενον, εί όντως κινείται, 
iv τω ετερω τούτων κινεΐσθαι· iv γάρ τω άν-

89 επινοήτω ούκ άν κινοΐτο. εν φ μεν οΰν εστι τόπω 
ου κινείται' εκπεπλήρωκε γάρ αυτόν και εφ* 
όσον εστιν iv αύτω, μενει· μενον Βε εν αύτω ου 
κινείται, iv ω Βε μη εστι, πάλιν αδύνατον αυτό 
κινεΐσθαΐ' όπου γάρ τι μη εστιν, εκεί ούτε δρασαί 
τι ούτε παθεΐν δύναται, κατά ταύτά δε ούδε 
κινεΐσθαι, καί ώς ούκ άν τις λεγοι τον εν *Ρόδω 
όντα εν Άθήναις κινεΐσθαι, ούτως ούδε κοινώς 
παν σώμα ερεΐ εν εκείνω κινεΐσθαι τω τόπω ένθα

90 μή εστιν. δθεν εί Βύο είσί τόποι, ο τε εν φ εστι 
και εν φ μη εστι, ΒεΒεικται δ’ εν μηδετερω τούτων 
Βυνάμενον κινεΐσθαι τό κινούμενον, ούκ άν εΐη το 
κινούμενον.

Ύοιαύτη μεν και ή τοΰ λόγου παραμυθία, 
ποικίλως Βε καί υπό πολλών άντείρηται, ών τάς

91 ενστάσεις παρακειμενως εκθησόμεθα. καί Βη ενιοι 
μεν αδύνατον είναι φασι τών συντελεστικών 
αληθών δντων ψευδή είναι τά παρατατικά τούτων, 
άλλ ’ αληθή καθεστάναι, καί ψευδών δντων άνα- 
λόγως ψευδή, οΰ γάρ εστι τι πέρας, εστι κάκεΐνο, 
καί τοΰ μή δντος ούκ άν εϊη τι πέρας, εί Βε πέρας 
υπήρχε τοΰ παρατατικοΰ τό συντελεστικόν, ανάγκη 
άρα τοΰ συντελεστικοΰ δντος, δ Βή πέρας εστιν, 
είναι καί τό παρατατικόν οΰ τοΰτο πέρας εστιν.

92 καί ώς ούδεν εστι τό γεγενήσθαι συντελεστικόν * 254
• This (as Heintz points out) must be the meaning, though 

not clearly expressed in the Greek. (The insertion o f τούτων 
4k€tva after φ. δντων would help.)
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places,—one being that wherein a thing is and the 
second that wherein it is not, and it being impossible 
to conceive a third place in addition to these two,—■ 
the thing in motion, if it really moves, must move in 
one or other of these places ; for it will not move in 
an inconceivable place. Now it does not move in the 
place wherein it is, for it fills it u p ; and, so long as it 
exists therein, it remains ; and remaining therein it 
does not move. And it is likewise impossible for it 89 
to move in the place wherein it is n o t ; for where a 
thing does not exist, there it cannot either effect any
thing or be affected, and in the same way it cannot 
move ; and just as no one could say that he who is 
in Rhodes is moving in Athens, so too in general one 
will not say o f any body that it moves in that place 
where it does not exist. Hence, if there are two 90 
places, that wherein it exists and that wherein it 
exists not, and it has been proved that the moving 
object cannot move in either o f them, the moving 
object will not exist.

Such, then, is the method of proving his argument; 
but it is opposed by many in various ways, and we 
shall in the next place expound their objections. 
Thus some assert that if preterites are true it is 91 
impossible that their presents should be false, and 
they must be true ; and similarly the preterites must 
be false when the presents are false.® For that thing 
whereof a limit exists, exists also itself, and of a thing 
non-existent no limit will exist. And if the preterite 
is a limit of the present, it is therefore necessary that 
when the preterite, which is a limit, exists the present 
also, whereof it is the limit, should exist. And just 92 
as the preterite “ to have become ” is nothing if the

i  2VOL. I l l 255
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μή οντος αληθούς τοΰ γίνεσθαι παρατατικοΰ, καί 
ον τρόπον ουδόν εστι το εφθάρθαι συντελεστικόν 
μη προϋπάρξαντος τοΰ φθείρεσθαι παρατατικού, 
ώδε αδύνατόν εστι, μη οντος αληθούς τοΰ κινεΐ- 
σθαι παρατατικοΰ, αληθές είναι το κεκινησθαι 
συντελεστικόν.

93 "Αλλοι δε φασι δύνασθαί τι εν φ  περιεχεται 
τόπω κινεΐσθαι- αί γάρ περί τοΐς κνώδαξιν 
είλούμεναι σφαΐραι και οι περιδινουμενοι άξονες 
και ήδη τα τύμπανα καί οι κεραμευτικοί τροχοί 
καί άλλα παμπληθή τουτοις εοικότα σώματα 
κινείται μεν, εν φ δε εστι τόπω κινείται, ώστε 
φεΰδος είναι εν τι τοΰ λόγου λήμμα, το μη

94 κινεΐσθαι τι εν φ εστι τόπω. άλλοι δε παρά 
την έννοιαν τής κινήσεως ήρωτήσθαί φασι τον 
λόγον, το γάρ κινούμενον νοείται συν τόπω τφ  
άφ* οΰ κινείται και τφ  εις ον κινείται- διόπερ δταν 
λεγη ό Αιόδωρος “  εί κινείται τι, ήτοι εν φ εστι 
τόπω κινείται ή εν φ μη εοτιν,”  μοχθηρόν τι και 
παρά την τής κινήσεως νόησιν λεγει, παρόσον το 
κινούμενον ούτε εν φ εστι τόπω κινείται ούτε εν 
φ μη εστιν, αλλά κατ άμφοτερων, τοΰ τε άφ’ οΰ

95 κινείται και τοΰ είς ον. ήσαν δε οι και 
αμφιβολίαν διεστελλοντο, το γάρ εν τόπω περι- 
εχεσθαι δύο σημαίνειν φασίν, εν μεν εν τό/πω τφ  
κατά πλάτος, ώς όταν λεγωμεν τινα εν ’Αλεξάν
δρειά είναι, ετερον δε εν τόπω τφ  κατ’ ακρίβειαν, 
καθό κάμοΰ λεγοιτ αν είναι τόπος 6 περιτετυπωκώς 
την επιφάνειαν μου τοΰ σώματος αήρ, και άμφο- 
ρενς τοΰ εν αντφ περιεχομένου προσαγορεύεται 
τόπος, δίχως δη καλούμενου νΰν τοΰ τόπου, φασι

· With §§ 93-95 cf Ρ.Η. iii. 72-75.
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present “ to become ” is not true, and just as the 
preterite “ to have perished ” is nothing if the present 
“ to perish ” has not pre-existed, so too it is impossible 
that the preterite “ to have moved ” should be true 
if the present “ to move ” is not true.

Others asserta that a thing can move in the place 93 
wherein it is contained; for the balls which spin 
round their pivots, and revolving axles, and drums,6 
too, and potters’ wheels, and hosts of other bodies 
similar to these, move but move in the place wherein 
they are, so that one premiss of the argument—that 
nothing moves in the place where it is—is false.—And 94 
others assert that the argument is propounded con
trary to the conception of motion. For the moving 
object is conceived in conjunction with the place 
wherefrom it moves and that whereto it moves ; con
sequently, when Diodorus says “ If a thing moves, it 
moves either in the place wherein it is or in that 
wherein it is not ” he says what is unsound and con
trary to the conception of motion, inasmuch as the 
moving object does not move either in the place 
wherein it, or in that wherein it is not, but through 
both places—both that wherefrom and that whereto 
it moves.—And there have been some who have dis- 95 
cemed an ambiguity. For “ being contained in a 
place,” they say, has two meanings,—in the one “ in 
a place ” is used in the broad sense, as when we say 
of a man that he is “ in Alexandria,” c and in the 
other it is used of place in the exact sense, as the 
air which is moulded round the surface of my body 
might be said to be my place, and the jar is called 
the place of what is contained in it. So as “ place ” 
is now applied in two ways, they assert that the

6 Cf §§ 51, 103. · Cf. § 15.
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δύνασθαι τό κινούμενον εν α» έστι τόπω κινεΐσθαι, 
τφ  κατά πλάτος, έχοντι διάστημα καθ' ο γενήσεται

96 τά της κινησεως. rives Be και άπέραντον etvai 
ωηθησαν τον  του Διοδώρου λόγον, έπείπερ άρχ€ται 
μεν από διεζευγμένου, φενδοποιεΐ δε τούτο διά των  
έξης, έκάτερον τω ν εν αύτφ δεικνύς φεΰδος, τό  re έν 
ω μη έστι τι τόπω κινεΐσθαι και τό ev ω εστιν.

97 Ύοιαΰται μεν αι προς τον λόγον ενστάσεις, 
δοκεΐ δε Διόδωρος προς την πρώτην ευθύς ύπ- 
ηντηκέναι διδάσκων οτι ενδέχεται των συντελεστι- 
κών αληθών οντων τα  τούτων παρατατικό, φευδη 
τυγχάνειν. έστω γάρ τινα προ ένιαυτοϋ γεγα- 
μηκέναι και έτερον μετ’ ενιαυτόν. ούκοϋν έπι 
τούτων τό  μεν “  οΰτοι έγημαν ”  αξίωμα συντελε- 
σηκοί> ον αλησβς eanv, το ο οντοι γαμονσι 
παρατατικόν καθεστώς φεΰδος εσ τιν  οτε γαρ 
οΰτος έγάμει, οΰπω οΰτος έγάμει, και οτε οΰτος 
έγάμει, ούκέτι οΰτος έγάμει. τότε  δ* αν ήν 
αληθές επ’ αυτών τό οΰτοι1 γαμοΰσιν, εί όμόσε 
εγάμουν. δύναται οΰν τοΰ συντελεστικοΰ αληθούς

98 όντος φεΰδος είναι τό τούτον παρατατικόν, τοιοΰτο 
δέ εστι και τό  “  ’Ελένη τρεις έσχεν άνδρας” · ούτε 
γαρ οτε Μενέλαον εΐχεν εν Σπάρτη ανδρα οΰθ’ 
οτε Τίάριν εν Ίλίω , οΰθ’ οτε θανόντος τούτου  
Δηιφόβω έγαμήθη, αληθές εστι τό  παρατατικόν 
τό  “  τρεις έχει άνδρας,”  αληθούς οντος τοΰ συν-

99 τελεστικού τοΰ “  τρεις έσχεν άνδρας.”  σοφίζεται 
δε εν τούτοις ό Διόδωρος, και παρ’ αμφιβολίαν 
βούλεται ημάς πλανάν, τό γαρ “  οΰτοι έγημαν ”

1 οδτοι N L E : ότι cet., Bekk. * 258
• i.e. the object in “  broad ”  place does not occupy all that 

place but has a margin of room wherein to move.
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moving object can move in the place wherein it is— 
place in the broad sense,—as this possesses extension 
through which the processes o f motion may take 
place.®—And some have thought that the argument 96 
o f Diodorus is inconclusive, since it begins with a 
disjunctive premiss, and falsifies this by means o f the 
succeeding statements, in that it proves that both its 
clauses are false,—both that a thing moves in the 
place where it is not and (that it does so) where it is.

Such are the objections against the argument; but 97 
Diodorus seems to have answered the first one b at 
once by explaining that when preterites are true their 
presents admit o f being false. For suppose that a 
certain man married a year before and another a year 
after. Then, in the case of these men, the proposition 
“ these men married,”  which is a preterite, is true, 
but “  these men are marrying,”  which is a present, 
is false ; for when this man was marrying that man 
was not yet marrying, and when that man was marry
ing this man was no longer marrying. And in their 
case the proposition ‘ ‘ these men are marrying ” would 
have been true of them only if they had been marry
ing simultaneously. It is possible,then,for the present 
to be false when the preterite is true. Of the same 98 
sort, too, is the proposition “ Helen had three hus
bands,”  for neither when she had Menelaus as her 
husband in Sparta, nor when she had Paris in Ilium, 
nor when, after his death, she married Deiphobus,® 
is the present—“  she has three husbands ”—true, 
though the preterite—“ she had three husbands ”— 
is true. But here Diodorus is using sophistry and 99 
wishes to deceive us by ambiguity. For the proposi-

o See §§ 91 IF.
* A brother of Paris (son of Priam, king of Troy).
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δύο σημαίνει, εν μεν πληθυντικόν καί ίσον τώ  
“  οΰτοι συνεγημαν,”  δπερ εστί ψεύδος, ετερον δε 
τό κατά, περίληψιν ενικού πράγματος εγκεκλιμένου 
από τού “  οΰτος εγημεν ”  και ετερου ενικού τού 
“  οΰτος εγημεν,”  ών πάλιν ενικών τα παρατατικά 
εστιν αληθή, τό “  οΰτος γαμεΐ ”  και τό “  οΰτος 
γαμεΐ” · επ' άμφοτερων γάρ αληθή γεγονε ταΰτα.

100 άμήχανον οΰν εστί των παρατατικών ψευδών 
δντων αληθή εύρίσκεσθαι τά τούτων συντελεστικά, 
άλλ* ανάγκη συναναιρεΐσθαι ή συνυπάρχειν τά ετερα 
τοΐς ετεροις.

Νή Δ ι ,  άλλ* είς την αυτήν υπόθεσιν καί ετεραν 
6 Διόδωρος κομίζεται παραμυθίαν, σαφεστερω

101 χρώμενος ύποδείγματι. βαλλεσθω γάρ, φησί, 
σφαίρα είς τον ύπερκείμενον οροφον. ούκοΰν εν 
τώ μεταξύ τής βολής χρόνω τό μεν παρατατικόν 
αξίωμα “  άπτεται ή σφαίρα τής οροφής ”  ψεύδος 
εστιν· ετι γάρ επιφερεται. όταν δε άψηται τής 
οροφής, γίνεται αληθές τό συντελεστικόν, τό 
“  ήψατο ή σφαίρα τής οροφής .”  ενδεχεται άρα 
ψεύδους όντος τού παρατατικού αληθές ύπάρχειν 
τό συντελεστικόν, καί διά τούτο μη κινεισθαι μεν 
τι παρατατικώς κεκινήσθαι δέ συντελεστικώς.

102 μήποτε δέ κάνταϋθα πλανάται. τό γάρ παρα
τατικόν τό “  άπτεται ή σφαίρα τής οροφής ”  
γίνεται αληθές ούχ δτε φερεται εν τώ μεταξύ άερι 
ή σφαίρα, άλλ* δτε άρχεται άπτεσθαι τής οροφής, 
όταν 8e τερματίσασα την ψαΰσιν ύπονοστήση, τότε 
και τό συντελεστικόν γίνεται αληθές, τό “  ήψατο 
ή σφαίρα τής οροφής.”  άτοπος οΰν εστιν ο 
Διόδωρος τού μεν κεκινήσθαι περιεχόμενος ως 
αληθούς, τού  δέ κινεισθαι άφιστάμενος ώς ψεύδους, 
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tion “ these men married ” has two senses, of which 
the one is plural and equivalent to “ these men 
married together,” which is false, but the other is 
formed by the combination of one singular proposition 
“ this man married,” and another singular proposition 
“ that man married,” and of these singulars, again, 
the presents are true, namely, “ this man is marrying ” 
and “ that man is marrying ” ; for these statements 
are true in both cases. It is, then, impossible, if the 100 
presents are false, that their preterites should be 
found to be true ; and of necessity both of them 
must either be abolished together or co-exist along 
with each other.

Nevertheless, Diodorus brings forward another 
argument against the same assumption, in which 
he employs a clearer example. Let a ball, he 101 
says, be thrown on to an overhanging roof. Then, 
at the point of time that is midway in the throw, the 
proposition “ the ball touches the roof ” is false ; for 
it is still on its way. But when it has touched the 
roof, the preterite “ the ball has touched the roof” 
becomes true ; therefore it is possible for the preterite 
to be true when the present is false, and therefore 
possible for a thing not “ to be moving ” in the present 
but “ to have moved ” in the preterite. But I suspect 102 
that here too he goes astray. For the present—“ the 
ball touches the roof ”—is true not when the ball is 
travelling in mid air but when it begins to touch the 
roof. But when it comes down again, after ending its 
contact, then the preterite becomes true—“ the ball 
touched the roof.” Therefore it is absurd of Diodorus 
to accept “ to have moved ” as true and to reject “ to
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δέον rj άμφοτέροις συγκατατίθεσθαι η άμφοτέρων 
άφίστασθαι.

103 Οί δε φάσκοντές δύνασθαί τι κινεΐσθαι εν φ έστι 
τόπω, και τούτο μεν τάς σφαίρας τούτο δε τούς 
άξονας και τα τύμπανα παρατιθέμενοι, ού λνονσι 
την απορίαν άλλ* ομοίως έγκυλίονται αυτί}. έκα
στον γάρ των το ιόντων σωμάτων, καθώς και άνώ- 
τερον ύπεδείκνυμεν, καθ' ολότητα μεν μένει εν τω  
αύτω τόπω, κατά μέρη δε άλλάττει τούς τόπους, 
τού μεν άνω άντιλαμβάνοντος τον τού κάτω τόπον,

104 τού δε κάτω τον τού άνω. εί δε τούτο, μένει τα 
της απορίας, έκαστον γάρ των τοιουτων σωμάτων 
μέρος ήτοι έν φ  έστι τόπω κινείται η εν φ μη 
έστιν ούτε δε έν φ έστιν, ώς παρεστησαμεν, ούτε 
εν φ μη έστιν, ώς έδείξαμεν ούκ άρα κινείται.

105 ’ΑΛΛ’ ακολούθως1 έφασκόν τινες παρά την έννοιαν 
τού κινουμένου κεκομίσθαι τον λόγον νοεΐσθαι γάρ 
τό κινουμενον ώς δυοΐν εχόμενον τόπων, τού τ  εξ 
οΰ κινείται τού τ  εις δν μετέρχεται, ρόδιον δε 
εστι και προς τούτους ύπαντώντας λέγειν ότι καν 
τοιαύτην είναι συμβεβήκη την τού κινουμένου 
νόησιν, ούδέν προς τό προκείμενον διά τό μη περί 
της νοησεως τού κινεΐσθαι νυν είναι την ζητησιν 
τοΐς άπορητικοΐς προηγουμένως, αλλά περί της 
ύπάρξεως, υπέρ ής ούδέν είρήκασιν οι τη τοιαύτη

106 χρησάμενοι ένστάσει. ού μην αλλά καν τον λόγον 
άνατρέφωμεν, ούδέν έξουσιν είπεΐν προς ημάς, όταν 
γάρ φάσκωσι τό κινουμενον δυοΐν έχεσθαι τόπων, 
τού τε εν φ έστι και τού εις ον φέρεται, πευσόμεθ*

1 ακολούθως m ost m ss. : άνακολούθως a l., Bekk.
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move ” as false, when he ought either to assent to 
both or to reject both.

And those who declare that a thing can move in the 103 
place where it is,0 by alleging the examples now of 
balls and now of axles and drums, fail to solve the 
difficulty and are equally entangled in it. For, as we 
have shown previously,6 each of these bodies remains 
in the same place as a whole but in respect of its 
parts it changes places, the part above occupying 
instead the place below and the part below the place 
above. And if so, the difficulty remains. For each 104 
part of these bodies moves either in the place where 
it is or in that where it is not; but it moves neither 
in the place where it is, as we have established, nor 
in that where it is not, as we have proved ; therefore 
it does not move.

But, in the next place, some have assertedc that 105 
the argument thus brought forward is contrary to the 
conception of a moving object; for a moving object 
is conceived as occupying two places, both that 
wherefrom it moves and that into which it passes.
But in answer to these, too, it is easy to say that, even 
if it is the fact that the notion of the moving object is 
of this kind, it has no bearing on our problem because 
the question now before the Doubters is chiefly con
cerned not with the conception of motion but with its 
real existence, and about this those who make that 
sort of objection have said nothing. And, moreover, 106 
even if we overthrow the argument they will have 
nothing to say against us. For when they assert that 
the moving object occupies two places, both that 
wherein it is and that whereinto it moves, we shall ask
“ With §§ 103-110 cf. P.II. iii. 72-75 ; and see § 93 supra. 

b See § 52 supra. * See § 94 supra.
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αυτών πότε μετεισιν από του εν ώ εστι τόπου το 
κινούμενον εις τον ετερον; άρά γε οτε εν τώ  
πρώτω εστιν ή οτε εν τώ  δευτερφ; άλλ’ οτε μεν 
εν τώ  πρώτω τόπω εστιν, ου μετέρχεται εις ετερον

107 ετι γάρ εν τώ πρώτω εστιν. οτε δε ονκ εστιν εν 
τουτω  άλλ* εν τώ δευτερφ, πάλιν ου μετέρχεται 
άλλα μετελήλυθεν ήδη’ τών γαρ αμήχανων εστί καί 
τών ανεπινοήτων τό μετελθεΐν τι εξ εκείνου του 
τοπου τοΰ εν ω μη εστιν. ώστε καν τοιαύτην 
εχωμεν τοΰ κινούμενου νόησιν, μενει ούδέν ήττον ή 
άρχηθεν απορία.

108 Και μην οι λεγοντες διχώς καλεΐσθαι τον τόπον, 
εν πλάτει τε και κατ' ακρίβειαν, διά δε τούτο καΧ 
την κίνησιν εν τώ κατά πλάτος νοουμενω τόπω 
δυνασθαι συμβαίνειν, ου προς νουν ύπαντώσιν. 
προηγείται γάρ τοΰ κατά πλάτος νοούμενου τόπου 
ό κατ' ακρίβειαν, καί αδύνατόν εστιν εν τώ  κατά 
πλάτος τόπω κινηθηναί τι μη προκινηθεν εν τφ

109 κατ' ακρίβειαν ώς γάρ οΰτος περιεκτικός εστι τοΰ 
κινούμενου σώματος, ούτως ό κατά πλάτος τόπος 
συν τώ κινουμενω σώματι καί τον κατ' ακρίβειαν 
τόπον περιεσχηκεν. καθάπερ ουν ούδείς δύναται 
εν σταδιαίω κινεΐσθαι διαστήματι μη προ κινηθείς 
εν τώ πηχυαίω διαστήματι, ώδε τών αδυνάτων 
εστιν εν τφ  κατά πλάτος τόπω κινεΐσθαι μη κινού-

110 μενον εν τφ  κατ' ακρίβειαν, ηρώτηκε δε ό Διό- 
δωρος τον εκκείμενον λόγον κατά τής κινήσεως τοΰ 
κατ' ακρίβειαν εχόμενος τόπου· τοίνυν αναιρού
μενης επί τούτου της κινήσεως ούθείς απολείπεται 
λόγος επί τοΰ κατά πλάτος τόπου.

Τδ μεν γάρ μοχθηρόν είναι τον λόγον φάσκειν διά
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them—“ When does the moving object pass over from 
the place wherein it is to the other place ? Is it when 
it is in the first place or when it is in the second ? ”
But when it is in the first place it does not pass over 
into the other ; for it is still in the first. And when 107 
it is not in this but in the second, once again it is not 
passing over but has already passed over ; for it is 
a thing impossible and inconceivable that anything 
should pass over from that place wherein it does not 
exist. So that, even if we have this sort of conception 
of the moving object, the original difficulty remains 
none the less.

Further, those who say that the term “ place ” has 108 
two senses,® the “ broad ” sense and the “ exact,” 
and that therefore motion can occur in place when 
conceived as “ broad,” are giving an answer that is 
not to the purpose. For place conceived as exact 
precedes place conceived as broadband it is impossible 
for anything to move in broad place if it has not 
moved before in exact place ; for as the latter serves 109 
to contain the moving body, so the broad place con
tains, along with the moving body, the exact place as 
well. As, then, no one can move over a distance of a 
stade6 without first having moved over a distance of 
a cubit, so it is impossible to move over broad place 
without moving over exact place. And when Dio- no 
dorus propounded the argument against motion which 
has been set forth he was keeping to the exact sense 
of place ; so if in its case motion is abolished, there is 
no argument left in the case of place in the broad 
sense.

Now it is perfectly foolish to say that the argument
0 See § 95 supra.

* About 200 yards, or nearly a furlong. A cubit = i yard.
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το από διεζευγμενου άρχεσθαι καί τούτο φευδοποιεΐν
111 το διεζευγμενον τελεως εστί ληρώδες. κατ* ακο

λουθίαν γάρ γεγονε τα τής ερωτήσεως, καί δυναμιν 
εχει τοιαυτην “  εί κινείται τι, κατά τον ετερον των 
προειρημενών τρόπων οφείλει κινεΐσθαι· ούχί δε γε 
το δεύτερον· ούκ άρα το πρώτον.”  εΐ γάρ όντος 
τοΰ πρώτου εστι τό δεύτερον, του δευτέρου μή 
όντος ουδέ το πρώτον εσται. δπερ και κατά τάς 
αυτών τών διαλεκτικών υποθέσεις υγιές εστιν.

112 Ύαΰτα μεν οΰν προς τά αντιλεγόμενα τώ υπό 
Διοδώρου κομισθεντι λόγω άναγκαΐον ήν είπεΐν. 
κομίζει δε καί άλλους τινάς λόγους ούχ ούτως 
εμβριθείς αλλά σοφιστικωτερους, ών την εκθεσιν 
ποιησόμεθα εις το δυνασθαι κατά τάς ζητήσεις 
έκαστον αυτών εκκλίνειν. εύθεως γάρ φησι τό 
κινουμενον εν τόπω εστιν, τό δε εν τόπψ ον ου

113 κινείται· τό άρα κινουμενον ου κινείται, διττής δε 
οϋσης κινήσεως, μιας μεν τής κατ* επικράτειαν 
δευτερας δε τής κατ ειλικρίνειαν, καί κατ* επι
κράτειαν μεν ύπαρχουσης εφ* ής τών πλειόνων 
κινούμενων μερών τοΰ σώματος ολίγα ηρεμεί, κατ’ 
ειλικρίνειαν δε εφ* ής πάντα κινείται τά τοΰ σώ
ματος μέρη, δοκεΐ τούτων τών δυοΐν κινήσεων ή 
κατ* επικράτειαν προηγεισθαι τής κατ* ειλικρίνειαν.

114 ινα γάρ τι είλικρινώς κινηθή, τουτεστιν ολον δι* 
όλου, πρότερον οφείλει νοεΐσθαι κατ* επικράτειαν 
κινουμενον, ον τρόπον ινα τις κατ* ειλικρίνειαν γε- 
νηται παλιός, οφείλει κατ* επικράτειαν προπεπο- 
λιώσθαι, καί ινα τις κατ* ειλικρίνειαν ληφθή σωρός, 
οφείλει κατ* επικράτειαν γεγονεναι σωρός· κατά
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is unsound a because o f its beginning with a disjunc
tive premiss and asserting the falsity of this premiss.
For the steps in the argument are in logical sequence 111 
and the force they have is this,—“ If a thing moves, 
it must move in one or other of the ways stated above; 
but the second (clause) is not (true) ; therefore the 
first is not (true).”  For if the second is true when the 
first is true, when the second is not true the first will 
not be true either. And this is sound according to 
the assumptions of the Dialecticians themselves.

These observations, then, it was necessary to make 112 
in answer to the objections made against the argu
ment brought forward by Diodorus. And he also 
brings forward other arguments which are not so 
weighty but more sophistical, and of these we shall 
give an exposition so as to be able to avoid each of 
them in our investigations. For instance, he says, 
the moving object is in a place, and that which is in 
a place does not m ove; therefore the moving object 
does not move. And motion being twofold,—the 113 
one sort that of the major portion, the second sort 
absolute,—and that of the major portion being the 
sort in which while most parts of the body are in 
motion a few are at rest, and the absolute sort that in 
which all the parts of the body are in motion,—-it 
seems that of these two motions that of the major 
portion precedes the absolute kind. For in order 114 
that a thing should move absolutely,—that is, as a 
whole wholly,—it must first be conceived as moving 
in respect of its major portion ; just as, in order that 
a man may become completely grey-headed he must 
first become grey as to the major part, and in order 
that a complete heap may be obtained, the major 
part of a heap must first be formed ; in much the
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τον όμοιον τρόπον ήγεΐσθαι δει της κατ' είλι· 
κρίνειαν κινησεως την κατ επικράτειαν επίτασις 
γάρ της κατ' επικράτειαν εστιν ή κατ' ειλικρίνειαν.

115 ονχι δε γε εστι τις κατ' επικράτειαν κίνησις, 
ώς παραστήσομεν τοίνυν ονδ' ή κατ' ειλικρίνειαν 
γενήσεται. ύποκείσθω γάρ εκ τριών άμερών 
συνεστώς σώμα, δυοΐν μεν κινούμενων ενός δε 
άκινητίζοντος' τούτο γάρ η κατ' επικράτειαν άπ-

116 αιτεί κίνησις. ούκοΰν εί προσθείημεν τέταρτον 
άμερες άκινητίζον τουτω τώ σώματι, πάλιν γένη- 
σεται κίνησις. εΐπερ γάρ τό εκ τριών άμερών 
συγκείμενον σώμα, δυοΐν μεν κινούμενων ενός δε 
άκινητίζοντος, κινείται, και τετάρτου προστεθεντος 
άμεροΰς κινησεται· ισχυρότερα γάρ τά τρί' άμερη1 
μεθ' ών πρότερον εκινείτο, του προστεθεντος ενός 
άμεροΰς. άλλ' εΐπερ τό εκ τεσσάρων άμερών 
συγκείμενον σώμα κινείται, κινησεται και τό εκ 
πεντε · ισχυρότερα γάρ εστι τά τεσσαρ' άμερη, μεθ' 
ών πρότερον ε κινείτο, τοΰ προστεθεντος άμεροΰς.

117 καί εί τό εκ τών πεντε συγκείμενον κινείται, 
πάντως καί έκτου προσελθόντος άμεροΰς κινησεται, 
ισχυρότερων όντων τών πεντε παρά τό εν. καί 
ουτω μέχρι μυρίων άμερών προέρχεται ο Διόδωρος, 
δεικνυς ότι άνυπόστατός εστιν η κατ' επικράτειαν 
κίνησις’ άτοπον γάρ, φησί, τό λεγειν κατ' επι
κράτειαν κινεΐσθαι σώμα εφ' οδ ενακισχίλια ενα- 
κόσια ενενηκοντά οκτώ άκινητίζει άμερη καί δυο 
μόνον κινείται. ώστε ουδεν κατ' επικράτειαν 
κινείται, εί δε τοΰτο, ουδέ κατ' ειλικρίνειαν, ω 
επεται τό μηδέν κινεΐσθαι.

118 *Αλλά γάρ ή μεν επιχείρησις τοιαυτη πώς εστιν,
1 τρι" άμερη Ν Ε : τρία μ4ρη cet., Bekk.
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same way motion as to the major part must precede 
absolute motion ; for absolute motion is an intensifica
tion of that of the major part. But there does not 115 
exist any motion of the major part, as we shall estab
lish ; neither, then, will absolute motion exist.—For 
let us assume the existence of a body composed of 
three indivisible parts, two being in motion and one 
motionless ; for this is what motion of the major part 
demands. If, then, we were to add to this body a 116 
fourth indivisible which is motionless, there will again 
be motion. For if the body composed of three indi
visibles, two in motion and one motionless, moves, 
it will also move when a fourth indivisible is added ; 
for the three indivisibles, with which it was moving 
before, are stronger than the one indivisible which is 
added. But if the body composed of four indivisibles 
moves, that composed of five will also move ; for the 
four indivisibles, with which it was moving before, 
are stronger than the added indivisible. And if that 117 
which is composed of five moves, it will certainly 
move also when a sixth indivisible is added, the five 
being stronger than the one. And in this way 
Diodorus proceeds up to ten thousand indivisibles, by 
way of proving that motion of the major part is non
existent ; for it is absurd, he says, to assert that a 
body moves as to its major part when it has 9998 of 
its indivisibles motionless and two only in motion.
So that nothing moves as to its major part. And 
if so, neither does anything move absolutely ; from 
which it follows that nothing moves.

Well then, such is the argumentation, but it seems 118
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φαίνεται δε και σοφιστική και παρακείμενον 
εχουσα τον ελεγχον άμα γάρ τη του πρώτου 
άμερονς προσθεσει οΐχεται ή κατ επικράτειαν 
κίνησις, δνοΐν κινούμενων άμερών δυοΐν δε άκινη- 
τιζόντων. οθεν τάς μεν τοιαυτας επιχειρήσεις 
παραιτητεον, εκείνοις δε μάλιστα χρηστεον τοΐς

119 λόγοις. εί κινείται τι, νΰν κινείται· εί νυν κινείται, 
εν τώ ενεστώτι χρόνιο κινείται· εί δε εν τφ  εν- 
εστώτι χρόνω κινείται, εν άμερεϊ χρονω άρα κι
νείται. εί γάρ μερίζεται ό ενεστώς χρόνος, πάντως 
εις τον παρωχηκότα και μέλλοντα μερισθησεται,

120 και ούτως ούκετ εσται ενεστώς. εί δ* εν άμερεϊ 
χρόνω τι κινείται, άμερίστους τόπους διέρχεται, ει 
δε άμερίστους τόπους διέρχεται, ου κινείται, οτε 
yap εστιν εν τώ πρώτω άμερεϊ τοπω, ου κινείται’
1! '  \ U »  Λ  ‘  »  Λ  /  Vετι γαρ εστιν εν τφ  πρωτω αμερει τοπω. οτε οε 
εστιν εν τω δευτερφ άμερεϊ τόπω, πάλιν ου κινείται 
άλλα κεκίνηται. ούκ άρα κινείται τι.

121 Προς τούτοις πάσα κίνησις τριών τινών εχεται,
καθάπερ σωμάτων τε καί τόπων καί χρόνων, σω 
μάτων μεν των κινούμενων, τόπων δε των εν οΐς 
ή κίνησις γίνεται, χρόνων δε των καθ' οΰς ή

122 κίνησις γίνεται, ήτοι οΰν πάντων τούτων εις 
άπειρους τεμνομενών τόπους καί χρόνους καί εις 
άπειρα σώματα γίνεται η κίνησις, η πάντων εις 
άμερες καί ελάχιστον καταληγόντων, η τινών μεν 
εις άπειρον τεμνομενων τινών δε εις άμερες καί 
ελάχιστον καταληγόντων. εάν τε δε πάντα εις 
άπειρα τεμνηται εάν τε πάντα εις άμερες καταληγη,1 
άπορος ό περί της κινησεως εύρεθησεται λόγος.

1 καταληγτ), <εάν τ« τινά μεν els άπειρον τϊίμνηται, τινα δέ eis 
άμε pis καταλήγο,> cj. Bekk.
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sophistical and its refutation lies ready to hand ; for 
motion as to the major part disappears simultaneously 
with the addition of the first indivisible, when there 
are two indivisibles in motion and two motionless. 
Hence, one must set aside arguments o f that sort, and 
use chiefly arguments such as these :— “ If a thing 119 
moves, it moves now ; if  it moves now, it moves in 
the present time ; and if it moves in the present time, 
it moves, therefore, in an indivisible time. For if the 
present time is divided, it will certainly be divided 
into the past and future, and thus it will no longer be 
present. And if a thing moves in an indivisible time, 120 
it passes through indivisible places. And if it passes 
through indivisible places, it does not move. For 
when it is in the first indivisible place it does not 
move ; for it is still in the first indivisible place. And 
when it is in the second indivisible place, again it does 
not move but it has moved.® Therefore nothing 
moves.

Furthermore, every motion involves three things, 121 
namely bodies and places and times,—bodies which 
are in motion, places wherein the motion occurs, 
times during which the motion occurs. Either then 122 
the motion occurs while all these are being divided 
into an infinite number of places and times and into 
an infinite number o f bodies, or while all come to end 
in what is indivisible and minimal, or while some of 
them are being divided ad infinitum and some coming 
to end in what is indivisible and minimal. But 
whether all are divided ad infinitum or all end in what 
is indivisible, the account given of motion will be 
found doubtful.

• Of. §§ 48, 85, 143.
* Cf. §§ 139, 142, 154, 169.
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123 Τάξει δε από τής πρώτης στάσεως ποιώμεθα 
την επιχείρησιν, καθ' ήν πάντα είς άπειρον τε- 
μνεται. και δή οι προεστώτες αυτής φασί το 
κινούμενου σώμα ύφ' ενα και τον αυτόν χρόνον 
άθρουν μεριστόν άνύειν διάστημα, καί ου το πρώτον 
τοΰ διαστήματος (μέρος')1 πρώτον επιλαμβάνειν τώ  
πρώτω αύτοΰ μερει και το δεύτερον τή τάξει 
δεύτερον, αλλ* ύφ' εν το ολον μεριστόν διάστημα 
και άθρόως διερχεσθαι. δπερ εστιν άτοπον καί

124 ποικίλως τοΐς φαινόμενόις μαχόμενον. εΐ γοΰν επί 
τών αισθητών τούτων σωμάτων νοήσωμεν τινα 
κατά στάδιάιου τροχάζοντα διαστήματος, πάντως 
ύποπεσεϊται οτι οφείλει ό τοιοΰτος τό πρώτον ήμι- 
στάδιον άνυειν πρώτον καί τό δεύτερον τή τάξει 
δεύτερον· τό γάρ ύφ' εν άξιοΰν τό δλον άνυειν τοΰ

125 σταδίου διάστημα τελεως άτοπον. καί εί τεμοιμεν 
τό ετερον ήμιστάδιον είς δυο τεταρτημόρια, πάντως 
πρώτον διελεύσεται τό πρώτον τεταρτημόριον· καί 
εί είς πλείονα τεμοιμεν, ωσαύτως, καν κατά 
πεφωτισμένου δε τροχάζη τοΰ σταδίου, φαίνεται 
ώς ούχ ύφ' εν σκιάσει τό στάδιον, αλλά τό μεν τι

126 πρώτον μέρος τό δε δεύτερον τό δε τρίτον, καί εί 
παραθεοι δε τώ τοίχω μεμιλτωμενη τή χειρί τούτου 
εφαπτόμενος, ούχ ύφ' ενα καί τον αυτόν χρόνον τον 
ολον τοΰ σταδίου τοίχον μιλτώσει άλλα κατά τάξιν, 
καί κατά τό πρότερον πρότερον. όπερ οΰν ό λόγος 
επί τών αισθητών εδειξε πραγμάτων, τουτί καί

127 ε7τι τών νοητών προσδεκτεον εστίν ήμΐν. καί 
άλλως δε ενεστι ταύτην άνελεΐν την δόξαν, πολλαΐς 
καί ποικίλαις είς τοΰτο χρωμένους ύποθεσεσιν. ύπο-

1 <μ4ρος> add. NLE.
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Taking them in order, let us commence our argu- 123 
ment with the first view, according to which all are 
divided ad infinitum. Now the champions o f this 
view® assert that the moving body at one and the 
same time completes the whole o f a divisible interval, 
and does not occupy first the first part o f the interval 
with the first part o f itself, and secondly in order the 
second part, but passes through the whole divisible 
interval all at once and completely. But this is 
absurd and conflicts with apparent facts in a variety 
of ways. Thus, if, in the case o f our sensible bodies, 124 
we conceive o f a man running over a distance o f a 
stade, it will certainly be obvious that such a man 
must first complete the first half-stade and secondly 
in order the second ; for to claim that he completes 
all at once the whole distance o f a stade is perfectly 
absurd. And if we were to divide one o f the half- 125 
stades into two quarters, he will certainly pass over 
the first quarter first, and so likewise if  we divide it 
into further parts. And if he runs over the stade 
when it is lighted up, it is evident that he will not 
cast a shadow over the stade all at once, but now over 
the first part, now over the second and now over the 
third. And if he should run alongside the wall and 126 
keep touching it with his hand painted red, he will 
not mark the whole of the wall of the race-course 
with red paint at one and the same time, but the 
successive parts o f it successively. What, then, the 
argument has proved in the case o f things sensible, 
this we must also accept in the case of things intelli
gible.—And besides, it is possible to overthrow this 127 
opinion by employing for the purpose a great number 
of diverse hypothetical cases. For let us suppose a

• %.«. the Stoics. With §§ 123-126 cf. P.H. iii. 76-78.
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κείσθω γάρ πηχυαΐον διάστημα, καί διιορίσθω κατά 
την μεσότητα εις δυο ήμιπήχεα. διωρίσθω he καί 
τα παλαιστιαΐα διαστήματα αυτόν, καί έστω τα 
διορίζοντα στερεά προς το άντικόπτειν καί Ιστάν 
δύνασθαι τδ κινούμενου, ήεί ονν το κινούμενου) 
ύφη ένα καί τον αυτόν χρόνον άθρουν άνύει με- 
ριστόν διάστημα, καί ον κατά το πρότερον πρό- 
τερον ή κίνησις, καί το κατά τοΰ προειρημένου 
διαστήματος κινούμενον σώμα ύφ' ενα χρονον υπό 
του2 τά δύο ήμιπηχναΐα διορίζοντος άντικοπήσεται

128 σώματος καί υπό του τά παλαιστιαΐα. άλλ* ει εν 
τώ αύτώ χρόνιο υπό τούτων άντικοπήσεται, έσται 
τό αυτό άμα καί κεκινημένον καί μη κεκινημένον ή 
μεν γάρ άντέκοφεν αύτώ τό διοριστικόν τών ήμι- 
πηχναίων διαστημάτων, κεκίνηται το ήμιπηχναΐον 
διάστημα, ή δε καί τό διοριστικόν τοΰ παλαιστιαίου 
άντέκοφεν, πάλιν ού κεκίνηται τό αυτό διάστημα, 
άτοπου δέ γε τό αύτό λέγειν άμα κεκινήσθαι και μη 
κεκινήσθαι. άτοπον άρα καί τό άζιοϋν τό κινού
μενου άθρουν ύφ’ έν μεριστόν άνύειν διάστημα καί 
μη κατά τό πρότερον πρότερον κινεΐσθαι.

129 πάλιν ύποκείσθω πηχυαΐον διάστημα, καί φερέσθω 
τινά σώματα άφ’ έκατέρον τών άκρων ίσοταχώς ώς 
αί κατ' 'Επίκουρον άτομοι. ούκοΰν έπεί νπόκειται 
ταϋτα τά σώματα Ισοταχώς κινούμενα, πάντως 
κατά την μεσότητα τοΰ πηχυαΐον διαστήματος 
προσκρούσαντα αλλήλοις ή στήσεται ή επί τον

130 δθεν ήλθε τόπον8 άντικρουσθήσεται. καί εί μεν 
ισταται, πρόδηλόν έστιν ότι έκάτερον αυτών εν

1 <«’ ουν τό κινονμςνον) ύφ’ Ν, cj. Bekk.: όφ' cet., Bekk.
1 ύπό του Ν : ύφ’ οΰ cet., Bekk. (υπό τ« τοΰ cj. Bekk.).

* ini τον . . . τόπον Mutsch.: eV τοΰ . . . τόπου mss., Bekk.
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distance o f a cubit, and let it be divided at the middle 
into two half-cubits. And let its distances o f a 
palm’s breadth be also divided, and let the divisors 
be solid so as to be able to resist and bring to rest 
the moving object. If, then, the moving object 
completes the whole o f a divisible distance in one and 
the same time, and the motion is not one of orderly 
succession, the body which moves over the distance 
mentioned above will be resisted simultaneously both 
by the body which divides the two half-cubits and by 
that dividing the palm’s breadths. But if it shall be 128 
resisted by these at the same time, the same thing 
will be at once both having moved and not having 
moved ; for in so far as the divisor of the half-cubit 
distances has resisted it, it has moved over the half
cubit distance, but in so far as the divisor o f the 
palm’s breadth distance has resisted it, it has not, on 
the contrary, moved over the same distance. But it 
is absurd to say that the same thing has at once both 
moved and not moved. Therefore it is also absurd to 
maintain that the moving object completes a divisible 
distance at once and as a whole and does not move by 
gradations.—Again, let us suppose a distance o f a 129 
cubit, and let certain bodies move at equal speeds, 
like the atoms o f Epicurus, from each o f its extremi
ties. Then, since these bodies are assumed to be 
moving with equal speeds, they will certainly collide 
with one another in the middle o f the distance o f the 
cubit, and will either come to rest or be driven back 
towards the place from which they came. And if 130 
they come to rest, it is quite evident that each of
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άλλω μεν χρόνιο ε κινείτο τό από του άκρου διά
στημα άχρι της μεσότητος, εν άλλω δε εμελλεν 
άνύειν τό από της μεσότητος ώς επί τό ετερον 
άκρον. εί δέ άνταναβάλλεται ώς επί τά του όλου 
διαστήματος άκρα, πάλιν προΰπτον ώς εν άλλω μεν 
χρόνιο διήλθε τά από των άκρων διαστήματα1 ώς 
επί τό μέσον, εν άλλω δε άντικρουσθεντα ύπ- 
εστρεφεν ώς επί τά άκρα, καί ούτως ούδεν εστι τό 
κινούμενον ύφ* εν άθρουν μεριστόν διάστημα.

131 Έ τι καί ούτως ελεγκτεον εστί τούς πάντα μεν 
εις άπειρον τεμνεσθαι λέγοντας, κινεΐσθαι δε τό 
κινούμενον ύφ* εν άθρουν μεριστόν διάστημα προ- 
ειληφότας. δυοΐν γάρ ίσοταχώς κινούμενων σωμά
των όσον πηχυαΐον διάστημα, ακολουθήσει λεγειν 
εν τω αντίο χρόνιο μη τό αυτό διάστημα εκά- 
τερον άννειν, αλλά τό μεν πλεΐον τό δε ελαττον

132 όπερ εστί παρά την ενάργειαν. διωρίσθω γάρ τό 
πηχυαΐον διάστημα τοΰ ετερου σώματος κατά την 
μεσότητα, καί τό διορίζον άντικοπτετω παντί προσ- 
πίπτοντι. επεί οΰν εν ΐσιρ χρόνιο άζιοΰσιν εκάτε- 
ρον κινεΐσθαι καν τω αντίο άννειν τό τε πηχυαΐον 
διάστημα καί τά μόρη τούτου καί ούκ εν άλλω 
μεν τά μόρη εν άλλω δε τό δλον, πάντως εν ώ 
χρόνιο κινείται τό ετερον τούτων των σωμάτων τό 
δλον πηχυαΐον διάστημα, εν τω Ϊσω καί τό λειπό- 
μενον σώμα κινήσεται τό ήμίπηχυ διάστημα καί

133 άντικοπεν στήσεται. άλλ* ύπεκειτό γε Ισοταχώς 
εκάτερον αυτών κινούμενον. τά άρα ίσοταχώς 
κινούμενα εν τω αύτώ χρόνιο άνισον κινείται διά-

1 ίιήλθε τά από τ. άκρων διαστήματα Rilstow ί διήλθεν ά. τ. 
άλλων διαστημάτων H8S., Bekk. (άκρων cj. Bekk.).
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them was moving over the distance from the ex
tremity to the centre at one time, and at another time 
was about to complete the distance from the centre 
towards the other extremity. But if they are repelled 
back towards the extremities of the whole distance, it 
is obvious again that they passed over the distances 
from the extremities to the centre at one time, and 
at another were driven back and retreated towards 
the extremities. And thus there is nothing which 
moves all at once and as a whole over a divisible 
distance.

Moreover, in this way one can also refute those who 131 
assert that all things are divided ad infinitum, and 
yet assume that a moving object moves at once and 
as a whole over a divisible distance. If two bodies 
are moving with equal speeds over the distance of 
a cubit, it will follow that they must say that they 
do not both complete the same distance in the same 
time, but the one a greater the other a less ; which 
is contrary to evidence. For let the cubit’s distance 132 
of one of the bodies be divided at the centre, and let 
the divisor repel everything which collides with it. 
Since, then, they maintain that both bodies move 
during an equal time, and during the same time com
plete both the cubit’s distance and the parts thereof, 
and not the parts in one time and the whole in another, 
then certainly during the time in which the one of 
these bodies is moving over the whole distance of the 
cubit, the remaining body during an equal time will 
move over the distance of the half-cubit and being 
repelled will come to rest. But each of them was 133 
assumed to be moving at an equal speed. Therefore 
things which move at equal speeds move over an 
unequal distance in the same time ; which is contrary
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στη μα' δπερ παρά την ενάργειάν εστιν. τοίνυν ού 
κινείται το κινούμενου ύφ* εν άθρουν μεριστον διά
στημα, αλλά κατά το πρότερον πρότερον ή κίνησις 
οφείλει γίγνεσθαι.

134 Έ τ ι  προς τόΐς είρημενοις το εν ΐσω χρόνιο 
κινούμενον πλέον διάστημα του εν τω αύτω χρόνω 
ελαττον διάστημα κινούμενου τα χυτερόν εστιν · 
οΐον εάν εν ώριαίω διαστήματι καθ* ύπόθεσιν των 
κινούμενων τό μεν είκοσι σταδίους άνύη το δε δέκα 
μόνον, λεχθήσεται συμφώνως κατά πάντας1 ταχύ- 
τερον μεν είναι το τούς είκοσι σταδίους άνυον,

135 βραδύτερου δε το τούς δέκα, αλλά τοϋτό γε το 
φαινόμενου και εναργες είναι δοκοΰν αναιρείται 
όσον επί τη εκκειμενη ύποθεσει και γίνεται φεΰδος. 
εσται γάρ {τό)* εν τω  αύτω χρόνω κινούμενου και 
ταχύτερον και βραδύτερον' δπερ ην άπεμφαΐνον. εΐ 
γάρ ούκ εν άλλω μεν χρόνω το όλου κινείται πηχυαΐον 
διάστημα εν άλλω δ€ τά τοΰ πηχυαίου διαστήματος 
μέρη, άλλ* εν ενι και τω  αύτω τό τε δλον διάστημα 
διέρχεται καί τά τοΰ όλου μέρη, εσται το αυτό εν

130 τω  αύτω χρόνω καί βραδύτερον καί ταχύτερον ή 
μεν γάρ πηχυαΐον εν τούτω διάστημα άνύει, εσται 
ταχύτερον, $ δ* εν τω  αύτω ήμιπηχυάΐον, εσται 
βραδύτερον. τελεως δε εστιν άτοπου εν τω αύτψ 
χρόνω λεγειν τι καί ταχύτερον είναι καί βραδύτερον. 
τοίνυν ούκ άθρουν μεριστον διάστημα κινείται το 
κινούμενον, αλλά κατά το πρότερον πρότερον.

137 'Ικανώς δ* αν ελεγχοιντο οί τούτης προεστώτες 
της δόξης καί διά τής λεχθησομενης ύποθεσεως. 
έστω γάρ τι δακτυλιαΐον διάστημα, διηρησθω δε

1 πάντας cj. Bekk.: πάντα mss., Bekk.
* <το> add. ΝΕ.
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to evidence. So then the moving object does not 
move over a divisible distance at once and as a whole, 
but motion must take place by gradations.

Moreover, in addition to what has been said, the 134 
object which moves over a greater distance in an equal 
time is speedier than that which moves over a less 
distance in the same time. For example, if of two 
bodies assumed to be in motion the one completes 
twenty stades in the space of an hour, the other only 
ten, it will be asserted unanimously and on all hands 
that the one which completes the twenty stades is the 
speedier, and that of the ten stades the slower. But 135 
this fact which seems to be apparent and evident is 
destroyed—if we are to go by the hypothesis put 
forward—and becomes false. For that which moves 
in the same time will be both speedier and slower; 
which is nonsensical. For if it is not the case that 
the whole moves over a cubit’s distance in one time 
and over the parts of the cubit’s distance in another, 
but passes through both the whole distance and the 
parts of that whole in one and the same time, then 
the same thing will be both slower and speedier in 
the same time ; for in so far as it completes in this 130 
time the cubit’s distance it will be speedier, but in so 
far as it completes that of half-a-cubit in the same 
time it will be slower. But it is perfectly absurd to 
say that a thing is, in the same time, both speedier 
and slower. So, then, the moving object does not 
move over a divisible interval all at once but by 
gradations.

But the champions of this opiniona may be 137 
sufficiently confuted by the hypothetical case now to 
be stated. Let us suppose the distance of a finger-

• Of. % 123. 
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τούτο κατά την μεσότητα εις δύο ήμιδακτυλιαΐα 
διαστήματα, καί έστω το διορίζον φύσιν €χον 
άντικοπτικην καί άποβάλλειν δυναμενην το προσ- 
πΐπτον, κινείσθω τε σώμα τι κατά του τοιουτου 
διαστήματος· φημί δη δτι κατά ταύτην την ύπό- 
θεσιν, εττεί τδ κινούμ€νον εν τώ  αύτώ χρόνιο τδ τε 
όλον άνυει διάστημα καί τά του όλου μόρη, δεησει 
το αυτό εν τώ αύτώ χρόνιο ελθεΐν τε καί άπελθεΐν

138 δ εστι τών αδυνάτων, εί γάρ εν ενί καί τώ αύτώ 
χρόνιο άνυει τδ τε δλον δακτυλιαΐον διάστημα καί 
τά μέρη αύτοΰ, δακτυλιαΐον δ’ εστι διάστημα τδ τε 
από τοΰ άκρου μέχρι τής μεσότητος καί τό από 
ταύτης μέχρι τοΰ άκρου, εν τψ αύτώ χρόνιο καί 
άνελεύσεται1 τό κινούμενον καί προσκρόυσαν τώ  
διορίζοντι κατελεύσεται. παρά την ενάργειαν δε 
εστι τό εν τφ  αύτώ χρόνιο ελθεΐν τε καί άπελθεΐν 
παρά την ενάργειαν άρα καί τό οΰτω γίνεσθαι την 
κίνησιν, ώσπερ καί τό εν τώ αύτώ χρόνιο λεγειν καί 
εκτείνεσθαι την χεΐρα καί συστελλεσθαι καί ούκ εν 
αλλιρ μεν εκτείνεσθαι εν άλλιρ δε συστελλεσθαι.

139 "Ωστε τό μεν κατ’ άθρουν διάστημα γίνεσθαι την 
κίνησιν ούτως εστίν άπορον τοΐς προειρημενοις 
άνδράσιν πολλώ δε τούτου άπορώτερον τό μη κατ* 
άθρουν γίνεσθαι μεριστόν διάστημα, αλλά κατά τό  
πρότερον πρότερον καί κατά τό δεύτερον δεύτερον, 
εί γάρ ούτω γίνεται ή κίνησις, πάντων εις άπειρον 
τεμνομενών τών τε σωμάτων καί τόπων καί χρόνων,

140 ούκ εσται τις άρχή κινησεως. ίνα γάρ τι κινηθή 
πηχυαΐον διάστημα, οφείλει τό πρώτον ήμίπηχυ

1 άνελεύσεται ego: άπελενσεται mss., Bekk. (ελευσεται cj.
Bekk.).
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length, and let this be divided at the centre into two 
distances of half a finger, and let the divisor be of a 
nature capable of repelling and able to hurl back the 
colliding object, and let there be a body moving over 
this distance ; now I assert that, in the case thus 
assumed, since the moving object completes in the 
same time both the whole distance and the parts of 
that whole, the same thing must both approach and 
retreat in the same time ; which is a thing impossible.
For if it completes in one and the same time both the *38 
whole distance of a finger and the parts thereof, and 
the distance of the finger is both that from the 
extremity to the centre and that from this to the 
extremity, then the moving object will in the same 
time both go forward and, after colliding with the 
divisor, return backwards. But it is contrary to 
evidence that it should both approach and retreat 
in the same time ; therefore it is also contrary to 
evidence that motion should take place in this way, 
just as it is to say that the hand is in the same time 
both extended and clenched, and not extended in one 
time and clenched in another.

Consequently, the men mentioned above a are in 139 
a hopeless position in making motion complete a 
distance all at once ; and much more hopeless is it 
to suppose that it completes a divisible distance not 
all at once but gradually—the first stage first, and 
secondly the second. For if motion takes place in 
this way, when all the bodies and places and times b 
are divided to infinity, there will be no beginning o f 
motion. For in order that a thing may have moved 140 
over a cubit’s distance, it must first pass through the

* Viz. the Stoics. With §§ 139-141 cf. Ρ.Ή. iii. 76.
* The three requisites for motion, cf. § 121.
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διερχεσθαι πρώτον και το δεύτερον τη τάξει δεύ
τερον. άλλ’ ϊνα και το πρώτον άνύση ημίπηχυ 
διάστημα, οφείλει τδ πρώτον τεταρτημόριου του 
πηχυαίου διαστήματος διελθεΐν, εΐτα τότε τδ δεύ
τερον. άλλα καν εις πεντε διαιρεθη (το  πρώτον 
πέμπτη μόρων),1 καν εις εξ, τδ πρώτον εκτημόριον.

141 παντός οΰν τοΰ πρώτου μέρους άλλο πρώτον εχοντος 
μέρος διά την εις άπειρον τομήν, ανάγκη μηδέποτε 
αρχήν γίνεσθαι κινήσεως διά τδ άνεκλειπτα είναι τά 
μέρη τοΰ διαστήματος και τά τοΰ σώματος, και παν 
το εκ τούτων λαμβανόμενον εχειν άλλα μέρη.

142 ΪΙρός μεν οΰν τούς είς άπειρον τεμνεσθαι λέ
γοντας τά τε σώματα και τούς τόπους και τούς 
χρόνους (οΰτοι δε είσιν οι από της στοάς) ταΰθ* 
ηρμοζε λεγειν' οι δε πάντα εις άμερη καταληγειν 
ύπειληφότες, ως οι περί τον Επίκουρον, νεανικω- 
τεραις μάλλον ενέχονται ταΐς άπορίαις, καί πρώτον

143 ότι ούκ εσται κίνησις, ώς 6 Αιόδωρος έδιδασκε τών 
άμερών εχόμενος τόπων και σωμάτων, τό γάρ εν 
τώ  πρώτω άμερεΐ τόπω περιεχόμενον άμερες σώμα 
ου κινείται· περιείχετο γάρ εν τφ  άμερεΐ τόπω καί 
εκπεπληρώκει τοΰτον. καί πάλιν, τό εν τώ δευτερω 
υποκείμενον ού κινείται' κεκίνηται γάρ ηδη. εί δε 
μήτε εν τώ πρώτω τό κινούμενου κινείται εφ’ όσον 
εστιν εν τώ πρώτω, μητ εν τώ δευτερω, παρά δε 
ταΰτα τρίτος ούκ επινοείται τόπος, ού κινείται το

144 λεγόμενον κινεΐσθαι. πάρεστι δε καί χωρίς
της τοιαύτης απορίας εξ ύποθεσεως διαβάλλειν την 
στάσιν τών κατ Επίκουρον, έστω γάρ διάστημα 
εξ εννε'α [τε] συγκείμενον άμερών τόπων στοιχηδόν

1 <το πρώτον πεμπτημόριον} add. cj. Bekk.
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first half-cubit and secondly the second in order. But 
in order that it may have completed the distance of 
the first half-cubit, it must first have passed through 
the first quarter of the cubit’s distance, and in the 
next place the second quarter; so also (the first fifth 
part), if it be divided into five, and if into six the first 
sixth part. Since, then, every first part has another 141 
first part, because of the division to infinity, of neces
sity there can never be any beginning of motion, 
owing to the fact that the parts of the distance and 
those of the body are endless, and every one of them 
which is taken contains other parts.

Such, then, are the arguments which it was proper 142 
to bring against those who say that bodies and places 
and times are divided to infinity (and these men 
are the Stoics); but those who, like Epicurus, have 
assumed that all things are reducible to indivisibles 
involve themselves in more formidable difficulties,— 
such as, firstly, the fact that motion will not exist, as 143 
Diodorus ° showed when treating of indivisible places 
and bodies. For the indivisible body contained in the 
first indivisible place does not move ; for it is con
tained in the indivisible place and fills it up. And 
again : the body situated in the second place does 
not move, for it has moved already. But if the 
moving object neither moves in the first place— 
inasmuch as it exists in the first—nor yet in the 
second, and besides these no third place is conceived, 
then that which is said to move does not move.—And 144 
even apart from this sort of difficulty, it is possible to 
attack the position of the Epicureans by means of a 
hypothetical case. For suppose a distance made up 
of nine indivisible places arranged in a row, and let

* Of. § 86 supra.
283



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τεταγμένων, καί κινείσθω Kara τούτου1 δη του 
διαστήματος δυο άμ€ρή σώματα άφ* έκατέρου των

145 οίκρων, κινείσθω 8k Ισοταχώς. ούκοϋν h τεί ή 
κίνησίς ianv ισοταχής, δεήσει έκάτερον των 
τοιούτων σωμάτων άνά τέσσαρας άμερεις διέρχε- 
σθαι τόπους, φθάσαντα 8k επί τον πέμπτου τόπον, 
δς εστι μέσος των τεσσάρων και των τεσσάρων, ή 
στήσεται ή τό έτερον αυτών προκαταταχήσει, ώστε 
τούτο μεν πέντε διελθεΐν άμερεΐς τόπους τό δε 
λειπόμενον τέσσαρας μόνον, ή ούτε στήσεται ούτε 
τό έτερον προκαταταχήσει, συνδραμόντα δε ύφ* 
εν άμφότερα έξ ήμισείας διακαθέξει τον πέμπτον

146 άμερή τόπον, τό μεν οΰν άμφότερα στηναι πάνυ 
εστίν άπίθανον' τόπου γάρ [ούχ]2 υποκειμένου και 
μηδενός προς την κίνησιν άντικόπτοντος ου στή- 
σεται. τό δε προκαταταχεΐν του ετέρου τό έτερον 
παρά την ύπόθεσιν· ύπέκειτο γάρ Ισοταχώς εκά-

147 τερον αυτών κινούμενου, λείπεται άρα λέγειν δτι 
εις τό αυτό συνδραμόντα άμφότερα έφέξει τάς 
ήμισείας του λειπομένου τόπου. εί δε επέχει 
τούτο μεν την καθ’ αυτό ήμίσειαν εκείνο δε την 
καθ* αυτό, ούκ έσται άμερής 6 τόπος άλλ’ εις δυο 
ήμισείας μεριστός. ούτωσί δε καί τα σώματα· 
μέρει γάρ αυτών τό τού τόπου μέρος έπιλαμβά-

148 νοντα ούκ έσται άμερή. ει δε καί οί τόποι 
μεριστοί καί τα σώματα ούκ άμερή, άνάγκη καί 
τον χρόνον μή είναι άμερή καί ελάχιστον. ού γάρ 
εν ϊσω χρόνω διέρχεται τον άμερή τόπον τό άμερες 
σώμα καί τό τού άμερούς τόπου μέρος, άλλ’ εν 
άλλω μεν τον δλον άμερή τόπον, εν ελαχίστω δε τό

1 κατά τούτον Heintz: κατ’ αυτοί» MS9., Bekk.
2 ίούχ] om. Ν, Heintz.
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two indivisible bodies be moving over this distance 
from each of its extremities, and let them move at 
equal speeds. Then, since their motions are equal in 145 
speed, each of these bodies will necessarily pass over 
four indivisible places. And on arriving at the fifth 
place, which is midway between the one set of four 
and the other, they will either come to a halt or one 
of them will get there first,—so that this one has 
passed through five indivisible places, the other only 
four,—or they will not come to a halt nor will one of 
them get there first but they will both meet together 
in their course and each occupy a half of the fifth 
indivisible place. Now that both should come to a 146 
halt is extremely improbable ; for when there is a 
place existing and nothing repelling their motion 
they will not halt. And that the one should get there 
before the other is contrary to the assumption ; for 
it was assumed that both move at equal speeds. It 147 
remains, then, to declare that both will meet together 
in their course and occupy the two halves of the 
vacant place. But if this one occupies the half on its 
side, and that one the half on its side, the place will 
not be indivisible but divisible into two halves. And 
so too the bodies ; for as occupying a part of the place 
with a part of themselves they will not be indivisible.
—But if the places are divisible and the bodies also 148 
not indivisible, time too, of necessity, is not indivisible 
and minimal. For the indivisible body does not pass 
through an indivisible place and a part of that in
divisible place in an equal time, but the whole indivis
ible place in one time and the part of it in a minimal
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149 τούτου μέρος. πάλιν έστω τι κανόνων κέν-
τροις κατά το έτερον μέρος διειλημμένον, και τοΰτο 
περιαγέσθω από τού έτέρον των άκρων κατά τίνος 
επιπέδου έν ένι και τώ αύτώ χρόνω. και δή 
τον άκρου περιαγομένου κύκλοι καταγραφήσονται 
μεγέθει διαφέροντες άλληλων, και ο μεν έξωτάτω 
και πάντων περιληπτικός μέγιστος, 6 δ’ ένδοτάτω 
βραχύτατος, και οι μεταξύ τούτων ανάλογοι, ήτοι 
μείζους και μείζονς από τού κέντρου έπιόντων 
ημών η έλάσσους και έλάσσους από τής εκτός

150 περιφέρειας ύποβαινόντων. έπει οδν εις έστιν ο 
τής περιαγωγής χρόνος (έστω δε άμερής οδτος), 
ζητώ πώς ενός και τον αυτού χρόνου καθεστώτος 
καθ’ ον γέγονε τα τής καταγραφής, μιας δε ονσης 
και τής κινήσεως, διαφέροντες γεγόνασιν άλληλων 
οι κύκλοι, και οι μεν μεγάλοι οι 8e μικρόν έχοντες

151 την περίμετρον, ουδέ γάρ ένεστι λέγειν ότι τών 
άμερών χρόνων διαφορά τις εστι παρά τό μέγεθος 
και διά τοΰτο τών κύκλων οι μεν εν μείζοσιν ά- 
μερέσι καταγραφέντες χρόνοις είσι μείζους, οι δε έν 
ελάσσοσι μικρότεροι, εί γάρ έτερος ετέρου μείζων 
έστιν άμερής χρόνος, ούκ έστιν άμερής ο χρόνος 
ουδέ ελάχιστος, και τό κινούμενον ού πάντως έν

152 άμερεΐ χρόνφ κινείται, προς τούτοις ουδέ έκεΐνο 
έστι φάναι, ότι εΐς μέν έστιν άμερής χρόνος καθ’ 
ον άπαντες καταγράφονται οι κύκλοι, τά δε μέρη 
τού περιαγομένου κανόνος ούκ έστιν ισοταχή άλλα 
τά μέν ταχύτερον περιάγεται τά δέ βραδύτερον, και 
υπό μέν τών ταχύτερον περιαγομένων οι μείζους 
συνίστανται κύκλοι υπό δέ τών βραδύτερον οι

153 μικρότεροι, εί δέ τώ δντι τά μέν θάττον κινείται 
μέρη τά δέ βράδιον, έχρήν ή διασπάσθαι τό κα- 
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time.—Again, suppose there is a certain small ruler 149 
which on one side is provided at intervals with points, 
and let this be made to revolve, starting from one of 
its extremities, over a certain plane surface in one 
and the same time. Now as the extremity revolves, 
circles will be described which differ from one another 
in magnitude, the outermost which surrounds them 
all being the greatest and the innermost the smallest, 
and the intermediate ones in proportion, becoming 
either greater and greater as we advance from the 
centre or less and less as we recede from the outer 
circumference. Since, then, the time of the revolu-150 
tion is one (and let this be indivisible), I ask how it is 
that, when the time in which the process of describing 
took place is one and the same and the motion also 
is one, the circles have come to be different from one 
another, some being great and some having a small 
circumference. Forit is not possible to say thatthereis 151 
a difference in the indivisible times in respect of magni
tude, and because of this those of the circles which were 
described in greater indivisible times are greater, and 
those in less smaller. For if one indivisible time is 
greater than another, the time is not indivisible nor 
minimal, and the moving object does not move wholly 
in an indivisible time. And furthermore, it is not 152 
possible either to assert that, while it is one indivisible 
time in which all the circles are described, the parts 
of the revolving ruler are not of equal speeds but some 
revolve more quickly, others more slowly, and by 
those which revolve more quickly the greater circles 
are constructed, but by those revolving more slowly 
the smaller. But if in reality some parts move more 153 
quickly, others more slowly, the ruler ought to have
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νόνιον εν rrj περιαγωγή ή κάμπτεσθαί γε πάντως, 
τινών μεν αύτοΰ μερών προκαταταχουντων τινών δε 
υστερούντων, ούτε δε διασπάται ούτε κάμπτεται· 
τοίνυν άπορός εστιν ή κίνησις τοΐς πάντα λεγουσιν

164 *1ς άμερή καταλήγειν. καθόλου τε, εί πάντα 
άμερή εστιν, δ τε χρόνος εν ω γίνεται ή κίνησις, 
και τό σώμα δπερ κινείται, δ τε τόπος εν ω τά  
της κινησεως συντελεΐται, πάντα κατ ανάγκην τά 
κινούμενα ίσοταχώς κινησεται, ώστε τον ήλιον τη 
χελώνη γίνεσθαι ισοταχή· και γάρ αυτός και αυτή 
εν άμερεΐ χρόνω άμερες άνυει διάστημα, άτοπον 
δε yε πάντα τά κινούμενα ίσοταχώς λεγειν κινεΐσθαι 
ή την χελώνην τώ  ηλίω τυγχάνειν ισοταχή· άτοπον 
άρα τό πάντων εις άμερες καταληγόντων άξιοΰν 
γίνεσθαι την κίνησιν.

155 Αείπεται τοίνυν σκοπεΐν εί δυναται κινεΐσθαι τι 
τινών μεν εις άπειρον τεμνομενών τινών δε εις 
άμερες καταληγόντων. και δη ούτως ήνεχθησαν 
οί περί τον Στράτωνα τον φυσικόν· τους μεν γάρ 
χρόνους εις άμερες ύπελαβον καταλήγειν, τά  δε 
σώματα καί τούς τόπους εις άπειρον τεμνεσθαι, 
κινεΐσθαι τε τό κινουμενον εν άμερεΐ χρόνω δλον 
άθρουν μεριστόν διάστημα καί ου κατά τό πρότερον

156 πρότερον. ούκοϋν καί την τούτων στάσιν (είναι) 
άδυνατον1 εσται διδάσκειν πάντως* προδηλοτερων 
εχομένους υποδειγμάτων, ύποκείσθω γάρ τετρά- 
δακτυλιαΐον διάστημα, καί άνυετω τούτο τό κινου- 
μενον σώμα εν δυσίν άμερεσι χρόνοις, ώστε τδ 
ετερον διδακτυλιαΐον εν ενί άμερεΐ χρόνω διερχε- 
σθαι καί τό λειπόμενον πάλιν εν ενί. τοιαυτης δε

1 <εΐναϊ> αδύνατοι» ] αδύνατον Ν, cj. Bekk.! δυνατόν cet., 
Bekk. · πάντως Fabr.: πάντων mss., Bekk.
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been pulled to pieces during its revolution or certainly 
bent, as some of its parts rush ahead while others lag 
behind. But it is neither pulled to pieces nor bent; 
so then motion is inexplicable for those who assert 
that all things are reducible to indivisibles.—Also, 154 
in general, if they are all indivisible α—not only the 
time in which the motion occurs, but also the body 
which moves and the place in which the effects of the 
motion are completed,—then all the moving bodies 
will of necessity move at equal speeds, so that the 
sun is equal in speed to the tortoise ; for both the 
former and the latter complete an indivisible distance 
in an indivisible time. But it is absurd to say that 
all moving objects move at equal speeds or that the 
tortoise is equal in speed to the sun ; therefore it is 
absurd to maintain that, if all things are reducible to 
indivisibles, motion exists.

It remains, then, to consider whether anything can 155 
move if some things are divided ad infinitum and 
others are reducible to indivisibles. And Strato the 
physicist,6 in fact, took this view ; for he supposed 
that times are reducible to indivisibles, but bodies 
and places are divided ad infinitum, and that the 
moving object moves over the whole of a divisible 
distance in an indivisible time all at once and not by 
gradations. That this view also is impossible one can 156 
certainly show by employing quite plain examples.
For let us assume a distance of four fingers, and let 
the moving body complete this in two indivisible 
times, so that it passes over the one two-fingers’ 
distance in one indivisible time and the other likewise 
in one. And such being our assumption, from the

“ With § 154 cf. P.H. iii. 77.
* Head of the Peripatetic School, 287-269 b.c.
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ούσης ύποθεσεως άφαιρείσθω τον τοσούτου διαστή
ματος δακτυλιαΐον διάστημα, ώστε τδ περιλειπό-

157 μεν ον διάστημα τριδακτνλιαΐον γίνεσθαι. άλλ’ εί το 
ολον τετραδακτυλιαΐον διάστημα iv δνοΐν άμερεσι 
χρόνοις το κινούμενου σώμα διήρχ€το, πάντως 
τό τριδακτνλιαΐον άνύσει iv ivl άμ€ρ€ΐ χρόνω και 
ήμίσει, iv ivl μέν το διδακτνλιαΐον διάστημα, iv 
ήμίσει δε τδ λειπόμενον δακτυλιαΐον. καί ούτως 
εί εστι τοΰ άμ€ροΰς χρόνον ήμίσει λειπόμενος άμε- 
ρής χρόνος, ούκ εστι τις άμερής χρόνος, αλλά καί

158 οΰτος εις μέρη τετμηται. δ δ’ αυτός λόγος el 
πεμπτον δάκτυλον προσθώμεν τώ τετραδακτυλιαίω 
διαστήματι. πώς γάρ τούτο κινήσεται τό κινού
μενου; άρά γε εν άμερεΐ χρόνω; άΛΛ’ επεί και τό 
διπλοϋν εν άμερεΐ χρόνω διήνυεν, εσται τό εν τώ 
αύτώ χρόνω κινούμενου ταχύ τε άμα καί βραδύ, 
ή μεν διδακτνλιαΐον εν άμερεΐ χρόνω άνύει, ταχύ, 
ή δ* εν τώ ϊσω δακτυλιαΐον διέρχεται, βραδύ, εί 
δε εν ελάττονι άμε ρους χρόνου άνύει τον πεμπτον 
δάκτυλον, μεριστός εστιν ό άμερής χρόνος' οπερ ου 
θελονσιν.

159 Και μην εί εν άμερεΐ χρόνω τό κινούμενου v<f> 
εν άθρουν μεριστόν άνύει διάστημα, στήσεταί τι 
άναιτίως, ώς παραστήσομεν· ούχί δε γε ισταταί τι 
άναιτίως· ούκ άρα κατά τούτον τον τρόπον γίνεται

160 ή κίνησις. έστω γάρ όρθιόν τι διάστημα, οιον 
δεκάπηχν, και βαρύ τι σώμα, οίονεί μολιβή σφαίρα, 
εν ενι ελαχίστω χρόνω άνυετω ολον τούτο τό 
διάστημα άνωθεν κάτω, άλλα και προστιθεσθω 
τούτω τώ διαστήματι άλλο πηχυαΐον διάστημα, 
ώστε ολον γίνεσθαι ενδεκάπηχυ, άφιεσθω τε πάλιν

161 άπό τοΰ άκρου ή σφαίρα, ούκοΰν φθάσασα επί τό 
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distance stated let the distance of a finger be sub
tracted, so that the distance still left is one of three 
fingers. But if the moving body passes over the 157 
whole distance of four fingers in two indivisible times 
it certainly will complete that of three fingers in one 
indivisible time and a half,—the distance of two 
fingers in one, and the remaining distance o f a finger 
in a half. And thus, if an indivisible time is less by 
half than an indivisible time, no indivisible time exists 
but this too is divided into parts. And the same 158 
argument applies if we add on a fifth finger to the 
distance of four fingers. For how will the moving 
object move over this ? Will it be in an indivisible 
time ? But if so, since it also completed double that 
distance in an indivisible time, the object which 
moves over it in the same time will be both fast and 
slow simultaneously,—fast inasmuch as it completes 
the distance of two fingers in an indivisible time, but 
slow inasmuch as it completes but one finger’s distance 
in an equal time. But if it completes the fifth finger 
in less than an indivisible time, the indivisible time is 
divisible ; which they refuse to admit.

Moreover, if the moving object completes all at 159 
once a divisible distance in an indivisible time, some
thing will be coming to a halt causelessly, as we shall 
establish; but nothing comes to a halt causelessly; 
therefore motion does not take place in this way. For 160 
suppose a certain vertical distance, say of ten cubits, 
and let a certain heavy body, such as a leaden ball, 
complete the whole of this distance from the top to 
the bottom in one minimal time. But to this distance 
let there be also added another distance of a cubit, so 
that the total becomes eleven cubits, and let the ball 
be started again from the top. Then, when it has 161
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πέρας μέν τοΰ δέκατου πήχεως αρχήν δε του 
ενδεκάτου ή στήσεται ή καί τούτον διελευσεται, 
φημί δε τον ενδέκατον πήχυν. άλλα τό μεν στήναι 
άτοπον βαρύ γάρ οΰτω σώμα καί δι* άέρος φερό~ 
μενον καί μηδενός άντικόπτοντος, εί στήσεται,

162 πάντως άναιτίως στήσεται, δπερ ήν άτοπον. εί δε 
κινήσεται, έπεί τό δλον δεκάπηχυ διάστημα εν ενί 
άμερεΐ διέρχεται χρόνω, τό λειπόμενον πηχυαϊον 
διάστημα τής αυτής οΰσης κινήσεως εν δεκάτω 
μέρει τοΰ άμεροϋς χρόνου διελευσεται, ώστε τον 
άμερή χρόνον προς τω μη είναι άμερή έτι καί εις 
δέκα μέρη τετμήσθαι.

163 Και μην εί τό κινουμενον εν ενί άμερεΐ χρόνω 
δλον άνυει μεριστόν διάστημα, έζ ανάγκης έν ενί 
καί τφ αύτφ χρόνω έν πάσι γενήσεται τοΐς τοΰ 
διαστήματος μέρεσιν. εί δε έν ενί καί τω αύτω 
χρόνω έν πάσι γενήσεται τοΐς τοΰ διαστήματος 
μέρεσιν, ούκ έσται κεκινημένον τό διάστημα άλλα

164 έπεσχηκός· δπερ άτοπον. ού τοίνυν έν ενί καί 
άμερεΐ χρόνω κινείται τό κινουμενον μεριστόν διά~ 
στη μα, έπεί έσται τό αυτό έν τω  αύτω χρόνω 
θερμόν τε καί φυχρόν πεφωτισμένον τε καί άφώ- 
τιστον. ύποκείσθω γάρ διπηχυαΐον διάστημα, καί 
τούτου 6 μέν έτερος πήχυς πεπυρακτώσθω ό δ*

165 έτερος έφύχθω. εί δη τό κινουμενον έν ενί καί τω  
αυτφ άμερεΐ χρόνω τό δλον τοΰτο έπιλαμβάνει 
διάστημα, δτε μέν κατά τοΰ πεπυρακτωμένου πή- 
χεώς έστιν, έσται πεπυρακτωμένον, δτε δε κατά 
τοΰ έφυγμένου, έφυγμένον. γίνεται δε κατά τον 
αυτόν χρόνον έν τε τω πεπυρακτωμένω καί τω  
έφυγμένω · τδ αυτό άρα κατά τον αυτόν χρόνον 
εσται άμα Θερμόν τε καί φυχρόν· ο των άδυνάτων
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reached the end of the tenth cubit and the beginning 
of the eleventh, it will either come to a halt or it will 
pass over the latter as well—I mean the eleventh 
cubit. But that it should come to a halt is absurd ; 
for if a body which is so heavy and moving through 
the air and having nothing to resist it shall come to a 
halt, it will certainly be halting causelessly, which is 
absurd. And if it shall keep moving, then, since it 162 
passes over the whole distance of ten cubits in one 
indivisible time, as the motion is the same it will pass 
over the remaining distance o f a cubit in the tenth 
part o f the indivisible time, so that the indivisible 
time, in addition to being no longer indivisible, is also 
divided into ten parts.

Moreover, if the moving object completes the whole 163 
of a divisible distance in one indivisible time, it will 
necessarily come to be in all the parts o f the distance in 
one and the same time. But if it shall be in all the parts 
of the distance in one and the same time, it will not 
have moved over the distance but will have occupied 
i t ; which is absurd. So then, the moving object does 164 
not move over a divisible distance in one indivisible 
time, since (if it does so) the same object at the same 
time will be both hot and cold, both illuminated and 
not illuminated. For let us suppose a distance o f two 
cubits, and of this let the one cubit be heated by fire 
and the other be chilled. Now if the moving body 165 
occupies the whole of this distance in one and the 
same indivisible time, when it is in the heated cubit 
it will be heated, and when in the chilled one it will 
be chilled. But it is both in the heated one and in 
the chilled one at the same time ; therefore the same 
thing will be at once both hot and cold at the same 
time ; and this is a thing impossible. And not only 166
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166 ύπήρχεν. ον μην άλλα και κατά την αυτήν έφοδον 
εσται διδάσκειν δτι ύφ' εν ταύτό εσται καί πεφω
τισμένου και άφώτιστον' ο και αυτό παρά την 
ενάργειαν.

Προ? τούτοις δεήσει εν τω αύτω χρόνω, όπη- 
λίκον αν τι? νποθηται διάστημα, κεκινησθαι λεγειν

167 το κινούμενου, οΐον έστω τετραδακτυλιαΐον διά
στημα, και διηρήσθω εις οκτώ μέρη, ενσήμου τε 
χάριν διδασκαλίας το μεν πρώτον αύτοϋ μέρος 
καλείσθω Α, το δε δεύτερον Β , τδ δε τρίτον Γ, και 
κατά τά εξής ομοίως, εί δη το κινούμενον εν ενι 
και τω αύτω χρόνω μεριστον άνύει διάστημα, εν φ 
χρόνω κινείται το  Α Β  διάστημα, εν τω αύτω δυνή- 
σεται κινεΐσθαι το  Β Γ  διάστημα, άλλ' εί (τούτο,)1 
εν τω αύτω κινήσεται και το Γ Δ , και ούτω μεχρις 
απείρου, ώστε εν ενϊ και άμερεΐ χρόνω κινήσεται το 
ολον τής γής διάστημα.

168 Ει ούν μήτε εις άπειρον ονσης τής τομής μήτε 
εις άμερες τής καταλήξεως, μήτε τινών μεν εις 
άπειρον τεμνομενων τινών δε εις άμερες κατα- 
ληγόντων, σώζεται ή κίνησις, ρητεον μηδέν είναι 
κίνησιν. οΐς επεται ή εποχή διά τε την τής εναρ- 
γείας και διά την τών αντικείμενων αύτή λόγων 
ίσοσθενειαν.

Γ'.— ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΧΡΟΝΟΣ
169 Τη? κινήσεως τριών ούσιών, ώς προεΐπον, εχο- 

μενης, σώματός τε τού κινούμενου και τόπου τού 
εν φ κινείται και χρόνου καθ' ον ή κίνησις συν-

1 <τοΰτο,> add. cj. Bekk. * 294

β The first view is that of the Stoics (§§ 123 ff.), the second 
that of Epicurus (§§ 142 if.), the third Strata’s (§§ 155 ff.)
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so, but by the same method it will be possible to show 
also that the same thing will be at once both illumin
ated and not illuminated ; and this too is contrary to 
the evidence of sense.

Furthermore, one will have to say that the moving 
object has moved over the distance, whatever the 
length one assumes this to have, in the same time.
For example, suppose a distance of four fingers, and 167 
let it be divided into eight parts, and, for the sake of 
explaining the matter clearly, let the first part of it 
be called A, the second B, the third C, and so on with 
the rest. Now if the moving object completes a 
divisible distance in one and the same time, it will be 
able to move over the distance BC in the same time 
in which it moves over the distance AB. But if so, 
it will also move over CD in the same time, and so on 
ad infinitum, so that in a single and indivisible time it 
will move over the whole distance of the earth.

If, then, motion is secured neither when there is 168 
a division to infinity, nor when there is a reduction 
to indivisibles, nor when some things are divided to 
infinity but others reduced to indivisibles,® then one 
must declare that motion is nothing. And from this 
there follows suspension of judgement because of the 
equipollence of the sense-evidence and of the argu
ments which contradict it.6

C hapter III.— D oes T ime E xist ?
As motion involves, as I said before,® three things— 169 

the moving body and the place wherein it moves and 
the time in which the movement is completed,—now

6 For “  the evidence ”  of the senses in favour of motion 
see §§ 66 ff., the counter-arguments being those in §§ 70-168.

* See §§ 121, 140, 142, 154.
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τελείται, ivel τό τε σώμα και τον τόπον ήπορή- 
σαμεν, πειρασόμεθα και περί χρόνου ζητεΐν τάχα 
γάρ και περί τούτον ο λόγος άπορος φανεΐται τοΐς 
τε αιώνιον ύποτιθεμενοις είναι τον κόσμον φυσικοΐς 
και τοΐς από τίνος χρόνου λέγουσιν αυτόν συνεστα- 
σθαι. και δή τινές φασι χρόνον είναι “  διάστημα 
Της τοϋ κόσμου κινήσεως,”  οι δε αυτήν την του 
κόσμου κίνησιν. ούτε δε κατά τους πρώτους ούτε 
κατά τούς δευτέρους γίνεται τις χρόνος, ειπερ γαρ 
τό διάστημα της κινησεως και η κίνησις ούδεν 
εστι παρά τό κινουμενον, 6 χρονος της κοσμικής 
κινησεος διάστημα καθεστώς η ιδιαίτερον κοσμική 
κίνησις ούδεν εσται παρά τον κινουμενον κόσμον, 
αλλά κόσμος πως εχων γενήσεται ό χρόνος· δπερ

171 εστιν άτοπον. και άλλως, την μεν κίνησιν τοϋ 
κόσμου ενδέχεται νοεΐν κατά τινα χρόνον μη οΰσαν, 
ώστ ούκ άν εΐη ή τοϋ κόσμου κίνησις (ό ) 1 χρόνος.

172 και άλλως, πάσα κίνησις εν χρόνω γίνεται, 
διό καί η τοϋ κόσμου κίνησις εν χρόνω γενήσεται. 
ο δε χρόνος εν χρόνω ου γίνεται· ήτοι γάρ εν αύτω 
γενήσεται ή εν άλλω ως άλλος,2 ούτε δε εν αύτω 
γενοιτ* άν (εσται γάρ ό αυτός καί εις καί δυο) ούτε 
έτερος εν ετέρω διά τό μήτε τινά των ενεστώτων 
γίνεσθαι εν τώ μη ενεστώτι μήτε τινά των μη 
ενεστώτων εν τω  ενεστώτι. τοίνυν ουδέ διά τούτο

173 ρητεον κόσμου κίνησιν είναι τον χρόνον. πάλιν
ώσπερ ή κίνησις εν χρόνω γίνεται, οϋτω καί ή 
μονή* άλλ’ δν τρόπον ούδείς λέγει την μονήν είναι

1 <ο> add. Rtistow.
* ώί άλλο?] η άλλοι? mss., Bekk. (del. Kayser).
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that we have discussed the difficulties regarding body 
and place,® we shall try also to investigate time ; for 
regarding it also the accounts given both by the 
Physicists who suppose that the Universe is eternal, 
and by those who assert that it was constructed at a 
given time, will, perhaps, appear to be hopeless. Now 170 
some declare that time is “  the interval o f the motion 
of the Universe,”  and others that it is “  the motion 
itself o f the Universe.” b But neither according to 
the view of the first nor according to that of the second 
does any time exist. For if interval o f motion and 
motion are nothing apart from the moving object, 
time, since it is interval of cosmic motion or, more 
precisely, cosmic motion, will be nothing else than the 
moving Universe, and time will be the Universe in 
a certain state ; which is absurd.—And again : it is 171 
possible to conceive the motion of the Universe as 
non-existent at a certain time, so that time will not 
be the motion of the Universe.—And again : all 172 
motion takes place in time, therefore the motion of 
the Universe also will take place in time. But time 
does not take place in time; for, if so, it will exist either 
in itself or as one (time) in another. But it will not 
exist in itself (for then the same time will be both 
one and two), nor as one time in another, because none 
of the things present exists in what is not present and 
none of those not present in what is present. So, 
then, on this account also one must not assert that 
time is the motion of the Universe.—Once more : just 173 
as motion takes place in time, so also does rest; but 
just as no one says that rest is time, so neither is one

0 For “  body ”  see Ado. Phys. i. 366 f f . ; for “  place,”
§§ 37 ff. supra.

* The first o f these definitions is Stoic, the second Platonic ; 
cf. P.H. iii. 136 f.
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χρόνον, ούτως ούδε την του κόσμου κίνησιν δεόντως 
χρονον άποφαίνεται. η τε του κόσμου κίνησις 
διά  παντός εστιν ή αυτή, ο δέ χρόνος ου διά παντός 
εστιν 6 αυτός, άλλ ’ ότε μεν ο αυτός λεγεται ότε δέ 
άνισος, και δτε άνισος, ότε μεν πλείων ότε δε 
ελάττων. ετερον άρα εστιν ή τοΰ κόσμου κίνησις

174 καί ετερον ο χρόνος, οι γε μην την τοΰ κόσμου 
κίνησιν άνελόντες την δε γην κινεΐσθαι δοζάσαντες, 
ώς οι περί *Αρίσταρχον τον μαθηματικόν, ού 
κωλύονται νοεΐν χρόνον, τοίνυν ετερον είναι λε- 
κτεον τον χρόνον καί ού ταύτόν τη τοΰ κόσμου

175 κινήσει. οι τε  εν καταγείοις τισί καί άλαμπεσι 
σπηλαίοις βιοτευοντες καί οί εκ γενετής πηροί τής 
μεν τοΰ κόσμου κινήσεως έννοιαν ούκ εχουσιν, 
καθίσαντες δε καί άναστάντες καί περιπατήσαντες, 
έννοιαν χρόνου λαμβάνουσι τοΰ εν φ  τα τρία ταΰτα  
ενήργησαν, καί πλείονος μεν τοΰ εν φ τα τρία, 
ελάσσονος δε τοΰ εν φ  τα  δυο, ελάχιστου δε τοΰ εν 
φ τό εν. εί δε δυνατόν νοήσαι χρόνον μη νοοΰντας 
την ουράνιον περιφοράν, ετερόν εστιν αυτή καί 
ετερον ό χρόνος.

176 *Αριστοτέλης δε χρόνον εφασκεν είναι αριθμόν 
τοΰ  εν κινήσει πρώτου καί ύστερου, εί δε τοΰτό 
εστιν ό χρόνος, συμμνημόνευσίς τις τοΰ εν κινήσει 
πρώτου καί ύστερου, τό ήρεμοΰν καί άκινητίζον ούκ 
εσται εν χρόνω. ή εΐπερ εστιν εν χρόνω τό άκινη- 
τίζον, ο  δε χρόνος εστιν αριθμός τοΰ εν κινήσει 
πρώτου καί ύστερου, εσται τό  εν χρόνω ήρεμοΰν

177 καί κινουμενον όπερ αδύνατον, διόπερ Σ,τράτων ό

β Here “  the Universe ”  (κόσμος) means “  the Heavens ”  
(excluding the earth). Aristarchus of Samos was a famous 
astronomer at Alexandria (circa 270 b.c.).
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right in asserting that the motion of the Universe is 
time.— Also, the motion of the Universe is perpetually 
the same but time is not perpetually the same, but is 
now called the same and again unequal; and when 
unequal, now more and now less. Therefore the 
motion of the Universe is one thing and time another.
And in fact those who, like Aristarchus the mathe- 174 
matician, have rejected the motion of the Universe,® 
but have held that the earth moves, are not precluded 
from conceiving time. So, then, we must say that 
time is another thing and not the same as the motion 
of the Universe.—Also, those who live in subter- 175 
ranean and unlighted caverns and those who are 
blind from birth have no conception of the motion of 
the Universe, but after sitting and standing up and 
walking they get a conception o f the time in which 
they performed these three actions, and of the time 
of the three as greater, that of two as less, and that 
of one as least. But if it is possible for them to 
conceive time without conceiving the revolution of 
the heavens, this latter is one thing and time another.

Aristotle declared that time is “  the number of the 176 
prior and posterior in motion. ”  6 But if time is this— 
a “  joint recollection ” of the prior and posterior in 
motion,—what is at rest and motionless will not exist 
in time. Or else, if what is motionless is in time, and 
time is the number of the prior and posterior in 
motion, then that which is in time will be both at rest 
and in motion ; which is impossible. On this account 177

6 Cf. P.H. iii. 136; Aristot. Phys. iv. 11. When the mind 
distinguishes between past, present, and future, it is using 
time as the measure (or “  number” ) of the course of events.
For the Stoic term ‘ ‘ joint recollection”  cf. Adv. Phys. i.
353 if.
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φυσικός άποστάς τησδε της έννοιας ελεγε χρόνον 
ύπαρχειν μετρον πάσης κινησεως καί μονής' παρ- 
ηκει γάρ πασι τοΐς κινουμενοις, οτε κινείται, και 
πασι τοΐς άκινητοις, οτε άκινητίζει, και διά τούτο

178 πάντα τ ά  γινόμενα εν χρόνω γίνεται, μήποτε δε 
πάμπολλά εστι και τά  τούτω  μαχόμενα' αυτάρκες 
δε νυν εκείνο λεγειν ότι το  μετρούν την κίνησιν η 
την μονήν εν χρόνω γίνεται [και ούκ εστι χρόνος].1 
εΐ δε τούτο, ούκ άν εΐη το μετρούν την κίνησιν και 
την μονήν ( o ) a χρόνος' εν χρόνω γάρ ου γίνεται

179 χρόνος. άλλως τε, εί διά τούτο μετρον της 
κινησεως και της μονής εστίν 6 χρόνος, επει άντι- 
παρήκει τη τε κινήσει εφ* όσον εστι κίνησις και 
τη μονή εφ* όσον εστι μονή, επει πάλιν ή κίνησις 
και ή μονή άντιπαρήκει τω  χρόνω, ού μάλλον εσται 
χρόνος μετρον της κινησεως και της μονής η η

180 κίνησις και η μονή μετρον τού χρόνου, καί τούτο  
τάχα βελτιον ήν είπεΐν 6 μεν γάρ χρόνος δυσθεώ- 
ρητόν τι εστίν, η δε κίνησις καί η μονή εύσύνοπτον, 
ληφθείη δ* άν ούκ εκ τού δυσθεώρητου το εύθεώ- 
ρητον άλλ* άνάπαλιν.

181 Δοκέι δε καί εις τούς περί Επίκουρον καί 
Δημόκριτον φυσικούς τοιαυτη τις άναφερεσθαι 
τού χρόνου νόησις· “ χρόνος εστίν ημεροειδες καί 
νυκτοειδες φάντασμα,”  καθ' ήν πάλιν άπορός εστιν 
η [περί] τού χρόνου φυσις. εί γάρ ανυπόστατος 
δείκνυται η ήμερα καί ή νύζ, ακολουθεί καί το  
ημεροειδες φάντασμα [μη είναι χρόνον τ}]3 άννπό-

182 στατον ύπάρχειν. ήμερα γάρ ή καί ιδιαίτερον 
νοούμενη καί δωδεκάωρος, τουτεστιν η άπο άνα-

1 [καί . . . χρόνο?] seel. Heintz.
* <ο> add. Ν. - * [μη . . .  η] seel. Heintz.
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Strato the Physicista rejected this notion and said 
that time is “  the measure of all motion and rest ”  ; 
for it is co-extensive with all moving obj ects when they 
are moving and with all immobile objects when they are 
motionless, and for this reason all things which exist 
exist in time. But, very possibly, there is a vast 178 
number of things which conflict with his view; though 
it is enough now to mention the fact that what 
measures the motion or the rest exists in time [and 
is not tim e]; and if so, time will not be that which 
measures motion and rest; for time does not exist in 
time.—And again : if time is the measure of motion 179 
and rest for the reason that it is co-extensive both 
with motion in so far as it is motion and with rest in so 
far as it is rest, then since, conversely, motion and 
rest are co-extensive with time, time will not be the 
measure of motion and rest any more than motion and 
rest the measure o f time. Perhaps, indeed, it would 180 
have been better to have said the latter; for whereas 
time is hard to observe, motion and rest are easy to 
discern, and what is easy to observe is not to be 
perceived through what is hard, but rather the 
reverse.

It seems, too, that there is ascribed to the Physi- 181 
cists Epicurus and Democritus 6 a conception of time 
such as this—“ Time is a day-like and night-like 
phantasm ” c ; and according to this, again, the 
nature of time is dubious. For if day and night are 
shown to be unreal, it follows that the day-like 
phantasm also [is not time or] is unreal. For day, in 182 
its narrower conception as consisting o f twelve hours

« Cf. P.H. iil 137 ; § 228 infra.
* Cf. § 219 infra ; P.H. iii. 137.
• i.4. image, or mental picture.

801



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τολής μέχρι δυσεως, σκεφαμένοις ήμΐν ανυπόστατος 
φαίνεται, ore γάρ ή πρώτη ύφέστηκεν ώρα, οΰπω 
ai ένδεκα ύφ€στάσιν· των δέ ye πλειόνων ώρών μη

183 ούσών ούκ αν εϊη ημέρα, και πάλιν ore η δευτέρα 
ενέστηκεν ώρα, η μέν πρώτη ουκέτ έστιν, at δε 
λειπόμεναι δέκα οΰπω είσίν, διό των πλειόνων μη 
ούσών ώρών ούδ' όντως έσται ή ημέρα. πάντοτ€ 
οδν μιας ώρας ύφ€στώσης, της δε ημέρας μιας

184 ώρας μη οϋσης, ούκ αν ειη τις ημέρα, και μην 
ουδέ ή μία ώρα ύφέστηκεν’ κατά πλάτος γάρ 
νοείται, έκ πλ€ΐόνων re και αυτή συνέστ^κε μοιρών, 
ών αί μεν ουδέπω elaiv αί δέ ούκέτι, ώστε και το 
σύνθετον έξ αυτών άνυπόστατον γίνεσθαι. el δέ 
μήτε ώρα τις έστι μήτε ημέρα μήτε κατά τό άνά- 
λογον νυξ, ουδέ χρόνος έσται ήμεροειδες η νυκτερο-

185 ειδέ? φάντασμα. και μην ημέρα λέγεται
διχώς, καθ' ένα μεν τρόπον η έκ τών δώδεκα 
ώρών συνεστώσα, καθ' έτερον δέ ό πεφωτισμένος 
εξ ήλιου αήρ. ήτοι οΰν τής έκ τών ώρών συν- 
εστώσης ημέρας φάντασμα είναι λέγουσιν οί περί 
τον 'Επίκουρον τον χρόνον, ή τής ώς πεφωτι-

186 σμένου άέρος έξ ήλιου, αλλά τής μέν έκ τών ώρών 
συνεστώσης ημέρας ούκ αν ειπαιεν φάντασμα είναι 
τον χρόνον’ αύτη γάρ αυτή ή ή μέρα χρόνος έστί,

187 φημι δέ τήν δωδεκάωρον, διόπερ εΐ τό φάντασμα 
ταυτής χρόνος είναι νοείται, έσται ο χρονος του 
χρόνου φάντασμα’ δπερ ήν άπεμφαΐνον. τοίνυν ου 
λεκτέον τό τής δωδεκαώρου ή μέρας φάντασμα χρό
νον ύπάρχειν. και μήν ουδέ τό τής ώς πεφωτι
σμένου άέρος ή μέρας φάντασμα· αυτή γαρ εν χρόνω 
γίνεται, και διά τούτο ε'ι χρόνος έστι τό ταύτης τής 
ήμέρας ήμέτερον φάντασμα, έν τώ ήμετέρω φαν- 
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—that is to say, from sunrise to sunset,—appears 
when we examine it to be unreal. For when the first 
hour exists, the eleven do not as yet exist; and when 
most of the hours are non-existent, day will not exist. 
And again : when the second hour is present, the 183 
first no longer exists and the remaining ten are not 
yet in existence, so that in this case too, as most of 
the hours are non-existent, day will not exist. Always, 
then, if one hour exists but day is not one hour, no 
day will exist. Nor, in fact, does one hour exist; for 184 
it is conceived by way of extension and is itself also 
composed of a number of parts of which some are not 
as yet and others no longer existent, so that what is 
compounded of them is unreal. But if there exists 
neither an hour nor a day nor, by analogy, a night, 
then time will not be a day-like or night-like 
phantasm.— Moreover, the word “  day ”  has two 185 
senses, being in the one sense that which is composed 
o f the twelve hours, and in the other the air which is 
illuminated by the sun. Epicurus, then, asserts that 
time is a phantasm either o f the day composed of the 
hours or o f that which is air illuminated by the sun.
But he would not say that time is a phantasm of the 186 
day composed of the hours ; for this day itself—I 
mean the twelve-hour day—is time, and therefore, if 187 
the phantasm of this is conceived to be time, time will 
be the phantasm of time ; which is nonsensical. So 
then one must not say that the phantasm of the 
twelve-hour day is time. Nor yet the phantasm of 
the day which is illuminated air ; for this exists in 
time, and therefore, if time is our phantasm of this
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τάσματι γενήσεται ή τοιαύτη ήμερα, ο πολλφ τον
188 πρώτου χείρον εστιν. φθαρεντος τε τοΰ κόσμου 

κατά Επίκουρον οΰτε ήμερα εστιν οϋτε νύξ, διά δέ 
τοΰτο ούτε ημερήσιον οϋτε νυκτερήσιον φάντασμα, 
ατοπον δ* ήν φθαρεντος τοΰ κόσμου λεγειν μή είναι 
χρόνον· και γάρ το ποτέ1 [και το] εφθάρθαι και το 
φθείρ τθαι χρόνων εστιν εμφατικά. εί 8ε τοΰτο, 
ετερον μεν εστιν ό χρόνος, Βιάφορον δε το ημερήσιον 
ή νυκτερήσιον φάντασμα.

Έ κ  μεν οδν τής επίνοιας όντως ή τοΰ χρόνου
189 ϋπαρξις ήπορήσθω' πάρεση δε και προηγουμενω 

λόγψ το προκείμενον κατασκενάζειν. εΐπερ γάρ 
εστι χρόνος, ήτοι πεπερασται ή άπειρός εστιν· οϋτε 
δε πεπερασται, ώς παραστήσομεν, οϋτε άπειρός 
εστιν, ώς διδάξομεν· ούκ άρα εστι τι χρόνος, εί 
γάρ πεπερασται ο χρόνος, ήν ποτέ χρόνος δτε ό 
χρόνος ούκ ήν, και εσται ποτέ χρόνος δτε ούκ εσται 
χρόνος, άτοπον 84 γε ή το γεγονεναι ποτέ χρόνον 
δτε ο χρόνος ούκ ήν, ή το εσεσθαί ποτέ χρόνον δτε 
χρόνος ούκ εσται· και γάρ το ποτέ γεγονεναι και 
το εσεσθαι, καθώς προεΐπον, 8ιαφεράντων χρόνων 
εστιν εμφατικά. ού τοίνυν πεπερασται ο χρόνος.

190 και μην ού8ε άπειρός εστιν. εστι γάρ [τι]
αύτοΰ το μεν τι παρωχημενον το δε μέλλον, ήτοι 
οΰν εκάτερος τούτων των χρόνων εστιν ή ούκ εστιν. 
καί εί μεν ούκ εστιν, αύτόθεν πεπερασται ο χρόνος, 
και εί πεπερασται, μενει το άρχήθεν άπορον, το 
γεγονεναι ποτέ χρόνον δτε χρόνος ούκ ήν και το

1 τό ποτέ (om. καί το) Mutsch.: οπότε mss., Bekk. (το ποτέ 
<,φθαρήναί> cj. Bekk.).
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day, this day will exist in our phantasm. And this is 
a result far worse than the first.—Also, when the 188 
Universe is destroyed, according to Epicurus,® there 
exists neither day nor night, and consequently neither 
a diurnal nor a nocturnal phantasm. But it is absurd 
to say that when the Universe is destroyed time does 
not exist; for the statements that it was destroyed 
once and that it is being destroyed are indicative of 
times. And if so, time is one thing and the diurnal 
or nocturnal phantasm a different thing.

Let this, then, serve as our account o f the diffi
culties regarding the real existence o f time which 
arise from the conception of i t ; but we can also 189 
establish our case by means of direct argument. For 
if time exists it is either limited or unlimited; but 
neither is it limited, as we shall establish, nor is 
it unlimited, as we shall show ; therefore time is 
nothing.6 For if time is limited, there was once a 
time when time did not exist, and there will one day 
be a time when time will not exist. But it is absurd 
to say either that there was once a time when time 
did not exist, or that there will one day be a time 
when time will not exist, for the statements that 
“  there once was ”  and that “ there will be ”  are (as I 
said before c) indicative of different times. So, then, 
time is not limited.—Nor, in fact, is it unlimited. For 190 
one part o f it is past, the other future. Each of these 
times, then, either exists or does not exist. And if 
it does not exist, time is at once limited, and if it 
is limited the original difficulty remains—that there 
was once a time when time did not exist and there

• Of. Lucret. v. 91 ff., 235 IF. for the “ exitium caeli terrae- 
que futurum.”

• With §§ 189-193 cf. P.H. ffi. 141-142.
• In § 188.
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191 έσεσθαί ττότε χρόνον δτε χρόνος ούκ εσται. εί δε 
earιν έκάτερος, φημί δε ο  τ ε  παρωχημένος καί 
6 μέλλων χρόνος, iv τω  παρόντι εσται. ev τω  
7ταρόντι δε υπάρχων, iv τω  ενεστώτι γενήσεται 
χρονω ο τε  παρωχημένος καί ό μέλλων. άτοπον 
δε r w  παρωχημένοι καί τον μέλλοντα λέγειν κατά 
τον ενεστώ τα  χρόνον νοεΐσθαι. τοίνυν ούδ* άπειρός 
εστιν ό χρόνος, el δε μ,γτε πεπερασμένος νοείται

192 μήτ άπειρος, ού8’ οΛω? εσται. τό τε μην εξ
ανυπάρκτων συνεστώς ανύπαρκτον εσται, δ  δε7 γε 
χρόνος εξ ανυπάρκτων άξιοΰται συνεστάναι τοΰ 
παρωχημένου μηκέτ δντος καί τοΰ μέλλοντος 
μηπω δντος' ανύπαρκτος άρα εστίν ό χρόνος.

193 IT/30S· τούτοις, εί έστι τι χρόνος, ήτοι άμεριστος 
εστιν η μεριστός· ούτε δε άμέριστος είναι δύναται, 
καθώς ύπομνήσομεν, ούτε μεριστός, ώς καταστη- 
σόμεθα' ούκ άρα έστι τις χρόνος, άμερης μεν οδν 
ου δύναται τυγχάνειν 6 χρόνος, επεί διαιρείται εις τε 
τον παρωχημένον καί τον ενεστώτα καί εις τον μέλ-

194 λοντα. μεριστός δε ούκ αν ύπάρχοι διά τό παν τό 
μεριστόν υπό τίνος αύτοϋ μέρους καταμετρεΐσθαι * 
οΐον 6 μέν πηχυς υπό παλαιστοΰ καταμετρείται, 
καί έστι τοΰ πηχεως μέρος ό παλαιστής, υπό 
δε  τοΰ δακτύλου ό παλαιστής, καί έστι μέρος τοΰ 
παλαιστοΰ ό δάκτυλος, τοίνυν εί καί 6 χρόνος 
μεριστός εστιν, οφείλει πρός τίνος αύτοϋ μέρους

195 καταμετρεΐσθαι. ούτε δε υπό τοΰ ενεστώτος εν
δέχεται τούς άλλους χρόνους καταμετρεΐσθαι. εί γάρ 
ό ενεστώς χρόνος καταμετρεί τον παρωχημένον, 
εσται δ  ενεστώς χρόνος κατά τον παρωχημένον, 
γινόμενος δε κατά τον παρωχημένον ούκέτι εσται 
ενεστώς αλλά παρωχημένος, καί εί τον μέλλοντα 
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will one day be a time when time will not exist. But 191 
if  each exists—I mean both past and future time,— 
each will be in the present. And as existing in the 
present, both past and future time will be in present 
time. But it is absurd to say that past and future 
are conceived as in present time. So, then, time is 
not unlimited either. But if it is neither conceived 
as limited nor as unlimited, it will not exist at all.— 
Also, what is composed o f non-existents will be non- 192 
existent, and time is held to be composed of non- 
existents—of the past which exists no longer and of 
the future which does not as yet exist; time, there
fore, is non-existent.

Furthermore : if time is anything, it is either 193 
indivisible or divisible ; but it cannot be either in
divisible, as we shall show, or divisible, as we shall 
establish ; no time, therefore, exists.® Now time 
cannot be indivisible, since it is divided into past, 
present, and future. And it will not be divisible 194 
because everything divisible is measured by a part of 
itself; the cubit, for instance, is measured by the 
palm, and the palm is a part of the cubit, and the palm 
is measured by the finger, and the finger is a part o f 
the palm.6 So, then, if time too is divisible, it ought 
to be measured by some part o f itself. But it is not 195 
possible for the other times to be measured by the 
present. For if the present time measures the past, 
the present time will be in the past, and being in the 
past it will no longer be present but past. And if

« With §§ 193-196 cf. P.H. iii. 143.
* 4 fingers=1 palm; 6 palms=1 cubit ( =  18 inches).
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καταμετρεί 6 ένεστώς, κατ αυτόν γινόμενος μέλ- 
λων εσται άλλ* ούχΐ ένεστώς. δθεν ουδέ τοΐς 
άλλοι? χρόνοις ενδέχεται καταμετρεΐν τον ενεστώτα* 
έκάτερος γάρ αυτών κατα τοΰτον γενόμενος εν
εστώς εσται και ούτε παρωχημένος ούτε μέλλων.

196 άλλ* εί πάντως μεριστόν η άμέριστον δει νοεΐν τον 
χρόνον, έδείξαμεν δε ημείς ότι ούτε μεριστός έστιν 
οΰτε άμέριστος, λεκτέον μηδέν είναι τον χρόνον.

197 Συν τουτοις 6 χρόνος τριμερής έστιν’ το μεν γάρ 
τι ήν αυτού παρωχημένον, το  δ* ενεστώς, τ ο  δε 
μέλλον, τούτων δε το  μεν παρωχημένον ούκέτ 
έστιν, το  δε μέλλον οϋπω έστιν. λείπεται δε εν 
εΐναι μέρος ένεστηκός. ήτοι οΰν 6 ένεστηκώς 
χρόνος άμερης έστιν η μεριστός. ούτε δε άμερης 
είναι δύναταί’ έν άμερει γάρ χρόνω ούδέν πέφυκε 
γίνεσθαι μεριστόν, ως φησί Ύίμων, οΐον τ ο  γίνε- 
σθαι και το  φθείρεσθαι και παν ο τουτοις έοικεν.

198 εί δ* άμερης έστιν, ούτε αρχήν έξει, fj συνάπτει τώ  
παρωχημένα), ούτε πέρας, φ  συνάπτει τώ  μέλ
λοντα το  γάρ αρχήν έχον και πέρας ούκ άμέριστον 
έστιν. εί δέ μήτε άρχην εχει μήτε πέρας, ουδέ 
μέσον έχει’ κατά γάρ την ώς <π ρ ο ς τ α ΰ τ α  σύμ- 
βλησιν νοείται το  μέσον, μήτε δέ άρχην έχων* μήτε

199 πέρας μήτε μέσον ουδ* δλως εστα ι. εί δέ μεριστός 
έστιν 6 ένεστώς χρόνος, ήτοι εις τούς όντας χρόνους 
μερίζεται ή εις τούς μη όντας, καί εί μεν εις τούς 
μη όντας χρόνους μερίζοιτο, ούκέτ εσται χρόνος’ 
τό γάρ εις τούς μη όντας χρόνους μεριζόμενον ούκ 
άν εΐη χρόνος, εί δέ εις τούς όντας χρόνους μερί-

1 <προε> add. Heintz.
* ίχων N LE: ίχον cet., Bekk.
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the present measures the future, being within this it 
will be future and not present. Hence, too, it is not 
possible to measure the present by the other times ; 
for, as being within it, each o f them will be present 
and not either past or future. But if one must 196 
certainly conceive time as either divisible or indivis
ible, and we have shown that it is neither divisible 
nor indivisible, it must be declared that time is 
nothing.

Furthermore : time is tripartite ; for one part o f 197 
it is past, one present, and one future.® And of these 
the past no longer exists and the future does not yet 
exist. It remains to say that one part exists, the 
present. The present time, then, is either indivisible 
or divisible. But it cannot be indivisible, for “ nothing 
divisible is o f a nature to exist in indivisible time,”  as 
Timon says,—becoming, for example, and perishing, 
and everything of a similar kind. And if it is in- 198 
divisible, it will neither have a beginning whereby it 
is joined on to the past, nor an end whereby it is 
joined on to the future ; for that which has a 
beginning and an end is not indivisible. But if it has 
neither a beginning nor an end, it will not have a 
middle either ; for the middle is conceived by way of 
comparison in its relation to the other two. And as 
having neither beginning nor middle nor end, it will 
not exist at all. And if present time is divisible, it is 199 
divided either into existent times or into non-existent. 
And if it should be divided into non-existent times, it 
will no longer be time ; for that which is divided into 
non-existent times will not be time. And if it is 
divided into existent times, it will no longer, as a

• With §§ 197-199 cf. P.H. iii. 144-145.
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ζεται, ούκετι εσται όλος ενεστώς, άλλα τι μεν 
αύτοΰ παρωχημενον τι δέ μέλλον, διά δε τούτο  
ούκετι εσται ολος [ενεστώς και]1 υπάρχων, τού μεν

200 μηκετι οντος αυτού τού  δέ μηπω οντος. άλλ’  ει 
τριών όντων, παρωχημένου και μέλλοντος και 
ενεστώτος, δεδεικται τούτων μηδείς υπάρχων, ούκ 
άν εΐη τις χρόνος.

01 δε λεγοντες τον ενεστώτα χρόνον πέρας μεν 
είναι τού παρωχημένου άρχην δέ τού μέλλοντος, εκ 
δυοιν ανυπάρκτων χρόνων ένα ποιοΰντες, ούχ ένα 
μόνον άλλα καί πάντα χρόνον ανύπαρκτον ποιοΰσιν.

201 άλλως τε, εΐ πέρας εστί τού παρωχημένου 
6 ενεστώς χρόνος, τό  δέ πέρας τού παρωχημένου 
συμπαρωχηκε τώ  οΰ εστί πέρας, ούκετι εσται 6 
ενεστώς χρόνος, εΐπερ πέρας εστί τού παρωχη -

202 μενού. καί πάλιν, ει άρχη τού μέλλοντος εστιν 
6 ενεστώς χρόνος, ή δέ άρχη τού  μέλλοντος οΰπω 
εστιν, ό  ενεστώς χρόνος οΰπω ύποστήσεται, καί 
οϋτω τά  εναντιώτατα τούτω  συμβησεταί' καθό μεν 
yap ενεστώς εστιν, ύπάρζει, καθό δέ συμπαρωχηκε 
τώ  παρωχημένα), ούκετι εσται, καθό δε τώ  μελ- 
λοντι σύνεστιν, οΰπω εσται. άτοπον δέ τον αύτόν 
χρόνον νοεΐν καί όντα καί μη όντα καί μηκετ όντα 
καί μηπω όντα, τοίνυν ούδε ταύτη ρητέον είναι 
τινα χρόνον.

203 *Έ,πακτεον δ έ  καί ούτως, εΐ εστι τι 6 χρόνος, 
ήτοι άφθαρτος εστι καί άγενητος η φθαρτός καί 
γενητός· οΰτε δε άφθαρτος εστι καί άγενητος, ώς 
δειχθησεται, οΰτε φθαρτός καί γενητός, ώς καί 
τούτο παρασταθησεται · ούκ άρα εστι τι χρονος. 
άφθαρτος μεν οΰν καί άγενητος ούκ εστιν ει γε 
τό  μεν τι αύτοΰ παρωχηκε τό δέ ένέστηκε τ ο  δέ 
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whole, be present but one part of it will be past, 
another future. And for this reason it will no longer, 
as a whole, be [present and] existent, as part of it no 
longer exists and part is not as yet existing. But if 200 
of the three times—past, future, and present—it has 
been proved that not one exists, no time will exist.

And those who assert that present time is the limit 
of the past and the beginning of the future,®—thus 
making one out of two non-existent times,—make not 
only one but every time non-existent.—And further : 201 
if present time is the limit of past, and the limit of 
the past has passed away together with that whereof 
it is the limit, present time will no longer exist, if it 
really is the limit of the past.—And again : if present 202 
time is the beginning of the future, and the beginning 
of the future does not yet exist, present time will not 
yet exist, and thus it will have most opposite pro
perties ; for inasmuch as it is present it will exist, but 
inasmuch as it has passed away together with the past 
it will exist no longer, and inasmuch as it accompanies 
the future it will not as yet exist. But it is absurd 
to conceive the same time as both existing and not 
existing, and no longer existing and not yet existing.
So, then, in this way too one must deny that any time 
exists.

One may also argue thus : if time is anything, it is 203 
either imperishable and ingenerable or perishable and 
generable; but it is neither imperishable and ingener
able, as shall be proved, nor perishable and generable, 
as this also shall be established ; time, therefore, is 
not anything. Now it is not imperishable and in
generable, seeing that part of it is past, part present,

• With §§ 200-205 cf. P.H. iii. 116-148.
1 [ΐνίοτωζ καί] seel. Heintz.
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204 μέλλει. και γάρ ημέρα ή μεν χθες ούκέτι εστιν, η 
δε σήμερον εστιν, η δε αύριον ούπω γέγονεν. οθεν 
καί του  χρόνου τ ό  μεν ούκέτ εστιν,1 ώσπερ το  
παρωχημένον, τό  δε εστιν, ώς τό ένεστηκός, το  δε 
ονπω εστιν, καθάπερ τό μέλλον, δια δε τούτο ούτε 
άγένητος ούτε άφθαρτος γενησεται 6 χρόνος.

205 εΐ δε φθαρτός έστι καί γενητός, άπορον το εις τι 
φθαρήσεται καί εκ τίνος έσται. οϋτε γαρ 6 μέλλων 
εστιν ηδη, οϋτε ό παρωχημένος έτι εστιν. εκ δε 
τω ν μη οντων πώς δύναταί τι (γίνεσθαι, ή εις τ α  μη 
όντα πώς δύναταί τ ι ) 2 φθείρεσθαι; ούδέν οϋν έστί 
χρόνος.

206 Έπιχειρητέον δε και ούτως, εί εστι τι χρονος, 
ήτοι γενητός εστιν ή άγένητος η τις μεν γενητός τις 
δε άγένητος' οϋτε δε γενητός δύναταί είναι ό 
χρόνος οϋτε άγένητος οϋτε τις μεν γενητός τις δε

207 άγένητος' ούκ άρα εστι τι8 χρόνος, εί μεν γάρ 
γενητός εΐη, επεί παν τό γεννώμενον εν χρόνω γ ί 
νεται, καί 6 χρόνος γεννώμενος εν χρόνω εσται 
γεννώμενος. ήτοι οΰν [ό ]4 αυτός εσται εν αύτώ γεν
νώμενος η έτερος εν ετέρω. καί εί μεν [ό]4 αυτός 
εν εα υ τώ  γεννάται, εστα ι τι γεγονός πριν γεγονέναι·

208 οπερ άτοπον. επεί γάρ τό εν ω  τι γίνεται οφείλει 
προΰπαρχειν του εν αύτώ γεννωμένου, δεησει καί 
τον χρόνον εν εαυτώ γεννώμενον εαυτόν προ- 
γεγενησθαΐ' οΐον εν εργαστηρίω δήμιουργεΐται 
άνδριάς, αλλά προϋπόκειται του  άνδριάντος τό

2 ούκ4τ’ Ιστιν Heintz: ούκ «σται mss., Bekk. (owciV cj. 
Bekk.).

* <ytveadai . . . τ«> add. Mutsch. (<yu\ . . .  πώε> add. cj. 
Bekk.).

8 tj. N L E : ris cet., Bekk.
* [ό] seel. Kayser.
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and part future. For the day o f  yesterday exists no 204 
longer, that o f  to-day exists, and that o f  to-m orrow 
has not y e t com e into existence. H ence one part 
o f  tim e (nam ely, the past) no longer exists, another 
(nam ely, the present) exists, and another (namely, 
the future) does not y e t  exist. A n d  for this reason 
tim e will be  neither ingenerable nor im perishable.—
But i f  it is perishable and generable, it  is hard to  say 205 
what it will perish into and from  what it will com e 
to  exist. For neither does the future exist already, 
nor the past exist any longer. But how  can a thing 
(com e into existence) from  non-existents, (or  how can 
a thing) perish (into non-existents) ? Time, then, is 
nothing.

One may attack it also in this way * : if time is 206 
anything, it is either generable or ingenerable, or 
partly generable and partly ingenerable. But time 
cannot be either generable or ingenerable or partly 
generable and partly ingenerable ; therefore time is 
not anything. For if it were generable, since every- 207 
thing which is generated becomes in time, time too 
being generated will be generated in time. Either, 
then, it will be generated as itself in itself or as one 
time in another. And if it is generated as itself in 
itself, it will be a thing which has come to exist before 
it has come to exist; which is absurd. For since that 208 
in which a thing becomes must exist before that 
which is generated in it, time also, as generated in 
itself, must have come into existence before itself; 
just as a statue is wrought in a workshop, but the 
workshop existed before the statue, and a ship is con-
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εργαστηρών, και iv τόπω τινί συνίσταται ναΰς, 
αλλά καί προϋφεστηκε της νεώς 6 τόπος, τοίνυν εί 
και 6 χρόνος iv εαυτω γίνεται, προϋπάρξει εαυτού' 
και ούτως fjl μεν γίνεται, οϋπω εσται, επεί παν 
τό  γινόμενον, δτε γίνεται, ούπω εστιν, f}1 δε εν

209 εαυτω γίνεται, οφείλει προΰπαρχειν. εσται οΰν άμα 
χρόνος και ούκ εσται. ή μεν γίνεται, ούκ εσται, 
fj δε εν εαυτω γίνεται, εσται. άτοπον δέ τδ αυτό 
κατά την αυτήν επιβολήν είναι τε  και μη είναι’ 
άτοπον άρα και τό εν αύτώ λεγειν γίνεσθαι τον

210 χρόνον. και μην ούδε ετερος εν ετερω γίνεται 
χρόνος, οΐον 6 μελλων εν τώ  ενεστώτι και δ ενεστώς 
εν τω  παρωχημενω. εί γάρ ετερος εν ετερω γ ί 
νεται χρόνος, εξ ανάγκης έκαστος των χρόνων 
άπολείπων την ιδίαν θεσιν την ετερου επιληφεται 
τάξιν. οΐον εί2 δ μελλων χρόνος γίνεται εν τω  
ενεστώτι χρόνω, ό μελλων κατά τον ενεστώτα 
γινόμενος εσται ενεστώς άλλ* ου μελλων’ και εί ό 
ενεστώς εν τω  παρωχημενω γίνεται, πάντως κατά 
τον παρωχημενον γινόμενος ούκ εσται ενεστώς

211 αλλά παρωχημένος, δ δ’ αυτός λόγος καν άνα- 
στρεφωμεν, τον μεν παρωχημενον ποιοΰντες εν τω  
ενεστώτι γινόμενον, τον  δε ενεστώτα εν τω  μελ- 
λοντί’ αί γάρ αύται πάλιν άκολουθοΰσιν άπορίαι.

εί οδν ούτε εν αύτώ γίνεται χρόνος ούθ’ ως 
ετερος εν ετερω, ούκ εστι γενητός ό χρόνος, εί δέ 
μήτε άγενητός εστι μηρέ γενητός, παρά δε ταΰτα  
τρίτον επινοεΐν άμήχανον, λεκτεον μηδέν ύπάρχειν

212 τον χρόνον. δτι γάρ καί άγενητός ού δύναται 
είναι, σφόδρα εύπαραμύθητον. εί γάρ άγενητός

1 $ Heintz: ή Ν : «’ cet., Bekk.
* ei Heintz s «τ«ί mss., Bekk.
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structed in a certain place, but the place was existing 
before the ship. So, then, if time too becomes in 
itself, it will exist before itself; and thus, inasmuch 
as it becomes, it will not yet exist, since everything 
which becomes, while it is becoming, does not exist as 
yet; but inasmuch as it becomes in itself, it must 
exist beforehand. Time, then, will be at once both 209 
existent and non-existent. Inasmuch as it becomes 
it will not exist, but inasmuch as it becomes in itself 
it will exist. But it is absurd that the same thing 
at the same instant should both exist and not exist; 
therefore it is also absurd to say that time becomes 
in itself.—Nor yet does it become as one time in 210 
another,—the future, for instance, in the present, and 
the present in the past. For if one time becomes in 
another, each of the times will necessarily quit its own 
position and occupy the post of the other. If, for 
example, the future time becomes in the present 
time, the future as becoming during the present will 
be present and not future ; and if the present be
comes in the past, as becoming during the past it will 
certainly not be present but past. And the same 211 
argument applies if we reverse their order, making 
the past becoming in the present and the present in 
the future ; for here again the same difficulties 
follow.—If, then, time does not become either in 
itself or as one time in another, time is not generable.
But if it is neither ingenerable nor generable, and 
besides these one can conceive no third possibility, 
one must declare that time is nothing.—Now the fact 212 
that it cannot be ingenerable is extremely easy to 
demonstrate. For if it is ingenerable and neither has
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εστι καί ούτε γεγονεν ούτε γενήσεται, εις εσται 
μόνος ό ενεστώς χρόνος, και ούτε ό μελλων ετι 
μελλων, ούδε τά  εν αύτω πράγματα, ovre ό παρ
ωχηκώς ετι παρωχηκώς, ούΒε τά  iv αύτω πρατ- 
τόμενα. ούχΐ Si γε τοΰτο' τοίνυν ούΒε άγενητός

213 €<*τιν 6 χρόνος. και μην ούΒε τις  μεν γενητός 
τις  δε άγενητός, επεί επισυντεθήσονται αι άπορίαι. 
6 τ€ γάρ γενητός η iv εαυτω γίνεσθαι οφείλει η iv 
ετερω· άλλ* εάν μεν εν εαυτω γενηται, προϋπάρξει 
εαυτού, εάν δε εν ετερω, ούκετι εκείνος ό χρόνος 
εσται, αλλά καθ' ον γίνεται άπολείπων την ΙΒίαν

214 τάξιν. ό δ’ αυτός λόγος καί επί τού άγενήτου- 
εί γάρ άγενητός εστιν, ούτε ό μελλων ποτέ εσται 
χρόνος ούτε 6 παρωχηκώς, αλΧ εις μόνος ό εν- 
εστηκώς. άτοπα δε ταΰτα. λείπεται άρα λεγειν, 
μήτε γενητοΰ οντος τού χρόνου μήτε άγενήτου μήτε 
τίνος μεν γενητοΰ τίνος δε άγενήτου, μη είναι 
χρόνον.

215 Ένε'σται δε τοΰτο άπορεΐν καί από τής ουσίας, 
ώς καί από της έννοιας προηπόρηται. αύτίκα γάρ 
τω ν Βογματικών φιλοσόφων φασίν οι μεν σώμα 
εΐναι τον χρόνον οι δε άσώματον, καί των άσώματον 
φαμενων οί μεν ώς καθ' αυτό τι νοούμενον πράγμα

216 οί 8' ώς συμβεβηκός ετερω. σώμα μεν οΰν ελεξεν 
εΐναι τον χρόνον ΑίνησίΒημος κατά τον Η ρ ά 
κλειτον μή Βιαφερειν γάρ αυτόν τοΰ  οντος καί τοΰ  
πρώτου σώματος, οθεν καί διά της πρώτης εισ
αγωγής κατά εξ πραγμάτων τετάχθαι λεγων τάς 
άπλάς λεξεις, αΐτινες μέρη τοΰ λόγου τυγχάνουσι, 
την μεν χρόνος προαηγορίαν καί την μονάς επί τής
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become nor will become, one time alone, the present, 
will exist, and neither will the future, and the things 
therein, be any longer future, nor will the past, and 
the things done therein, be any longer past. But this 
is not so ; nor, consequently, is time ingenerable.— 
Nor yet is it partly generable and partly ingenerable, 213 
since, if so, the difficulties will be combined. For the 
generable must become either in itself or in another ; 
but if it becomes in itself it will exist before itself, and 
if in another it will no longer be that time but, quit
ting its own post, it will be the time during which 
it becomes. And the same argument applies also to 214 
the ingenerable ; for if it is ingenerable, neither will 
the future time ever exist nor the past, but one time 
only, the present. But these results are absurd. It 
only remains, then, to say that as time is neither 
generable nor ingenerable, nor partly generable and 
partly ingenerable, time does not exist.

And it will be possible to doubt about this matter 216 
in respect of its substance, just as we have previously 
shown its doubtfulness in regard to its conception. 
Thus, for instance, some of the Dogmatic philosophers 
assert that time is a body, others that it is incorporeal; 
and of those who assert it to be incorporeal some 
regard it as a thing conceived as self-existent, others 
as a property of something else. Thus Aenesidemus 216 
“ according to Heracleitus ” α stated that time is a 
body ; for it does not differ from the existent and 
the first body. Hence, too, when he mentions in 
his First Introduction that the simple appellations, 
which are the parts of speech, apply to six things, 
he asserts that the names “ time ” and “ unit ” are

• Cf. P.H. iii. 138; Adv. Phys. i. 337. By “  the existent 
and the first body ”  is meant “  air ” ; see §§ 232 f. infra.
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217 οΰσίας τετάχθαι φησίν, ήτις εστί σωματική, τά  δ^ 
μεγεθη των χρόνων καί τά  κεφάλαια των αριθμών 
επί πολλαπλασιασμοΰ μάλιστα εκφερεσθαι. το μεν 
γάρ νΰν, ο δη χρόνου μήνυμά εστιν, ετι δε την 
μονάδα ούκ άλλο τι είναι η την ουσίαν, την δε 
ημέραν και τον μήνα και τον ενιαυτόν πολλαπλα
σιασμόν ύπάρχειν τοΰ νΰν, φημΐ δέ τοΰ χρόνου, τά  
δε  δυο και τρία και δέκα και εκατόν πολυπλα- 
σιασμόν είναι τής μονάδος. ώσθ' οδτοι μεν σώμα

218 ποιοΰσι τον χρόνον, οι δε από τής στοάς φιλόσοφοι 
άσώματον αυτόν ωήθησαν ύπάρχειν· τω ν γάρ τινών 
φασι τά  μεν είναι σώματα τά  δε άσώματα, τώ ν δε 
άσωμάτων τεσσαρα είδη καταριθμούνται ώς λεκτόν 
και κενόν και τόπον και χρόνον. εξ ού δήλον 
γίνεται ότι προς τώ  άσώματον υπολάμβανειν τον  
χρόνον, ετι και καθ' αυτό τι νοουμενον πράγμα 
δοξάζουσι τοΰτον.

219 ’Επίκουρος δε, ώς αυτόν Αημητριός ό Αάκων 
εξηγείται, τον χρόνον σύμπτωμα συμπτωμάτων 
είναι λεγει, παρεπόμενον ήμεραις τε και νυξί και 
ώραις καί πάθεσι καί άπαθείαις καί κινήσεσι καί 
μονά ΐς. πάντα γάρ ταΰτα συμπτώμα τά εστι 
τισί συμβεβηκότα, καί ό  χρόνος πάσι τούτοις 
συμπαρεπόμενος εικότως αν λεχθείη σύμπτωμα

220 συμπτωμάτων, καθόλου γάρ, ίνα μικρόν άνωθεν 
προλάβωμεν εις την του λεγομένου παρακολού
θησή, τώ ν όντων τά μεν τινα καθ' εαυτά ύφεστηκεν, 
τά  δε περί τοΐς καθ' εαυτά ύφεστώσι θεωρείται, 
καί καθ' εαυτά μεν ύφεστηκε πράγματα οΐον αι 
ούσίαι, ώς τό σώμα καί κενόν, περί δε τοΐς καθ'
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applied to the substance, which is corporeal, whereas 217 
the extents of the times and the sums of the numbers 
are chiefly expressed by multiples of these. For 
“ now,” which is an indication of time, and also 
“ unit ” are nothing else than the substance ; while 
“ day ” and “ month ” and “ year ” are multiples of 
“ now ” (I mean, of time), and “ two ” and “ three ” 
and “ ten ” and “ a hundred ” are multiples of 
“ unit.” So that these people make time a body ; 
but the Stoic philosophers supposed it to be incor- 218 
poreal; for they assert that of the “ Somethings ” a 
some are bodies, others incorporeal, and they enumer
ate four kinds of the incorporeals, namely, “ expres
sion ” and void and place and time. And from this 
it is evident that, in addition to supposing time to be 
incorporeal, they also regard it as a thing conceived 
as self-existent.

Epicurus, as Demetrius the Laconian interprets 219 
him, declares that time is “ a symptom of symptoms,6 
accompanying days and nights and hours and affec
tions and non-affections and motions and rests.” For 
all these are symptoms attached to things, and as 
accompanying all these time may naturally be called 
“ a symptom of symptoms.” For in general—to go 220 
back a little, for the readier following of our exposi
tion—some existent things are self-existent, while 
others are viewed as attached to such as are self- 
existent. And such things as substances (like body 
and void) are self-existent; and such as are viewed

“ In the Stoic logic “  Something ”  (τό ti) was the highest 
universal (summum genus) ; see Introd. Vol. I. p. xxvi. For 
“  expression ”  (i.e. ‘ ‘ meaning”  o f a term, or the subjective 
idea which it excites) cf. P.H. ii. 81, Adv. Log. ii. 12.

6 Cf. § 81 supra ; P.H. iii. 137. “  Symptom ”  (or “  con
currence ” ) nearly =  “  attribute ”  or “  property ” , cf. § 221.
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εαυτά ύφεστώσι θεωρείται τά  καλούμενα παρ'
221 αύτοϊς συμβεβηκότα. τούτων  δε των συμβεβη - 

κοτών τα  μεν εστιν αχώριστα των οΐς συμβεβηκεν, 
τα  δε χωρίζεσθαι τούτων πεφυκεν. αχώριστα μεν 
οΰν εστι των oh  συμβεβηκεν ώσπερ η άντιτυπία

222 μεν τοΰ σώματος, εΐξις δε του  κενού· οΰτε γάρ 
σώμα δυνατόν εστι ποτέ νόησα ι χωρίς της αντί- 
τυπίας οϋτε το  κενόν χωρίς εϊξεως, αλλ' αίδιον 
έκατερου συμβεβηκός τοΰ μεν τό άντιτυπεΐν του  δε 
τδ  εΐκειν. ούκ αχώριστα  δε εστι τω ν οΐς συμβεβηκε

223 καθάπερ η κίνησις καί η μονή, τα  γαρ συγκριτικά 
τω ν σωμάτων οϋτε κινείται διά  παντός άνηρεμήτως 
οϋτ άκινητίζει διά  παντός, αλλά ποτέ μεν συμ- 
βεβηκυΐαν έχει την κίνησιν ποτέ δε την μονήν, 
καίπερ τής ατόμου, οτε καθ' εαυτήν εστιν, αεικινή
του καθεστώσης. ή γαρ κενω πελάζειν οφείλει ή 
σώματί’ είτε δε  κενω πελάζοι, διά  την εΐξιν φέρεται 
δι* αύτοΰ, είτε σώματι, διά την άντιτυπίαν άπο- 
παλτικώς ποιείται την απ' αύτοΰ κίνησιν.

224 συμπτώματα οΰν ταΰτ εστιν οΐς χρόνος παρέπεται, 
φημί δε τήν τε  ημέραν καί νύκτα καί ώραν καί τά  
πάθη καί τάς άπαθείας κινήσεις τε  καί μονάς. ή 
τε  γάρ ήμερα καί νύξ τοΰ περιεχοντος άερος ε'ισί 
συμπτώματα, ών ή μεν ήμερα κατά τον εξ ήλιου 
φωτισμόν συμβαίνει, ή δε  νύξ κατά φωτισμοΰ

225 στερησιν τοΰ εξ ήλιου επιγίνεται. ή δε ώρα ήτοι 
τής ή μέρας ή τής νυκτός μέρος καθεστηκυΐα παλιν 
σύμπτωμα γίνεται τοΰ  άερος, ώσπερ καί ή ήμερα 
καί ή νύξ. άντιπαρεκτείνεται δε πάση ήμερη, καί 
πάση νυκτί καί ώρα 6 χρόνος' παρ' ήν αιτίαν μακρά 
τις ή βραχεία λέγεται ήμερα καί νύξ, φερομενων
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as attached to the self-existents are what they call 
“ properties.” And of these properties some are 221 
inseparable from the objects whereto they belong, 
while others are naturally separated from them.® 
Inseparable, for instance, from the things whereto 
they belong are the resistance h of body and the non- 
resistance of void ; for body can never be conceived 222 
as without resistance, or void without non-resistance ; 
but each has a property that is eternal, the one 
resistance, the other non-resistance. But not in
separable from the things whereto they belong are 
such properties as motion and rest. For such bodies 223 
as are composite are neither in restless motion con
tinually nor continually motionless, but have at one 
time the property of motion, at another that of rest, 
although the atom, when it is by itself, is in perpetual 
motion. For it must collide either with a void or 
with a body ; and if it collides with a void, it passes 
through this because of its non-resistance ; but if 
with a body, it moves back from this by way of re
bound, because of its resistance.—Thus these things 224 
are “ symptoms ” which time accompanies—I mean 
day and night and hour and affections and non-affec
tions and motions and rests. For day and night are 
symptoms of the surrounding air, of which day is a 
property due to the illumination from the sun, while 
night results from the privation of the illumination 
from the sun. And hour again, being a part either 225 
of day or of night, is a symptom of the air, like day 
and night. And time extends parallel to every day 
and every night and hour ; and for this reason a day 
or a night is called long or short, as we pass over the
• Such “  properties ”  are (in logical phrase) “  accidents.”

6 Or “  solidity,”  cf. § 239 ; P.H. iii. 39.
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ημών επι τον ταύτη συμβεβηκότα χρόνον, τά  re  
•πάθη και αί άπάθειαι ήτοι άλγηδόνες η ήδοναί 
ετύγχανον, διά δε τοΰτο ούκ ούσίαι τινες καθειστή- 
κεισαν άλλα συμπτώματα των πασχόντων ήτοι 
ήστικώς η άλγεινώς, και συμπτώματα ούκ άχρονα.

226 προς τούτο is και ή κίνησις, άτι δε η μονή, ώς ήδη 
παρεστήσαμεν, των σωμάτων εστι συμπτώματα 
και ου χωρίς χρόνου' την γοΰν οξύτητα και βρα
δύτητα της κινησεως, άτι δε την πλείονα και

227 ελάττονα μονήν χρόνω καταμετροΰμεν. άλλα γάρ 
εκ τούτων φανερόν ότι 6 Επίκουρος άσώματον 
οιεται τον χρόνον ύπαρχειν, ού παραπλησίως δε 
τοΐς στωικοΐς' εκείνοι μεν γάρ, ώς λελεκται, 
άσώματόν τι καθ' αυτό νοούμενον ύπεστήσαντο 
τον χρόνον, Ε π ίκ ο υ ρ ο ?  δε συμβεβηκός τισιν.

228 *Ώδε μεν οδτοι, Πλάτων δε άλεγεν, ώς δε τινες 
*Αριστοτέλης, χρόνον είναι αριθμόν του εν κινήσει 
προτερου και ύστερου, Στρατών δε ο φυσικός, ώς 
δ* άλλοι *Αριστοτέλης, μετρον κινησεως και μονής.

229 "Οθεν τοιαύτης οϋσης και περί τής κατά τον 
χρόνον ούσίας διαστάσεως, πάρεστι μεν ήδη συμ- 
βαλεΐν εκ των προηπορημενων ότι ουδ* εκ ταύτης 
οΐόν τε εστι βεβαίως τι μαθεΐν, όμως δε και τά  νυν 
λεκτεον προς μεν Πλάτωνα και Άριστοτελην  και 
Στρατώνα τον φυσικόν τά εν άρχαίς άντειρημενα, 
ότε εκ τής έννοιας του χρόνου συνήγομεν το μηδέν

230 είναι τον χρόνον, προς δε τούς σωματικήν άξιοΰντας 
είναι την  ουσίαν του χρόνου, φημι δε τούς 'Ηρα
κλείτειους, εκείνο τό ι προχειρότατον ότι εί χρόνος 
σώμα εστι, παν δε σώμα ή μενον ή κινούμενον

* εκείνο το cj. Bekk.: κινοΐτο mss., Bekk.
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time which is a property thereof. The affections, too, 
and non-affections are either pains or pleasures, and 
on this account are not substances but symptoms of 
those who are affected either pleasurably or painfully, 
and not timeless symptoms. And besides these, 226 
motion and also rest are, as we have already estab
lished,® symptoms of bodies and not without time; 
for certainly we measure by time the quickness and 
slowness of motion, and the greater or less amount of 
rest. Well then, from this it is plain that Epicurus 227 
thinks that time is incorporeal, but not in the same 
sort of way as do the Stoics ; for whereas they, as has 
been said, supposed that time is an incorporeal thing 
conceived as self-existent, Epicurus supposed it to be 
a property of certain things.

Such were the views of these men ; but Plato— 228 
and, as some say, Aristotle 6—declared that “ time is 
the number of the prior and posterior in motion ” ; 
and Strato the physicist—and, as others say, Aristotle 
—that it is “ the measure of motion and rest.”

Hence, as there also exists such a divergence of 229 
opinion regarding the substance of time, one can 
already infer from the difficulties stated above that 
from it too it is impossible to learn anythingforcertain; 
but still we ought now to bring against Plato and 
Aristotle and Strato the physicist the objections we 
made at the beginningc when we deduced from the 
conception of time that time is nothing, and against 230 
those who maintain that the substance of time is 
corporeal—I mean the Heracleiteans d—we should 
bring the argument most ready to hand that if time is 
a body, and every body is conceived as either at rest 

e Cf. §§ 176-177.
* Cf. % 176 ; P.H. iii. 137. · See §§ 170 if.

* Cf. § 216.
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νοείται, το  δε μενον ή κινούμενον εν χρόνω μενον ή 
κινούμενον νοείται, {εν  σώματι το σώμα μενον ή 
κινούμενον ν οείτα ι,)1 ούχί δε )/ε εν σώματι το σώμα 
μενον ή κινούμενον νοείται, ούκ αρα σώμα εστιν ο

231 χρόνος. τό  τ ε  δν κ ατά  του? ' Η ρακλειτείους, ο 
Βή σώμα  εστιν, εν χρόνω  ε σ τ ιν  ουχι δε γε ο χρόνος 
εν χρόνω εστιν' ούκ αρα τό ον και τό σώμα χρόνος 
εστιν. τό τε ζώον εν χρόνω ζή, ώς και τό τεθνηκός 
εν χρόνω τεθνηκεν διδ ούκ εστι ζώον η σώμα ό

232 χρόνος. και μην οι λεγοντες μη ύπαρχειν τό 
πρώτον σώμα κατά τον Ηράκλειτον ού κωλύονται 
χρόνον νοείν  εί δε' γε χρόνος ήν τό  πρώτον κατά 
τον Ηράκλειτον σώμα, καν εκωλύοντο τον χρόνον 
νοείν' ούκ αρα τό ον κατά τον Ηράκλειτον εστι

233 χρόνος, τό  τε ον κατά τον Ηράκλειτον αήρ εστιν, 
ώς φησίν ό ΑίνησίΒημος, μακρω δε άερος διεφερεν 
ό χρόνος, και φ  λόγω ούθείς τό πϋρ ή τό ϋΒωρ ή 
την γην χρόνον λεγει είναι, τφ  αύτώ ούΒε τον άερα 
φήσεί' ού τοίνυν τό ον εστι χρόνος.

234 Ύαΰτα μεν ούν ώς εν συντόμοις προς ταύτην 
είρήσθω την στάσιν, βραχύς δ* εστι και προς τούς 
από τής στοάς λόγος, φάσκοντας τώ ν τινών τά  μεν 
είναι σώματα τά  δε άσώματα, και τών άσωμάτων 
εΐ8ός τι καθ' αυτό νοούμενον ο ίο μένους τον χρόνον, 
τό γάρ τι γενικώτατον τώ  μήτε σώμά τι Βύνασθαι 
είναι μήτε άσώματον μήτε σώμα άμα καί άσώματον

235 ούκ αν εΐη. εί γάρ σώμά εστι, Βεήσει πάντα αύτοΰ 
τά^ εΐΒη σώματα τύγχανε ιν καί μηΒέν άσώ ματον  
καί ον τρόπον πάντα τά  τοΰ ζώου ειΒη ζώά εστι καί 
ούΒεν άφυχον καί τά  τοΰ φυτού φυτά καί ούΒεν

1 <ev . . . νοεϊται> add. Heintz (lac. in N). V
V  Of. § 218. With §§ 234-236 cf. P.H. ii. 22S-225.
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or in motion, and what is at rest or in motion is con
ceived as at rest or in motion in time, (then the body 
is conceived as being at rest or in motion in a body); 
but the body is not conceived as at rest or in motion 
in a body ; therefore time is not a body.—Also, 231 
according to the Heracleiteans, “  the existent,” which 
is body, is in time ; but time is not in time ; therefore 
the existent and body is not time. Also, the living 
creature lives in time, as also the dead is dead in 
time ; wherefore time is not a living creature or a 
body.—Moreover, those who assert that “  the first 232 
body ”  of Heracleitus does not exist are not precluded 
from conceiving time ; but if time had been the first 
body o f Heracleitus, they would have been precluded; 
therefore ”  the existent ”  o f Heracleitus is not time. 
Also, the existent o f Heracleitus, as Aenesidemus says, 233 
is air ; but time is vastly different from air, and just 
as nobody says that fire or water or earth is time, so 
for the same reason nobody will say that air is time ; 
so, then, the existent is not time.

Let this, then, serve as a concise statement of the 234 
objections to this view; and brief, too, is our argu
ment against the Stoics, who declare that of the 
“ Somethings ” some are bodies, others incorporeals,® 
and suppose that time is a particular species of the 
incorporeals which is conceived as self-existent. For 
the “ Something,” the highest genus, will not exist 
owing to its being unable to be either a body or an in
corporeal or at once both body and incorporeal. For 235 
if it is a body, all its particulars will have to be bodies 
and none incorporeal; and just as all the particulars 
of Animal are animals and none inanimate, and those
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έμψυχον, ούτως ακολουθήσει, καί τα  τοΰ τίνος εΐδη 
σώματος δντος σώματα τυγχάνειν καί μηδέν αυτών 
άσώματον. εί δε άσώματόν εστιν, εσται πάντα

236 αυτού τ ά  εΐδη άσώματα καί ούδεν σώμα, ωσαύτως 
δε καν σώμα άμα καί άσώματον ύπάρχη, πάντα τά  
επί μέρους εσται σώματα άμα καί άσώματα, καί 
ούδεν κατ' Ιδίαν ή σώμα μόνον ή άσώματον. ώστε 
εί μη σώμα εστι τό τί μηδε άσώματον ή σώμα άμα 
καί άσώματον, ούδεν εστι το τί. τούτου  δ* αν
αιρούμενου συναναιρεΐται καί τά  επ' είδους πάντα ·

237 όπερ εστιν άτοπον. καί μην καί έκαστον τώ ν  
συναποδοθεντων τώ  χρόνω άσωμάτων ήπόρηται 
τοΐς άπο τής σκέψεως, οίον τό λεκτόν καί τό κενόν 
καί 6 τόπος" εκάστου δε τούτων ήπορημενού καί 6 
χρόνος ού συγχωρηθήσεται εκ τοΰ  αύτοΰ γένους 
εΐναι τούτοις.

238 Π ρο? δε τον Επίκουρον σύμπτωμα συμπτω
μάτων άξιοϋντα τυγχάνειν τον χρόνον, πολλών καί 
άλλων λεγεσθαι δυναμενων, εκείνο προς τό παρόν 
άπαρκεσει λεγειν, ότι αι μεν πως εχουσαι ούσίαι 
τάχα θεωρούνται καί είσί τώ ν ύποκειμενων πραγ
μάτων, τά  δε λεγάμενα συμβεβηκεναι ταΐς ούσίαις, 
ούχ ετερα όντα τών ούσιών, άνυπόστατά εστιν’

239 ούτε γάρ άντιτυπία τις εστι παρά τό άντίτυπον 
σώμα ούτε εΐξις ύπόκειται παρά τό εΐκον καί κενόν, 
ού κίνησις παρά τ ό  κινούμενον σώμα, ού μονή παρά 
το ηρεμούν, άλλ* ώς ούδεν εστι στρατηγία παρά 
τον στρατηγοΰντα ούδε γυμνασιαρχία παρά τον 
γυμνασιαρχοϋντα, ούτως ούδε έκαστον τούτων τών

240 συμβεβηκότων εστι παρά τό ω συμβεβηκεν. δθεν
Cf. § 218. 

e Or “  solidity,’ a property o f '
6 Cf. § 
body,’

i 219, 227. 
cf. § 12.
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of Vegetable vegetables and none animate, so too 
it will follow that, as “ Something” is a body, its 
particulars are bodies and none of them incorporeal.
But if it is incorporeal, its particulars will all be 
incorporeal and none will be a body. And in the 236 
same way, if it is at once both body and incorporeal 
all its particulars will be at once both bodies and 
incorporeals and none will be by itself either a body 
only or an incorporeal. So that if the “ Something ” 
is not a body nor incorporeal, nor at once both body 
and incorporeal, the “ Something ” is nothing. And 
if this is destroyed, there are also destroyed along 
with it all its particulars ; which is absurd.—Further- 237 
more, each of the incorporeals assumed together 
with time α—such as “ expression ” and void and 
place—have been doubted by the Sceptics ; and as 
each of these has been doubted, it will not be granted 
that time is of the same genus as they.

And as against Epicurus, who maintains that time 238 
is a “ symptom of symptoms,” 6 although many other 
arguments can be brought, it will suffice for the 
present to state this one—that whereas substances 
in a certain condition are perhaps observed and belong 
to the class of things really existent, wrhat are called 
the properties of substances, being not other than 
the substances, are non-existent; for there exists no 239 
“ resistance ” c apart from the resistant body, nor 
does any non-resistance subsist apart from the non- 
resistant and void, nor motion apart from the moving 
body, nor rest apart from the stationary ; but just as 
generalship is nothing apart from the acting general, 
nor headship of a training-school apart from the 
acting head, so too each of these properties is non
existent apart from that whereof it is a property.
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καί επειδάν λ4γν) 6 Επίκουρος τό σώμα νοεΐν κατ' 
επισύνθεσιν μεγέθους και σχήματος και άντιτυπίας 
καί βάρους, εκ μη οντων [σωμάτων]1 βιάζεται το 
ον σώμα νοεΐν el γάρ μήτε μέγεθος τι ύπόκειται 
παρά το μεμεγεθωμένον μήτε σχήμα παρά το έσχη- 
ματισμένον μήτε άντιτυπία παρά τό άντιτυποΰν, 
πώς £κ τώ ν μη υποκειμένων οΐόν τε  τό υποκείμενον

241 νοείν σώμα; ώσθ' ΐνα η χρόνος, συμπτώματα 
είναι δει, ΐνα 8e τ ά  συμπτώματα ύπάρχη, συμ- 
βεβηκός τι υποκείμενον* ούδέν δε εστι συμβεβηκός 
Υποκείμενον' τοίνυν ουδέ χρόνος δυναται ύπάρχειν.

242 έώ λέγειν ότι καί τά  οΐς λέγεται συμβεβη- 
κέναι 6 χρόνος, καί τά ών λέγεται σύμπτωμα 
τυγχάνειν, άνεύρετά έστιν, οΐον η ημέρα η νύξ, ώρα, 
κίνησις μονή, πάθος απάθεια. ή γοΰν ημέρα 
δωδεκάωρος λεγομένη είναι, καθώς πρότερον ύπ- 
εδείξαμεν, ούχ ύφέστηκε κατά τάς δώδεκα ώρας 
άλλα κατά μίαν μόνην την ένεστώσαν, ήτις ούκ

243 εστιν ημέρα, ο δ ’ αυτός λόγος καί επί της νυκτός. 
η τε ώρα εν πλάτει νοουμένη καί οΐον τριμερής 
πάλιν σκεφαμένοις ημΐν ανυπόστατος φαίνεται, 
ούτε γάρ ότε τό πρώτον αυτής μέρος έστιν ύφέστη- 
κεν, ούπω γάρ τά  λοιπά έστιν, ούτε ότε τό δεύ
τερον  τότε γάρ τό μέν πρώτον ούκέτι έστιν τό δε

244 τρίτον οΰπω έστιν. τώ ν δε πλειόνων αυτής μερών 
κατά τούτον τον τρόπον μη υπαρχόντων ούδ’ αυτή 
δύναται ύπάρχειν. άλλ* έστω γε ημέραν είναι καί 
νύκτα ύπάρχειν καί ώρας, ούκοΰν έπεί ταΰτά έστι 
χρόνος, ό δε ’Επίκουρος σύμπτωμά φησιν αυτών 
είναι τον χρόνον, έσται κατά τον Επίκουρον 6

1 [σωμάτων] seel. Heintz.
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Hence when Epicurus asserts that we conceive body 240 
by means of a combination of size and shape and 
resistance and weight, he is forcing us to form a 
conception of existent body out of non-existents ; 
for if no size exists apart from that which is endowed 
with size, nor shape apart from what is shaped, nor 
resistance apart from what resists, how is it possible 
from things non-existent to form a conception of an 
existent body ? So that, in order that time may 241 
exist, symptoms must exist, and in order that symp
toms may exist there must be a really existent pro
perty ; but there is no really existent property ; so 
then, time cannot exist.—I pass over the argument 242 
that the things of which time is said to be a property 
and also the things of which it is said to be a symptom 
are indiscoverable,—such as day, night, hour, motion, 
rest, affection, non-affection. Thus “ day,” which is 
said to be of twelve hours—as we pointed out above ®
—does not exist during the twelve hours but during only 
one, the present, which is not a day. And the same 243 
account holds good of “ night.” And “ hour ” again, 
being conceived as extended and, as it were, tripartite,® 
appears to us when we examine it to be non-existent.
For neither does it exist when the first part of it 
exists (for the other parts do not as yet exist), nor 
when the second ; for then the first part exists no 
longer and the third does not as yet exist. But since, 244 
in this way, most of its parts are non-existent, it cannot 
exist itself. But let it be granted that day exists and 
that night and hours exist; then, since these are 
time, and Epicurus asserts that time is a symptom 
of them, time itself, according to Epicurus, will be a

e See § 182 supra. “ Hour” may be regarded as “ tri
partite ”  as being divisible into past, present, and future.
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245 χρόνος αυτός έαυτοΰ σύμπτωμα. καί μην και 
ό 7τβρϊ τής κινήσεως λόγος ποικίλως άπορος δέ- 
δεικται διά το μήτε εν φ  τι εστι τόπω δύνασθαι 
κινεΐσθαι μήτε εν φ  μή εστι. συνανήρηται δε και 
το  περί τής μονής· κινήσεως γάρ μή οΰσης ουδέ 
μονή γένοιτ αν. κατά γάρ αντιπαραβολήν του  
κινούμενου νοείται τό ακίνητον και τοΰ άκινητί- 
ζοντος τό κινουμενον δθεν ώς δεξιοΰ μή δντος ουδέ 
αριστερόν εστιν, ούτως τοΰ ετέρου τούτων μή ύπ-

246 άρχοντος ουδέ τό λοιπόν δύναται νοεΐσθαι. και 
άλλως, φασιν οι άπορητικοί, τό  μένον υπό τίνος 
αιτίας αναγκάζεται μένειν, τό δέ άναγκαζόμενον 
πάσχει, τό δέ πάσχον κινείται· το άρα μένον κινείται. 
άλλ’ €ΐ περί τά  συμπτώματα φησιν είναι τον χρόνον 
6 ’Επίκουρος, δέδεικται δέ ήπορημένα, δεήσει όμο- 
λογεΐν και τον συμβεβηκότα τούτοις χρόνον ήπορή-

247 σθαι. προς τούτοις άσώματόν τι1 εστιν ή
κίνησις και τό πάθος και έκαστον των κατηγορη- 
μένων, άσώματόν δέ καί ο χρόνος, έπεί οΰν ού 
πιθανόν τοΐς άσωμάτοις άσώματα συμβεβηκέναι, 
λέγωμεν μηδέ τον χρόνον σύμπτωμα είναι των  
εκκειμένων συμπτωμάτων.

* Αλλά γάρ καί άπό τής ουσίας τον χρόνον άπορή- 
σαντες τό μετά τούτο ζητώμεν καί περί άριθμοΰ.

Δ'. ΠΕΡΙ ΑΡΪΘΜΟΤ

248 ’Έ,πεί έτι τω ν συζυγούντων τώ  χρόνω πραγ
μάτων εστι καί ό άριθμός διά τό μή χωρίς έζαρι- 
θμήσεως τήν τοΰ χρόνου γίνεσθαι καταμέτρησιν, 
καθάπερ ωρών καί ήμερων καί μηνών έτι δε

1 άσώματόν τι NLE: άσώματός Cet., Bekk.
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symptom of itself.—Furthermore, the account given 245 
of motion α has been shown to be in many respects 
dubious owing to the impossibility of a thing moving 
either in the place where it is or in that where it is 
not. And along with this the doctrine of rest is also 
destroyed ; for if motion does not exist, neither will 
rest exist. For it is by contrast with the moving 
object that the motionless is conceived, and by con
trast with the motionless the moving ; hence as left 
does not exist if right is non-existent, so if either of 
these does not exist, the other cannot be conceived. 
And besides, say the Doubters, that which is at rest 246 
is compelled to be at rest by some cause b; but that 
which is compelled is affected, and what is affected 
moves ; therefore that which is at rest moves. But 
if Epicurus asserts that time is related to the symp
toms, and they have been shown to be doubtful, he 
will have to confess that their property, time, is also 
doubtful.—And further : motion is an incorporeal, 247 
and also affection, and each of the things mentioned,0 
and time too is an incorporeal. Since, then, it is not 
probable that incorporeals are properties of incor- 
poreals, let us declare that time is not a symptom of 
the symptoms mentioned.

So now that we have shown the difficulties about 
time in respect of its substance, let us inquire next 
about number.

Chapter IV.—Concerning N umber

Since number also is one of the things linked closely 248 
with time—seeing that the measurement of time (as, 
for instance, of hours and days and months, and years

0 See §§ 87 ff.
* With § 246 cf. P.H. iii. 116. · Gf. § 242.
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iviavr&v, καλώς εχειν ηγούμεθα μετά την προ- 
ανυσθεΐσαν ημΐν περί εκείνον ζητησιν και τον περί 
τούτον διαθεσθαι λόγον, και μάλισθ* ότι οι επιστη- 
μονεστατοι τω ν φνσικών οϋτω μεγάλην δύναμιν 
τοΐς άριθμοΐς άπενειμαν ώστε άρχάς και στοιχεία 
τω ν όλων τούτους νομίζειν. οντοι δε είσιν οι περί

249 τον Σάμιον ΤΙνθαγόραν. εοικεναι γάρ λεγουσι τούς 
φιλοσοφοΰντας γνησίως τοΐς περί λόγον πονον- 
μενοις. ώς γάρ οντοι πρώτον τάς λεξεις εξετά- 
ζονσιν (εκ λεξεων γάρ ο λόγος), καί επεί εκ 
συλλαβών αι λεζεις, πρώτον σκέπτονται τάς σνλ- 
λαβάς· τώ ν δε συλλαβών (ets)1 τά στοιχεία της 
εγγραμμάτου φωνής αναλυόμενων, περί εκείνων

250 πρώτον ερευνώσιν οντω δεΐν φασίν οι περί ΙΙυθα-
γόραν τούς όντως φυσικούς, τά  περί τοϋ παντός 
ερευνώντας, εν πρώτοις εξετάζειν εις τίνα τό παν 
λαμβάνει την άνάλυσιν. το μεν οΰν φαινομενην
είναι λεγειν την τών όλων αρχήν άφνσικόν πως 
εσ τίν  παν γάρ τό φαινόμενον εξ αφανών οφείλει 
σννίστασθαι, τό  δ ’ εκ τινων σννεστώς ούκ εστιν

251 άρχη, αλλά τό εκείνου αύτοϋ συστατικόν, δθεν καί
τά  φαινόμενα ού ρητεον άρχάς είναι τών όλων, άλλα 
τά  συστατικά τών φαινομένων, άπερ ούκετι ήν 
φαινόμενα. τοίνυν άδηλους καί αφανείς ύπ-

252 όθεντο τάς τώ ν οντων άρχάς, καί ού κοινώς, οι γάρ 
άτόμους είπόντες η ομοιομέρειας η όγκους η κοινώς 
νοητά σώματα πάντων τώ ν όντων άρχειν πη μεν

1 τών δ« σ. <€is>] και inti in a. Ν Mutsch.: in γάρ σ. cet., 
Bekk. (“ cumque syllabae resolvantur ex litteris ”  Herv.).
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as well) does not take place without numeration,— 
after the investigation of the latter which we have 
now completed we consider that it is well for us to give 
an orderly discussion of the former ; and that the 
more so because the most learned of the Physicists a 
have attributed so great a potency to numbers as to 
deem them the principles and elements of all things. 
These men are Pythagoras of Samos and his school.
For they say that those who are genuinely philo- 249 
sophizing are like those who work at language. Now 
the latter first examine the words (for language is 
composed of words); and since words are formed 
from the syllables, they scrutinize the syllables first; 
and as syllables are resolved into the elements of 
written speech, they investigate these first; so like- 250 
wise the true physicists, as the Pythagoreans say, 
when investigating the Universe, ought in the first 
place to inquire what are the elements into which 
the Universe can be resolved.—Now to assert that 
the principle of all things is apparent is contrary to 
physical science ; for every apparent thing must be 
composed of non-apparents, and what is composed of 
things is not a principle, but rather the component 
of that compound (is a principle). Hence one ought 251 
not to say that the apparent things are principles 
of all things, but the components of the apparent 
things, and these are no longer apparent.—Thus they 
assumed the principles of existing things to be non- 
evident and non-apparent, yet they i d  not do so 
with one consent. For those who declared that 252 
atoms or homoeomeries or molecules 6 or, in general, 
intelligible bodies are the principles of all existing

• i.e. the Pythagoreans ; cf. P.H. iii. 152.
6 Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 363.
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κατώρθωσαν πή δε διεπεσον. ή μεν γάρ αδήλους 
νομίζουσιν είναι τάς άρχάς, δ € όντως άναστρεφονται, 
ή δε σωματικός υποτίθενται ταντας, διαπίπτουσιν.

253 ώς γάρ των αισθητών σωμάτων προηγείται τα  
νοητά καί άδηλα σώματα, οϋτω καί των νοητών 
σωμάτων άρχειν δει τα  άσώματα . και κατά λόγον  
ώς γάρ τά  τής λεξεως στοιχεία ούκ εΐσί λεξεις, 
οϋτω καί τά  τών σωμάτων στοιχεία ούκ εστι 
σώματα’ ήτοι δε σώματα οφείλει τυγχάνειν ή

254 άσώματα’ διό πάντως εστίν άσώματα. καί μην 
ουδέ εν εστι φάναι ότι αιωνίους συμβεβηκεν είναι 
τάς άτόμους, καί διά τούτο δυνασθαι σωματικός 
οϋσας τών όλων άρχειν. πρώτον μεν γάρ καί οι 
τάς όμοιομερείας καί οι τούς όγκους καί οι τά  
ελάχιστα καί άμερή λάγοντες είναι στοιχεία αιώνιον 
άπολείπουσι τούτων την ύπόστασιν, ώστε μη μάλ-

255 λον τάς άτόμους ή ταϋτ είναι στοιχεία, εΐτα καί 
δεδόσθω ταΐς άληθείαις αιωνίους είναι τάς άτόμους’ 
αλλ’ ον τρόπον οι άγάνητον καί αιώνιον άπολεί- 
ποντες τον κόσμον ούδεν ήττον προς επίνοιαν 
ζητοΰσι τάς πρώτον συστησαμενας αυτόν άρχάς, 
ουτω καί ημείς, φασίν οι Ώυθαγορικοί τώ ν φυσικών 
φιλοσόφων, κατ' επίνοιαν σκεπτόμεθα το εκ τίνων 
τά αιώνια ταΰτα καί λόγω θεωρητά συνάστηκε

256 σώματα, ήτοι οδν σώματά εστι τά  συστατικά 
αυτών ή άσώματα. καί σώματα μεν ούκ αν εΐ- 
παιμεν, επεί δεήσει κάκείνων σώματα λεγειν είναι 
συστατικά καί ούτως εις άπειρον προβαινουσης τής

257 επίνοιας άναρχον γίνεσθαι το  παν. λείπεται άρα 
λεγειν εξ άσωμάτων είναι την συστασιν τώ ν νοητών
σω μ άτω ν όπερ καί Επίκουρος ώμολόγησε, φήσας, _ ____
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things proved partly right, but partly went wrong.
For in so far as they consider the principles to be 
non-evident, their procedure is correct, but in so far 
as they assume them to be corporeal they go wrong.
For just as the intelligible and non-evident bodies 253 
precede the sensible bodies, so the incorporeals ought 
to be the principles of the intelligible bodies. And 
logically so : for just as the elements of a word are 
not words, so also the elements of bodies are not 
bodies ; but they must be either bodies or incor
poreals ; certainly, then, they are incorporeals.— 
Moreover, it is not admissible to say that it is a 254 
property of atoms to be eternal, and that on this 
account they can be the principles of all things 
although they are corporeal. For, in the first place, 
those who assert that homoeomeries or molecules 
or minimals and indivisibles are elements assign to 
them an eternal existence, so that the atoms are no 
more elements than they. Next, let it be granted 255 
that the atoms are in very truth eternal; yet, just 
as those who allow that the Universe is ingenerable 
and eternal seek none the less, in theory, for the 
principles which first composed it, so also we—as 
those Physical philosophers, the Pythagoreans, say— 
examine theoretically the problem as to what are 
the components of these eternal bodies perceptible 
by the reason. Their components, then, are either 256 
bodies or incorporeals. And we will not say that they 
are bodies, since then we should have to say that 
the components of these also are bodies, and, as the 
conception thus proceeds ad infinitum, that the Whole 
is without beginning. It only remains, therefore, to 257 
declare that the intelligible bodies are composed of 
incorporeals ; and this, too, Epicurus α acknowledged,
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κατά άθροισμόν σχήματός re και μεγέθους και 
άντιτυπίας και βάρους το σώμα νενοήσθαι.

*Αλλ* οτι άσωμάτους είναι δεΐ τάς άρχάς των  
λόγω θεωρητών σωμάτων, εκ τώ ν είρημενών

258 συμφανές. ήδη δε ούκ εΐ τινα προϋφέστηκε τώ ν  
σωμάτων άσώματα, ταϋτ εξ ανάγκης στοιχειά 
εστι τών οντων και ττρώταί τινες άρχαί. ιδού γάρ 
και αΐ Ιδέαι άσώματοι οΰσαι κατά τον ΙΙλάτωνα 
προϋφεστασι τώ ν σωμάτων, και έκαστον τώ ν γινο
μένων προς αύτάς γίνεται· άλλ* ούκ είσ'ι τώ ν οντων 
άρχαί, έπείπερ έκάστη ιδέα κατ' ιδίαν μεν λαμ- 
βανομένη εν είναι λέγεται, κατά συλληφιν δε έτέρας 
ή άλλων δυο και τρεις και τέσσαρες, ώστε είναι τι  
επαναβεβηκός αυτών τής ύποστάσεως, τον αριθμόν,

f  % \ \ Λ  H  \ Ο  /  «  \ / *  \ου κατα μετοχήν το εν η τα  όυο η τα  τρία η τα
259 τούτων ετι πλείονα έπικατηγορεΐται αυτών, και 

τά  στερεά σχήματα προεπινοεϊται τών σωμάτων, 
άσώματον εχοντα την φ υσιν άλλ’  άνάπαλιν ούκ 
άρχει τώ ν π άντω ν προάγει γάρ και τούτων κατά 
την επίνοιαν τά επίπεδα σχήματα διά τό εξ εκείνων

260 τ ά  στερεά συνίστασθαι. αλλά μην ούδέ τά  επίπεδα 
σχήματα θείη τις αν τών οντων στοιχεία· έκαστον 
γάρ αύτών πάλιν έκ προαγόντων συντίθεται, τών  
γραμμών, και αί γραμμαί προεπινοουμένους έχουσι 
τούς αριθμούς, παρόσον τό μεν εκ τριών γραμμών 
τρίγωνον καλείται και τό έκ τεσσάρων τετράγωνον, 
και επεί ή απλή γραμμή ού χωρίς άριθμοΰ νενόηται, 
άλλ’ από σημείου έπι σημεΐον άγομένη έχεται τώ ν  
δνοΐν, οι τε  αριθμοί πάντες και αύτοι υπό τό εν 
πεπτώκασιν (και γάρ ή δνάς μία τις εστί δυάς, και

336
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when he said that “  body is conceived by means of a 
combination o f form and magnitude and resistance 
and weight.”

Well then, it is plain from what has been said that 
the principles o f the bodies perceptible by reason 
must be incorporeal. But if certain incorporeals 258 
exist before the bodies, these are not already of 
necessity elements of existing things and primary 
principles. For see how the Ideas, which are in
corporeal,® exist before the bodies, according to 
Plato, and everything which becomes becomes 
because of its relation to them ; yet they are not 
principles o f existing things since each Idea taken 
separately is said to be a unit, but two or three or 
four when taken in conjunction with one or more 
others, so that there is something which transcends 
their substance, namely number, by participation in 
which the terms one or two or three or a still higher 
number than these is predicated of them. The solid 259 
forms also, which are of an incorporeal nature, 
are conceived before bodies; but they, again, are 
not principles o f all things, for the plane forms 
precede them in conception, since out of these the 
solid are composed. Yet, indeed, one should not 260 
posit the plane forms either as elements of existing 
things, for each of these likewise is composed of prior 
things— namely lines— and lines have numbers 
already pre-conceived, inasmuch as the compound 
of three lines is called a triangle and that o f four 
a quadrangle. And since the simple line is not con
ceived apart from number but, as drawn from a point 
to a point, involves the number two, and all the 
numbers themselves fall under the One (for the two 
is a single two, and the three is one particular thing,
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ή τριάς εν τι εστί, τριάς, και ή δεκάς εν αριθμού
261 κεφάλαιον), ενθεν κινηθείς 6 Πυθαγόρας αρχήν 

εφησεν είναι των οντων την μονάδα, ής κατά 
μετοχήν έκαστον των οντων εν λεγεταί' και ταυ- 
την κατ' αύτότητα μεν εαυτης νοούμενην μονάδα 
νοεΐσθαι, επισυντεθεΐσαν δ' εαυτή καθ' ετερότητα 
άποτελεΐν την καλούμενην αόριστον δυάδα διά το 
μηδεμίαν των αριθμητών και ώρισμενών δυάδων 
είναι [την]1 αυτήν, πάσας δε κατά μετοχήν αυτής 
δυάδας νενοήσθαι, καθώς και επι τής μονάδος

262 ελεγχονσιν. δυο ονν των οντων αι άρχαί, ή τε 
πρώτη μονάς, ής κατά μετοχήν πασαι αι άριθμηταϊ 
μονάδες νοούνται μονάδες, και ή αόριστος δυάς, ής 
κατά μετοχήν αι ώρισμεναι δυάδες εισί δυάδες.

Και οτι ταΐς άληθείαις αΰταί είσι των όλων
263 άρχαί, ποικίλως οι Πυθαγορικοι διδάσκουσιν. των 

γάρ οντων, φασί, τά μεν κατά διαφοράν νοείται, 
τά δε κατ' εναντίωσιν, τά δε πρός τι. κατά δια
φοράν μεν οΰν εΐναι τά καθ' εαυτά και κατ' Ιδιαν 
περιγραφήν υποκείμενα, οΐον άνθρωπος ίππος 
φυτόν γή ύδωρ αήρ πυρ- τούτων γάρ έκαστον 
απολύτως θεωρείται και ονχ ώς κατά τήν πρός

264 ετερον σχεσιν κατ' εναντίωσιν δε ύπάρχειν όσα 
εξ εναντιώσεως ετερον πρός ετερον θεωρείται, οΐον 
αγαθόν και κακόν, δίκαιον άδικον, συμφέρον 
άσύμφορον, όσιον άνόσιον, ενσεβες άσε βες, κινού- 
μενον ηρεμούν, τά άλλα όσα τούτοις εμφερή.

265 προς π  δε τυγχάνειν τά κατά τήν ώς πρός ετερον
1 [ΤΉ  seel. Heintz.

t “ The Pythagoreans regarded “ the ten ”  (Decad) as the 
“  perfect ”  number as being the sum of the first four numbers
SS8
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a three, and the ten is one sum of number a), Pyth- 261 
agoras, moved by these considerations, declared that 
the One is the principle of existing things, by partici
pation in which each of the existing things is termed 
one ; and this when conceived in its self-identity is 
conceived as One, but when, in its otherness, it is 
added to itself it creates the “ Indefinite Dyad,” 6 
so-called because it is not itself any one of the 
numbered and definite dyads but they all are con
ceived as dyads through their participation in it, even 
as they try to prove in the case of the monad. There 262 
are, then, two principles of existing things, the First 
One, by participation in which all the numbered ones 
are conceived as ones, and also the Indefinite Dyad, 
by participation in which the definite dyads are dyads.

And that these are in very truth the principles of 
all things the Pythagoreans teach in a variety of 
ways.c Of existing things some, they say, are con- 263 
ceived absolutely, some by way of contrariety, some 
relatively. Absolute, then, are those which subsist 
of themselves and in complete independence, such 
as man, horse, plant, earth, water, air, fire ; for each 
of these is regarded absolutely and not in respect of 
its relation to something else. And contraries are all 264 
those which are regarded in respect of their contra
riety one to another, such as good and evil, just and 
unjust, advantageous and disadvantageous, holy and 
unholy, pious and impious, in motion and at rest, 
and all other things similar to these. And relatives 265 
are the things conceived as standing in a relation to
( 1 + 2  +  3 +  4 =  1 0 ) ;  cf. A risto t . Metaphi. 5, 986 ° 8 τέλειον ή 
δεκάί εΐναι δοκ€Ϊ καί πάσαν περιειληφέναι την των αριθμών φύσιν.

b Cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 155. The “  Indefinite Dyad ”  is the generic 
Two, or principle of Duality.

• With §§ 263-265 cf. Adv. Log. ii. 161-162 ; P.H. i. 137.
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σχεσιν νοούμενα, οΐον δεξιόν αριστερόν, άνω κάτω, 
διπλάσιον ημισν τό τε γάρ δεξιόν νοείται κατά 
την ώς προς τό αριστερόν σχεσιν και τό αριστερόν 
κατά την ώς προς τό δεξιόν, τό τε κάτω κατά την 
ώς προς τό άνω και τό άνω κατά την ώς προς τό 
κάτω· και επί των άλλων τό παραπλήσιον.

266 διαφερειν δε φασι τά κατά εναντίωσιν νοούμενα 
των πρός τι. επί μεν γάρ των εναντίων η τοΰ 
ετερου φθορά γενεάίς εστι τοΰ ετερου, οΐον επί 
ύγιείας και νόσου κινησεως τε και ηρεμίας* νόσου 
τε γάρ γενεσις αρσίς εστιν ύγιείας, ύγιείας τε 
γενεσις άρσίς εστι νόσου, καί κινησεως μεν ύπο- 
στασις φθορά στάσεως, γενεσις δε στάσεως άρσις 
κινησεως. ό δ ’ αυτός λόγος και επί λύπης καί 
αλυπίας αγαθού τε καί κακού καί κοινώς των

267 εναντίαν φύσιν εχόντων. τά δε πρός τι συνύπαρξίν 
τε καί συναναίρεσιν άλλήλων περιεΐχεν ουδέν γάρ 
δεξιόν εστιν, εάν μη και αριστερόν ύπάρχη, ουδέ 
διπλάσιον, εάν μη καί τό ημισν προϋποκεηται οΰ

268 διπλάσιον εστιν. πρός τούτοις επί μεν των 
εναντίων ώς επίπαν ουδέ ν θεωρείται μέσον, 
καθάπερ εύθεως επί ύγιείας καί νόσου ζωής τε 
καί θανάτου κινησεως τε καί μονής· μεταξύ γάρ 
τοΰ ύγιαίνειν καί νοσεΐν ούδεν εστι, καί μεταξύ 
τοΰ ζήν καί τεθνάναι καί ετι τοΰ κινεΐσθαι καί 
μενειν. επί δε των πρός τ ί  πως εχόντων εστι 
τι μέσον τοΰ γάρ μείζονος, εί τύχοι, καί τοΰ 
μικρότερου των πρός τί πως καθεστώτων μεταξύ 
γενοιτ άν τό Ισον, ώσαύτως δε καί τοΰ πλείονος 
καί ήττονος τό ικανόν, οξέος τε καί βαρέος τό

269 σύμφωνον. άλλα γάρ των τριών δντων γενών, 
τών τε καθ* εαυτά ύφεστώτων καί τών κατ 
840
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something else, such as right and left, above and 
below, double and half; for right is conceived as 
standing in relation to left, and left also as standing 
in relation to right, and below as related to above, 
and above as related to below ; and similarly in the 
other cases.—And they say that things conceived as 266 
contraries differ from relatives. For in the case of 
contraries the destruction of the one is the genera
tion of the other, as in the case of health and disease, 
of motion and rest; for the generation of disease is 
the removal of health and the generation of health 
is the removal of disease, and the existence of motion 
is the destruction of rest and the generation of rest 
the removal of motion. And the same account holds 
good also in the case of pain and painlessness, of good 
and evil, and in general of all things that are of 
opposite natures. But relatives have the property 267 
both of co-existence and of co-destruction one with 
the other; for there is no right unless a left also 
exists, nor a double unless the half also, whereof it is 
the double, pre-exists.—Furthermore, in the case of 268 
opposites, as a universal rule, no intermediate state 
is conceived, as for instance in the cases of health and 
disease, life and death, motion and rest; for there is 
nothing between healthiness and illness, and between 
living and being dead, or again between moving and 
resting. But in the case of relatives there is a middle 
state ; for the equal (let us say) will be between the 
greater and the smaller, these being relatives ; and 
so likewise the adequate between the more and the 
less, and the harmonious between the high and the 
deep.—So then, as there are these three classes—the 269 
self-existent things, those conceived as in opposition,
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Εναντιότητα και ότι τω ν  πρός τ ι  νοουμένων, 
οφείλει κατ' ανάγκην και τούτω ν αυτώ ν Επάνω 
τ ι γένος τετά χθα ι, και π ρώ τον ύπάρχ€ΐν διά τ ο  
και παν γένος προϋπάρχειν τώ ν  ύφ' αυτό σ τ α γ 
μένω ν ειδών. άναιρουμένου γουν αύτοΰ πάντα  τα  
είδη συναναιρεΐται, του  δε είδους άναιρεθέντος 
ούκέτ' άνασκευάζεται τό  γ έν ο ς· ηρτηται γάρ Εξ

270 Εκείνου το ύτο , και ούκ άνάπαλιν. και δη
τώ ν  μεν καθ’ αυτά  νοουμένων γένος ύπεστησαντο  
ΐΐυθαγορικώ ν παΐδες, ώ ς Επαναβεβηκός, τό  εν· 
καθά γάρ τούτο  καθ' αυτό εστιν, ουτω  καί έκαστον  
τώ ν  κατά διαφοράν εν τ έ  Εστι καί καθ' εαυτό

271 θεω ρείται, τώ ν  δε κατ’ Εναντίωσιν έλεξαν άρχειν, 
γένους τά ξιν  Επέχον, τό  Ίσον καί τό  ά νισ ο ν  Εν 
τούτοις γάρ η πάντω ν τώ ν  Εναντιουμένων θεωρείται 
φύσις, οΐον μονής μεν Εν ίσότητι, ου γάρ Επιδέχεται 
τό  μάλλον καί τό  ή σσον, κινήσεω ς δε Εν άνισότητι,

272 Επιδέχεται γάρ τ ό  μάλλον καί τό  ησσον. ω σ α ύ τω ς  
δε τδ μεν κατά φύσιν Εν ίσότη τι, άκρότης γά ρ  ήν 
άνεπίτατος, τό  δε παρά φύσιν Εν άνισότητι, Επ- 
εδέχετο γάρ τ ό  μάλλον καί ή σσον. ό δ’ αυτός  
λόγος καί Επί ύγιείας και νόσου ευθύτητας τ ε  καί

273 στρεβ λ ότη τος. τά  μέντοι γ ε  πρός τ ι ύφέστηκε  
γένει τη  τ ε  υπέροχη καί τη  Ελλείψει· μ έγα  μεν  
γά ρ  καί μ εΐζον πολύ τ ε  καί πλεΐον υψηλόν τ ε  καί 
υψηλότερου καθ' ύπεροχην νοείται, μικρόν δε καί 
μικρότερον ολίγον τε  καί όλιγώ τερον ταπεινόν τε

274 καί ταπεινότερον κατ' έλλειφιν. άλλ’ Επεί τά  
καθ' αυτά  καί τ ά  κατ' Εναντίωσιν καί τά  πρός τ ι ,  
γένη  όντα , εϋρηται άλλοις γένεσιν ύπ οταττόμ ενα , 
καθάπερ τ ώ  τ ε  ενί καί τ η  ίσότη τι καί άνισότητι 
υπέροχη τ ε  καί Ελλείψει, σκοπώ μ εν εί καί τα ΰ τα  
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and also those conceived as relatives,—above all these 
there must stand of necessity a certain genus, and it 
must exist first for the reason that every genus must 
exist before the particulars classed under it. When 
it, then, is abolished all the particulars are abolished 
along with it, but when the particular is abolished the 
genus is not also done away with; for the former 
depends on the latter, and not conversely.—Thus the 270 
disciples of the Pythagoreans postulated the One as 
the supreme genus of the things conceived as self- 
existent. For even as this is self-existent, so also 
each of the absolute things is one and is conceived by 
itself. But of the opposites the equal and the un- 271 
equal are, they said, the principles and hold the rank 
of genus ; for in them is seen the nature of all the 
opposites,—that of rest, for instance, in equality (for 
it does not admit of the more and the less), and that 
of motion in inequality (for it does admit of the more 
and the less). So too the natural in equality (for it 272 
is an inextensible extreme)," but the unnatural in 
inequality (for it admits of the more and less). The 
same account holds good also in the case of health 
and disease, and of straightness and crookedness. 
The relatives, however, are classed under the genus of 273 
excess and defect; thus great and greater, much and 
more, high and higher are conceived by way of excess; 
but small and smaller, few and fewer, low and lower 
by way of defect.—But since self-existents and oppo- 274 
sites and relatives, which are genera, are found to be 
subordinate to other genera—namely, the One, and 
equality and inequality, and excess and defect,—let

• *.«. a fixed (and best) state which is “  extreme ” and 
** inextensible ” as incapable of alteration for the better.
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τά γένη δΰναται έπ* άλλα λαμβάνειν την αναπομπήν.
275 ούκοΰν ή μέν ίσότης τώ ένί υπάγεται, το γάρ εν 

πρώτως αυτό έαυτώ έστιν ίσον, ή δε άνισότης 
εν υπεροχή τε και έλλείφει βλέπεται· άνισα γάρ 
έστιν ών το μεν υπερέχει τό δε ύπερέχεται. αλλά 
και ή υπεροχή και ή έλλειφις κατά τον της αορί
στου δυάδος λόγον τέτακται, έπειδήπερ ή πρώτη 
υπεροχή και ή ελλειφις εν δυσίν έστι, τώ  τε

276 ύπερέχοντι και τώ ύπερεχομένω. άνέκυφαν άρα 
άρχαί πάντων κατά το άνωτάτω ή τε πρώτη μονάς 
και ή αόριστος δυάς’ εξ ών γίνεσθαί φασι τό τ  
εν τοΐς άριθμοΐς εν καί τήν έπί τουτοις πάλιν 
δυάδα, από μεν τής πρώτης μονάδος τό έν, από 
δε τής μονάδος καί τής αορίστου δυάδος τά δυο. 
δίς γάρ τό έν δυο, καί μήπω υποκειμένου έν 
τοΐς άριθμοΐς τοΰ δυο ουδέ τό δίς ήν έν τοΰτοις, 
άλλ* ελήφθη έκ τής αορίστου δυάδος, καί ούτως 
έκ τ  αυτής τε καί τής μονάδος έγένετο ή έν τοΐς

277 άριθμοΐς δυάς. κατά ταύτά δε καί οΐ λοιποί 
άριθμοί έκ τούτων άπετελέσθησαν, τοΰ μεν ενός 
άεί περατοΰντος,1 τής δε άορίστου δυάδος δυο 
γεννώσης καί είς άπειρον πλήθος τούς άριθμούς 
έκτεινούσης. δθεν φασίν έν ταΐς άρχαΐς ταύταις 
τον μεν τοΰ δρώντος αιτίου λόγον έπέχειν τήν 
μονάδα, τον δε τής πασχουσης ύλης τήν δυάδα, 
καί δν τρόπον τούς έξ αυτών ύποστάντας άριθμούς 
άπετέλεσαν, οΰτω καί τον κόσμον καί πάντα τά

278 4ν τώ κόσμω συνεστήσαντο. ευθέως γάρ τό 
σημεΐον κατά τον τής μονάδος λόγον τετάχθαΐ' 
ώς γάρ ή μονάς άδιαίρετόν τι έστίν, οΰτω καί τό 
σημεΐον, καί δν τρόπον ή μονάς άρχή τις έστιν έν 
άριθμοΐς, ούτως καί τό σημεΐον άρχή τίς έστιν 
344
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us consider whether these genera also can be referred 
back to others. Equality, then, is brought under the 275 
One (for the One first of all is equal to itself), but 
inequality is seen in excess and defect; for things 
of which the one exceeds and the other is exceeded 
are unequal. But both excess and defect are ranked 
under the head of the Indefinite Dyad, since in fact 
the primary excess and defect is in two things, that 
which exceeds and that which is exceeded. Thus as 276 
the highest principles of all things there have emerged 
the primary One and the Indefinite Dyad ; and from 
these, they say, spring both the numerical one and 
the numerical two,—the one from the primary One, 
and the two from the One and the Indefinite Dyad.
For the two is twice the one, and when the two did 
not as yet exist among the numbers neither did the 
twice exist amongst them, but it was taken from the 
Indefinite Dyad, and in this way the numerical two 
sprang from it and the One. And in the same way 277 
the rest of the numbers were constructed from these, 
the One always limiting and the Indefinite Dyad 
generating two and extending the numbers to an 
infinite amount.—Hence they say that, of these 
principles, the One holds the position of the efficient 
cause and the Dyad that of the passive matter ; and 
just as they have constructed the numbers composed 
of these, so also they have built up the Universe and 
all things in the Universe. Thus the point, for ex- 278 
ample, is ranked under the head of the One ; for as 
the One is an indivisible thing, so also is the point; 
and just as the One is a principle in numbers, so too

1 neparovvros NLE: περιπατοΰντος cet., Bekk.
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εν γραμμαΐς. ώστε τό μεν σημείον τον της 
μονάδος είχε λόγον, η δε γραμμή κατά την της 
δυάδος ιδέαν εθεωρεΐτο· κατά μετάβασιν γάρ και

279 ή δυάς καί η γραμμή νοείται. και άλλως, το 
μεταξύ δνοΐν σημείων νοούμενον άπλατες μήκος 
εστι γραμμή, τοίνυν εσται κατά την δυάδα ή 
γραμμή, το δε επίπεδον κατά τήν τριάδα, ο μη 
μόνον μήκος αυτό θεωρείται καθο ήν ή δυάς, αλλά 
και τρίτην προσείληφε διάστασιν το πλάτος.

280 τιθέμενων δε τριών σημείων, δνοΐν μεν εξ εναντίου 
διαστήματος, τρίτου δε κατά μέσον της εκ των 
δνοΐν άιτοτελεσθείσης γραμμής, πάλιν εξ άλλου 
διαστήματος, επίπεδον άποτελεΐται. το δε στερεόν 
σχήμα καί τό σώμα, καθάπερ τό πυραμοειδες, κατά 
την τετράδα τάττεται. τοΐς γάρ τρισϊ σημείοις, 
ώς προεΐπον, κείμενοις επιτεθεντός άλλον τίνος 
άνωθεν σημείου πυραμοειδες αποτελείται σχήμα 
στερεού σώματος’ εχει γάρ ήδη τάς τρεις δια-

281 στάσεις, μήκος πλάτος βάθος. τινες δ* από 
ενός σημείου τό σώμά φασι συνίστασθαι' τουτί 
γάρ τό σημεΐον ρυεν γραμμήν άποτελεΐν, την δε 
γραμμήν ρυεΐσαν επίπεδον ποιεΐν, τούτο δε εις 
βάθος κινηθεν τό σώμα γένναν τριχή διαστατόν.

282 διαφέρει δε ή τοιαντη τών Πνθαγορικών στάσις 
τής τών προτερων. εκείνοι μεν γάρ εκ δνοΐν αρχών, 
τής τε μονάδος και τής αορίστου δυάδος, εποίουν 
τους αριθμούς, εΐτ εκ τών αριθμών τά σημεία 
καί τάς γραμμάς τά τε επίπεδα σχήματα καί τά 
στερεά' οντοι δε από ενός σημείου τά πάντα τεκταί- 
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the point is a principle in lines. So that the point 
comes under the head of the One, but the line is 
regarded as belonging to the class of the Dyad; for 
both the Dyad and the line are conceived by way of 
transition.—And again : the length without breadth 279 
conceived as lying between two points is a line. So 
then, the line will belong to the Dyad class, but the 
plane to the Triad since it is not merely regarded as 
length, as was the Dyad, but has also taken to itself 
a third dimension, breadth. Also when three points 280 
are set down, two at an interval opposite to each 
other, and a third midway in the line formed from the 
two, but at a different interval,® a plane is constructed. 
And the solid form and the body, as also the pyramid, 
are classed under the Tetrad. For when the three 
points are placed, as I said before, and another point 
is placed upon them from above,6 there is constructed 
the pyramidal form of the solid body; for it now 
possesses the three dimensions length, breadth, and 
depth.—But some assert that the body is constructed 281 
from one point; for this point when it has flowed 
produces the line, and the line when it has flowed 
makes the plane, and this when it has moved towards 
depth generates the body which has three dimen
sions. But this view of the (later) Pythagoreans 282 
differs from that of the earlier ones. For these latter 
formed the numbers from two principles, the One and 
the Indefinite Dyad, and then, from the numbers, the 
points and the lines and both the plane and the solid 
forms ; but the former build up all of them from a

• Any triangle ABC will illustrate this.
6 Here the plane triangle ABC is assumed to be horizontal, 

and relatively to it the 4th point is in a vertical line (“  from 
above ”), thus forming a “ pyramid,”  having “ depth.”
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νουσιν. ε£ αύτοΰ μεν (yap)1 γραμμή γίνεται, από 
γραμμής δε επιφάνεια, από δε ταύτης σώμα.

283 Πλήν οΰτω μεν άποτελεΐται τα στερεά, σχήματα8 
ηγουμένων των αριθμών’ άφ* ών λοιπόν και τα 
αισθητά3 συνίσταται, γη τε και ύδωρ και αήρ και 
πΰρ, και καθόλου ό κόσμος, ον φασι καθ’ αρμονίαν 
διοικεισθαι πάλιν εχόμενοι των αριθμών, εν οΐς οι 
λόγοι είσι τών συστατικών τής τελείου αρμονίας 
συμφωνιών, τής τε διά τεσσάρων και τής διά πεντε 
και τής διά πασών, ών ή μεν εν επιτρίτω εκειτο

284 λόγω, ή δε εν ήμιολίω, ή δε εν διπλασίονι. εϊρηται 
δε περί τούτων άκριβεστερν καν τή περί κριτηρίου 
σκεφει καν τοις περί φυχής.

Νΰν δε ύπ οδειχθεντος ότι μεγάλην δύναμιν 
άπονεμουσι τοΐς άριθμοΐς οι από τής Ιταλία? 
φυσικοί μετελθόντες και τάς ακολούθους τφ  τόπω

285 κομίζωμεν απορίας, όταν οΰν λεγωσι τών αρι
θμητών, οΐον τών αισθητών και ύποπιπτόντων, 
μηδέν είναι εν, μετοχή δε του ενός του ώσανεί 
πρώτου καί στοιχείου εν τι καλεΐσθαι, εί οΰν τά 
δεικνύμενον [καί τό μενον]* ζώον εν εΐη, το μη 
δεικνύμενον φυτόν ούκ εσται εν. ου γάρ δει 
πολλά (εν)6 είναι, μετοχή δε τοΰ ενός έκαστον

286 νοεϊσθαι εν, οΐον ζώ ον ζύλον φυτόν. εί γάρ τό
1 <γάρ> add. Ε, cj. Bekk.

* σχήματα] σώματα MSS., Bekk. (νοητά σώμ. Heintz).
3 αίσθητά Ν Ε : στεpea cet., Bekk.

4 [καί τό μενον] seel. Kayser.
* <lv> add. ego.

a Cf. P.H. iii. 155; Adv. Log. i. 96. The terms are 
those of the Pythagorean musical theory and denote the 
“  intervals ”  (“  fourth ”  “  fifth,”  and “  octave ” ) between the 
notes. With διά τεσσάρων—πέντε—πασών sc. χορδών.
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single point. For from this the line is produced, and 
from the line the plane, and from this the body.

This, however, is the way in which the solid forms 283 
are constructed, with the numbers leading; and, finally, 
from these (solids) the sensibles are composed, earth 
and water and air and fire, and the Universe at large ; 
and it, they declare (holding fast once more to the 
numbers), is ordered according to harmony,® since it 
is in numbers that the ratios reside o f those sym
phonies which make up the perfect harmony,— 
namely, the “  By-Fours ”  and the “  By-Fives ”  and 
the “  By-alls,”  o f which the first lies in the ratio 4 : 3, 
the second in the ratio 3 : 2, the third in that o f 2 ; 1.
But this subject has been discussed more exactly in 284 
our inquiry regarding the criterionb and in our 
treatise On the Soul.

And now that it has been shown that the Italian 
Physicists ascribe a great potency to numbers, let us 
pass on and bring forward the difficulties consequent 
on this position.® Thus when they assertd that none 285 
of the numerables—such as things sensible and per
ceived—is one, but is called one through its partici
pation in the One which is, as it were, primary and 
elemental, then if the animal pointed out is one, the 
plant which is not pointed out will not be one. For 
many things must not really be one, but each of them 
—such as an animal, a stick, a plant—must be con
ceived as one through participation in the One. For 286

* i.e. Adv. Log. i. 96 ff. The treatise On the Soul is not 
extant.

* With §§ 285-287 cf. P.H. iii. 156. The text here (from 
μετοχή . . . Ιστοί εν §§ 285-286) is probably corrupt (a con
flation of two versions).

a From here to the end of § 287 we are given the Pyth
agorean doctrine; the criticism follows in §§ 288 IF.
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Βεικννμενον ζώον ev εστι, τό  μη ον ζώον, οΐον το 
φντόν, ονκ εσται εν  καί εί τό φντόν εν εστι, τό  
μη ον φντόν, οΐον τό ζώον, ούκ εσται ev. άλλα 
λεγεταί γε τό μη ον ζώον ev, καθάπερ τό  φντόν, 
καί τό μη ον φντόν πάλιν ev, ώς τό ζώον. ονκ 
άρα έκαστον τώ ν αριθμητών ev εστιν. τό  δε οΰ 
έκαστον μετοχή ν€νόηται ev, εκείνο ev τό εστι και 
πολλά, ev μεν καθ' εαυτό, πολλά Be κατά περί-

287 ληφιν. όπερ πλήθος πάλιν ονκ εστιν ev τόΐς 
άριθμητοις Βεικννμενον. el γάρ τό τών ζώων 
πλήθος <πλήθος)* όστιν, τό τών φντών ονκ εσται 
πλήθος, και el τό τούτων, άνάπαλιν ονκ εσται τό 
τώ ν ζώων, λεγεται Be ye και επί φντών καί επί 
ζώων καί επ' άλλων ικανών πλήθος· ονκ άρα τό  
ev τοΐς άριθμητοις Βεικννμενον πλήθος τώ  όντι 
πλήθος εστιν, αλλά εκείνο τό οΰ μετοχή νενόηται

288 τούτο πλήθος. όταν 8ή τά  τοιαΰτα λεγωσιν 
ol Ilu0ayo/)ifcoi τώ ν φιλοσόφων, ομοιόν τι λεγονσι 
τώ  μηΒενα τώ ν επί μερονς ανθρώπων άνθρωπον 
είναι, αλλά τον οΰ μετοχή έκαστος εΐς τε άνθρωπος 
νενόηται καί πολλοί άνθρωποι καλούνται, νοείται 
γάρ 6 άνθρωπος ζώον λογικόν θνητόν, καί διά 
τούτο οντε Σωκράτης άνθρωπός εστιν ούτε

289 Πλάτων, ονκ άλλος τις τών επ' εΐΒους. εί γάρ 
Σωκράτης, καθό Σωκράτης εστιν, άνθρωπος καθ- 
εστηκεν, ό Πλάτων ονκ εσται άνθρωπος, ουδέ Δίων 
ή Θεών· καί εί Πλάτων εστιν άνθρωπος, ό Σ ω 
κράτη? ονκ εσται. λεγεται 8ε γε καί Σωκράτης 
άνθρωπος καί Πλάτων καί έκαστος τώ ν άλλων

1 <πλήθος> add. Heintz.
• The otiose repetitions in this passage make the text 

doubtful.
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if the animal pointed out is one, that which is not an 
animal,—a plant, for instance,—will not be one α ; 
and if the plant is one, that which is not a plant— 
for instance, an animal—will not be one. But, in 
fact, that which is not an animal—for instance, a 
plant—is termed one ; and, again, that which is not 
a plant—for instance, an animal—is termed one. It 
is not true, therefore, that each of the numerables is 
one. But that by participation in which each thing 
is conceived as one is both one and many, one in 
respect of itself but many in respect o f its compre
hension. And this plurality, again, is not exhibited 287 
in the case of the numerables. For if the plurality 
of animals is a plurality, that of plants will not be a 
plurality; and if that of the latter is a plurality, that 
of animals, conversely, will not be a plurality. But 
in fact plurality is predicated both o f plants and of 
animals, and of many other things ; therefore it is 
not the plurality exhibited in the case o f numerables 
which is really plurality, but rather that plurality by 
participation in which this plurality was conceived.
—Now when the Pythagorean philosophers make 288 
such statements, what they say resembles the asser
tion that no particular man is Man, but only He 6 by 
participation in whom each single person is conceived 
as a man and many are termed men. For Man is 
conceived as “  a rational mortal animal,”  and because 
of this neither Socrates is Man nor Plato nor any 
other particular man. And if Socrates, as Socrates, 289 
is Man, Plato will not be Man, nor will Dion or Theon ; 
and if Plato is Man, Socrates will not be Man. But in 
fact Socrates is termed man and Plato too and each o f

6 i.e. the “  generic Man,”  or “  Man ” as a universal con
cept.
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ούκ άρα τώ ν έπι μέρους ανθρώπων έκαστος έστιν 
άνθρωπος, οδ δε μετοχή έκαστος αυτών νενόηται

290 άνθρωπος, δς ούκ έστιν €Ϊς έζ αυτών, ό δ’ αυτός 
λόγος και έπι φυτού και πάντων τώ ν λοιπών.* 
άτοπον δε γέ  έστι μηδένα τώ ν έπι μέρους ανθρώπων 
λέγειν άνθρωπον είναι, μηδέ τώ ν φυτών φυτόν· 
άτοπον άρα και το  έκαστον τώ ν αριθμητών κατά

291 τον ίδιον λόγον μη λέγειν έν. άλλως τε και 
η κομιζομένη κατά τού γένους απορία φθάνειν 
εοικε και έπι την τοιαυτην τών ΤΙυθαγορικών 
δόζαν. ώς γάρ ό γενικός άνθρωπος ούτε μετά τώ ν  
« τ ’  €ΐδους ανθρώπων θεωρείται, έπεί και αυτός 
έσται είδι/co?, οΰτ€ κατ’ ίδιαν ύφέστηκεν, έπεί ου 
γενήσονται οι κατά μέρος άνθρωποι μετοχή αυτού 
άνθρωποι, ούτ έν αύτοΐς τουτοις περιέχεται

292 (άδιανόητον γάρ τούτου μετοχήν άπείροις1 είναι 
και τούτο μεν τεθνηκόσι τούτο  δε ζώσι περί· 
έχεσθαι),—ώς οδν οδτος ό λόγος άπορος, οΰτω  
και ό περί τού ενός τούτου μαλλόν έστιν απορώ- 
τερος τψ μήτε συν τοΐς κατά μέρος άριθμητοΐς2 
αυτό θεωρεΐσθαι, μήτε κατά παντός αυτό δύνασθαι 
τετάχθαι, μήτε μετοχήν αυτού τοΐς άπείροις ύπ-

293 άρχειν. ή γε μην τού ενός ιδέα, ής κατά 
μετοχήν έκαστον νοείται έν, ήτοι μία έστιν ιδέα 
τού ενός ή πλείους ίδέαι τού ενός, και εί μεν μία, 
ήτοι όλης μετέχει έκαστον τών αριθμητών ή 
μέρους τίνος αυτής, και εί μεν όλης μετέσχηκεν, 
ούκ έστι μία · εί γάρ δλην έχει τήν τού ενός ιδέαν 
λόγου χάριν το  Α , έξ ανάγκης τό  Β, μή έχον οδ

1 μετοχήν άπείροις Heintz: μετοχή άπειρους mss., Bekk.* άριθμητοΐς Heintz: άριθμόΐς mss., Bekk.
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the others ; therefore it is not each of the particular 
men which is Man, but he by participation in whom 
each of them is conceived as a man, and he is not one 
o f themselves. And the same argument applies also 290 
in the case o f plants and all the rest. But it is absurd 
to say that none of the particular men is a man, nor of 
the plants a plant; therefore it is also absurd to deny 
that each of the numerables, in respect o f its own 
definition, is one.—And again, the difficulty brought 291 
against genus a seems to tell beforehand against this 
theory of the Pythagoreans. For as generic Man 
neither is perceived along with particular men (since 
then it will itself also be particular), nor subsists 
separately (since then the particular men will not 
become men by participation in it), nor is included 
amongst these men themselves (for it is inconceiv- 292 
able that an infinite number o f them should have par
ticipation in it and that it should be included partly 
amongst the dead and partly amongst the living) ;— 
as then this account is doubtful, so also the account 
given of this One is still more doubtful, owing to the 
fact that it is neither perceived along with the par
ticular numerables, nor is capable of being ranked as 
a universal, and that the infinite (particulars) do not 
participate in it.— Moreover, the Idea of the One, by 293 
participation in which each thing is conceived as one, 
is either one Idea of the One or several Ideas of the 
One.6 And if it is one, each of the numerables par
takes either of the whole of it or of a part of it. And 
if it partakes o f the whole, the Idea is not one ; for if 
A (so to call it) has the whole o f the Idea o f the One,
B, as it has nothing whereof to partake, will of neces-

• Cf. P.H. ii. 219 ff.
* With §§ 293-298 cf. P.H. iii. 158-162.
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294 μετάσχη, ούκ εσται e r  όπερ άτοπο v. εί 8e 
πολυμερής εστιν ή τοΰ  eVo? ίδβα και έκαστον των  
αριθμητών [έκαστου]1 μέρους αυτής μετείληφεν, 
πρώτον μεν έκαστον τω ν οντων ου της τοΰ ενός 
ιδέας εσται μετειληφός αλλά μέρους αυτής, καί 
διά τούτο ούκέτι γενήσεται ε ν  ώς γάρ το μέρος 
ανθρώπου ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος και το μέρος της 
λεξεως ούκ έστι λέξις, οϋτω τό  μέρος της τοΰ ενός 
ιδέας ούκ εσται η τοΰ ενός ιδέα, ινα και τό  μετ-

295 εσχηκός αύτής γένηται εν. εΐτα η τοΰ ενός ιδέα 
ούκέτι γίνεται ενός ιδέα, ούδέ μία άλλα πλείους. 
τό γάρ εν, ή εν εστιν, αδιαίρετον καθέστηκεν, καί 
ή μονάς, fj μονάς εστιν, ού διχάζεται· η είπερ εις 
πολλά διαιρείται, άθροισμός πλειόνων μονάδων

296 γενησεται καί ούκέτι μονάς. εί δε πλείους εΐεν 
ιδέαι τοΰ ενός, ώς έκαστον τω ν αριθμητών ιδίας 
τίνος μετέχειν ιδέας καθ' ην έν νοείται, ήτοι η τοΰ  
Α ιδέα καί η τοΰ  Β μετέχουσιν ενός τίνος ιδέας, 
καθ' ην εκάτερον αύτών προσαγορεύεται έν, η ού

297 μετέχουσιν. καί εί μεν ού μετέχουσιν, δν τρόπον 
αύται δύνανται της τοΰ ενός επικατηγοριας 
άζιοϋσθαι μη μετέχουσαί τίνος έπαναβεβηκυίας 
τοΰ ενός ιδέας, οϋτω δύναται καί παν τό όπωσοΰν 
λεγόμενον έν μη κατά μετοχήν της τοΰ ενός ιδέας

298 προσαγορεύεσθαι έν. εί δέ μετέχουσιν, ή άρχήθεν 
μένει απορία· πώς γάρ αί δύο ίδέαι τής μιας 
μετέχουσιν ιδέας; όλης εκατέρα, ή μέρους αύτής; 
όπότερον γάρ άν λέγωσιν, έπαχθήσονται αί μικρώ 
πρόσθεν άποδοθεΐσαι προς ημών άπορίαι.

299 Συν τούτοις επεί παν τό  λαμβανόμενον άνθρώπιρ

1 [έκαστον] secL ego: ετέρου cj. Heintz (? eVoy του).
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sity not be one ; which is absurd. But if the Idea o f 294 
One is multipartite and each of the numerables 
participates in some one part o f it, then, in the first 
place, each o f the existents will be participating not 
in the Idea of the One but in a part o f it, and for this 
reason will no longer become on e; for just as the part 
o f a man is not a man and the part o f a word is not a 
word, so the part o f the Idea o f the One will not be 
the Idea of the One so that what partakes thereof may 
also become one. And secondly, the Idea o f the One 295 
becomes no longer an Idea o f one, nor itself one but 
several. Forthe One,in so far as it is one, is indivisible, 
and the monad, in so far as it is a monad, is not dissected; 
or if it is divided into many parts, it will become an 
aggregation of several monads and no longer a monad. 
And if there are several Ideas o f the One, then, since 296 
each of the numerables partakes o f a separate Idea 
owing to which it is conceived as one, either the 
Idea of A and the Idea o f B participate in some one 
Idea, owing to which each of them is termed one, 
or they do not participate. And if they do not par- 297 
ticipate, then, just as these can have the title “  one ”  
assigned to them although they do not participate 
in any supreme Idea o f the One, so also everything 
which is in any way called one can be designated 
“ one ”  without participation in the Idea of the One.
But if they do participate, the original difficulty 298 
remains ; for how can the two Ideas partake of the 
one Idea ? Will each partake of the whole or of a 
part o f it ? For whichever answer they give, those 
difficulties which we mentioned a short while ago ® 
will be brought up against them.

And besides ; since everything perceived by man 299
• See § 293.
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ήτοι αισθήσει λαμβάνεται και κατά φίλην εγκύρησιν 
ή διανοία, πάντως και ό αριθμός,1 εΐπερ άνθρώπω 
ληπτός εστιν, ήτοι αισθήσει ή Siavoia κατα-

300 ληφθήσεται. αλλά αισθήσει μεν και απλή εμφάσει 
ούκ άν ληφθείη· πλανά γάρ ενίους ή των αριθμητών 
ύπόστασις, επείπερ βλεποντες ταΰτα λευκά η 
μελανα η κοινώς αισθητά ύπονοοΰσιν ότι και 6 
αριθμός αισθητόν τ ί  εστι και φαινόμενον πράγμα, 
μη εχούσης ουτω τής αλήθειας, το μεν γάρ λευκόν 
και μελαν καί, εΐ ουτω τύχοι, το  φυτόν και 6 
λίθος καί τό ξύλον καί τών αριθμητών έκαστον 
φαίνεται και αίσθήσει ληπτόν εστιν, 6 δ ’ αριθμός 
ώς αριθμός ούκ εστιν ήμΐν αισθητός ούδε φαίνεται.

301 σκοπώμεν 8ε τον τρόπον τοΰτον. τά αισθητά 
ώς αισθητά ά8ι8άκτως ήμΐν λαμβάνέταν ούθεϊς 
γάρ τό λευκόν ή τό μελαν όράν 8ι8άσκεται, ούδε 
τραχέος η λείου άντιλαμβάνεσθαι. 6 8ε αριθμός 
ώς αριθμός ούκ ά8ι8άκτως ήμΐν λαμβάνεται· ότι 
γάρ τά 81ς δυο τεσσαρά εστι και τά  τρις δύο εξ 
εστι και τά  δεκάκις δέκα εκατόν, εκ μαθήσεως 
εγνωμεν. ούκ άρα αισθητόν τ ί  εστιν 6 αριθμός.

302 el Se μνήμη κατ' επισύνθεσίν τινων εγνωσται, 
απορήσει τις τώ ν αισθητών άποστάς, καθώς και 
6 Τίλάτων ήπόρει εν τώ  περί ψυχής πώς τά  δύο 
κατ ιδίαν μεν όντα ου νοείται δύο, συνελθόντα δε

303 εις ταύτό γίνεται δύο. εί γάρ τοιαΰτά εστι μετά 
τήν σύνοδον όποια ήν πριν τής συνόδου, ήν δ’ 
εκάτερον αύτών πριν τής συνόδου εν, εσται και

1 αριθμός Heintz: άθροισμός mss., Bekk.

• i.e. as a sense-impression, cf. Adv. Log. i. 85.
6 See Plato, Phaedo 96 e f f . ; § 306 infra; Adv. Log. 

ii. 91.
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is perceived either by sense and through mere 
occurrence α or by intellect, number also, if it is 
perceptible by man, will certainly be apprehended 
either by sense or by intellect. But it will not be 300 
perceived by sense and simple impression ; for the 
nature of the numerables leads some people astray, 
since, when they see these to be white or black, or, 
in general, objects of sense, they suppose that number 
too is an object of sense and an apparent thing, 
whereas the truth is otherwise. For the white thing and 
the black, and (shall we say ?) the plant and the stone 
and the stick and each of the numerables is apparent 
and is perceptible by sense, but number, as number, 
is not an object of sense for us nor is it apparent.—But 301 
let us consider it in this way :—The sensibles, as 
sensibles, are perceived by us without teaching ; for 
no one is taught to see the white or the black, or to 
perceive the rough or the smooth. But number, as 
number, is not perceived by us without teaching; 
for it is by learning that we get to know that twice 
two is four, and that three times two is six, and ten 
times ten a hundred. Therefore number is not an 
object o f sense.—And if number becomes known by 3ο2 
memory through the combination o f certain things, 
when one has left the sensibles one will be perplexed, 
even as Plato was perplexed in his book On the 
Soul? as to how the two when existing separately 
are not conceived as two but become two when they 
are combined together. For if they are of the same jqj 
sort after the combination as they were before the 
combination, and before the combination each of 
them was one, then each of them will also be one
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μετά την σύνοδον εκάτερον εν, επεϊ αν δώμεν 
προσγίνεσθαί τ ι  αύτοΐς -περισσότερον μετά την 
σύνοδον παρ' ο ήν, οΐον την δυάδα, εσται η των

304 δυοΐν συνελευσις τετράς, εί γάρ τω  συνελθόντι 
εν'ι και ενι πλεΐόν τι προσγίνεται η δυάς, επεϊ εν 
ταύτη μονάς και μονάς νοείται, κατά την του ενός 
και ενός συνελευσιν τετράς γενήσεται, δυοΐν μεν 
νοουμένων τω ν συν ιόντων, διττής δε κατά την 
φνσιν οϋσης τής προσγινομενης αύτοΐς δυάδος.

και πάλιν εί τοΐς κατά σύνοδον ποιοΰσι την 
δεκάδα πλεΐόν τι προσγίνεται ή δεκάς, επεϊ εν τή 
δεκάδι νοείται τά  εννεα και τά οκτώ και τά επτά και 
καθ' ύπόβασιν οι λοιποί αριθμοί, άπειράκις απείρων 
εσται πλήθος τά  δέκα, ώς άνώτερον δεδείχαμεν.

305 Ό  δε Π λάτω ν  και άλλως επιχειρεΐν βούλεται, 
εΐπερ γάρ τό εν, φησίν, δτε διαιρείται καί χωρίζεται, 
δύο νοείται, πάντως καί ή εκατερου τω ν άνά εν 
εις ταύτό σύνοδος ου νοηθήσεται δυο* εναντίον γάρ 
εστι τω  πρώτω αίτίω τό δεύτερον αίτιον, και εί 
τά εκ του αύτοΰ χωριζόμενα δύο εστί, τά  εις ταύτό  
συναγόμενα και άλλήλοις παρατεθειμένα ούκ αν 
εΐη δύο. εχει δε και τό ρητόν παρ' αύτω τον

3 0 τρόπον το ύ το ν  “  θαυμάζω γάρ εί δτε μεν εκάτερον 
αυτώ ν ήν χωρίς άλλήλων, εν ήν εκάτερον και ούκ 
ήστην τότε δύο, πλησιάσαντα δ' άλλήλοις, αύτη 
άρα αυτώ ν αιτία εγενετο δυοΐν γενεσθαι, σύνοδος 
τού πλησίον άλλήλων τεθήναι. ούδε γε ώς εάν 
τις εν διάσχιση, δύναμαι ετι πεισθήναι δτι ωσαύτως 
αιτία γεγονεν ή σχίσις τού δύο γεγονεναι. εναντία 
γάρ γεγονεν ή1 τότε αιτία τού δύο γενεσθαι· τότε  

1 η Mutsch. (sec. Platonis text.): ή mss., Bekk. 
a See Adv. Phys. i. 303 ff. b See Plato, Phaedo 97 a . 
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after the combination ; since if we admit that after the 
combination some further new attribute was bestowed 
on them, such as duality, the combination of the two 
will make four. For if to the one and one which 304 
were combined the Dyad is attached as something 
further, then, since a monad and a monad are con
ceived as existing therein, a four will be formed by 
the combination of the one and the one,—the things 
combined being conceived as two, and the Dyad 
attached to them being of its own nature twofold.—  
And again, if to the numbers which by combination 
make up the Decad the Decad is attached in addition, 
since the nine is conceived as included in the Decad, 
and the eight and the seven and the rest of the 
numbers in descending order, the ten will be infinity 
times infinity in number, as we have previously 
pointed out.®

And Plato attempts also to argue in another way. 305 
I f the one, he says, when it is divided and separated 
is conceived as two, the combination o f each of these 
single ones taken together will certainly not be con
ceived as two ; for the second cause is opposed to 
the first, and if  the separated parts o f the same thing 
are two, those which are brought together and set 
side by side will not be two. His statementb is put 
in this form : “  For I am surprised that, whereas 306 
when each o f them was apart from the other each of 
them was one and they were not then two, yet when 
they came close to each other this coming together 
in mutual juxtaposition actually proved the cause o f 
their becoming two. Nor can I yet come to believe 
that if a man bisects a one the act of bisection likewise 
is the cause o f its having become two ; for this cause 
o f its becoming two is the opposite of the former
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μεν o n  συνήγετο πλησίον άλλήλων καί προσετίθετο 
έτερον ετέρω, νυν δ* δ η  άπάγεται καί χωρίζεται

307 έτερον άφ* ετέρου.”  ρητώς γάρ διά τούτων φησϊν 
ώς εΐπερ η φίλη σύνοδος του ενός καί ενός και η 
αυτό μόνον παράθεσις αίτιόν έστι του  δυο γενέσθαι 
τα  πρότερον μη οντα δυο, πώς έτι πεισθήναι 
δύναμαι on  τό εν, δτε χωρίζεται καί διασπάται, 
δύο γίνεται; εναντία γαρ τ -rj συνόδω η σχίσις 
εστί καί 6 χωρισμός.

308 Toiouro? μεν καί 6 Πλάτων ένεση δε καί ώδε 
συνερωτάν, εί έστι τι αριθμός, δτε παρατίθεται 
τ ι έτέρω, οΐον τη μονάδι ή μονάς, τότε η προσ- 
γίνεταί τι ταΐς συνελθούσαις μονάσιν η απογίνεται 
τω ν συνελθουσών η ούτε προσγίνεταί τι αύταΐς 
ούτε απογίνεται. άλλ* εί μήτε προσγίνεταί τι 
αύταΐς μήτε απογίνεται αυτών, ούκ έσται δυάς 
κατά την παράθεσιν τής έτέρας τη έτέρα, ώς ούδε

309 πριν τής συνόδου ετύγχανεν. εί δε απογίνεται τι 
κατά την παράθεσιν αυτών, ελάσσωσις έσται τής 
μιας μονάδος καί ούκέτι δυάς γενήσεται. εί δε 
προσγίνεταί τι αύταΐς, οΐον ή δυάς, τά  δφείλοντα 
δύο είναι τέσσαρα γενήσονται. δυάς γάρ ή έπι- 
γενομένη μχ>νάς ήν καί μονάς’ προσελθοϋσα ούν 
μονάδι καί μονάδι, ταΐς συνερχομέναις, τον 
τέσσαρα ποιήσει αριθμόν δπερ έστίν άτοπον. 
τοίνυν ούκ έστι τι αριθμός.

Ε'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΓΕΝΕΣΕΩΣ ΚΑΙ ΦΘΟΡΑΣ

310 Ή  περί γενέσεως καί φθοράς ζήτησις συνίσταται 
τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς προς τούς φυσικούς σχεδόν τι περί 
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cause ; for then it was because the ones were brought 
close to each other and added to each other, but 
now it is because they are taken apart and separated 
the one from the other.” In these words he says 307 
expressly that if the mere combination of one and 
one and their simple juxtaposition is the cause of 
those which formerly were not two becoming two, 
how can I still believe that the one when it is separated 
and pulled apart becomes two ? For bisection and 
separation is the opposite of combination.

Such, then, is Plato’s view. But it is also possible 308 
to argue thusα : “ If number is anything, when 
something is set beside another, say the monad beside 
the monad, then either something is added to the 
combined monads or subtracted from them, or nothing 
is either added to them or subtracted. But if 
nothing is either added to them or subtracted from 
them, there will not be a dyad because of the setting 
of the one beside the other, just as none existed before 
the combination. And if something is subtracted 309 
because of their being set side by side, there will be a 
decrease of one monad and no longer will a dyad come 
into existence. And if something is added to them, 
say the dyad, those which ought to be two will become 
four6; for the added dyad was a monad plus a monad; 
when, then, this is added to the monad and monad 
which are being combined, it will make the number 
four ; which is absurd. So then, number is nothing.

Chapter V.—Concerning B ecoming and P erishing

The inquiry concerning becoming and perishing, 310 
as undertaken by the Sceptics against the Physicists,

• With §§ 308-309 cf. P.H. iii. 164-165.
6 Cf. §§ 303, 304.

S61



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τώ ν όλων, είγε των σκεφαμενων περί της τοΰ  
παντός σνστάσεως οί μεν εζ ενός εγεννησαν τά 
πάντα οι δ* εκ πλειόνων, καί τω ν εζ ενός οί μεν

311 εζ άπονου οι δε εκ ποιου, καί τω ν εκ ποιου οί μεν 
εζ άερος οί δ* εζ ϋδατος οί δ’ εκ πυράς, άλλοι εκ 
γης, καί τω ν εκ πλειόνων οί μεν εζ αριθμητών οί 
δ* εζ απείρων, καί τω ν εζ αριθμητών οί μεν εκ δυο

# η »  9 /  e c o  > /  < cv> \οι ο €κ τεσσάρων οι ο €Κ Trevre οι ο €ς €ς> και 
τώ ν εζ απείρων οί μεν εζ όμοιων τοΐς γεννωμενοις 
οί δε εζ άνομοίων, καί τούτων οί μεν εζ απαθών

312 οί δ’ εκ παθητών. εζ άποίου μεν οΰν καί ενός 
σώματος την τώ ν όλων υπεστήσαντο γενεσιν οί 
στωικοί' άρχη γάρ τώ ν οντων κατ αυτούς εστιν 
ή άποιος ύλη καί δι όλων τρεπτη, μεταβαλλούσης 
τε ταύτης γίνεται τά  τεσσαρα στοιχεία, πυρ καί

313 αήρ, ύδωρ καί γη. εζ ενός δε καί ποιου γεγενήσθαι 
τά  πάντα θελουσιν οι τε περί τον "Ιππασον καί 
*Αναζιμενη καί Θαλή, ών "Ιππασος μεν καί κατά 
τινας * Ηράκλειτος 6 Έφεσιος εκ πυράς άπελιπον 
την γενεσιν, *Αναζιμενης δε εζ άερος, Θαλής δε 
εζ ϋδατος, Ξενοφάνης δε κατ ενίους εκ γης-

εκ γαίης γάρ πάντα, καί εις γην πάντα τελευτά.

314 εκ πλειόνων δε καί άριθμητών, δυοΐν μεν, γής τε  
καί ϋδατος, ο ποιητής "Ομηρος, ότε μεν λεγων

362

Cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 30 ; Adv. Phys. i. 379 ff.
6 Homer, II. xiv. 201.
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is practically concerned with the Whole of things, 
seeing that of those who have investigated the 
structure of the Universe some have generated all 
things from one, others from several things a ; and 
of those who have generated them from one, some 
have done so from an unqualified and others from a 
qualified thing ; and of those who have done so from 311 
a qualified thing, some make this air, others water, 
others fire, others earth ; and of those who have 
generated all from several things, some have done 
so from numerable things, others from things infinite 
in number; and of those who adopt numerables, some 
make them two, others four, others five, others six; 
and of those who adopt things infinite in number, 
some make these like to the things generated, others 
unlike; and some of these last make them impassive, 
others passive things. Thus the Stoics supposed 312 
the becoming of all things to be derived from one 
unqualified body; for the principle of existing 
things, according to them, is the unqualified and 
wholly convertible matter, and by its changes the 
four elements come into being,—fire and air, water 
and earth. But Hippasus and Anaximenes and 313 
Thales hold that all things have become from one 
thing which is qualified ; and of these Hippasus—and, 
according to some, Heracleitus of Ephesus—derived 
the becoming from fire, but Anaximenes from air, 
and Thales from water, and Xenophanes (according 
to some) from earth,—

All things spring from the earth, and all in the earth have 
their ending.

And of those who derive all from things several and 314 
numerable, the poet Homer makes them two, earth 
and water, as he says in one place * 6—
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Ώ κ€ανόν τε θεών γενεσιν καί μητέρα Ύηθΰν, 
δτέ U
άλλ’ υμείς μεν ττάντες ύδωρ και γαια γένοισθε.

συμφερεσθαι δ' αύτω δοκεΐ κατ' ένίους και 6 
Κ ολοφώνιος Έενοφάνης* * φησί γάρ

ττάντες γάρ γαίης τε και ϋδατος εκγενόμεσθα.
315 εκ γης δε και αίθερος Ευριπίδης, ώς πάρεστιν 

εκδέξασθαι εκ τον  λέγειν αυτόν

αιθέρα και γαΐαν πάντων γενέτειραν άείδω.
εκ τεσσάρων δε ό 'Έιμπεδοκλής-

τεσσαρα γαρ πάντων ριζώματα πρώτον ακούε· 
Ζευς αργής Ή /»] τε φερέσβιος ήδ' Ά ιδωνεύς  
Ν ηστίς θ', η δακρυοις τεγγει κρουνωμα βρότειον.

316 εκ πέντε δε "Οκελλος ό Αευκανός και 'Αριστοτέλης· 
συμπαρελαβον γάρ τοΐς τέσσαρσι στοιχείοις το  
πέμπτον και κυκλοφορητικόν σώμα, εξ ου λέγουσιν

317 είναι τα  ουράνια, εκ δε τώ ν εξ την πάντων ύπ- 
εθεντο γενεσιν οι περί τον Έμπεδοκλεα. εν οΐς 
μεν γάρ λεγει τεσσαρα τώ ν πάντων ριζώματα, εκ 
τεσσάρων ποιεί την γενεσιν· όταν δε προσθη

νεΐκός τ  ούλόμενον δίχα τώ ν, άτάλαντον άπάντη, 
καί φιλίη μετά τοΐσιν, ίση μήκος τε πλάτος τε,

εξ παραδίδωσι τάς τώ ν οντων άρχάς, τεσσαρας μεν 
τας νλικας, γην ύδωρ αέρα πυρ, δυο δε τάς δράστη·

β Homer, II. vii. 99. 
b Eurip. Frag. 1023 (Nauck).

• Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 362, with note ad loc. 
d i.e. the aether, cf. P.H. iii. 31.
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Ocean, sire of the gods, and Tethys the mother that bare 
them;

and again,®
Nay, but I would that ye all might be turned to earth and 

to water.
And with him Xenophanes of Colophon is thought by 
some to agree ; for he says—

All we men from earth and from water have our beginning.
And Euripides (derives all things) from earth and 315 
aether, as one may gather from his saying b—

Aether I hymn and Earth, the goddess-mot her o f all things.
And Empedocles from four thingsc—

Four are the roots of all things, and list thou first to their 
titles:—

Shining Zeus, and Her6 the life-bringer, and Aldoneus,
Nestis too, who wetteth with tears the fountain of mortals.

And from five things Ocellus the Lucanian and Aris- 316 
totle; for along with the four elements they also 
adopted the fifth body which revolves in a circle,*1 and 
from which they say that the celestial objects are 
derived. And Empedocles assumed that the genera- 317 
tion of all things is from the six. For in the verses 
where he speaks of “ the four roots ” of all things he 
makes their generation to be from four ; but when 
he adds·—

Strife pernicious, divided from these and evenly balanc’d. 
Love, together with these, in length and breadth perfectly 

equal,—
he is handing down six as the principles of existing 
things, four material (earth, water, air, fire), and

« Cf. Adv. Phys. L 10; and with § 318 cf. P.H. iii. 32; 
Adv. Phys. i. 363.
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318 ρίους, φιλίαν και νεΐκος. εξ άπορων 8* εδόξασαν 
την των πραγμάτων γενεσιν οί περί *Αναξαγόραν 
τον Κλαζομενών και Δημόκριτον και Επίκουρον 
καί άλλοι παμπληθείς, αλλ* ό μεν *Α ναξ
αγόρας εξ όμοιων τοΐς γεννωμενοις, οί 8ε περί τον  
Δημόκριτον καί Έ ϊτίκουρον εξ άνομοίων τε καί 
απαθών, τουτεστι των ατόμων, οί 8ε περί τον 
ΤΙοντικόν Ήρακλεί8ην καί *Ασκληπιάδην εξ άν
ομοίων μεν παθητών 8ε, καθάπερ τω ν άνάρμων 
όγκων.

319 ΐΐροειληφότες ουν ότι πάσι τούτοι? άπορος 
8είκνυται ό τής φυσιολογίας τρόπος άναιρεθείσης 
τής γενεσεως καί τής φθοράς, προθυμότερον 
άπτώμεθα τω ν λόγων, καίτοι γε εάν εξετάζωμεν, 
διά  τω ν έμπροσθεν αύτάρκως ή8η συμβεβίβασται

320 το  κεφάλαιον. το γάρ γινόμενον καί φθειρόμενον 
εν χρόνιο γίνεται καί φθείρεται, χρόνος 8ε ούκ 
εστιν, ώς άνώτερον παρεστήσαμεν, ώστε ού8ε το

321 γινόμενον καί φθειρόμενον εσται. πασά τε  
γενεσις καί φθορά μεταβλητικαί τινες είσι κινήσεις, 
ού8εν δ* εστί κίνησις, ώς προκατεστησάμεθα·

322 τοίνυν ού8ε γενεσις καί φθορά γενήσεται. καί παν 
το  γεννώμενον ή φθειρόμενον ού χωρίς τοΰ 8ρώντος 
καί πάσχοντος γεννάται ή φθείρεται, οΰτε δε δρά 
τι οΰτε πάσχει, ώστ ονδε γεννάται τι ούδε

323 φθείρεται. καί μην εί γίνεται τι καί φθείρεται, 
οφείλει τι τινι προστίθεσθαι καί τι τίνος άφαιρεΐσθαι 
ή τι εκ τίνος μεταβάλλειν γενεσις γάρ καί φθορά 
κατά τινα τω ν τριών τούτων τρόπων οφείλει 
συνίστασθαι, οΐον επί τής 8εκάδος κατ άφαίρεσιν

866

AGAINST THE PHYSICISTS, II. 318-323

two efficient (Love and Strife). But Anaxagoras of 318 
Clazomenae and Democritus and Epicurus and a host 
of others held that the generation of things is from 
innumerables ; yet whereas Anaxagoras said that 
these are like to the things generated, Democritus 
and Epicurus said that they are unlike and impassive 
(namely, the atoms), while Heracleides of Pontus and 
Asclepiades said that they are unlike but passive 
(namely, the irregular molecules).

Having, then, first grasped the fact that the physical 319 
theory of all these men is shown to be hopeless if 
becoming and perishing are abolished, let us deal 
with their arguments all the more confidently. Yet, 
if we examine them, the main point has been 
sufficiently established already by our previous argu
ments. For what becomes and perishes becomes and 320 
perishes in time; but, as we showed above,® time 
does not exist, so that what becomes and perishes 
will not exist either.—Also, becoming and perishing 321 
are always change-causing motions; but, as we have 
previously shown,6 motion is nothing ; neither, then, 
will becoming and perishing exist. Nothing, too, 322 
which is generated or perishes is generated or perishes 
without an agent and a patient,® but nothing is agent 
or patient, so that nothing is generated or perishes.— 
Moreover, if anything becomes and perishes, some- 323 
thing must be added to something and something 
be subtracted from something or something changed 
from something. For becoming and perishing must 
come about in some one of these three ways,*—as, 
for instance, in the case of the ten, the nine becomes

• See §§ 170 ff. * See §§ 37 ff.
e Of. Adv. Pkys. i. 195 ff.

* Cf. P.H. iii. 109 ; Adv. Phya. i. 277 ff.
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τής μονάδος γίνεται μεν ή εννεάς φθείρεται δε ή 
δεκάς, και πάλιν επι τής εννεάδος κατά πρόσθεσιν 
μονάδος γίνεται μεν ή δεκάς φθείρεται δε ή εννεάς. 
και επι τω ν κατά τροπήν φθειρόμενων ή γεννώ- 
μενών 6 αυτός λόγος· οΰτω γάρ φθείρεται μεν ό

324 οίνος γίνεται δε δξος. εί δή τοίνυν παν τό γεννώ- 
μενον και φθειρόμενον ήτοι κατά πρόσθεσιν ή 
κατ άφαίρεσιν ή κατά μεταβολήν γίνεται και 
φθείρεται, επει παρεστήσαμεν μήτε πρόσθεσιν 
οΰσαν μήτε άφαίρεσιν μήτε μεταβολήν, δυνάμει 
προκατεστησάμεθα τό μηδε γενεσιν ή φθοράν

325 ύπάρχειν. προς τουτοις τό  γεννώ μενον ή
φθειρόμενον φαύειν οφείλει εκείνου τοΰ εξ οί5 
φθείρεται και τοΰ  εις δ μεταβάλλει, ούδεν δε 
φαΰσίς εστιν, ώς παρεσταται· τοίνυν ουδέ γενεσις 
ή φθορά συστήναι δυναται.

326 Πάρεση δε και προηγουμένως άποροΰντ ας 
λε'γειν ώς εΐπερ τι γίνεται, ήτοι τό ον γίνεται ή 
τό μή ον. ούτε δε τό μή ον γίνεται· τώ  γάρ μή 
οντι ούδεν συμβεβηκεν, ω δε μηδέν συμβεβηκεν,

327 ουδέ τό γίνεσθαι συμβεβηκεν. και άλλως, τό 
γινόμενον πάσχει, τό  δε μή ον ούδεν δυναται 
πάσχειν οντος γάρ τό  πάσχειν ούκ άρα τό μή δν 
γίνεται, και μήν ουδέ το  δ ν  εστι γάρ ήδη τό δν, 
και ούκ εχει χρείαν γενεσεως· ούκ άρα ούδε τό  
δν γεννάται. άλλ* εί μήτε τό δν μήτε τό  μή δν 
γίνεται, παρά ταΰτα  δ* ούδεν εστι τρίτον επινοεΐν,

328 ούδεν γεννάται. άλλως τε, εν τοΐς φαινομενοις
° Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 277 f f . ; P.H. iii. 85. 102 ; Adv. Log. 

i. 378 ff.
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through the subtraction of the one but the ten 
perishes ; and again, in the case of the nine, through 
the addition of the one the ten becomes but the nine 
perishes. And the same account holds of the things 
which perish or are generated through conversion ; 
for in this way wine perishes and vinegar becomes.
If, then, everything which is becoming and perishing 324 
becomes and perishes either through addition or 
through subtraction or through change, then, since 
we have established 0 that neither addition exists nor 
subtraction nor change, we have already virtually 
established that neither does becoming or perishing 
exist.—And further, that which is being generated or 325 
is perishing must be touching that wherefrom it perishes 
and that whereinto it changes ; but, as has been 
shown,6 touch is nothing ; so then, becoming or 
perishing cannot subsist either.

It is also possible for us, as doubters, to argue 326 
directly that if a thing becomes, either the existent 
becomes or the non-existent.® But the non-existent 
does not become; for the non-existent has no 
property, and of that which has no property neither 
is becoming a property. And again : what becomes 327 
is affected, but the non-existent cannot be affected at 
all; for affection belongs to the existent; therefore 
the non-existent does not become. Nor yet does the 
existent; for the existent exists already and has no 
need of becoming ; neither, therefore, is the existent 
generated. But if neither the existent becomes nor 
the non-existent, and besides these no third thing can 
be conceived, nothing is generated.—And again, 328

* Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 258 f f . ; P.H. iii. 45 if. 
e With §§ 326-327 cf. P.H. iii. 112.
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θεωρείται τ ά  μεν εξ ενός γεννώμενα κατά μετα-
329 βολήν, τά  8* εκ πλειόνων κατά σύνθεσιν καί εξ 

ενός μεν κατά μεταβολήν όττόσα τής αυτής ουσίας 
μενούσης ετεραν εξ ετερας μεταλαμβάνει ποιότητα, 
οϊον όταν τοΰ αύτοΰ ύγροΰ μενοντος εν τω  αυτω  
πλήθει το μεν γλεΰκος άφανισθή οίνος δε γενηται, 
ή ό οίνος μεν άφανισθή όξος δε ύποστή, η τοΰ  
κηρού μενοντος ή μεν σκληρότης άφανίζηται ή δε

330 μαλακό της γενηται, ή άνάπαλιν εκ πλειόνων δε 
κατ* επισυνθεσιν ώς άλυσις μεν κατ επισύνδεσιν 
κρίκων, οικία δε κατά σύνοδον λίθων, εσθής δε

331 κατά κρόκης και στημόνων συμπλοκήν. εί δε 
καν τοΐς νοητοις γίνεται τι, ήτοι εξ δντος γίνεται 
τι ή εκ μή οντος. και εκ μεν τοΰ μή δντος ούδεν 
δυναται γίνεσθαι· δει γάρ το γεννητικόν τίνος 
ουσίαν εχειν και ποιάν άναδεχεσθαι κίνησιν, ωστ 
ούκ άν εϊη τι εκ τοΰ μή οντος γεννώμενον. και

332 μήν ούδ* εκ τοΰ δντος. εί γάρ εκ τοΰ δντος 
γίνεται τι, ήτοι εξ ενός γίνεται ή εκ πλειόνων. 
καί εξ ενός μεν ούκ άν ειη γεννώμενον. εί γάρ εξ 
ενός γίνεται, ήτοι αυξανόμενου ή μειουμενού ή

333 εν τω  αύτω μενοντος γίνεται, άλλ’ αύξάνεσθαι 
μεν και μειοΰσθαι ούχ οΐόν τε ταυτό, καί ούκ άν 
δυνηθείη εαυτού τι μεΐζον ή εαυτού τι ελαττον 
άποτελεΐσθαι ταύτόν. εάν τε γάρ αύτοΰ πλεΐον 
γενοιτο, επεί ούδεν εχει πλεΐον παρ* εαυτό, εξ ούκ 
δντος εξει τήν πρόσθεσιν εάν τε  ελαττον εαυτοΰ, 
πάλιν, επεί ούδεν εχει παρ* εαυτός, τ δ )1 άπολλνμενον 
αύτοΰ εις το μή δν άπολεΐται. ούδεν άρα δυναται

1 <, τ3> add. Riistow.
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amongst things apparent some are observed to be gener
ated from one thing through change,others from several 
things by combination ; and from one thing through 329 
change come all those which take on one quality in 
place of another while the same substance remains,
—as for example when, while the same fluid remains 
in the same quantity, the must disappears and wine 
becomes, or the wine disappears and vinegar is formed; 
or, while the wax remains,its hardness disappears and 
softness becomes, or the converse. But (others are 330 
formed) from several things by combination, such as 
the chain formed by the joining together of the links 
and the house by the combination of stones, and the 
robe by the weaving together of woof and warp.—And 331 
if amongst the intelligibles also something becomes, 
something becomes either from an existent thing 
or from a non-existent. But from the non-existent 
nothing can become ; for that which is generative of 
anything must possess existence and admit of qualified 
motion, so that nothing will be generated from the 
non-existent. Nor yet from the existent. For if 332 
anything becomes from the existent, it becomes either 
from one thing or from several. And it will not be 
generated from one. For if it becomes from one, it 
becomes through this being increased or decreased or 
remaining in the same state. But it is not possible 333 
for the same thing to increase and decrease, and the 
same thing will not be able to be made into something 
greater than itself or less than itself. For if it should 
become more than itself, it will get the addition from 
a non-existent, since it has nothing more beyond 
itself; and again, if it becomes less than itself, what 
vanishes from it will vanish into the non-existent, 
since it has nothing except itself. Nothing, there-

371



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

334 €κ τον αύξομένου ή μειουμένου γίνεσθαι. και μην 
ούδ* εκ τοΰ iv τω  αντω μένοντος έσται τό γεννώ- 
μενον. εί γάρ τούτο, ήτοι άτρέπτου και αμετα
βλήτου μένοντος αυτόν γεννάται τι εξ αύτοΰ, ή εκ 
τρεπόμενου και μεταβάλλοντος. άλλ* εξ άτρέπτου 
μεν καί άει ωσαύτως μενοντος ονκ αν γεννηθείη

335 τΐ' έτερο ίωσις γάρ τίς έστιν ή γένεσις. εί δε εκ 
τρεπόμενου και μεταβάλλοντος, ήτοι εις εαυτό 
μεταβάλλοντος γίνεται τό γεννώμενον ή εις έτερον, 
καί εί μεν εις εαυτό μεταβάλοι τό  γεννητικόν τίνος, 
πάλιν μένει τό  αυτό, και μένον τό αυτό ούδενός 
έσται περισσοτέρου γεννητικόν. εί δε εις έτερον 
τρέποιτο, ήτοι έκβαινει τής ιδίας ύποστάσεως οτε 
τρέπεται και γεννάται, ή μένει μεν έν τή οικεία 
ύποστάσει, άλλο δε είδος άντ άλλου είδους μετά - 
λαμβάνον γεννάται, ώς 6 μετασχηματιζόμενος 
κηρός και άλλοτε άλλην μορφήν άναδεχόμενος.

336 άλλ’ έκβαΐνον μεν τής ιδίας ύποστάσεως εις τό μη 
δν φθαρήσεται, καί €ΐς τό μη δν φθειρόμενον 
γεννήσει ούδέν. εί δε μένον εν τή ιδία ύποστάσει 
καί άλλην άντ άλλης ποιότητα άναδεχόμενον

337 γεννάται, κρατείται τή αύτή απορία, ήτοι γάρ 
μένοντος τοΰ πρώτου είδους καί τής προτέρας 
ποιότητος περί αύτω γίνεται τό δεύτερον είδος 
καί ή δευτέρα ποιότης, ή μη μένοντος. ούτε δε 
μένοντος τοΰ πρώτου είδους γίνεται τό δεύτερον 
ούτε μή μένοντος, ώς έμπροσθεν παρεστήσαμεν, 
οτε περί τοΰ πάσχοντος εσκεπτόμεθα. τοίνυν ούδ'

• Of. Ρ.Η. iii. 112 ff.
* Of. Adv. Phys. iL 266 ff. “  The patient ”  means “  what 
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fore, can become from what increases or decreases. 
Nor yet will that which is generated be from that 334 
which remains in the same state. For if so, something 
is generated from it either while it remains uncon
verted and unchanged or while it is being converted 
and changed.® But while it is unconverted and re
maining constantly as it was nothing will be generated 
from it ; for becoming is a form of alteration. And 335 
if it is being converted and changed, that which is 
being generated from it becomes while it is changing 
either into itself or into another. And if that which is 
generative of something changes into itself, it remains 
again the same, and remaining the same it will not 
be generative of anything further. And if it is con
verted into another thing, either it passes out from its 
own substance when it is converted and generated, 
or it remains in its proper substance and is generated 
by assuming one form instead of another, just like the 
wax which changes its shape and receives various 
forms at various times. But if it passes out from 336 
its own substance it will perish into the non-existent, 
and perishing into the non-existent it will generate 
nothing. And if it is generated while remaining in its 
own substance and assuming one quality in place of 
another, it is defeated by the same difficulty. For the 337 
second form and the second quality become either 
while the first form and the first quality remain in it 
or while they do not remain. But, as we showed 
before 6 when we were investigating “ the patient,” 
the second form does not become either while the 
first form remains or while it does not remain. So 
then, what is generated does not become from one
is affected,” or “ acted upon,” as opposed to “ the agent ”
(or “ efficient cause ”).
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338 €ξ ενός γίνεται τό  γεννώμενον. και μην ούδ* 
εκ πλειόνων. δυοΐν γάρ συνελθόντων τρίτον ούκ 
αν γενοιτο, μενόντων τω ν δνοΐν, και πάλιν τριών 
οντων τέταρτον ούκ αν γενοιτο, μενόντων τω ν  
τριών, εΐρηται δε περί τούτων άκριβεστερον, δτε 
περί της  του ανθρώπου ύποστάσεως εζητοΰμεν, 
παριστάντες ότι ούτε σώμα εστιν 6 άνθρωπος ούτε

339 ψυχή ούτε το σύνθετον, διόπερ εί μήτε εξ ενός 
εστι το γεννώμενον μήτε εκ πλειόνων, παρά δε 
ταϋτα ούδεν εστιν, εξ ανάγκης ούδεν τών οντων 
γεννάται.

340 Ταυτα μεν οι άπορητικοί περί γενεσεως διεξ- 
ίασιν οι δε δογματικοί μη προς νουν άπαντώντες 
πάλιν επί τα  εξ εναργείας υποδείγματα συμφεύ- 
γουσιν. το γάρ ύδωρ θερμόν όν, μη δν δε ψυχρόν, 
γίνεται ψυχρόν· καί ο υπάρχων χαλκός, μη ών 
άνδριάς, γίνεται άνδριάς· καί τό ώον κατά δύναμιν 
μεν εστι νεοσσός, κατ' εντελεχειαν δε ούκ εστιν, 
[άλλα λεγεται κατά δύναμιν είναι νεοσσός εις τό  
κατ' εντελεχειαν ύπάρχειν].1 καί τό δν τοίνυν 
δύναται γίνεσθαι καί τό μη ον. εΐτα καί όρώμεν 
βρέφος μεν γεννώμενον εξ ανθρώπου, χυλόν δ' εκ 
πόας, ώστε πάντα τον τώ ν άπορητικών2 λόγον

341 παρά την ενάργειαν χωρεΐν. πλανώνται δ' οι 
ταϋτα λεγοντες, καί ού προς τό προκείμενον 
ύπαντώσιν. τό γάρ θερμόν {δν')3 ύδωρ καί ούκ δν 
ψυχρόν ούτε θερμόν γίνεται τώ  είναι ούτε ψυχρόν 
τφ  μη είναι" παρά δε το είναι καί μη είναι ούδεν 
εσ τιν  ούκ άρα ούδ' επί του ΰδατος εστι τις γενεσις.

1 [αλλά . . . ύπαρχαν] seel, ego (? αλλ* αγΐται <eV τοΰ> κ. δ.).
* άπορητικών Heintz: δογματικών mss., Bekk.

• <δν> addo.
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thing.—Nor yet does it become from several things. 338 
For when two things are combined a third will not 
become while the two remain ; and again, if there are 
three, a fourth will not become while the three re
main. But we made a more precise statement about 
these matters when we were investigating the sub
stance o f Man α and showed that Man is neither body 
nor soul nor the compound of both. Wherefore, if the 339 
thing generated is neither from one thing nor from 
several, and besides these there is no further possi
bility, then of necessity no existent thing is generated.

Such are the arguments concerning Becoming 340 
which the Doubters rehearse in detail; but the 
Dogmatists, without resorting to reason, take refuge 
once more in examples drawn from the evidence 
of sense. Thus water being warm, and not being 
cold, becomes co ld ; and the bronze, which is not a 
statue, becomes a statue ; and the egg is potentially 
a chick but is not so actually [but is said to be a chick 
potentially until it is one actually].6 Both the 
existent, then, and the non-existent can become. 
Moreover, we also see a baby generated from a 
human being, and juice from grass. So that all the 
argumentation o f the Sceptics runs contrary to the 
evidence o f sense.—But those who say this are in 341 
error, and are not facing the problem before them.
For the water which is hot and is not cold neither 
becomes hot by being so nor cold by not being so ; 
but besides being and not being nothing exists ; not 
even, therefore, in the case o f water is there any

• Cf. Adv. Log. i. 263 if., 288 ff.
b As this clause seems futile, one may suspect (with 

Heintz) that the text is incomplete, the original being to the 
effect that “ it is said <to become a chick in that it changes 
from being> a chick potentially to being one actually.”
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και πάλιν, ούτε ο χαλκός γίνεται τ ώ  είναι χαλκός
342 ούτε [ο]1 άνδριάς τ ώ  μη είναι, και επί τω ν  

κα τά  δυναμιν καί εντελεχειαν ό αυτός εστι λόγος.
άλλως τ ε  ήτοι πλεΐόν τ ι εστιν εν τ ώ  κατ’ 

εντελεχειαν παρά  το εν δυνάμει η ούκ εστιν· καί 
εί μεν ούδεν πλεΐόν εστιν, αύτόθεν ούδεν γίνεται 
τ ω  κατά δυναμιν είναι, εί δε εστι τ ι  πλέον, εκ του

343 μ η  όντος τούτο  γίνετα ι, δπερ άτοπον. ναι, αλλά 
καί βρέφ ος εκ τη ς  εγκυμονος γεννάται καί χυλός 
εκ τη ς  πόας συνίσταται. καί τοΰτο  τι προς το 
ζη τούμ ενου ; εροΰμεν. ούτε γά ρ  τό  βρέφος γίνεται 
τικτόμ ενον, εις τούμφ ανες δε εκ του  αφανούς 
ά γετα ι, ούτε 6 χυλ ός· και γά ρ  εν τη  πόα π ροϋπ - 
ήρχ€ν, καί εκτός τή ς  π όας γινόμενος τόπον μόνον 
ήλλαζεν. ώ σπ ερ  οΰν τον εκ του  ζόφου εις τό  φως  
προελθόντα ου λεγομεν γίνεσθαι, τόπον δ’ εκ τόπου  
μ εταβεβηκεναι, κατά τον αυτόν τρόπον ουδέ τό  
βρέφ ος εροΰμεν γίνεσθαι άλλ’ ε ζ  ετερου τίνος  
τόπου εις ετερον μεταβαίνειν τόπ ον. ούδεν οΰν 
γεννάται.

344 Κατά τα ύτά  δε ουδέ φθείρεται, εί γάρ φθείρεται 
τ ι , ήτοι το  ον φυβιρεται η το  μ η  ον . οντ€ be το  
μη δν φθείρεται· τό  γάρ φθειρόμενου εις τό  μη  
εΐναι χω ρεΐ, τ ό  8e μη δν [τι] ήδη εν τ ω  μη είναι 
δν ου δεΐται τη ς  εις τοΰτο  μ ετα β ά σ εω ς. τοίνυν

345 ου φθείρεται τ ό  μη δν. καί μην ουδέ τό  δν. ήτοι 
γά ρ  μόνον εν τ ω  εΐναι φθείρεται ή μή μενον. καί 
εί μεν μενον, εσται άμα καί ούκ εστα ι, εφθαρμενον

1 [ό] seel. Heintz.
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With §§ 344-345 cf. P.H. iii. 113-114.
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becoming. And again: neither does the bronze be
come bronze by being so nor a statue by not being so. 
And the same may be said of the cases of potentiality 342 
and actuality.—And further, there either is or is not 
something more in the actual than in the potential; 
and if  there is nothing more, it follows that nothing 
becomes by existing potentially ; but if  there is some
thing more, this becomes from the non-existent, 
which is absurd. Yes, <they reply,) but the babe is 343 
generated from the mother, and juice is formed from 
the grass. And how, we shall ask, does this affect 
the question ? For neither does the babe become by 
being born (being merely brought from obscurity into 
sight), nor does the juice become (for it was pre
existing in the grass, and in becoming outside the 
grass it has merely changed its place). As, then, we 
do not say that the man who has advanced out o f the 
darkness into the light is becoming, but that he has 
passed on from place to place, so in the same way we 
shall not say that the babe becomes, but that it 
passes on from one place to another place. Nothing, 
then, is generated.

Nor, for the same reasons, does anything perish.® 344 
For if anything perishes, either the existent perishes 
or the non-existent. But the non-existent does not 
perish; for what perishes passes into a state of non
existence, but the non-existent, as it is already in 
the state of non-existence, does not require trans
ference into this state. So then, the non-existent 
does not perish. Nor yet does the existent. For 345 
it perishes either while remaining in existence or 
while not remaining. And if it does so while re
maining, it will be at once existent and non-existent, 
perished and not perished ; but if it does so while not
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και μη εφθαρμενον· εί δε μη μενον, άπόλλνται, 
και ούκετι τό ον αλλά το μη ον φθείρεται, ώστε

346 ει μήτε το ον μήτε τό μη ον φθείρεται, παρά δε 
ταΰτα ούδεν εστιν, ούδεν φθείρεται.

Τινέ? δε και των χρόνων εχόμενοι τής τε 
γενεσεως και φθοράς οϋτω συνερωτώσιν. εί
άπεθανε Σωκράτης, ήτοι ore εζη άπεθανεν ή δτε 
ετελεύτα. και ζών μεν ούκ άπεθανεν· εζη γάρ

347 δήπουθεν και ζών ούκ ετεθνήκει. ούτε δ* οτε 
άπεθανεν· δϊς γάρ εσται τεθνηκώς. ούκ άρα 
άπεθανε Σωκράτης. άπό δε της αύτής δυνά- 
μεως, επί διαφεροντος δε ύποδείγματος, λόγον 
σννηρώτηκε και ό Κρόνος τοιοΰτον. εί φθείρεται 
τό τειχίον, ήτοι ότε άπτονται άλλήλων οι λίθοι 
και είσιν ήρμοσμενοι φθείρεται τό τειχίον, ή 
δτε διεστάσιν· ούτε δε δτε άπτονται άλλήλων

348 και είσιν ήρμοσμενοι φθείρεται τό τειχίον, ούτε 
δτε διεστάσιν άπ* άλλήλων ούκ άρα φθείρεται τό 
τειχίον. και 6 μεν λόγος τοιοΰτος, ή δε δύναμις 
αυτού προφανής, δυο γάρ εισι χρόνοι κατ* επί
νοιαν, εν ω άπτονται άλλήλων οι λίθοι και είσιν 
ήρμοσμενοι, και εν ω διεστάσιν παρά δε τούτους

349 ούδ* επινοηθήναι τρίτος τις δνναται χρόνος, εί 
οΰν φθείρεται τό τειχίον, εν τω  ετερω τούτων 
οφείλει φθείρεσθαι. αλλ* εν μεν ω απτονται άλ- 
λήλων οι λίθοι και είσιν ήρμοσμενοι, ού δνναται 
φθείρεσθαι· εατι γάρ ετι τειχίον, και εί εστιν, ού 
φθείρεται, ούτε δε εν ω διεστάσιν άπ* άλλήλων 
ούκετι γάρ εστι τειχίον, τό δε μη ον ού δνναται

350 φθείρεσθαι. εί ούν μήτε δτε άπτονται άλλήλων 
οι λίθοι φθείρεται τό τειχίον, μήτε δτε διεστάσιν
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remaining, it is destroyed, and it is no longer the 
existent but the non-existent which perishes. So that 
if neither the existent nor the non-existent perishes, 
and besides these there is nothing, nothing perishes.

Some also, fastening on the times o f becoming and 346 
perishing, argue thus : I f Socrates died, he died 
either when he was living or when he was dead.® But 
he did not die while living; for assuredly he was 
living, and as living he had not died. Nor when he 
died ; for then he would be twice dead. Therefore 
Socrates did not die.—And to the same effect, 347 
although using a different example, Cronos6 pro
pounded an argument o f this kind : I f the wall 
perishes, the wall perishes either while the stones are 
touching one another and are fitted together or when 
they are disparted. But neither when they touch 
one another and are fitted together nor when they are 
disparted does the wall perish ; therefore the wall 
does not perish. Such is the argument, and the force 348 
of it is quite plain. There are two times conceived, 
that in which the stones touch one another and are 
fitted together and that in which they are disparted ; 
and besides these no third time can be conceived. If, 
then, the wall perishes, it must perish in one or other 
of these times. But it cannot perish in the time when 319 
the stones are touching one another and are fitted 
together; for it still exists as a wall, and if it exists it 
does not perish. Nor in the time when they are dis
parted from one another; for then it no longer exists 
as a wall, and the non-existent cannot perish. If, 
then, the wall does not perish either when the stones 
are touching one another or when they are disparted

• Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 269 ; P.H. iii. 111.
• t.e. Diodorus Cronos (cf. § 85).
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350 άπ* άλλήλων, ού φθείρεται το τειχίον. καί 
οΰτω δε δννατον συνερωτάν, εί γίνεται τι καί 
φθείρεται, ήτοι εν ώ  εστι χρόνω γίνεται και 
φθείρεται, ή εν ω μή εστιν. και εν ω μεν εστιν, 
οϋτε γίνεται οϋτε φθείρεται· εφ' όσον γάρ εστι 
τοΰτο, οϋτε γίνεται οϋτε φθείρεται, και μην ουδέ 
εν ω μή εστι πόθοι αν τι τούτω ν εν ω  γάρ τι μή 
εστιν, οϋτε παθεΐν τι οϋτε ποιεΐν δύναται. εί δε 
τοΰτο, ούδεν οϋτε γίνεται οϋτε φθείρεται.

351 Ύαΰτα μεν ονν προς τούς φυσικούς των φιλο
σόφων είρήσθω· καιρός δ* αν εΐη μετελθεΐν και επί 
τούς τό ηθικόν μέρος της φιλοσοφίας άσπασα- 
μενονς.

38 0
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from one another, the wall does not perish.—And 350 
it is also possible to argue thus: I f  a thing both 
becomes and perishes, it becomes and perishes either 
in the time in which it exists or in that in which it does 
not exist. But in that in which it exists it neither be
comes nor perishes; for inasmuch as it exists as this 
thing it neither becomes nor perishes. Nor yet will 
it undergo any of these affections in the time in which 
it does not exist; for in the time in which a thing does 
not exist it can neither affect nor be affected at all. 
And if so, nothing either becomes or perishes.

Let these, then, be our answers to those of the 351 
philosophers who are Physicists ; but now it will be 
time for us to pass on to those who have embraced 
the Ethical division of philosophy.
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ΠΡ02 ΗΘΙΚΟΎ^
1 T a j μεν κομιζομενας υπό των σκεπτικών απορίας 

ctj τε τό λογικόν και φυσικόν τής φιλοσοφίας 
μέρος πρότερον επεληλύθαμεν, υπόλοιπον 8ε εστι 
και τάς εις τό ηθικόν φερεσθαι δυναμενας προσ- 
υποτάττειν· οΰτω γάρ έκαστος ημών την τελείαν και 
σκεπτικήν απολαβών 8ιάθεσιν κατά, τον Τ ίμωνα 
βιώσεται

ρήστα μεθ* ήσυχίης
αίει άφροντίστως και άκινήτως κατά ταυτά,
μη προσεχών αινοις1 ήδυλόγου σοφίης.

2 άλλ’ επει την ηθικήν θεωρίαν συμφώνως σχεδόν 
άπαντες ύπειλήφασι περί τήν των αγαθών τε και 
κακών διάκρισιν γίνεσθαι, καθό και ό πρώτος αυ
τήν δόξας κεκινηκεναι Σωκράτης παρήγγειλεν ώς 
άναγκαιότατον ζητεΐν

δττι τοι εν μεγάροισι κακόν τ  αγαθόν τε τετυ- 
κται,

δεήσει και ημάς εν άρχαΐς ευθύς περί τής εν τουτοις 
διαφοράς σκοπεΐν.

1 αϊνοις: δίίλοΐς mss., Bekk.: Sivots Nauck (λήροις cj. 
Bekk.).
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W e have already discussed the difficulties brought 1 
forward by the Sceptics with regard to the Logical 
and Physical divisions of philosophy, and now it 
remains for us to subjoin further those which can be 
brought against the Ethical division ; for in this way, 
by acquiring the perfect and sceptical frame of mind, 
each of us will (in the words of Timon a) pass his 
life—

In great comfort and calm,
Ever devoid o f care, uniformly free from distraction, 
Quite regardless of all Sweet-voiced Science’s tales.

But since almost all have with one accord supposed 2 
that the study of Ethics is concerned with the dis
tinction between things good and evil,6—even as 
Socrates, who is thought to be the first who intro
duced it, proclaimed as the most necessary subject of 
inquiry—

Whatso o f evil and good within these homes is enacted,®

we too shall have to begin at once by considering 
the difference which exists between them.

α Cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxi.
6 With §§ 2, 3 cf. P.H. Mi. 168.

® Homer,Odyss. iv. 392; cf. Adv. Log. i. 21.
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A'.—ΤΙΣ ΕΣΤΙΝ Η ΟΛΟΣΧΕΡΗΣ ΤΩΝ KATA TON BION 
ΠΡΑΓΜΑΤΩΝ ΔΙΑΦΟΡΑ

3 Πάντως μεν οί κατά, [τον] τρόπον στοιχειοϋν 
δοκοΰντες. των φιλοσόφων, και επιφανέστατα παρά 
πάντας οι τε από της αρχαίας ’Ακαδημίας και οί 
από τοΰ περιπάτου ετι δε τής στοάς, είώθασι 
διαιρούμενοι λέγειν των οντων τα μεν είναι αγαθά 
τά δε κακά τά δε μεταξύ τούτων, άπερ καί άδιά-

4 φορά λέγουσιν' ιδιαίτερον δε παρά τούς άλλους ό 
Έενοκράτης καί ταΐς ενικαΐς πτώσεσι χρώμενος 
έφασκε “  παν το ον ή αγαθόν εστιν ή κακόν εστιν

5 ή ούτε αγαθόν εστιν ούτε κακόν εστιν.”  καί των 
λοιπών φιλοσόφων χωρίς άποδείξεως την τοιαύτην 
διαίρεσιν προσιεμένων αύτός εδόκει καί άπόδειξιν 
συμπαραλαμβάνειν. εί γάρ έστι τι κεχωρισμένον 
πράγμα των αγαθών καί κακών καί τών μήτε 
αγαθών μτζτε κακών, εκείνο ήτοι αγαθόν εστιν ή 
ούκ εστιν αγαθόν, καί εί μεν αγαθόν εστιν, εν τών 
τριών γενήσεταί' εί δ* ούκ εστιν αγαθόν, ήτοι κακόν 
εστιν ή ούτε κακόν εστιν ούτε αγαθόν εστιν είτε 
δε κακόν εστιν, έν τών τριών υπάρξει, είτε ούτε 
αγαθόν εστιν ούτε κακόν έστι, πάλιν έν τών τριών 
καταστήσεται. πάν άρα τό ον ήτοι αγαθόν εστιν ή 
κακόν εστιν ή ούτε αγαθόν εστιν ούτε κακόν εστιν.

6 δυνάμει δε καί οΰτος χωρίς άποδείξεως προσήκατο 
την δια ίρεσιν, έπείπερ 6 εις κατασκευήν αυτής 
παραληφθείς λόγος ούχ έτερός εστιν αυτής· δθεν εί 
έν εαυτή περιέσχηκε την πίστιν ή άπόδειξις, εσται 
καί ή διαίρεσις έξ έαυτής πιστή μή διαφέρουσα τής 
άποδείξεως.

7 *Αλλ’ όμως, καίπερ συμφώνου δοκοΰντος ύπάρ- 
χειν κατά πάντας τοΰ ότι τρισσή έστιν ή τών οντων 
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C hapter I.—W hat is the main D ifference in 
the T hings which concern L if e ?

All the philosophers who seem to teach systematic- 3 
ally the principles (of Ethics), and, most notably of 
all, those of the Old Academy and the Peripatetics, 
and the Stoics also, are accustomed to make a dis
tinction by saying that “  of existing things some are 
good, some evil, some between these two,”  and these 
last they term “  indifferent ”  ; but Xenocrates,0 in 4 
phrases peculiar to himself and using the singular 
case, declared that “  Everything which exists either 
is good or is evil or neither is good nor is evil.”  And 5 
whereas the rest of the philosophers adopted this 
division without a proof, he thought it right to 
introduce a proof as well. “  If,”  he argued, “  any
thing exists which is apart from things good and evil 
and things neither good nor evil, that thing either is 
good or is not good. And if it is good, it will be one 
of the three ; but if it is not good, it is either evil or 
neither evil nor good ; and if it is evil, it will be one 
of the three, and if it is neither evil nor good, again 
it will be one o f the three. Therefore everything 
which exists either is good or is evil or neither is good 
nor is evil.”  But he, too, virtually accepted the 6 
division without proof, since the argument adopted to 
establish it is nothing else than the division itself; 
hence, if the proof contains in itself the confirmation, 
the division, too, will be its own confirmation as it 
does not differ from the proof.

But yet, although it seems to be agreed by all that 7 
the distinction between existing things is threefold,

e Head of the Platonic “  Academy,”  339-314 b.c.
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δια φορά, τινες ουδεν ήττον εύρεσιλογοΰσιν, όμο- 
λογοΰντες μεν την εν τοις ούσι διαφοράν ότι τοιαύτη 
τις εστι, σοφιστικώς δε προσειλουμενοι τη εκτε- 
θείση διαιρέσει, και τοΰτο είσόμεθα μικρόν άνωθεν 
προλαβόντες.

8 Τ ον  γάρ ορον φασίν οι τεχνογράφοι φίλη τη 
συντάζει διαφερειν τοΰ καθολικού, δυνάμει τον 
αυτόν όντα, καί εικότως· ο γάρ είπών “  άνθρωπός 
εστι ζώον λογικόν θνητόν ”  τω  είπόντι “  εΐ τ ί  εστιν 
άνθρωπος, εκείνο ζώόν εστι λογικόν θνητόν ”  τη 
μεν δυνάμει τό αυτό λεγει τη δε φκονη διάφορον.

9 και ότι τούτο, συμφανες εκ τοΰ μη μόνον τό  καθ
ολικόν τω ν επί μέρους εΐναι περιληπτικόν, αλλά και 
τον όρον επι πάντα τα  είδη τοΰ  αποδιδόμενου 
πράγματος διήκειν, οΐον τον μεν τοΰ  ανθρώπου επι 
πάντας τούς κατ’ είδος ανθρώπους, τον δε τοΰ  
ίππου επι πάντας τούς ίππους, ενός τε ύποταχ- 
θεντος φευδους εκάτερον γίνεται μοχθηρόν, τό  τε

10 καθολικόν καί ό όρος, άλλα γάρ ώς ταΰτα φκυναΐς 
εξηλλαγμενα κατά δύναμίν εστι τά  αυτά, ώδε καί 
ή τελειός φασι διαίρεσις, δυναμιν εχουσα καθολικήν, 
συντάζει τοΰ καθολικού διενηνοχεν. ό γάρ τρόπω  
τωδε διαιρούμενος “  τω ν ανθρώπων οι μεν είσιν 
"Ελληνες οι δε βάρβαροι ”  ίσον τι λεγει τφ  “  εΐ 
τινες είσιν άνθρωποι, εκείνοι η "Ελληνες είσιν η 
βάρβαροι.”  εάν γάρ τις άνθρωπος εύρίσκηται μήτε 
"Ελλην μήτε βάρβαρος, ανάγκη μοχθηράν μεν εΐναι 
την διαίρεσιν, φεΰδος δε γίνεσθαι τό  καθολικόν.

11 διόπερ καί τό  ουτω λεγόμενον “  τω ν όντων τά  μεν

β In a “  perfect division ”  the two species into which the 
genus is divided are contradictories (e.g. Men-Greeks+non-
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none the less some people invent captious objections, 
and while allowing that the distinction between things 
is o f this kind, yet attack the division as set forth in 
sophistical fashion. And this we shall learn when we 
have first gone back a little.

The professional Logicians assert that the definition 8 
differs merely in its verbal construction from the uni
versal, being identical in meaning. And rightly; for 
he who says “  Man is a rational, mortal animal ’ says 
what is identical in meaning, though different in word
ing from him who says “  Whatever thing is man, that 
thing is a rational, mortal animal.”  And that this is 9 
so is plain from the fact that not only is the universal 
inclusive of the particulars but the definition also 
extends to all the particular instances o f the thing in 
question,—that o f Man, for example, to all the par
ticular men, and that o f Horse to all the horses. Also, 
if  one false instance is classed under it each of them is 
vitiated, both the universal and the definition. Well 10 
then, just as these, which vary in wording, are identi
cal in meaning, so also, they declare, the perfect 
division, which has a universal meaning, differs from 
the universal in verbal construction.® For he who 
divides in this fashion—“ O f men some are Greeks, 
others barbarians ” —says what is equivalent to 
“  Whosoever are men, they are either Greeks or 
barbarians.”  For if any man is found who is neither 
a Greek nor a barbarian, the division must necessarily 
be vicious and the universal false. Hence, too, a 11 
statement in the form “  O f existing things some are
Greeks); as thus inclusive of all possible instances (i.e.
“  exhaustive ” ) it is “  universal in meaning ”  and differs onlv 
in form from a regular “  universal proposition ”  (e.g. “  All 
men are either Greeks or non-Greeks ” ).
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εστιν αγαθά, τά δε κακά τά 8c τούτων μεταξύ ”  
δυνάμει κατά τον Χρύσιππον τοιοΰτόν earn καθ
ολικόν “  ει τινά όσην όντα, εκείνα ήτοι αγαθά εστιν 
ή κακά όσην ή αδιάφορα.”  το μέντοι γε τοιοΰτον 
καθολικόν ψεΰδός όσην νποτασσομόνου τίνος αύτψ

12 ψεύδους. δυοΐν γάρ φασιν υποκειμένων πραγ
μάτων, τον μεν άγαθοΰ τοϋ δε κακοΰ, ή τοΰ μεν 
άγαθοΰ τοΰ δε αδιάφορου, ή κακοΰ και αϊδιαφόρου, 
το μεν τουτ εστι τω ν οντων αγαοον άλησες 
εστι, το  δε “  ταΰτ έστιν αγαθά ”  ψευδός· ού γάρ 
εστιν αγαθά, άλλα το  μεν άγαθόν το δε κακόν.

13 και το  “  ταΰτ εστι κακά ”  πάλιν ψεύδος' ού γάρ 
εστι κακά, άλλα το  έτερον αυτών, ωσαύτως δε και 
επί τω ν άδιαφόρων ψεΰδος γάρ  το “  ταΰτ έστιν 
αδιάφορα,”  ώσπερ και το  “  ταΰτ έστιν άγαθά ή 
κακά.”  ή μεν οΰν ένστασις τοιαύτη πως καθέστη-

14 κεν, φαίνεται δε μη καθάπτεσθαι τοΰ Ξ,ενοκράτονς 
διά το μη ταΐς πληθυντικοΐς πτώσεσι κεχρησθαι, 
ω στ όπι τής τω ν ετερογενών δείξεως ψευδοποιη- 
θήναι την διαίρεσιν.

15 "Αλλοι δε κάκείνως ενέστησαν. πάσα γάρ, 
φασίν, υγιής διαίρεσις γένους εστι τομή εις τά  
προσεχή εΐδη, καί διά τούτο μοχθηρά καθέστηκεν ή 
τοιαύτη διαίρεσις “  τω ν άνθρώπων οι μέν είσιν 
"Έλληνα οι δε Αιγύπτιοι οι δε Τίέρσαι οι δε *Ινδοί.”  
τω  γάρ ετέρω τω ν προσεχών ειδών ον τό συζνγοΰν 
καί πρόσεχες είδος άντιδιέζενκται, άλλα τά τούτου 
εΐδη, δέον ούτως εϊπεΐν “  τώ ν άνθρώπων οι μέν 
είσιν "Έιλληνες οι δε βάρβαροι,”  καί καθ' υποδι
αιρέσω λοιπόν “  τώ ν βαρβάρων οι μέν είσιν Α ίγν-

16 τττιοι οι δε Τίέρσαι οί δε Ινδοί.”  οπερ καί επί τής 
τών οντων διαιρέσεως, επεί όσα μέν εστιν άγαθά 
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good, others evil, others between these two,”  is 
virtually, according to Chrysippus, a universal such 
as this—“  Whatsoever things are existent, they either 
are good or are evil or indifferent.”  Such a universal, 
however, is false if a false instance is classed under it. 
For, they say, when two things subsist, the one good 12 
and the other evil, or the one good and the other 
indifferent, or an evil and an indifferent, the state
ment “ This one of existing things is good ”  is true, 
but “  These things are good ”  false ; for they are not 
(both) good, but the one is good and the other evil. 
And again the statement “  These things are evil ”  is 13 
false ; for they are not (both) evil but only the one 
of them. And so likewise in the case o f the things 
indifferent; for “  These things are indifferent ”  is 
false, just as is “  These things are good, or evil.”  
Something like this, then, is the objection, but it 14 
appears not to affect Xenocrates because he does not 
employ plural cases, which would result in the 
falsification of his division when things of different 
kinds are to be indicated.

And others have raised the following objection : 15 
Every sound division, they say, is the cutting up of a 
genus into its proximate species, and for this reason 
a division such as this is unsound—“ O f men some 
are Greeks, others Egyptians, others Persians, others 
Indians.”  For the first proximate species has 
matched against it not its correlative proximate 
species but the sub-species of this, the correct state
ment being, “  O f men some are Greeks, others 
barbarians,”  and next, by subdivision, “  And of 
barbarians some are Egyptians, others Persians, 
others Indians.”  And this applies also to the 16 
division o f existing things, since all such as are good
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καί κακά, διαφεροντά εστιν ήμΐν, οσα δε μεταξύ 
των τε αγαθών καί κακών, ταΰτ εστιν ήμΐν αδιά
φορα. έχρήν οΰν μή ούτως εχειν την διαίρεσα» ώς 
ζχζι, μάλλον ο ςκςινως των οντων α μεν εστιν 
αδιάφορα α δέ διαφέροντα, των δε διαφερόντων ά

17 μεν αγασα α οε κακα. εωκει γαρ η μεν τοιαντη 
διαίρεσις τή λεγούση “  των ανθρώπων οι μεν είσιν 
'Έλληνες οί δε βάρβαροι, των δε βαρβάρων οι μεν 
Αιγύπτιοι οί δε Περσαι οί δε Ι ν δ ο ί” ' ή δε εκκει- 
μενη ώμοίωτο τη τοιοντοτρόπω "  των ανθρώπων 
οί μεν είσιν Έλληΐ'ε? οί δε Αιγύπτιοι οί δε Περσαι 
οί δε ’Ινδοί.”

Άλλα περί μεν τούτων των ενστάσεων ούκ
18 ανάγκη νυν μηκύνειν, εκείνο δ’ ίσως αρμόσει 

προδιαρθρώσαι οτι το εστι δύο σημαίνει, καί εν μεν 
το οΐον υπάρχει, καθό φαμεν επί του παρόντος το 
οτι ήμερα εστιν αντί τοΰ ήμερα υπάρχει, έτερον δε 
το οΐον φαίνεται, καθό τινες των μαθηματικών 
είώθασι λεγειν πολλάκις οτι το μεταξύ δυοΐν τινών 
αστέρων διάστημα πηχυαΐόν εστιν, εν ΐσω λεγοντες 
τω  φαίνεται καί ού πάντως υπάρχει' τάχα γάρ 
υπάρχει μεν σταδίων εκατόν, φαίνεται δε Ίτηχυαΐον 
παρά το ύφος καί παρά την της οφεως άπόστασιν.

19 διττού δή τυγχάνοντος τοΰ εστι μχ>ρίου, όταν 
λέγω μεν σκεπτικώς “  των οντων τά μεν εστιν 
αγαθά τά δε κακά τά δε μεταξύ τούτων,”  το εστιν 
εντάττομεν ούχ ώς ύπάρξεως άλλ’ ώς τοΰ φαίνε - 
σθαι δηλωτικόν, περί μεν γάρ τής προς την φύσιν 
ύποστάσεως των τε αγαθών καί κακών καί ουδε
τέρων ικανοί πώς είσιν ήμΐν αγώνες προς τούς
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and evil are “ different ” a to us, but all that lie 
between the good things and the evil are “ indiffer
ent ” to us. The division, then, ought not to have been 
stated in its present form but rather in this form—
“ Of existing things some are indifferent, others 
different; and of the different some are good, others 
evil.” For this form of division resembles that which 17 
runs—“ Of men some are Greeks, others barbarians ; 
and of the barbarians some are Egyptians, others 
Persians, others Indians ” ; but the division put 
forward resembled one of this type—” Of men some 
are Greeks, others Egyptians, others Persians, others 
Indians.”

However, there is no necessity now to speak at 
length about these objections ; but it will, perhaps, 18 
be fitting to explain first that the word ” is ” has 
two meanings, one of these being ” really exists ” (as, 
at the present moment, we say “ it is day ” 
for ” day really exists ”) ; and the other ** appears ” b 
(as some of the mathematicians are frequently in the 
habit of saying that the distance between two stars 
” is ” a cubit’s length, this being equivalent to 
“ appears to be but is not really ” ; for perhaps it 
is really “ one hundred stades ” but appears to be a 
cubit owing to its height and owing to the distance 
from the eye). When, then, as Sceptics, we say that 19 
” Of existing things some are good, others evil, others 
between these two,” as the element ” are ” is twofold 
in meaning, we insert the ” are ” as indicative not of 
real existence but of appearance. For concerning 
the real and substantial existence of things good and 
evil and neither we have contests enough with the

“ i.e. such as to “  make a difference ”  to us, important.
* Of. P.H. i. 135, 198.
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20 δογματικούς* κατά δε τό φαινόμενον τούτων έκα
στον έχομεν έθος αγαθόν ή κακόν ή άδιάφορον 
προσαγορεύειν, καθάπερ και 6 Ύίμων εν τοΐς 
Ινδαλμοΐς έοικε δηλοΰν, όταν φη

ή γάρ έγών έρέω ως μοι καταφαίνεται είναι, 
μύθον αληθείης ορθόν εχων κανόνα, 
ώς ζή1 του θείου τε φύσις και τάγαθοΰ αίεί, 
εξ ών ίσότατος γίνεται άνδρι βίος.

Κείμενης ουν κατά τον ύποδεδειγμένον τρόπον 
της προειρημένης διαιρέσεως, ίδωμεν ά χρη φρονεΐν 
περί των εν αύτη, την αρχήν των λόγων από της 
έννοιας ποιησάμενοι.

Β'.—ΎΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΟ ΑΓΑΘΟΝ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΚΟΝ ΚΑΙ ΑΔΙΑΦΟΡΟΝ

21 Της κατά τον τόπον χειριζομένης ημΐν προς τούς 
δογματικούς άντιρρήσεως τό κυριώτατον μέρος 
εχούσης εν τη διαγνώσει των τε αγαθών και κακών, 
προ παντός αρμόσει την επίνοιαν τούτων στησαν 
κατά γάρ τον σοφόν ’Επίκουρον ούτε ζητεΐν εστιν

22 ούτε άπορειν άνευ προλήφεως. οι μεν ουν στωικοι 
τών κοινών ώς είπεΐν εννοιών εχόμενοι ορίζονται 
τάγαθόν τρόπψ τώδε “  αγαθόν εστιν ωφέλεια η ούχ 
έτερον ωφέλειας,”  ωφέλειαν μεν λεγοντες την 
αρετήν και την σπουδαίαν πρ&ξιν, ούχ ετερον δε 
ώφελείας τον σπουδαΐον άνθρωπον και τον φίλον.

23 η μεν γάρ αρετή πως εχον ηγεμονικόν καθεστηκυΐα, 
και ή σπουδαία πράξις ενέργεια τις ούσα κατ 
αρετήν, άντικρύς εστιν ωφέλεια· ό δε σπουδαίος 
άνθρωπος και ό φίλος, πάλιν τών αγαθών οντες και

1 ζ$: v mss., Bekk.
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Dogmatists ; but as regards the appearance of each 20 
of these things we are in the habit of designating it 
good or evil or indifferent, even as Timon seems to 
make plain in his “ Images,” when he says—

Verily I will relate each fact as to me it appeareth,
Standard exact of truth having in this my speech,

How that the nature of God and of Goodness abideth for 
ever,

Whence proceedeth for man Life that is equal and just.
So then, the division mentioned above having been 

laid down in the form described, let us see what view 
we should take of the terms contained in it, beginning 
our discussion with the conception (implied by those 
terms).

Chapter II.— T he E ssence of G ood and E vil 
and Indifferent

Since the controversy which we wage on this 21 
subject with the Dogmatists has for its most important 
point the differentiation of things good and evil, it 
will be fitting first of all to formulate a conception of 
these ; for, according to the sapient Epicurus, “ It 
is not possible either to seek or to doubt without a 
preconception.” Now the Stoics, holding fast to the 22 
common notions (so to call them), define the good in 
this way0—“ Good is utility or not other than 
utility,” meaning by “ utility ” virtue and right 
action, and by “ not other than utility ” the good 
man and the friend. For virtue, being a certain state 23 
of the regent part, and right action, being an activity 
in accordance with virtue, are exactly utility ; and 
the good man, again, and the friend, belonging also 
themselves to the class of “ good things,” cannot be 

• With §§ 22-27 cf. P.H. iii. 169-171.
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αυτοί, ούτε ωφέλεια λεχθεΐεν αν ύπάρχειν ούθ'
24 έτεροι ώφελείας δι αΙτίαν τοιαύτην. τά γάρ μέρη, 

στωικών φασί παΐδες, ούτε τά αυτά Tots oAots έστιν 
ούτε ετεροΐα των όλων, οΐον η χειρ ούτε η αυτή 
έστιν ολω άνθρώπω, ου γάρ ολος άνθρωπός έστιν 
ή χείρ, ούτε έτέρα του όλου, συν γάρ τη [ολ^]1 
χειρι όλος ο άνθρωπος νοείται άνθρωπος, έπεί οΰν 
καί τοΰ σπουδαίου ανθρώπου και του φίλου μέρος 
έστιν η αρετή, τά δέ μέρη ούτε ταύτά τοΐς δλοις 
έστιν ούτε ετερα των όλων, εΐρηται 6 σπουδαίος 
άνθρωπος και ο φίλος ούχ έτερος ώφελείας. ώστε 
παν αγαθόν τω δρω έμπεριειλήφθαι, έάν τε έξ 
ευθείας ωφέλεια τυγχάνη έάν τε μή ή έτερον ώφε-

25 λείας, ένθεν και κατά ακολουθίαν τριχώς εϊπόντες 
αγαθόν προσαγορευεσθαι, έκαστον των σημαινο- 
μένων κατ' ιδίαν πάλιν έπιβολήν ύπογράφουσιν. 
λέγεται γάρ αγαθόν, φασί, καθ' ένα μεν τρόπον το 
ύφ* οΰ ή άφ* οΰ έστιν ώφελεΐσθαι, ο δη άρχι- 
κώτατον υπήρχε καί αρετή· από γάρ ταύτης ώσπερ

26 τίνος πηγής πάσα πέφυκεν άνίσχειν ωφέλεια, καθ' 
έτερον δέ το καθ' ο συμβαίνει ώφελεΐσθαι· ούτως ου 
μόνον αί άρεταί λεχθήσονται αγαθά αλλά καί αι 
κατ' αύτάς πράξεις, ειπερ καί κατά ταυτας συμ-

27 βαίνει ώφελεΐσθαι. κατά δέ τον τρίτον καί τελευ- 
ταΐον τρόπον λέγεται αγαθόν τό οΐόν τε ώφελεΐν, 
έμπεριλαμβανουσης τής άποδόσεως ταύτης τάς τε 
άρετάς καί τάς έναρέτους πράξεις καί τους φίλους 
καί τους σπουδαίους ανθρώπους, θεούς τε καί

28 σπουδαίους δαίμονας. trap ήν αιτίαν ούκ έν 
ίσω λέγεται παρά τε τοΐς περί τον Πλάτωνα καί 
Ξ,ενοκράτη πολλαχώς δνομάζεσθαι τάγαθόν καί 
παρά τοΐς στωικοΐς. έκεΐνοι μέν γάρ όταν φώσιν 
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said either to be utility or to be other than utility, for 
the following reason : The parts, say the sons of the 24 
Stoics, are neither the same as their wholes nor of a 
different kind from their wholes, even as the hand 
(for instance) is neither the same as the whole man 
(for the hand is not the whole man), nor other than 
the whole (for the whole man is conceived as man 
when including the hand). Since, then, virtue is a 
part both o f the good man and of the friend, and the 
parts are neither the same as their wholes nor other 
than their wholes, the good man and the friend are 
called “  not other than utility.”  So that every good 
thing is comprehended in the definition, whether it 
be directly “  utility ”  or whether it be “  not other 
than utility.”  Next, and by way of corollary, they 25 
state that “  good ”  has three senses, and in each of its 
significations, again, they portray it by a separate 
description. In one sense “  good,”  they say, means 
that by which or from which “  utility ”  may be 
gained, this being the most principal good and virtue ; 
for from virtue, as from a fountain, all utility naturally 
springs. And in another sense, good is that of which 26 
utility is an accidental result; thus not only will the 
virtues be called “  good,”  but also the actions in 
accordance therewith, inasmuch as utility results also 
from them. And in the third and last sense, “  that 27 
which is capable o f being useful ”  is termed “  good,” 
this description comprehending the virtues and the 
virtuous actions and the friends and the good men, 
and both gods and good daemons.—And because o f 28 
this Plato and Xenocrates do not mean the same as 
the Stoics when they say that “  good ”  has several 
senses. For when the former declare that the Idea

1 [oAg] seel. Arnim.
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ετερως λεγεσθαι αγαθόν την ίδεαν και ετερως τό 
μετεχον της ιδέας, σημαινόμενα εκτίθενται και κατά, 
πολύ άλλήλων διεστώτα και μηδεμίαν εχοντα 
κοινωνίαν, οΐόν τι καί επί της κύων φωνής θεω-

29 ροΰμεν. ώς γαρ εκ ταύτης σημαίνεται μεν πτώσις 
ύφ* ήν τό ύλακτικόν πεπτωκε ζώον, και ετι νφ* ήν 
τό ενυγρον, καί προς τούτοις νφ* ήν 6 φιλόσοφος, 
ον μην άλλα, καί νφ* ήν τό άστρον, ουδόν δε κοινόν 
εχουσιν αι τοιαΰται πτώσεις, ούδ* εμπεριέχεται τή 
δεύτερα ή πρώτη καί τή τρίτη ή δεύτερα, οΰτω καν 
τω φάναι αγαθόν την ιδέαν καί τό μετεχον της 
Ιδέας εκθεσις μεν εστι σημαινομενων, κεχωρι- 
σμενών δε καί ονδεμίαν περίληφιν εμφαινόντων.

30 άλλ* οι μεν αρχαιότεροι, ώς προεΐπον, τοιοΰτοί τινες 
ήσαν- οι δ* από τής στοάς θελουσιν επί τής τοΰ 
αγαθού προσηγορίας τό δεύτερον σημαινόμενον 
εμπεριληπτικόν είναι τοΰ πρώτον καί τό τρίτον 
περιληπτικόν των δυοΐν. ήσαν δε οι φάσκοντες
> / } * « /  \ > t \ t / (  c. )  ναγασον %πταρχ€ΐν το οι αυτό αιρετόν, οι ο ούτως 
“  αγαθόν εστι τό συλλαμβανόμενον προς ευδαι
μονίαν,”  τινες δε “  τό συμπληρωτικόν ευδαιμονίας.”  
ευδαιμονία δε εστιν, ώς οι τε περί τον Ζήνωνα καί 
Κλεάνθην καί Χρύσιππον άπεδοσαν, εϋροια βίου.

Πλήί' τό μεν γένος τής τοΰ άγαθοΰ άποδόσεώς
31 εστι τοιοΰτον- είώθασι δ* ενιοι, τριχώς λεγόμενόν 

ταγαθοΰ, προς τον τοΰ πρώτου σημαινομενου όρον 
ευθύς επιζητεΐν, [καθό λεγει “  τό αγαθόν εστι τό 
νφ* οΰ ή άφ* ου εστιν ώφελεΐσθαι,” ]1 ώς εί ταΐς

1 [καθά . . . ώφ(λ€Ϊσθ(μ] seel. Heintz (? λέγεται pro λέγει).
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is termed “ good ” in one sense and that which 
partakes of the Idea in another sense, they propose 
significations which differ greatly from one another 
and have no connexion, as we see in the case of the 
word “  dog.” For just as by this is signified a 29 
meaning ° under which falls the barking animal, and 
also the marine animal, and besides them the philo
sopher, and moreover the star as well; but these 
meanings have nothing in common, and the first is 
not included in the second nor the second in the 
third,—so also in the statement that the Idea is good, 
and also that which partakes of the Idea, we have a 
declaration of significations, but of such as are separate 
and display no mutual connexion. Such then, as I 30 
said before, were the views of the earlier thinkers ; 
but the Stoics hold that, in the case of the term 
“ good,” the second signification should be inclusive 
of the first and the third inclusive of the other two. 
And there have been some who have asserted that 
“ good” is “ that which is desirable for its own 
sake.” 6 And others put it thus: “ Good is that 
which contributes to happiness ” ; and some—“ that 
which helps to fulfil happiness.” And happiness, as 
Zeno and Cleanthes and Chrysippus have defined it, 
is “ an equable flow of life.” 0

Such, in fine, is the general form of the definition of 
“ the good.” But as “ the good ” is used in three 31 
senses,d with regard to the definition of the first 
signification [which says “ The good is that by which 
or from which utility can result ”] some are wont to

• Literally, “  case ”  (falling), as a grammatical term 
“  Dog ”  is variously applied to “  dogs,”  “  dog-fish,”  “  Dog- 
men ”  (Cynics), “  Dog-star.”

6 Of. P.H. iii. 172 ; Aristot. Eth. Nic. i. 1.
* Cf. § 110 infra. d See § 25 supra.

8 9 9



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

άληθείαις αγαθόν εστι τ ό  άφ* ου εστιν ώφελεΐσθαι, 
μόνην ρητεον τη ν  γενικήν αρετήν αγαθόν υπάρχειν 
(άττο μόνης γα ρ  τα υ τή ς συμβαίνει το ώφελεΐσθαι), 
εκπίπτειν 8ε τ ο ΰ  όρου εκάστην τ ω ν  ειδικών, οιον 
τη ν  φρόνησιν και τη ν σωφροσύνην καί τά ς  λοιπός.

32 α π ’ ούδεμιας γα ρ  α υτώ ν συμβαίνει [το]1 αυτό τούτο 
ώφελεΐν, άλλ* από μ εν τ η ς  φρονησεως το  φρονεΐν 
καί ου κοινότερου το  ώφελεΐν (et γαρ αυτό τοΰτο  
συμβαίνοι, το ώφελεΐν, ούκ εστα ι ώ ρισμενω ς φρό- 
νησις, γενική δ ' αρετή), καί από τη ς  σωφροσύνης 
τό  κατ' αυτήν κατηγόρημ α, σωφρονεΐν, ου τό  κοινόν,

33 ώφελεΐν, καί επί τώ ν  λοιπών τό  ανάλογου. οι 
8* αντικαθιστάμενοι προς τοΰτο  τό  έγκλημα τοΰτό  
φ α σ ιν  όταν λ έγω  μεν “  αγαθόν εστιν άφ ’ οΰ σ υ μ 
βαίνει τό  ώ φ ελεΐσθαι,”  εν ισω  τοΰτο  λεγομεν τ ώ  
”  αγαθόν εστιν άφ* οΰ  συμβαίνει τ ι  τώ ν  εν τ ώ  β ίω  
ώ φ ελεΐσθαι.”  οΰ τω  γα ρ  καί έκαστη  τώ ν  επ ' είδους 
άρετώ ν αγαθόν γενή σετα ι, κοινώς μεν τό ώφελεΐν 
μ η επιφερουσα, τ ί  δε τώ ν  εν τ ώ  β ίω  ώφελεΐσθαι 
παρεχόμενη, 61ον η μεν φρονεΐν, καθάπερ ή  φρό-

34 νησις, η δε [τό] σωφρονεΐν, ώ ς  η  σω φ ροσύνη, θ ε -  
λησαντες δε οΰτοι ώ ς  απολογούμενοι τ ό  πρότερον  
έγκλημα φ υγεΐν, εις ετερον άπεκυλίσθησαν. εί γα ρ  
εσ τι τό  λεγόμενον τοιοΰτο  “  αγαθόν εστιν άφ' οΰ  
συμβαίνει τ ι  τ ώ ν  εν τ ώ  β ίω  ώ φ ελεΐσθαι,”  η  γενική  
αρετή αγαθόν οΰσα  ούχ ύποπεσεΐται τ ώ  δρω  · ου γα ρ  
απ ' α υτή ς συμβαίνει τ ι  τώ ν  εν τ ώ  β ίω  ώ φελεΐσθαι, 
επεί μία  τ ώ ν  επ ' είδους γενή σ ετα ι, άλλ* απλώ ς τό  
ώ φελεΐσθαι.

36 Και ετερα  δε εΐω θε λεγεσθαι π ρος τούς τοιούτους  
ορούς, δογμ ατικής εχόμενα περιεργίας. ήμΐν δε 

1 [το] seel. Mutsch.
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argue further that i f  in very truth good is “  that from 
which utility can result,”  we must declare that generic 
virtue alone is good (for it is from this alone that 
utility results), and that each of the particulars—such 
as wisdom, temperance, and the rest—fall outside the 
definition. For the precise fact o f being useful does 32 
not result from any of these, but from wisdom “  being 
wise ”  results and not “  being useful ”  more generally, 
(for if just this—namely, being useful—were its 
result it would not be wisdom in particular but 
generic virtue), and from temperance results what is 
named after it (namely, “  being temperate ” ) and not 
the general result (namely, ”  being useful ” ), and 
similarly with the rest.—But those who resist this 33 
indictment say this : When we state that “  good is 
that from which utility results,”  this is equivalent to 
saying “  good is that from which results one o f the 
things useful in life.”  For thus each of the particular 
virtues also will be a good, not as procuring utility in 
general but as providing some one of the things useful 
in life—one of them (namely, wisdom) providing the 
state o f being wise, and another (namely, temperance) 
the temperate state. But these men, in attempting 34 
by this defence to escape the previous charge, have 
involved themselves in another one. For if  the 
statement is this—“  Good is that from which results 
one o f the things useful in life,”  then generic virtue, 
which is a good, will not fall under the definition ; for 
none o f the things useful in life results from it (since 
otherwise it will become one o f the particulars), but 
simply utility.

“ And other objections, which partake of Dogmatic 35 
over-subtlety, are customarily made against these

• With §§ 35-39 cf. P.H. iii. 173-174.
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άπόχρη άποΒεΐξαι ότι 6 λέγω ν αγαθόν τό  ωφελούν 
η το  Βι αυτό αιρετόν η τ ο  συνεργούν προς εύΒαι- 
μονίαν, η  ου τω  π ω ς  άποΒιΒούς, ούχ  ο εστιν αγαθόν  
ΒιΒάσκει, άλλα το  συμ βεβηκός α ύτω  παρίστησιν. 
ο τδ συμ βεβηκός τά γ α θ ω  παριστάς ούκ αυτό  
Βείκνυσι τά γα θόν. ευθέω ς γοΰν τ ό  μέν οτι ωφελεί 
τάγα θόν καί τ ό  οτι αιρετόν εσ τ ι, παρό αγαθόν  
εΐρηται τό  οίον α γα σ τόν , οτι τ ε  εύΒαιμονίας εστι

36 ποιητικόν, π ά ντες σ υ γ χ ω ρ ο ΰ σ ιν  άλλ* εάν π ρ ο σ -  
εζετά ζη τα ι τ ί  π ο τέ  εστι τούτο  τ ό  ωφελούν και Βι 
αυτό αιρετόν και εύΒαιμονίας ποιητικόν, ούκέτι 
όμοφρονησουσι, καίπερ συμ φ ώ νω ς πρότερον αυτό  
λέγοντες τό  ωφελούν και τ ό  αιρετόν, άλλ* εις 
ά σπειστον εζενεχθη σονται πόλεμον, το ύ  μ έν άρετην  
λ έγοντος το ύ  Β* ήΒονην το ύ  Β* άλυπίαν το ύ  Β* άλλο

37 τ ι τω ν  Βιαφερόντων. εί Βέ γ ε  εκ τω ν  προειρη
μένω ν όρων έΒείκνυτο ο εστι τό  αγαθόν, ούκ άν 
επ εστα σίαζον  ώ ς  αγνοουμένης τη ς  τάγα θού  φ υσεω ς. 
τοίνυν ούχ ο εστι τό  αγαθόν ο ί εκκείμενοι όροι 
ΒιΒάσκουσιν, αλλά τό  συμ βεβηκός τά γ α θ ω . Βιόπερ 
ούΒέ κατά  το ύ το  μόνον είσί μ οχθηροί, αλλά και

38 καθόσον αδυνάτου τίνος εφίενται π ρ ά γμ α το ς· 6 γά ρ  
άγνοώ ν τ ι τ ω ν  δντω ν, ούτος ούΒέ τό  συμ βεβηκός  
έκείνω γινώ σκειν Βυναται. οίόν δ προς τον  α γ 
νοούντο τ ί  εστιν  ίππος λέγω ν “  ίππος εστι ζώ ον  
χρεμ ετιστικόν ”  ού ΒιΒάσκει ο εστιν ίπ πος' τ ω  γάρ  
μ η  γινώ σκ οντι τον ίππον και τ ό  χρεμ ετίζειν  ά γ -  
νοεΐται, δπερ fjv το ύ  ίππου συμ βεβηκός. καί ό 
προς τον  μ η  κατειληφότα τ ί  εσ τι βούς προφερό-

β Deriving αγαθόν from αγαστόν, ef. § 85 infra; Ρ.Η. iii. 
175; Plato, Cratyl. 412 c.
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definitions. But for us it is sufficient to show that 
he who asserts that the good is “  the useful,”  or 
“  what is choiceworthy for its own sake,”  or “ that 
which contributes to happiness,”  or gives some such 
description of it, does not teach us what good is 
but states its accidental property. But he who 
states the property of the good does not show us 
the good itself. For certainly all agree that the 
good is useful and that it is choiceworthy (and for 
this reason it is called “  good ”  as being “ delight
ful ” a), and that it is productive o f happiness ; but 36 
if one inquires further what this thing is which is 
useful and choiceworthy for its own sake and pro
ductive o f happiness, they will no longer be o f one 
mind, although they previously agreed in calling it 
the useful and the choiceworthy, but will be swept 
away into a truceless war, one man calling it virtue, 
another pleasure, another painlessness, another some
thing else quite different. But if it had in fact been 37 
shown by the definitions mentioned above what the 
good is, they would not have been at strife as though 
the real nature of the good were unknown. So then, 
the definitions set forth do not teach us what the good 
is but the accidental property o f the good. Conse
quently, they are unsound not only in this respect but 
also inasmuch as they aim at something which is im
possible ; for he who is ignorant o f an existing object 38 
cannot get to know the property o f that object either. 
For example, the man who says to one who is ignorant 
of what a horse is, “  A horse is an animal capable of 
neighing,”  does not teach him what a horse is ; for 
“  neighing,”  too, is unknown to the person who does 
not know the horse, as it is a property o f the horse. 
And he who to the man who has not grasped
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μ ένος “  β οΰς εστι ζώ ον  μυκητικόν ”  ού παρίστησι 
τον  β οΰν· τ ώ  γά ρ  μη γινώ σκ οντι τούτον συνακα- 
ταληπτεΐτα ι και τ ο  μ υκ ασθαι, συμ βεβηκός ύπαρχον

39 του β ο ό ς. ούκοΰν καί π ρος τον  άνεννόητον δντα  
τά γα θο ΰ  μ άτην και άνωφ ελώς λ έγεται οτι αγαθόν  
εσ τι το  αιρετόν η τ ο  ωφελούν, π ρώ τον γάρ  δ(ί 
μαθεΐν τη ν  αυτού  το ύ  α γαθού  φύσιν, εΐτα  τό τε  
συνιεναι οτι ωφελεί και οτι αιρετόν εστι καί ευδαι
μονίας ποιητικόν, επ * αγνοούμενη δε το ύ τη  και οι 
τοιούτοι τω ν  όρων ού διδάσκουσι τ ο  ζη τουμ ενον.

40 Δ είγμ α το ς μ εν  οΰν χάριν άπαρκεσει τα ύ τ  είρή- 
σθαι περί τή ς  τά γα θο ΰ  νοήσεω ς. ε ξ  ώ ν, ώ ς  οΐμαι, 
σαφή τυγχάνει και τα  περί το ύ  κακού τεχνολογού
μενα παρά τοΐς ετεροδόξοις. κακόν γ ά ρ  εστι τό  
εναντίον τ ώ  άγαθω  · δπερ βλάβη εστιν ή ούχ ετερον  
βλά βη ς, και βλάβη μεν ώ σπ ερ  κακία και ή φαύλη 
π ρ ά ξις, ούχ ετερον δε βλά βη ς καθάπερ ό φαύλος

41 άνθρω πος και ο εχθρός, μ ετα ξύ  δε το ύ τω ν , φημι 
δε τού  τ ε  αγαθού  και κακού, δπερ και αΖιάφορον 
ώ νο μ ά ζετο , εσ τι τό  ούδετερω ς εχον. τ ις  δ* ήν ή  
τ ω ν  ορών το ύ τω ν  δύναμις και τίνα  ρητεον προς τούς  
ορούς, εκ τω ν  περί τά γα θο ΰ  λεγομένω ν π ά ρ εσ η  
μαθεΐν. νύν δ* επί προκατασταθεΐσι τούτοις μ ε τ -  
ελθόντες σκεφ ώ μεθα εΐ ώ σπ ερ  επινοείται τ ι  αγαθόν  
καί κακόν, ο ύ τω  καί π ρος τη ν φύσιν υπαρκτόν  
εστιν .

Γ'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΦΤΣΕΙ ΑΓΑΘΟΝ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΚΟΝ

42 *Ότι μεν οΰν ού κεκρατημενω ς υπέγραφαν οί 
δογματικοί την επίνοιαν το ύ  τ ε  α γαθού  καί κακού,

• With | 40 cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 176. * Cf. §§ 21-39 supra.
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what an ox is propounds the definition, “ An ox is an 
animal capable of bellowing,” does not explain the 
ox, for “  bellowing ”  too is equally uncomprehended 
by the man who does not know the ox, it being a 
property o f the ox. Therefore also it is vain and 39 
useless to say to the man who is devoid o f a con
ception o f the good that the good is the choice
worthy or the useful. For one ought first to learn 
the real nature o f the good itself, and then, in the 
next place, perceive that it is useful and that it is 
choiceworthy and productive o f happiness. But if 
this is unknown such definitions as these do not 
inform us o f what we seek.

It will be enough, then, to have said thus much, by 40 
way of illustration, regarding the conception o f the 
Good. And from this the logical subtleties which 
the Dogmatists devise regarding Evil will also be 
plain.® For the evil is the contrary of the good ; and 
it is harm or not other than harm ; and it is “  harm ”  
as in the case o f badness and wicked action, but “  not 
other than ‘ harm ’ ”  as in the case of the wicked man 
and the enemy. And between these (I mean, between 41 
the good and the evil, and termed the “  indifferent ” ) 
is that which is in neither state. And what the signi
ficance o f these definitions is, and what is to be said 
against the definitions, one may learn from our dis
cussion o f the good.6 But now, on the assumption 
that these are already established, let us pass on and 
consider whether good and evil are really existent in 
the way in which they are conceived.

C hapter III.—Do G ood and E vil really e x ist?
Now that the Dogmatists have not described the 42 

conception of Good and Evil convincingly we have
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πρότερον επελογισάμεθα· προς δε το εύχερεστερον  
συμπεριφερεσθαι τοΐς περί τη ς  ύπ ά ρξεω ς αυτόν  
λόγοις αΰταρκες εστιν είπείν ώ ς  αρα πάντες άν
θρω ποι, καθάπερ ελεγε και ό Α ίνησίδη μ ος, αγαθόν  
ηγούμενοι τό  αίρουν αυτούς, οποίον αν π ο τ  η , 
μαχομενας εχουσι τά ς  iv  ειδει τrepi αυτού κρίσεις.

43 και ον τρόπον συμφ ω νοΰντες, εί τύχοι, περί τοΰ  
είναι τινα σω ματικήν εύμορφίαν περί τη ς  ευμόρφου 
και καλής γνναικός στα σιά ζουσιν , του  μεν Α ίθ ίο -  
π ος την σιμοτάτην και μελάντάτην προκρίνοντος, 
το ΰ  δε Περσου την γρ νπ οτάτη ν και λενκοτάτην  
αποδεχόμενου, άλλου δε τη ν μ εσην κατά τ ε  τον  
χαρακτήρα και κατά τη ν χρόαν π α σώ ν καλλίονα

44 λεγοντος, τον αυτόν τρόπον και κατά  κοινήν π ρ ό- 
ληφιν δοζά ζο ντες  είναι τ ι αγαθόν και κακόν οι τε 
Ιδιώται και οι φιλόσοφοι, αγαθόν μεν τό  αίρουν 
αυτούς και ωφελούν, κακόν δε τ ό  εναντίω ς εχον, 
κ α τ είδος προς άλλήλους πολεμοΰσιν·

άλλος γά ρ  τ  αλλοισιν άνήρ επιτερπεται εργοις, 

και κατ *Α ρχίλοχον

άλλος άλλω επ ' εργω  καρδίην ϊαίνεται,

είγε ό μεν δόξαν ά σπ ά ζετα ι 6 δε πλούτον, άλλος 
ευεξίαν, τ ις  δε ηδονήν, καί επί τ ω ν  φιλοσόφων 6

45 αυτό? λόγος, ο ί μεν γά ρ  από τή ς  * Α καδημ ίας καί 
το ΰ  περιπάτου τρία  γένη  φασίν είναι τω ν  αγαθώ ν, 
καί ά μεν περί ψυχήν ύπαρχειν ά δε περί σώ μ α  ά  δε  
εκτός φυχής τε  καί σ ώ μ α τος, περί μεν οδν φυχήν 
τά ς  άρετάς, περί δε τό  σώ μ α  ύγίειαν καί εύεξίαν

β With §§ 42-44 cf. P.H. iii. 175.
* Homer, Odyaa. xiv. 228 ; cf. P.H. i. 86.
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already argued α; but in order to become more easily 
familiar with the arguments about its existence it is 
quite sufficient to say that, after all (as Aenesidemus 
used to assert), whereas all men consider that the good 
is what attracts them, whatever that may be, the 
particular views they hold about it are conflicting. 
And just as, although men agree (shall we say ?) 43 
that comeliness of body exists yet they are at variance 
about the comely and beautiful woman,—the Ethio
pian preferring the blackest and most snub-nosed, 
and the Persian approving the whitest and most 
hook-nosed, and someone else declaring that she 
who is intermediate both in feature and in colouring 
is the most beautiful of all,—so in the same way both 44 
laymen and philosophers share the same pre-concep
tion and believe that good and evil exist,—good being 
that which attracts them and is useful, and evil that 
which is of the opposite nature,—but as to particular 
instances they are at war with one another :—
One thing is pleasing to one man, another thing to another.* 
and, in the words of Archilochus,®—

Men differ as to what things cheer their hearts,
seeing that this man welcomes glory, that man wealth, 
another well-being, and another pleasure. And the 
same account applies to the philosophers. d For the 45 
Academics and the Peripatetics * assert that there are 
three classes of goods, and that some belong to the 
soul, some to the body, and others are external to 
both soul and body,—the virtues belonging to the 
soul, and to the body health and well-being and keen-

* Fray. 36 (Bergk).
* With §§ 45-47 cf. P.H. iii. 180-181.

• Cf. Aristot. Eth. Nic. i. 8.
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και ευαισθησίαν και κάλλος και παν ο της όμοιας 
εστϊν Ιδέας, εκτός δε ψυχής και σώματος πλούτον

46 πατρίδα γονείς τέκνα ψιλούς, τά παραπλήσια, οί 
δε από τής στοάς τρία μεν γένη των αγαθών καί 
αυτοί τύγχανειν ελεξαν, ουχ ωσαύτως δε· τούτων^ 
γάρ τά μεν περί ψυχήν τά δ’ εκτός τά δε ούτε περί 
ψυχήν ούτε εκτός, εξαιροΰντες το γένος των περί τδ 
σώμα αγαθών ώς μή αγαθών, καί δή περί μεν 
ι/ιυχήν εΐναί φασι τάς άρετάς καί τάς σπουδαίας 
πράξεις, εκτός δε είναι τόν τε φίλον καί τον σπου
δαίοι άνθρωπον καί τά σπουδαία τέκνα και γονείς 
καί τά όμοια, ούτε δε περί ψυχήν ούτε έκτος αυτόν 
τόν σπουδαΐον άνθρωπον ώς προς εαυτόν, ούτε γάρ 
εκτός εαυτού δυνατόν είναι αυτόν ούτε περί ψυχήν

47 εκ γάρ ψνχής καί σώματος συνάστηκεν. είσί δε οί 
τοσοΰτον άπεχοντες του εξαιρεΐν τό γένος τών περί 
σώμα τι αγαθών ώς καί εν αύτοϊς τό άρχικώτατον 
άπολιπεΐν αγαθόν όποιοι εϊσιν οί την κατά σάρκα 
ηδονήν άσπαζόμενοι. καί ΐνα μή δοκώμεν νυν επί 
πλεΐον εκτείνειν τόν λόγον, παριστάντες ότι άσυμ- 
φωνός εστι καί μαχομενη ή περί αγαθού τε καί 
κακού τών ανθρώπων κρίσις, επί ενός υποδείγματος1 
ποιησόμεθα τήν ύφήγησιν, καθάπερ τής υγείας, 
επεί καί συνηθεστερός εστιν ήμΐν 6 περί αυτής 
λόγος.

48 Ουκοΰν τήν υγείαν οί μεν νομίζουσιν αγαθόν είναι 
οί δ* ούκ αγαθόν, καί τών αγαθόν ύπολαμβανόντων 
οί μεν μεγιστον αγαθόν ταυτην ελεξαν οί δ* ου 
μεγιστον, καί τών ούκ αγαθόν είπόντων οί μεν 
άδιάφορον προηγουμενον, οί δε άδιάφορον μεν, ου

1 υποδείγματος Heintz : ύποδειγμαηκώς MSS., Bekk.
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ness o f sense and beauty and everything which is of a 
similar character, and external to soul and body being 
wealth, country, parents, children, friends, and the 
like. But the Stoics, though they too declared that 46 
there are three classes of good things, yet classed 
them differently, saying that some of them belong to 
the soul, that some are external, and that some are 
neither psychical nor external, and eliminating the 
class of bodily goods as not being goods. Thus those 
belonging to the soul are, they say, the virtues and 
right actions ; and external are the friend and the 
good man and good children and parents and the like ; 
and neither psychical nor external is the good man in 
his relation to himself, for it is impossible for him to 
be either external to himself or psychical; for he is 
composed of soul and body. And there are some who 47 
are so far from eliminating the class o f bodily goods 
that they even assign to them the most principal 
good ; and of this sort are they who approve of 
carnal pleasure. But lest we may seem now to be 
unduly prolonging our argument in showing that the 
judgement o f men regarding Good and Evil is dis
cordant and conflicting, we shall base our exposition 
on one example only—namely health, since the dis
cussion o f this is specially familiar to us.a

Health, then, is by some considered to be a good, by 48 
others not a good ; and of those who suppose it to be 
a good some have declared it to be the greatest good, 
others not the greatest; and of those who have said 
that it is not a good, some have counted it “ a pre
ferred indifferent,”  others an indifferent but not

• Since Sextus himself was a physician.
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49 προηγουμενον δέ. αγαθόν μέν ούν, καί τούτο 
πρώτον, είρηκασι την υγείαν ούκ ολίγοι των τε 
ποιητών και τών συγγραφέων και καθόλου πάντες 
οι από τοΰ βίου. Σιμωνίδης μέν γάρ ο μελοποιός 
φησι μηδέ καλάς σοφίας είναι χάριν, el μη τις έχοι 
σεμνήν υγείαν' Λικυμνιος δέ προειπών ταΰτα

λιπαρόμματε, μάτερ ύφίστα,1 θρόνων 
σεμνών * Απόλλωνος βασίλεια ποθεινά, 
πραυγελως υγεία, 

ποιον ύφηλόν επιφέρει· 
τις γάρ πλούτου χάρις η τοκήων 
η τάς ίσοδαίμονος ανθρώπου βασιληΐδος άρχας; 
σέθεν δέ χωρίς ου τις ευδαίμων έφυ.

50 Ήρόφιλος δέ εν τώ  διαιτητικώ και σοφίαν φησίν 
άνεπίδεικτον και τέχνην άδηλον καί ϊσχυν άν- 
αγώνιστον καί πλούτον άχρειον καί λόγον αδύνατον

51 υγείας άπούσης. άλλ* ούτοι μεν ούτως' αγαθόν 
δ’ εΐπαν αυτήν ύπάρχειν, ου μην καί πρώτον, οι τε 
από τής ’Ακαδημίας καί οι από τοΰ περιπάτου, 
δεΐν γάρ ύπέλαβον έκάστω τών αγαθών την οίκείαν 
τάξιν τε καί αξίαν άπονέμειν. ένθεν καί 6 Κράντωρ 
εις εμφασιν τοΰ λεγομένου βουλόμενος ημάς άγειν

52 πάνυ χαρίεντι συνεχρήσατο παραδείγματι. εί γάρ 
νοήσαιμεν, φησί, κοινόν τι τών Πανελλήνων θέα- 
τρον, εις τοΰτό τε έκαστον τών αγαθών παρών καί 
τών πρωτείων αντιποιούμενου ήκειν, ευθύς καί εις 
έννοιαν άναχθησόμεθα τής έν τοΐς άγαθοΐς δια-

1 ύφίστα Wilamowitz: ύφίστων MS9., Bekk.
• For the two subdivisions of the “  indifferent ”—“  pre

ferred ”  and “  rejected ”—cf. §§ 59 ff. infra; P.H. iii. 191 f. t 
Vol. I. Introd. p. xxvii.
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“  preferred.”  a Now that health is a good, and the 49 
prime good, has been asserted by not a few of the 
poets and writers and generally by all ordinary folk. 
Thus Simonides the lyric poet declares b that “  Even 
fair Wisdom lacks grace unless a man possesses 
august Health.”  And Licymnius, after first uttering 
this prelude c—

Mother sublime, with eyes bright-shining,
Lov’d queen of the holy throne of Apollo,
Gently-smiling Lady of Health—

adds this lofty strain—
Where is the joy of wealth or of kindred,
Or of kingly dominion that maketh man god-like ?
Nay, parted from thee can no one be blessed.

And Herophilus d in his Dietetics affirms that wisdom 50 
cannot display itself and art is non-evident and 
strength unexerted and wealth useless and speech 
powerless in the absence o f health.— Such then are 51 
the views o f these men. But the Academics and 
Peripatetics e said that health is indeed a good, but 
not the prime good. For they held that one ought 
to assign to each of the goods its own proper rank 
and value. Hence Crantor/ wishing to bring us to 
have a clear image of the object under discussion, 
made use of a very delightful illustration. I f  we were 52 
to imagine, he says, a general theatre, common to all 
the Greeks, and that each of the goods were to come 
and present itself in this and challenge for the first 
prize, we should be brought at once to a realization of 
the difference between the goods. For in the first 53

* Frag. 70 (Bergk). * Frag. 4 (Bergk).
a A  physician of Cos, circa 300 b.c. ; cf. P.H. ii. 245.

• Cf. § 77 infra.
1 An Academic, disciple of Xenocrates, circa 300 b.c.
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53 φοράς, πρώτον μέν γάρ 6 πλούτος παραπηδήσας 
έρεΐ “  εγώ, ώ άνδρες ΐΐανέλληνες, κόσμον παρέχων 
πάσιν άνθρώποις καί τάς εσθήτας καί τάς υποδέσεις 
και την άλλην άπόλαυσιν χρειώδης είμί νοσοΰσι και 
ύγιαίνονσι, και εν μεν ειρήνη παρέχω τα τερττνά,

54 εν δε πολέμοις νεύρα των πράξεων γίνομαι.”  τού
των γάρ δη των λόγων άκουσαντες οι Πανελλ^νε? 
όμοθυμαδόν κελεύσουσιν άποδοϋναι τα πρωτεία τώ  
πλούτω. άλλ’ εάν τούτου ήδη άνακηρυττομένου 
επιστάσα ή ηδονή,

τύ) evi μ*ν φιλοτης, m  ο ίμερος, ev ο οαριστνς, 
πάρφασις, ή τ  έκλεφε νόον πόκα περ φρονεόντων,

55 λέγη δε εις μέσον κα,ταστάσα ότι αυτήν δίκαιόν 
εστιν άναγορευειν

(ό γάρ όλβος ου βέβαιος, άλλ* εφήμερος 
έξίπτατ οίκων, μικρόν άνθήσας χρόνον,

διώκεται τε προς των ανθρώπων ου δι εαυτόν αλλά 
την εξ αύτοϋ περιγινομένην άπόλαυσιν καί ηδονήν), 
πάντως οι Ώανέλληνες, ούκ άλλως έχειν τό πράγμα 
ή ούτως ύπολαβόντες, κεκράξονται δεΐν την ηδονήν

56 στεφανοΰν. αλλά καί ταυτης τό βραβεΐον φέρεσθαι 
μελλουσης, έπήν είσβάλλη ή υγεία μετά των συν
έδρων αυτή θεών, καί διδάσκη ώς ούτε ηδονής οΰτε 
πλούτου όφελος τί εστιν άπούσης αυτής

(τί γάρ με πλούτος ωφελεί νοσοΰντά ye1; 
μίκρ* αν θέλοιμι καί καθ' ημέραν έχων 
άλυπον οίκεΐν βίοτον ή πλουτών νοσεΐν),

57 άκουσαντες πάλιν οι Πανελλ^νε? καί καταλαβόντες
1 νοσοΰντά ye Fabr., Bekk.: νόσον mss. (? μιστόν cαφΐλΐί 

νόσων).
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place Wealth, springing to the front, will say—“ I,
0  all ye Greeks, by providing adornment to all men 
and garments and shoes and all other comforts am 
indispensable both to the sick and to the whole, and 
while I furnish delights in peace, in war I become the 
sinews of action.”  Then all the Greeks, on hearing 54 
these words, will with one consent give orders that 
the first prize be bestowed on Wealth. But if, 
whilst he is already being proclaimed the victor, 
Pleasure should present herself—
In whom love doth abide and longing and amorous converse, 
Speech seductive which stealeth the wits, yea e’en of the 

wisest,®—
and taking her stand in the middle should declare 55 
that it is right to proclaim her victor—

For unsure is Wealth: it lasteth but a day,
Then, after briefest flow’ring, takes to flight,6

also it is pursued by men not for its own sake but 
for the enjoyment and pleasure which accrue because 
of it,—then certainly all the Greeks, conceiving that 
this is in fact the case, will cry aloud that they must 
crown Pleasure. But when she, too, is about to carry 56 
off the palm, as soon as Health makes her entry in 
company with her fellow-deities,® and explains that 
in her absence there is no profit either in pleasure or 
in wealth—

What doth wealth profit me when I am side ?
Better a little portion day by day
With painless life than riches with disease d—

then, once again, when they have heard her and have 57
* Homer, II. xiv. 216.
6 C f. Eurip. Phoen. 558, Electro. 944.
* Such as Asclepios, Panacea, Athenfi (an altar to Athenfe 

Hygieia was set up in Athens by Pericles).
* From Eurip. Telephus {Frag. 714 Nauck).
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ώς ούκ ενεστι κλινοπετή καί νοσούσαν ύποστήναι 
την ευδαιμονίαν, φήσουσι νικάν την υγείαν, άλλα 
και της υγείας ήδη νικώσης, επάν είσελθη ή άνδρία 
πολύ στίφος άριστεων και ηρώων εχουσα περί

68 εαυτήν, καταστάσά τε λεγη “  εμού μη παρούσης, 
ώ άνδρες "Ελληνες, άλλοτρία γίνεται ή κτήσις των 
παρ' ύμΐν αγαθών, εϋξαιντό τ' αν οι πολέμιοι 
περιουσιάζειν υμάς πάσι τοΐς άγαθοΐς ώς μελλή- 
σοντες υμών κρατεΐν,”  και τούτων ουν άκούσαντες 
οι "Ελληνες τα μεν πρωτεία τη αρετή άποδώσουσι, 
τα  δε δευτερεΐα τή υγεία, τα  δε τρίτα τή ηδονή, 
τελευταΐον δε τάζουσι τον πλούτον.

69 Και δη 6 μεν Κράντωρ την υγείαν εν δεύτερα 
μοίρα ετίθετο, στοιχών τοΐς προειρημενοις φιλο- 
σόφοις· ούκ αγαθόν δ ’ οί από της στοάς ελεξαν 
αυτήν άλλ' άδιάφορον. τό άδιάφορον δ ’ οίονται 
λεγεσθαι τριχώς, καθ' ενα μεν τρόπον προς δ μήτε 
ορμή μήτε αφορμή γίνεται, οΐόν εστι τό περιττούς 
ή αρτίους είναι τούς αστέρας ή τάς επί τή κεφαλή

60 τρίχας, καθ' ετερον δε προς δ ορμή μεν και αφορμή 
γίνεται, ου μάλλον δε προς τόδε ή τόδε, οΐον επί 
δυοΐν δραχμών άπαραλλάκτων τώ τε χαρακτήρι καί 
τή λαμπρότητι, όταν δεη τό ετερον αυτών αίρεΐ- 
σθαι· ορμή μεν γάρ γίνεται προς τό ετερον αυτών

61 [αίρεΐσθαι], ού μάλλον δε προς τόδε ή τόδε. κατά 
δε τρίτον καί τελευταΐον τρόπον φασίν άδιάφορον 
τό μήτε προς εύδαιμονίαν μήτε προς κακοδαιμονίαν 
συλλαμβανόμενον, καθ' δ σημαινόμενόν φασι τήν τε 
υγείαν καί νόσον καί πάντα τα σωματικά καί τά 
πλεΐστα τών εκτός άδιάφορα τυγχάνειν διά τό μήτε 
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come to realize that happiness cannot exist when 
bed-ridden and diseased, all the Greeks will declare 
that Health is the victor. But even while Health 
is already claiming the victory, as soon as Courage 
enters, surrounded by a great press o f nobles and 
heroes, and taking her stand speaks thus—“ If I am 58 
not present, O ye Greeks, the ownership of your 
goods falls into other hands, and your enemies would 
pray that you might abound in all things good since 
they intend to conquer you ”  ; then, on hearing this, 
the Greeks will assign the first prize to valour, and 
the second to health, and the third to pleasure, and 
they will rank wealth last.

Thus Crantor put health in the second place, 59 
adopting the order of the philosophers previously 
mentioned ; but the Stoics affirmed that it is not a 
“  good ”  but an “  indifferent.”  e They suppose that 
the term “  indifferent ”  has three senses : in one 
sense it is applied to that for which there exists 
neither inclination nor disinclination,—such as the 
fact that the stars or the hairs of the head are odd in 
number or even ; in another sense it applies to that 60 
for which there exists inclination and disinclination 
but not more for this thing than for that—as in 
the case o f two drachmae indistinguishable both in 
markings and in brightness, when one is required to 
choose one o f them, for there exists an inclination 
for one of them but no more for this one than for that. 
And in the third and last sense the indifferent, they 61 
say, is that which contributes neither to happiness 
nor to unhappiness ; and indifferent in this signifi
cation, they say, are health and disease and all things 
o f the body and most external things because they

• With §§ 59-61 cf. P.H. iii. 177. 
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προς ευδαιμονίαν μήτε προς κακοδαιμονίαν συν- 
τείνειν. ω γάρ εστιν εΰ και κακώς χρήσθαι, τοϋτ ’ 
αν είη άδιάφορον- διά παντός δ* άρετή μέν καλώς, 
κακία δε κακώς, υγεία δε και τοΐς περί σώματι 
ποτέ μεν ευ ποτέ δε κακώς εστι χρήσθαι, διό ταυτ

62 άν εΐη αδιάφορα. ήδη δε τών αδιαφορών φασί 
τά μεν είναι προηγμένα τα δ* άποπροηγμενα τα  
δε μήτε προηγμένα μήτε άποπροηγμενα, καί προ
ηγμένα μεν είναι τά ικανήν αξίαν εχοντα, άπο
προηγμενα δε τά ικανήν άπαξίαν εχοντα, μήτε δε 
προήχθαι μήτε άποπροήχθαι οΐον τό εκτεΐναι ή 
συγκάμφαι τον δάκτυλον καί παν δ τουτω παρα-

63 πλήσιόν εστιν. τάττεσθαι δ* εν μεν τοΐς προηγ- 
μενοις τήν τε υγείαν καί τήν ίσχύν καί τό κάλλος 
πλούτον τε καί δόξαν καί τά εοικότα, εν δε τοΐς 
άποπροηγμενοις νόσον καί πενίαν καί άλγηδόνα καί 
τά άνάλογα. ώδε μεν καί οι άπό τής στοάς*

64 μή εΐναι δε προηγμενον άδιάφορον τήν υγείαν καί 
παν τό κατ αυτήν παραπλήσιον εφησεν Άριστων 6 
Χίο?, ίσον γάρ εστι τό προηγμενον αυτήν λεγειν 
άδιάφορον τω άγαθόν άξιοΰν, καί σχεδόν όνομα τι

65 μόνον διαφερον. καθόλου γάρ τά μεταξύ άρετής 
καί κακίας άίδιάφορα μή εχειν μηδεμίαν παρ
αλλαγήν, μηδε τινά μεν εΐναι φύσει προηγμένα τινά 
δε άποπροηγμενα, άλλα παρά τάς διαφόρους τών 
καιρών περιστάσεις, ( ώ ? )1 μήτε τά λεγάμενα προ
ήχθαι πάντως γίνεσθαι προηγμένα μήτε τά λεγάμενα 
άποπροήχθαι κατ' άνάγκην ύπάρχειν άποπροηγ-

66 μένα, εάν γοϋν δέη τούς μεν ύγιαίνοντας ύπηρετεΐν 
τώ τυράννω καί διά τοΰτο άναιρεΐσθαι, τούς δέ

1 <ώς> add. cj. Heintz.
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tend neither towards happiness nor towards un
happiness. For that which it is possible to use either 
well or ill will be indifferent; and whereas one 
always uses virtue well and vice ill, one can use 
health and the things o f the body at one time well 
and at another ill, and consequently they will be 
indifferent.—And they say too that o f things 62 
indifferent some are “  preferred,”  others “  re
jected,”  others neither preferred nor rejected,® and 
that the preferred are those which have consider
able “  worth,”  and the rejected those which have 
considerable “  unworthiness,”  and that extending the 
finger, for example, or contracting it, and everything 
like that, is neither preferred nor rejected. And 63 
amongst the things preferred are ranked health and 
strength and beauty, wealth and glory and the like ; 
but amongst the things rejected, sickness and poverty 
and pain and suchlike.— So say the Stoics ; but 64 
Ariston o f Chios 6 affirmed that health, and everything 
of a similar kind, is not a “  preferred indifferent ”  ; 
for to call it a “  preferred indifferent ”  is equivalent 
to claiming it to be a “  good,”  and practically differs 
only in name. For, without exception, amongst the 65 
indifferent things which lie between virtue and vice 
there is no distinction ; nor are some of them pre
ferred, others rejected naturally, but owing to the 
different circumstances of the various occasions ; (so 
that) neither are those said to be preferred inevitably 
preferred, nor those said to be rejected necessarily 
rejected. Were it, for instance, obligatory that men 66 
in sound health should serve under the tyrant and on 
this account be destroyed, but that the sick should

e Cf. § 48 supra. With §§ 62-66 cf. P.H. iii. 191-192.
6 A Stoic, with Cynic tendencies, circa 260 b.c.
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νοσοΰντας απολυόμενους της υπηρεσίας συναπο - 
λύεσθαι και της άναφεσεως, ελοιτ αν μάλλον 6 
σοφός το νοσεΐν κατά τούτον τον καιρόν η [οτι]1 το 
ύγιαίνειν. και ταύτη ούτε ή υγεία προηγμενον εστι

67 πάντως ούτε ή νόσος άποπροηγμενον. ώσπερ οΰν 
εν ταΐς όνοματογραφίαις άλλοτ’ άλλα προτάττομεν 
στοιχεία, προς τάς διαφόρους περιστάσεις άρτιζό- 
μενοι, και τό μεν δέλτα οτε τό τοΰ Δίωνος ονομα 
γράφομεν, τό 8ε ιώτα οτε τό τοΰ "Ιωνος, τό 8ε ώ 
οτε τό τοΰ Ώ,ρίωνος, ού τη φύσει ετερων παρά τά 
ετερα γράμματα προκρινόμενων, των δε καιρών 
τούτο ποιεΐν άναγκαζόντων, οΰτω καν τοΐς μεταξύ 
αρετής και κακίας πράγμασιν ού φυσική τις γίνεται 
ετερων παρ* ετερα πρόκρισις, κατά περίστασιν δε 
μάλλον.

68 ’Αλλά γάρ εκ τούτων άσυμφώνου δειχθείσης και 
νποδειγματικώτερον τής περί τών αγαθών τε και 
κακών ετι δε αδιαφορών προλήφεως, 8εήσει λοιπόν 
καί τών παρά τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς εις τό προκείμενον

69 λεγομένων εφάπτ εσθαι. εί τοίνυν εστι τι φύσει 
αγαθόν καί εστι τι φύσει κακόν, τοΰτο οφείλει 
κοινόν είναι πάντων καί πασιν ύπάρχειν αγαθόν ή 
κακόν, ώσπερ γάρ το πΰρ φύσει αλεαντικόν καθ
εστώς πάντας αλεαίνει καί ούχ ους μεν αλεαίνει 
οΰς δε φύχει, καί ον τρόπον ή χιών (φύσει)* φύ- 
χουσα ούχί τούς μεν φύχει τούς δε αλεαίνει, πάντας 
δ ’ ομοίως φύχει, οΰτω τό φύσει αγαθόν πασιν 
οφείλει τνγχάνειν αγαθόν καί ούχί τοΐς μεν αγαθόν

70 τοί? δ ’ ούκ αγαθόν, παρό καί 6 Πλάτων συνιστάς 
οτι φύσει αγαθόν εστιν 6 θεός, anτο τών όμοιων 
επικεχείρηκεν. ώς γάρ θερμοΰ, φησίν, ίδιον εστι

1 [5η] seel. Araim (? οΰτω:). * <φύσει> add. cj. Mutsch. 
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be set free from that service and freed likewise from 
destruction, on such an occasion the wise man would 
choose sickness rather than health. And thus neither 
is health inevitably preferred nor sickness rejected. 
As, then, in the writing o f names we place different 67 
letters first at different times, adapting them to the 
varying circumstances,—Delta when we are writing 
the name of Dion, Iota when it is Ion, Omega when 
it is Orion,—no one letter being preferable to the 
others by nature, but the occasions compelling us to 
act thus,—so also in the things which lie between 
virtue and vice there exists no natural precedence of 
some before others, but rather a precedence due to 
circumstance.

But now that we have thus shown, mainly by means 68 
of examples, that there is no agreement about the 
preconception regarding things good and evil, and 
the indifferent as well, it will be our next task to deal 
with the arguments o f the Sceptics about the problem 
before us. If, then, there exists anything good by 69 
nature or anything evil by nature, this thing ought to 
be common to all men and be good or evil for all.® 
For just as fire which is warmth-giving by nature 
warms all men, and does not warm some but chill 
others,—and like as snow which chills (by nature) 
does not chill some and warm others, but chills all 
alike,—so what is good by nature ought to be good 
for all, and not good for some but not good for others. 
Wherefore also Plato,6 in establishing that God is 70 
good by nature, argued on similar lines. For, he 
says, as it is the special property of heat to make hot

0 With § 69 cf. P.H. iii. 179.
* Cf. Plato. Hep. ii. 379 a if., and 335 d.
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τό θερμαίνειν καί φυχροϋ ϊδιόν εστι το φύχειν, 
οϋτω καί άγαθοΰ Ιδιάν ian  τό άγαθοποιεΐν’ τά- 
γαθον δε γε ο θεός’ ίδιον αρα εστι θεοΰ τό αγαθό-

71 ποιεΐν. ώστε εί εστι τι φύσει αγαθόν, τούτο ττρός 
απαντάς εστιν αγαθόν, καί ει εστι τι φύσει κακόν, 
τούτο προς απαντάς εστι κακόν, ούδεν δε κοινόν 
πάντων εστιν αγαθόν ή κακόν, ώς παραστήσομεν

72 ονκ άρα εστι τι φύσει αγαθόν ή κακόν, ήτοι γάρ 
παν τό υπό τίνος δοξαζόμενον αγαθόν ρητεον ταΐς 
άληθείαις αγαθόν, ή ον παν. καί παν μεν ον ρη
τεον’ εί γάρ παν τό υπό τίνος δοξαζόμενον αγαθόν 
λεγοιμεν αγαθόν, επεί ταντόν υπό ετερου δοξάζεται 
κακόν καί υπό άλλου αγαθόν καί υπό διαφεροντος 
[δοξάζεται] άδιάφορον, δώσομεν τό αυτό άμα καί

73 κακόν καί αγαθόν καί άδιάφορον ύπάρχειν. οΐον 
την ηδονήν 6 μεν *Επίκουρος αγαθόν είναι φησιν, 
6 δβ είπών “  μανείην μάλλον η ήσθείην ”  κακόν, οι 
Μ από της στοάς άδιάφορον καί ον προηγμενον, 
άλλα Κλεάνθης μεν μήτε κατά φύσιν αυτήν είναι 
μήτε άξίαν εχειν [αυτήν] εν τω  βίφ, καθάπερ δε τό 
κάλλυντρον κατά φύσιν μη είναι, 6 δε *Αρχεδημος 
κατά φύσιν μεν είναι ώς τάς εν μασχάλη τρίχας, 
ούχί δε καί άξίαν εχειν, ΪΙαναίτιος δό τινά μεν

74 κατά φύσιν ύπάρχειν τινά δε παρά φύσιν. εί δη 
τοίνυν παν τό τινι φαινόμενον αγαθόν, τοΰτο πάντως 
εστιν άγαθόν, επεί ή ηδονή τω μεν ’Έπικούρω 
φαίνεται άγαθόν τινί δε των κυνικών κακόν τω  δ’ 
από τής στοάς άδιάφορον, εσται ή ηδονή άγαθόν
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and the property of cold to chill, so also it is the special 
property of good to do good ; but the Good is God ; 
therefore it is the property of God to do good. So 71 
that if there exists anything good by nature, this is 
good in relation to all men, and if there exists anything 
evil by nature, that is evil in relation to all. But 
there is nothing good or evil which is common to all, 
as we shall establish ; therefore there does not exist 
anything good or evil by nature. For we must 72 
declare either that everything which is supposed 
by anyone to be good is in very truth good, or not 
everything. But we must not declare that every
thing is so ; for if we should call good everything 
which is supposed by anyone to be good, then, since 
the same thing is supposed by one man to be evil, 
and by another good, and by yet another [is held 
to be] indifferent, we shall be granting that the same 
thing is at once both evil and good and indifferent. 
Epicurus, for example, asserts that pleasure is a good, 73 
but he who said “ I would rather be mad than enjoy 
pleasure ” a counted it an evil, while the Stoics say it 
is indifferent and not preferred ; but Cleanthes says 
that neither is it natural nor does it possess value for 
life, but, like a cosmetic, has no natural existence, 
whereas Archedemus6 says that it has a natural 
existence, like the hairs in the armpit, but possesses 
no value, and Panaetius that it exists partly by nature 
and partly contrary to nature.—If, tnen, everything 74 
that seems good to anyone is altogether good, then, 
since pleasure seems good to Epicurus, and evil 
to one of the Cynics, and indifferent to the Stoic,

a Antisthenes, the Cynic: with this § 73 cf. P.H. iii. 
180-181.

6 A Stoic, like Cleanthes and Panaetius.
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άμα καί κακόν και άδιάφορον. ονχί δέ γε δύναται 
τη φύσει τό αυτό τά εναντία τνγχάνειν, αγαθόν άμα 
και κακόν και άδιάφορον' ονκ άρα παν τό τινι 
φαινόμενον αγαθόν ή κακόν, τούτο ρητέον είναι

75 αγαθόν ή κακόν. εί δε (ον  παν)1 τό τινι 
φαινόμενον αγαθόν και πάντη εστιν αγαθόν, 6φεί- 
λομεν καταληπτικοί είναι και διακρίνειν δυνασθαι 
την εν τοΐς δοξαζομένοις άγαθοΐς διαφοράν, ώστε 
λέγειν τό μεν τωδε δοξαζόμενον αγαθόν ταΐς άλη- 
θείαις είναι αγαθόν, τό δε τφδε δοξαζόμενον μεν

76 αγαθόν, ούκετι δε τη φύσει αγαθόν, ήτοι οΰν δι 
εναργείας ταντην την διαφοράν λαμβάνεσθαι συμ- 
βεβηκεν η διά λόγον τινός. αλλά δι εναργείας 
άμήχανον. παν γάρ τό δι εναργείας προσπΐπτον 
κοινώς τε καί σνμφώνως λαμβάνεσθαι πέφνκεν νπό 
των άπαραποδίστονς εχόντων τάς αντιλήψεις, ώς 
παρόν ίδεΐν επί πάντων σχεδόν των φαινομένων, 
ούχί δε γε σνμφώνως τό αντο πάσιν αγαθόν είναι 
λέγεται, αλλά τοΐς μεν αρετή καί τό μετέχον αρετής, 
τοΐς δε ηδονή, τοΐς δε άλνπία, τισί δ* άλλο τι. ονκ 
άρα έναργώς προσπίπτει πάσι τό όντως αγαθόν.

77 εί δε λόγω λαμβάνεται, έπεί έκαστος πάντων 
των κατά διαφόρονς αιρέσεις κοσμονμένων ίδιον 
εχει λόγον, καί άλλον μεν Ζήνων, δι ον την αρετήν 
αγαθόν είναι δεδόξακεν, άλλον δ* Έπίκονρος, δι* 
ον την ηδονήν, ον τον αυτόν δε * Αριστοτέλης, δι 
οΰ την υγείαν, ίδιον πάλιν έκαστος είσηγήσεται 
αγαθόν, οπερ ονκ ήν τη φύσει αγαθόν, ουδέ κοινόν

78 πάντων, τοίννν ονδέν έστι φύσει αγαθόν, εί γάρ 
το μεν ίδιον έκαστου ουκ εστιν αγαθόν πάντων ουδέ

1 <ον τταν> add. Heintz.

422
Cf. § 36 supra.

AGAINST THE ETHICISTS, 74-78

pleasure will be at once good and evil and indifferent; 
but it is impossible for the same thing to be by nature 
opposite things,— at once good and evil and indifferent 
therefore we must not declare that everything which 
seems good or evil to anyone is good or evil.—But 75 
if what seems good to anyone is not in all cases alto
gether good, we ought to be gifted with discernment 
and able to distinguish the difference between the sup
posed goods so as to declare that this thing which is 
supposed by this man to be good is in very truth good, 
whereas that thing which is supposed by that man to 
be good is not also good by nature. This difference, 76 
then, comes to be perceived either through sensible 
evidence or through a process of reasoning.—But it 
cannot be through sensible evidence. For everything 
which causes an impression through sensible experi
ence is of such a nature as to be perceived with one 
accord by all in common who have their perceptions 
undistorted, as one may see in the case of nearly all 
appearances. But the same thing is not accounted 
good by all with one accord, but by some virtue and 
what partakes of virtue, by others pleasure, by others 
painlessness,® by others something else. Therefore 
the really good does not impress all men through 
sense-evidence.—And if it is perceived by reasoning, 77 
then, since each o f those persons who are held in 
honour in the different sects has his own peculiar 
reason—Zeno one by which he opined that virtue is 
the good, Epicurus another by which he chose 
pleasure, Aristotle a different one by which he chose 
health,—each of them likewise will introduce his own 
peculiar good, which is not a good by nature nor 
common to all. So then nothing is good by nature. 78 
For if the private good o f each is not the good of all
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φύσει, παρά δέ τό Ίδιον έκαστου αγαθόν ούδέν cart 
συμφωνίας αγαθόν, ούδέν έστω αγαθόν.

79 Και μην ει έστι τι αγαθόν, τοΰτο κατά τον ίδιον 
λόγον αιρετόν οφείλει τυγχάνεω, έπεί πας άνθρωπος 
αίρεΐται τούτου τυγχάνειν ώσπερ και το κακόν 
φυγεΐν. ούδέν δε γε αιρετόν έστι κατά τον Ίδιον 
λόγον [ώς αιρετόν],1 καθάπερ δείζομεν ούκ άρα

80Τί έστω αγαθόν, el γάρ εστι τι κατά τον Ίδιον 
λόγον αιρετόν, ήτοι αυτό τό αίρεΐσθαι αιρετόν 
έστω η έτερόν τι παρά τούτο, οΐον ήτοι τό αίρει- 
σθαι τον πλοΰτον αιρετόν έστω η αυτός 6 πλούτος

81 αιρετός έστω, καί αυτό μεν τό αίρεΐσθαι ούκ αν 
ειη αιρετόν, ει γάρ αιρετόν έστι κατά τον Ίδιον 
λόγον τό αίρεΐσθαι, ούκ όφείλομεν σπουδάζεω 
τυχεΐν οΰπερ αίρούμεθα, ινα μη έκπέσωμεν τοΰ 
έτι αίρεΐσθαι. ώσπερ γάρ (φευκτέον')* τό πίνειν 
η έσθίεω, ινα μη πιόντες η φαγόντες έκπέσωμεν 
τοΰ έτι θέλεω τό πίνειν η έσθίεω, ούτως ει τό 
αίρεΐσθαι πλοΰτον η υγείαν αιρετόν έστω, ούκ 
έχρήν ημάς διώκειν τον πλοΰτον η την υγείαν, ινα 
μη τυχόντες αύτών έκπέσωμεν τοΰ έτι αίρεΐσθαι.

82 διώκομεν δέ γε την τεΰξιν αύτών· ούκ άρα αιρετόν 
έστι τό αίρεΐσθαι, φευκτόν δέ μάλλον, και ον 
τρόπον 6 έρών σπεύδει τυχεΐν τής έρωμένης, ινα 
φυγή την έν τώ  έράν όχλησω, και ώς ο διψών 
έπείγεται πιεΐν, ινα φύγη την έν τώ διφην βάσανον, 
ώδε και 6 έν τώ  αίρεΐσθαι πλοΰτον όχλούμενος 
[κατά τό αίρεΐσθαι]8 έπείγεται τυχεΐν πλούτου, ινα

83 απαλλαγή τοΰ έτι αίρεΐσθαι. ει δ* έτερόν τί
1 [ώ? αιρετόν] seel. Heintz.

* <φ( νκτ(ον>  addo: <ίμ\βραδύνομεν τω >  c j. B e k k .
8 [κατά το αίρεΐσθαι] seel. Heintz.
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nor by nature, and besides the private good o f each 
there exists no good upon which all are agreed, no 
good exists.

Moreover, if good exists, it ought to be desirable 79 
on its own account, since every man desires to obtain 
it even as he desires to escape evil.a But, as we shall 
show, nothing is desirable on its own account; there
fore there does not exist any good. For if there is 80 
anything desirable on its own account, either the 
desire itself is desirable or something other than 
this,—for example, either the desire for wealth is 
desirable or wealth itself is desirable. But the desire 81 
itself will not be desirable. For if the desire is desir
able on its own account, we ought not to be eager to 
obtain that which we desire lest we should cease from 
desiring any longer. For just as (we ought to avoid) 6 
drinking or eating lest by having eaten or drunk we 
should cease to wish any longer to drink or eat, so, if 
the desire for wealth or health is desirable, we ought 
not to pursue after wealth or health, lest by acquiring 
them we cease to desire them any longer. But we 82 
do desire the acquisition of them ; therefore the 
desire is not desirable but rather to be avoided. And 
just as the lover is eager to obtain his beloved that 
he may escape from the distress which love entails, 
and as the thirsty man hurries to drink that he may 
escape the torment o f thirst, so also he who is dis
tressed through his desire for wealth hurries to obtain 
wealth that he may be relieved from further desire.—

« With §§ 79-84 cf. P.H. iii. 183-184.
b Probably more words have been lost from the Greek, as 

we should rather expect “  we ought to have avoided drinking 
or eating if the desire for them is desirable,”  or the like.
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cart to atρετόν παρ* αύτό το αίρεΐσθαι, ήτοι των 
κεχωρισμενων εστιν ημών η των περί ημάς, και 
el μεν κεχώρισται ημών και εκτός εστιν, ήτοι 
συμβαίνει τι ττερί ημάς εξ αύτοΰ η ούδεν συμβαίνει· 
οΐον άπό του φίλου η τοΰ σπουδαίου ανθρώπου η 
τέκνου η άλλου τίνος τών εκτός είναι λεγομένων 
αγαθών η συμβαίνει τι περί ημάς εξ αύτοΰ άστεΐον 
κίνημα καί αποδεκτόν κατάστημα καί αγαστόν 
πάθος, η ούδεν συμβαίνει τοιοΰτον ούδε εσμεν εν 
διαφόρω κινήματι, ότε αιρετόν ηγουμεθα τον φίλον

84 η το τεκνον. καί εί μεν ούδεν άπαξαπλώς γίνεται 
τι τοιοΰτον περί ημάς, ούδ* ολως εσται τό εκτός 
αιρετόν ημΐν. πώς γάρ προς ο άκινήτως διακείμεθα,

85 τούτου οΐόν τε αιρεσιν ποιεΐσθαι ημάς; καί γάρ 
άλλως, εΐπερ τό μεν χαρτόν νενόηται εκ τοΰ 
χαίρειν ημάς άπ* αύτοΰ, τό δε λυπηρόν εκ τοΰ 
λυπεΐσθαι, το δε αγαθόν εκ τοΰ άγασθαι, ακολου
θήσει, εξ οδ μήτε χαρά τις ημΐν εγγίνεται μήτε 
αγαστή διάθεσις μήτε άσμενιστόν τι κίνημα, εκ

86 τούτου μηδε αιρεσιν τινα εμφύεσθαι. εί δε γίνε
ται τι περί ημάς από τοΰ εκτός, οΐον τοΰ φίλου ή 
τοΰ τεκνον, προσηνές κατάστημα καί άσμενιστόν 
πάθος, εσται ού δι αυτόν αιρετός ό φίλος ή τό 
τεκνον, διά δε τό προσηνές τοΰτο κατάστημα καί 
άσμενιστόν πάθος, άλλ’ ήν γε τό τοιοΰτο κατά
στημα ούκ εκτός άλλα περί ημάς, ούδεν άρα τών

87 εκτός δι αυτό αιρετόν εστιν ή άγαθόν. καί
μην ούδε τών περί ημάς εστί τό αιρετόν καί 
άγαθόν. ήτοι γάρ σωματικόν εστι τοΰτο μόνον 
ή φυχικόν. αλλά σωματικόν μεν μόνον ούκ αν 
εΐη· εί γάρ σωματικόν μόνον ύποκεοιτο, ούκετι
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But if  the desirable is something other than the desire 83 
itself, it is either a thing separate from ourselves or a 
thing belonging to ourselves. And if it is separate 
from us and external, either some effect is produced 
in us by means o f it, or no effect; as, for instance, by 
the friend or the good man or the child, or any other 
o f the so-called external goods, either there is pro
duced in us a pleasing motion and a welcome state 
and a delightful affection, or no such result occurs 
and we do not experience any different motion when 
we regard the friend or the child as desirable. And 84 
if  absolutely no such effect is produced in us, no 
external thing at all will be desirable in our eyes. 
For how can we possibly have a desire for a thing in 
regard to which we feel no emotion ? And besides, 85 
if the enjoyable is so conceived because we get joy 
from it, and the painful because we get pain, and 
the good because we get delight,® it will follow that 
no desire is implanted by that which produces in us 
no joy nor delightful feeling nor agreeable emotion. 
But if there is produced in us by an external object, 86 
such as the friend or the child, a welcome state and an 
agreeable affection, the friend or the child will not be 
desirable for his own sake but for the sake o f this 
welcome state and agreeable affection. But such a 
state is not an external thing but is personal to our
selves. Therefore none of the external things is 
desirable for its own sake or good.—Nor yet is the 87 
desirable and good one of the things personal to our
selves.6 For it is either solely corporeal or psychical. 
But it will not be solely corporeal; for if it really were 
solely corporeal, and no longer a psychical affection,

a For the derivation of αγαθόν from άγασθαι cf. § 35 supra.
* With §§ 87-89 cf. P.II. iii. 185-186.
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δε καί ψυχικόν πάθος, εκφεύζεται την γνώσιν 
ημών (ψυχής γάρ io n  πάσα γνώσις) και ίσον έσται 
rot? έκτος ύποκειμένοις και μηδεμίαν εχουσι προς

88 ημάς συμπάθειαν, εί δε διατείνουσαν έχει την 
εύαρέστησιν εις ψυχήν, εσται κατ' αυτήν αιρετόν 
και αγαθόν, άλλ* ον καθό ψιλώς σωματικόν εστι 
κίνημα, πάν γάρ αιρετόν κατά αΐσθησιν ή νόησιν 
κρίνεται, ον κατ άλογον σώμα, άλλ’  ήγε το  
αιρετόν λαμβάνονσα αϊσθησις ή Βιάνοια ψνχής 
εστι [κατά τον ϊδιον λόγον]1· ούδέν άρα τώ ν περί 
σώμα σνμβαινόντων δι* αυτό αιρετόν εστι και

89 αγαθόν, άλλ* εί άρα, τών περί ψυχήν, ο πάλιν εις 
την άρχήθεν κυλιέται απορίαν, της γάρ έκάστου 
διανοίας άσυμφώνονς έχούσης τάς κρίσεις προς την 
τοΰ  πέλας, ανάγκη έκαστον το φαινόμενον αύτώ  
αγαθόν ήγεΐσθαι. ούκ ήν δέ τ ο  έκάστω φαινόμενον 
αγαθόν φύσει αγαθόν, ουδέ τούτη τοίνυν τ ί  εστιν 
αγαθόν.

90 Ό  δ ’ αυτός λόγος καί περί κακού, δυνάμει γάρ 
σνναποδέδοται* τη περί τοΰ αγαθού ζητήσει, 
πρώτον μεν ότι [ε’πει]3 του ετέρου αναιρούμενου 
συναναιρεΐται καί τό έτερον, εκάτερον γάρ κατά 
την ώς προς τό έτερον σχέσιν νενόηται· εΐτα 
έπεί καί προηγουμένως ένεση τό τοιοϋτον ζήμίν 
παριστάν, πειρασόμεθα}* πάλιν επί ενός υπο
δείγματος καταστήσασθαι τον λόγον, καθάπερ της 
αφροσύνης, ήν μόνην φασίν είναι κακόν οι από

91 τής  σ τοά ? , εί γάρ φύσει κακόν εστιν ή άφρο-
/ Ο  / «  / | Λ  I  / y *συνη, οεησει, ον τροπον το σερμον γνωρίζεται οτι

1 [κατά . . . λόγον]  seel. Heintz.
* σνναηοδέδοται Mutsch.: άποδόδοται mss., Bekk.
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it would elude our perception (for all perception is a 
property of the soul) and it would be on a par with the 
things which exist externally and have no fellow- 
feeling with us. But if the pleasure it contains 88 
extends to the soul, it will be desirable and good on 
account of this but not on account o f its being a 
merely corporeal motion. For every desirable thing 
is judged to be so by means o f a sensation or percep
tion and not by means of an irrational body. But the 
sense or intelligence which apprehends the desirable 
is o f the soul; therefore none of the things which 
happen to the body is desirable for its own sake and 
good, but, if any, those which happen to the soul; 89 
and this involves us once again in the original diffi
culty.0 For since the intelligence o f each man dis
agrees with that o f his neighbour in respect o f its 
judgements, each must necessarily regard as good 
that which appears so to himself. But what appears 
good to each man is not good by nature. So in this 
way, too, nothing is good.

And the same argument applies also to evil. For 90 
it virtually results from our investigation of the good 
that, in the first place, when one o f these is abolished 
the other also is abolished along with it (for each of 
them is conceived in its relation to the other) ; and 
next, since it is possible (for us to establish) this directly, 
(we shall attempt) once more to base our argument 
upon a single example, namely folly, which alone, say 
the Stoics, is evil. For if folly is evil by nature, then, 91 
just as the hot is known to be hot by nature from

° See § 77 supra.

• [«rei] seel. Mutsch.
4 <ημΐν . . . πεφασόμ( θα> addo (sec. Mutsch.).
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θερμόν εστι φύσ€ΐ εκ τοΰ τούς προσπελάσαντας 
αυτό.) θερμαίνεσθαι, καί το φυχρόν εκ τοΰ φύχε- 
σθαι, ούτω καί την άφροσύνην φύσει κακόν νπ- 
άρχουσαν γνωρίζεσθαι εκ τοΰ κακοΰσθαι. ήτοι ονν 
οι λεγόμενοι άφρονες κακοΰνται υπό της άφρο-

92 σύνης η οι φρόνιμοι, άλλ* οι μεν φρόνιμοι ού 
κακοΰνται· εκτός γάρ είσι της αφροσύνης, υπό 8ε 
τοΰ  μη παρόντος αύτοις κακοΰ άλλα κεχωρισμενου 
ούκ άν κακωθεΐεν. εΐ 8ε τούς άφρονας κακοί ή 
αφροσύνη, ήτοι πρό8ηλος αύτοις ουσα κακοί αυτούς

93 η άδηλος, καί άδηλος μεν ού8αμώς· εί γάρ ά8ηλός 
εστιν αύτοις, ουδέ κακόν ούδε φευκτόν εστιν αύτοις, 
άλλ* ώς την μη φαινομενην λύπην καί άνεπαίσθητον 
άλγη8όνα ούτε φεύγει τις ούτε ταράσσεται, ώ8ε 
καί την άνυπόπτωτον άφροσύνην καί την άδηλον·

94 μόνην ού8είς ώς κακόν περιστησεται. εί 8ε προ- 
8ήλως αύτοις γινώσκεται καί εστι φύσει κακόν, 
ώφειλον οι άφρονες φεύγειν αυτήν ώς φύσει κακόν, 
ούχί 8ε γε οι άφρονες τό λεγόμενον υπό των  
εκτός άφραίνειν ώς πρό8ηλον κακόν φεύγουσιν, 
άλλ* έκαστος την μεν ιδίαν κρίσιν άποδεχεται 
την δε τοΰ τό  εναντίον δοξάζοντος κακίζει.

95 ώ στ ούδε πρόδηλός εστι τοΐς άφροσιν ώς φύσει 
κακόν ή άφροσύνη. δθεν ειπερ ούτε οί φρόνιμοι 
κακοΰνται τι προς της άφροσύνης ούτε τοΐς άφροσι 
φευκτόν εστιν η αφροσύνη, ρητεον μη είναι φύσει 
κακόν την άφροσύνην. εί δε μη ταύτην, ούδ* άλλο 
τι τω ν λεγομένων κακών.

96 ’Α λ λ ’ είώθασί τινες τω ν άπό της Επικούρου 
αίρεσεως, προς τάς τοιαύτας άπορίας ύπαντώντες, 
λεγειν ότι φυσικώς καί άδιδάκτως τό  ζωον φεύγει
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the fact that those who approach it are made hot,® 
and the cold from their being made cold, so also it 
will be necessary for folly to be known as being evil 
by nature from the fact that people are made evil. 
Either, then, it is those who are called fools that are 
made evil by folly, or the wise. But the wise are not 92 
made evil; for they are outside o f folly, and they will 
not be made evil by an evil which is not present with 
them but separated. And if folly makes evil the 
fools, it makes them evil either when evident to them 
or when non-evident. But certainly not when non- 93 
evident; for if it is non-evident to them it is neither 
evil for them nor to be avoided, but just as a man 
neither avoids nor is perturbed by a non-apparent 
pain and a non-perceptible pang, so also no one will 
account as evil the folly which is unsuspected and 
non-evident. But if it is quite plainly perceived by 94 
them and is evil by nature, the fools ought to have 
avoided it as evil by nature. But the fools do not 
avoid as an evident evil that which is called by out
siders “ foolishness,”  but each one accepts his own 
judgement and reckons that of the man who holds an 
opposite opinion to be evil. So that it is not evident 95 
to the fools that folly is evil by nature. Hence, if 
neither are the wise made evil at all by folly nor is 
folly a thing avoided by the fools, we must declare 
that folly is not a thing evil by nature. And if it is 
not, neither is any other of the so-called evils.

Butsomeof those who belong to the sectofEpicurus, 93 
in answer to these objections, are wont to argue that 
the animal avoids pain and pursues pleasure naturally

• Cf. § 69 supra.
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μέν την αλγηδόνα διώκει δε την ηδονήν γεννηθεν 
γοΰν καί μηδεπω τοΐς κατά δόξαν δουλεΰον άμα 
τώ  ραπισθήναι άσυνήθει άερος φύξει εκλαυσε τε  
καί εκώκυσεν. εί δε φυσικώς όρμά μεν προς 
ηδονήν εκκλίνει δε τον πόνον, φύσει φευκτόν τε

97 εστιν αύτώ 6 πόνος καί αιρετόν ή ηδονή, ού 
σννεΐδον δε οι ταΰτα λεγοντες το μεν πρώτον δτι 
καί τοΐς άτιμοτάτοις ζώοις μεταδιδόασι τάγαθοΰ, 
πολλή γάρ μετουσία κάκείνοις εστιν ηδονής, εΐθ* 
δτι ουδέ το  καθάπαξ φευκτόν εστιν 6 πόνος· καί 
γάρ πόνω πραύνεται πόνος, καί υγεία, ετι δε 
ρώσις καί θρεφις, γίνεται σωμάτων διά πόνων, 
τεχνας τε καί επιστήμας τάς άκριβεστάτας 
άναλαμβάνουσιν άνδρες ού χωρίς πόνου, ώ στ ού

98 πάντως φύσει φευκτόν 6 πόνος, καί μήν ούδε τό 
δοκοϋν ήδύ φύσει πάντως αιρετόν· πολλάκις γοΰν 
τά  κατά την πρώτην εμπελασιν ήστικώς ημάς 
διατιθεντα, ταΰτα εκ δευτέρου, καίπερ δντα τά  
αύτά, αηδή νομίζεται ως αν τοΰ ήδεος ού φύσει 
δντος τοιούτου, άλλα παρά τάς διαφόρους περι
στάσεις ότε μεν ούτως ότέ δ* εκείνως κινοΰντος 
ήμάς.

99 Να/, άλλα καί οι μόνον τό καλόν αγαθόν δοξάζον- 
τες δείκνυσθαι νομίζουσιν δτι φύσει τοΰτο αιρετόν 
εστι καί από τω ν αλόγων ζώων, όρώμεν γάρ, 
φασίν, ώς τινα γενναία ζώα, καθάπερ ταΰροι καί 
άλεκτρυόνες, καίπερ1 μηδεμιάς αύτοΐς υποκείμενης 
τερφεως καί ηδονής διαγωνίζεται μέχρι θανάτου.

100 καί τών ανθρώπων δε οι ύπερ πατρίδος ή γονέων 
ή τέκνων εις άναίρεσιν εαυτούς επιδιδόντες ούκ 
άν ποτέ τοΰτ εποίουν, μηδεμιάς αύτοΐς ελπι- 

1 καίπερ Apelt: απερ mss., Bekk.
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and without teaching ; thus when it is born, and is 
not as yet a slave to opinions, it cries and screams as 
soon as it is smitten by the air s unwonted chill. But 
if it naturally has an inclination for pleasure and a 
disinclination for toil, toil is a thing naturally avoided 
by it and pleasure a thing desirable. But they who 97 
argue thus have failed to notice, in the first place, 
that they are giving a share in the good even to the 
basest animals (for they too have a large share in 
pleasure) ; and, next, that toil is not a thing to be 
absolutely avoided; for, in fact, pain is alleviated 
by toil, and health o f body, as well as strength and 
growth, comes by means o f toils, and men do not 
acquire the most exact arts and sciences without 
toil, so that toil is not a thing naturally to be avoided 
altogether. Moreover, what seems to be pleasant 98 
is not in all cases naturally desirable ; thus it often 
happens that things which on their first occurrence 
affect us pleasurably, on the second occasion, although 
they are the same, are deemed unpleasant, just as 
though thepleasant were not so by nature, but affected 
us now this way and now that according to the differ
ing circumstances.

Yes, but even those who hold that only the fair is 99 
good think that it is proved by the irrational animals 
that this is desirable by nature.® For we see, they 
say, how certain noble animals, such as bulls and 
cocks, contend unto the death even when they have 
no feeling of delight and pleasure. And those men 100 
who have given themselves over to destruction for the 
sake of country or parents or children would never 
have done so, when they had no hope of pleasure after

« With §§ 99-100 ef. P.H. iii. 193.
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ζομενης μετά θάνατον ηδονής, εί μή φυσικώς το 
καλόν και αγαθόν τούτους τε  καί παν το  γενναΐον 
αεί ζώον επεσπατο προς την αύτοΰ αΐρεσιν.

ΙΟΙ λεληθε δε και τούτους ότι τελεως εστιν εύηθες το 
νομίζειν τα  προειρημένα τω ν ζώων έννοια τάγαθοΰ 
μέχρι της ύστατης αναπνοής διαγωνίζεσθαι. αυτών 
γάρ πάρεστιν άκούειν λεγόντων ότι ή φρόνιμη 
διάθεσις μόνη βλεπει το καλόν τε και αγαθόν, 
ή δε αφροσύνη τυφλώττει περί την τούτου διά- 
γνωσιν, όθεν και 6 άλεκτρυών και 6 ταύρος μή 
μετεχοντα τής φρόνιμης διαθεσεως ούκ αν βλεποι

102 τό  καλόν τε και αγαθόν, άλλως τε, εΐ εστι τι περί 
οδ διαγωνίζεται ταΰτα  τά ζώα μέχρι θανάτου, 
τούτο ούκ άλλο τι εστιν ή τό νικάν και τό ήγεΐσθαι. 
εσθ* δτε δε τό νικάσθαι και τό  ύποτάσσεσθαι 
κάλλιόν εστιν, όπου γε εκάτερόν εστιν άδιάφορον. 
ου τοίνυν φύσει αγαθόν εστιν άλλ* άδιάφορον τό

103 νικάν καί τό ήγεΐσθαι. άλλως τε1 εί φαΐεν και 
τον άλεκτρυόνα η ταύρον ή άλλο τι τώ ν όλκιμων 
ζώων τοΰ καλού εφίεσθαι, πόθεν ότι και ο  άνθρωπος 
τού αύτοΰ στοχάζεται; ού γα,ρ εν τώ  εκείνα δεΐξαι 
τούτου προνοούμενα καί 6 άνθρωπος τοιοΰτος ών

104 δεδεικται, επεί τοι εί ότι τινά τώ ν ζώων άλκιμά 
εστι και καταφρονητικά μεν τοΰ  ήδεος κατεζ- 
αναστατικά δε τώ ν άλγηδόνων, λεγεται και ό 
άνθρωπος προνοεΐσθαι τοΰ  καλοΰ, επεί τά  πολλά 
λίχνα εστι καί γαστρός ήττονα, τούμπαλιν εροΰμεν 
καί τον άνθρωπον τοΰ  ήδεος μάλλον άντιποιεΐσθαι.

105 εί δε λεγοιεν είναι μεν τινα ζώα φιλήδονα, τον  
δ* άνθρωπον μή πάντως τοιοΰτον ύπάρχειν, άνα- 
στρεφαντες καί ήμεΐς εροΰμεν, ούκ εΐ τινα τών

1 άλλα»? re Apelt: ώστε mss., Bekk.
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death, unless the fair and good had naturally drawn 
them, and every noble animal, to desire it. But these 101 
people, too, fail to notice that it is perfectly silly to 
suppose that the animals just mentioned contend to 
their last breath owing to a conception o f the good.
For one may hear them declaring themselves that it 
is only the wise state of mind which beholds the fair 
and good, while folly blinds men for discerning i t ; 
and hence the cock and the bull, as they have no 
share in the wise state of mind, will not behold the 
fair and good. And besides, if there is anything 102 
about which these animals contend unto the death, 
it is nothing else than victory and leadership. But 
sometimes it is a fairer thing to be vanquished and 
subdued, at least where either result is indifferent.® 
Therefore victory and leadership is not good by nature 
but indifferent. And besides, if  they should assert 103 
that the cock or the bull or any other o f the valiant 
animals strives after the fair, whence comes it that 
man also aims at the same thing ? For in proving 
that those animals have a preconception o f this, it is 
not proved that man is of a like kind, since, to be sure, 104 
if man too is said to have a preconception o f the fair 
because some animals are valiant and contemptuous 
o f pleasure and capable o f resisting pains, then, since 
most o f them are greedy and the slaves o f their bellies, 
we shall declare also, conversely, that man is still 
more eager for pleasure. And if they should argue that, 105 
though some animals are pleasure-loving, man is not 
wholly so, we too shall turn round and say that it does

• *.«. when neither victory nor defeat is (strictly speaking) 
either “  good ”  or “  evil ”  the latter may be “  fairer ”  (».«. 
more “  good ” ) than the former.
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ζώων κατά φυσικόν λόγον μεταδιώκει το καλόν, 
ευθέως και 6 άνθρωπος του αύτοΰ στοχάζεται

106 τέλους. άλλος δέ τις φήσει περιμάχητον είναι 
το  νικάν και το  ηγεΐσθαι τοΐς ζώοις [δι* αυτό, 
άνθρώπφ δ’]1 ου δι' αυτό, διά δε την επακολου
θούσαν αύτώ κατά φυχήν τερφιν και γήθος, προσ
ηνές τι τυγχάνον κατάστημα. και μάλλον γε  
τοΰτο επ' ανθρώπων εστιν ύπολαβεΐν, εφ' ών καί 
τιμή και έπαινος και δωρεαί και Βόζαι ικανά εστιν 
ήδειν και διαχεΐν την διάνοιαν καί παρ' αυτό τοΰτο  
κατεξαναστατικήν αυτήν των οχληρών παρέχειν.

107 όθεν καί οι μέχρι τελευτής άριστευοντες καί υπέρ 
πατρίδος εις άναίρεσιν αυτούς επιδιδόντες διά 
ταύτην ίσως την αιτίαν έπάνδρως αγωνίζονται 
καί θνήσκουσιν καί γάρ εί τελευτώσι καί του ζην 
μεθίστανται, αλλά το ί γε οτε ζώσιν ήδονται καί

108 γήθονται προς τούς επαίνους. είκός δ* εστιν 
ενίους αυτών καί προσδοξάζοντας ότι μετά 
τελευτήν όμοιος αυτούς έπαινος περιμένει, προϋπ- 
τον αίρεΐσθαι θάνατον, ούκ άπίθανον δ' άλλους 
τοΰτο πάσχειν βλέποντας ότι δυσυπομένητα μάλλον 
αύτοΐς έσται τά κατά την ζωήν, θεασαμένοις

υΐάς τ ' όλλυμένους ελκυσθείσας τε θυγατρας 
καί θαλάμους κεραΧζομένους καί νήπια τέκνα 
βαλλόμενα ποτί γαίη έν αίνή δηιοτήτι.

109 διά πολλούς οΰν τρόπους τον μετ' εύκλειας τινές 
αίροΰνται θάνατον, καί ου διά το  περισπουδαστον 
ηγεΐσθαι το παρά τισι τώ ν δογματικών θρυλού- 
μενον καλόν, αλλά τά μεν περί τούτων επί 
τοσοΰτον ήπορήσθω.

1 [8*’ . . . δ’] seel. Heintz.
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not at once follow that, if  some animals for a natural 
reason pursue after the fair, man also aims at the 
same goal.—But some other man will assert that 106 
victory and leadership is a thing highly prized by the 
animals not for its own sake but for the sake of the 
delight and joy of soul which follow upon it, this being 
an agreeable state. And one may suppose that this 
is even more true o f men, with whom reputation and 
praise and gifts and honours are sufficient to please 
and thrill the mind and because of this to render 
it capable o f resisting hardships. Whence, too, it is 107 
probably owing to this cause that those who prove 
valiant to the end and devote themselves to destruction 
for their country’s sake struggle manfully and die.
For even if they die and depart from life, yet to be 
sure while they are alive they take pleasure and joy 
in the praise. And it is likely also that some of them 108 
believe further that similar praise awaits them after 
death, and thus they desire a conspicuous death. And 
it is not improbable that others endure death through 
seeing that the woes o f life will be still harder for 
them to endure, when they behold—

Death overtaking their sons and ravishers seizing their 
daughters,

Plunderers wrecking their chambers, and even their infant 
children

Brutally dashed to the ground in the fearful fury of 
fighting.0

It is for many reasons, then, that some desire death 109 
with glory, and not because they regard “  the fair ”
(so harped upon by certain of the Dogmatists) as a 
thing to be greatly sought after. But let this serve 
to conclude our discussion of these problems.

• Homer, II. xxii. 62 ff.
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Δ'.—EI ΪΠΟΤΕΘΕΝΤΩΝ ΦΤΣΕΙ ΑΓΑΘΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΚΩΝ 
ΕΝΔΕΧΕΤΑΙ ΕΤΔΑΙΜΟΝΩΣ ΒΙΟΤΝ

110 Περί μεν ουν τοΰ μηδέν είναι φύσει αγαθόν τε 
και κακόν αύτάρκως εσκεφάμεθα· νυνι δε ζητώμεν 
και εΐ συγχωρηθεντων αυτών δυνατόν εστιν εύρόως 
άμα και εύδαιμόνως βιοΰν. οΐ μεν ουν δογματικοί 
των φιλοσόφων ούδ' άλλως φασιν η ούτως εχειν 
ό γάρ τυχών τοΰ αγαθού κατ αυτούς και εκκλίνων 
το κακόν, οΰτός εστιν ευδαίμων τταρό και επι
στήμην τινά περί τον βίαν είναι λεγουσι την 
φρόνησιν, διακριτικήν μεν οΰσαν των τε αγαθών

111 και κακών, περιποιητικήν δε της ευδαιμονίας, οι 
δ* από της σκεφεως μηδέν είκή τιθεντες ή άν- 
αιροΰντες, άπανθ' υπό τήν σκεφιν είσάγοντες, 
διδάσκουσιν ώς τοΐς μεν φύσει αγαθόν και κακόν 
ύποστησαμενοις ακολουθεί τό κακοδαιμόνως βιοΰν, 
τοΐς δ* άοριστοΰσι και επεχουσι

ρηίστη βιοτή πελει άνθρώποισιν.
112 και τούτο μάθοιμεν αν μικρόν άνωθεν προλαβόντες.

Πάσα τοίνυν κακοδαιμονία γίνεται διά τινα 
ταραχήν, άλλα και πασα ταραχή παρεπεται τοΐς 
άνθρώποις ήτοι διά τό συντόνως τινά διώκειν

113 ή και διά τό συντόνως τινά φεύγειν. διώκουσι 
δε γε συντόνως πάντες άνθρωποι τό δοξαζόμενον 
αύτοΐς αγαθόν και φεύγουσι τό ύποσταθέν κακόν, 
πάσα άρα κακοδαιμονία γίνεται παρά τό τάγαθά 
μεν διώκειν ώς αγαθά τά δε κακά φεύγειν ώς 
κακά, επεϊ ουν ό δογματικός πεπίστευκεν ότι

• Alluding to the Stoic definition o f happiness as the 
“ equable flow of life ” ; cf. § 31 supra.
m
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C hapter IV.—A ssuming that T hings G ood and E vil 
exist by N ature, is it  possible to live h a p p il y?

We have, then, sufficiently considered the question 110 
of the non-existence o f any thing good or evil by 
nature; and now let us inquire whether, if  (the 
existence of) these be conceded, it is possible to live at 
once equably a and happily. Now the dogmatic philo
sophers assert that this, and nothing else, is actually 
the case ; for according to them the man who acquires 
the good and avoids the evil is happy. Wherefore 
also they allege that wisdom is a science of life, it 
being capable o f distinguishing things good and evil6 
and of securing happiness. But the Sceptics, i l l  
neither affirming nor denying anything rashly but 
subjecting all things to criticism, maintain that 
those who assume the existence o f good and evil 
by nature have in consequence an unhappy life, 
whereas for those who refuse to define and suspend 
judgement—

Freest from care is the life they lead.·

And this we may learn if we first go back a little. H2 
Now every unhappy state occurs because o f some 

perturbation. But every perturbation in men is a 
consequence due either to an eager pursuit o f certain 
things or to an eager avoidance of certain things. 
And all men eagerly pursue what is believed by them 113 
to be good and avoid what is supposed to be evil. 
Therefore every case of unhappiness occurs owing to 
the pursuit of the good things as good, and the avoid
ance of the evil things as evil. Since, then, the Dog-

> Cf. P.H. iii. 240.
• Homer, Odyss. iv. 565.

VOL. Ill p



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τόδε ίστϊ φύσει αγαθόν καί τόδε earl φύσει κακόν, 
αεί τδ μεν διώκων τδ he φεύγων, καί διά τοΰτο

114 ταραττόμενος, ουδέποτε ευδαιμονήσει, ήτοι γάρ 
παν δ διώκει τις, τοΰτ ευθύς και τη φύσει αγαθόν 
εστι, και παν δ φεύγει τις ώς φευκτόν, τοΰτο τω  
οντι τοιοϋτόν εστιν" ή τι των διωκόμενων εστιν 
αιρετόν, και ού παν, καί τι των φευγομενων 
φευκτόν ή εν τω πρός τί πως εχειν εστι ταΰτα, 
και ώς μεν προς τόνδε τόδ* εστιν αιρετόν ή φευκτόν, 
ώς δε πρός την φύσιν την των πραγμάτων ούτε 
αιρετόν εστιν ούτε φευκτόν, άλλα νυνί μεν αιρετόν

115 νυνι δε φευκτόν. εί μεν ούν παν τδ όπωσοΰν 
υπό τίνος διωκόμενον ύπόθοιτό τις φύσει αγαθόν 
και τό φευγόμενον φύσει φευκτόν, άβίωτον εξει 
τον βίον, αναγκαζόμενος τό αυτό διώκειν άμα και 
φεύγειν, και διώκειν μεν ή πρός τινων αιρετόν 
ύπείληπται, φεύγε ιν δε παρόσον ετεροις φευκτόν

11β δεδόξασται. εί δε παν μεν τό διωκόμενον ή 
φευγόμενον μη λίγοι αιρετόν και φευκτόν, τϊ δε 
αυτών αιρετόν και τι φευκτόν, βιώσεται μεν, ού 
χωρίς δε ταραχής βιώσεται· διά παντός γάρ τό 
δοξασθεν αύτω φύσει τυγχάνειν αγαθόν διώκων 
και τό νποληφθεν κακόν περιιστάμενος ουδέποτε 
άπαλλαγησεται ταραχής, άλλα και μήπω δραξά- 
μενος τάγαθοϋ διά την τον τυχεΐν επιθυμίαν 
σφοδρώς ταραχθήσεται, και τυχών διά την υπέρ-
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matist firmly believes that this thing is good by nature 
and that thing is evil by nature, as he is always 
pursuing the one and avoiding the other and being, 
consequently, perturbed, he will never be happy.
For either everything which anyone pursues is at 114 
once and by nature good and everything which any
one avoids as a thing to be avoided is such in reality ; 
or else some one of the things pursued is desirable, 
but not every one, and some one o f the things avoided 
is to be avoided ; or else these things belong to the 
relative class, and in relation to this man this thing is 
desirable or to be avoided, whereas in relation to the 
real nature o f the things it is neither desirable nor 
to be avoided, but at one time desirable, at another 
to be avoided.— If, then, a man should assume that 115 
everything which is in any way pursued by anyone is 
good by nature and that everything which is avoided 
is by nature to be avoided, he will have a life that is 
unlivable, through being compelled both to pursue 
and to avoid at the same time the same thing,—to 
pursue it, inasmuch as it is conceived by some to be 
desirable, but to avoid it, in so far as it is deemed by 
others a thing to be avoided.—But if he were to say 116 
not that everything which is pursued or avoided is 
desirable and to be avoided, but that some one of 
them is desirable and some one to be avoided, he 
will have a life indeed, but not a life free from per
turbation ; for through continually pursuing what 
he believes to be good by nature and shunning what 
he supposes to be evil he will never be clear of 
perturbation, but both when he has failed as yet 
to grasp the good he will be extremely perturbed 
because of his desire to gain it, and when he has 
gained it he will never be at rest owing to the excess

AGAINST THE ETHICISTS, 113-116
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βολήν της χαράς η διά την φρουράν τοϋ κτηθέντος
117 ουδέποτε ηρεμήσει. 6 δ ’ αυτός λόγος και περί 

κακού- ούτε γάρ 6 εκτός ών αύτοΰ αμέριμνος έστιν, 
Ικανώς ποινηλατούσης αυτόν της τε κατά το 
φεύγειν και της κατά τό προφυλάττεσθαι ταραχής, 
ούτε 6 εν αύτω καθεστώς παύλαν έχει των βασάνων, 
σκεπτόμενος “  πώς αν φύγοι αίπύν όλεθρον.”

118 Εί δε μη μάλλον τις λέγοι τι φύσει αιρετόν η 
φευκτόν μηδέ μάλλον φευκτόν η αιρετόν, έκαστου 
των ύποπιπτόντων πρός τι πως έχοντος και κατά 
διαφέροντας καιρούς καί περιστάσεις νυνί μεν 
αιρετού καθεστώτος νυνϊ δε φευκτού, βιώσεται μεν 
εύδαιμόνως και άταράχως, μήτε επ’ άγαθώ ώς 
άγαθώ έπαιρόμενος μήτε επί κακό) ταπεινουμενος, 
τό μεν κατ’ ανάγκην συμβαΐνον γεννικώς δεχόμενος, 
τοϋ δε κατά δόξαν οχληρού, καθ’ ην κακόν τι παρ- 
είναι η αγαθόν δοξάζεται, έλευθερούμενος. τούτο 
μην αύτω παρέσται εκ τού μηδέν φύσει αγαθόν 
η κακόν δοξάζειν. ούκ άρα ένεστιν εύδαιμόνως 
βιοΰν φύσει αγαθά τινα η κακά ύποστησάμενον.

119 Και μην τό τίνος κακού ποιητικόν, τούτο πάντως 
έστι φευκτόν ώς και { τ ό )1 κακόν. 61ον εί ή 
άλγηδών έστι κακόν, πάντως και τό ποιητικόν της 
άλγηδόνος έπισυστησεται τη αλγηδόνι φευκτόν ον- 
και εί ό θάνατος τών κακών έστίν, έσται και τό 
θανατούν τών κακών άμα καί φευκτών, τοίνυν καί 
κοινώς, εί τό κακόν φευκτόν έστιν, έξ ανάγκης καί 
τό ποιητικόν τού κακού φευκτόν εσται καί κακόν.

120 τά δε λεγόμενά τισι φύσει αγαθά καί κακών 
έστι ποιητικά, ώς διδάξομεν. δυνάμει άρα κακά

1 <το> add. cj. Bekk.
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o f his joy or on account o f keeping watch over his 
acquisition. And the same argument applies also to 117 
ev il; for neither he who is without it is care-free, as 
he is no little tormented by the perturbation caused 
both by avoiding it and by taking precautions ; nor 
does he who is in an evil state have any cessation 
o f his torments, through taking thought—

How to escape from the steep of destruction.0
But if a man should declare that nothing is by 118 

nature an object of desire any more than of avoid
ance, nor of avoidance more than of desire, each thing 
which occurs being relative, and, owing to differences 
o f times and circumstances, being at one time desir
able, at another to be avoided, he will live happily 
and unperturbed, being neither exalted at good, as 
good, nor depressed at evil, manfully accepting what 
befalls him of necessity, and being liberated from the 
distress due to the belief that something evil or good 
is present. This, in fact, will accrue to him from his 
belief that nothing is good by nature or evil. There
fore it is not possible to live happily if  one posits any 
things good or evil by nature.

Moreover, that which is productive o f any evil is 119 
certainly to be avoided, just as is the evil. For 
instance, if pain is an evil, certainly also what is pro
ductive o f the pain will take rank with the pain as a 
thing to be avoided ; and if death is one of the evils, 
what causes death will also be at once both evil and a 
thing to be avoided. So then in general, if evil is to 
be avoided, what is productive of evil will of necessity 
be a thing to be avoided and an evil. But, as we shall 120 
show, things which are said by some to be good are 
also productive of evils. Therefore the things which 

• Homer, II. xiv. 507.
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εστι τ ά  υπό τινων λεγάμενα αγαθά, καϊ διά τούτο  
κακοδαιμονίας τυγχάνει αίτια, δ ιά  γάρ δη τά  τ ο ι-  
αϋτα αγαθά πάντα εστι τά  κακά, φιλαργυρία τε  
και φιλοδοξία καϊ φιλονεικία και φιληδονία και

121 ταλλα όπόσα τούτοις εμφερή εστίν. έκαστος γάρ 
τω ν ανθρώπων το δοξασθεν υπό αύτοΰ αγαθόν 
τε και αιρετόν συντόνως διωκων καϊ μετά σφοδρού 
πείσματος λεληθότως είς την άγχίθυρον κακίαν 
εμπίπτει. οΐον (εσται γάρ το λεγόμενον σαφές

122 τω ν οικείων ήμΐν τεθεντων υποδειγμάτων) 6 μεν 
τον πλούτον αγαθόν είναι προειληφώς οφείλει 
πάντα εσπευσμενως ποιεΐν είς τό τυχεΐν τοΰ  
πλούτου, και εκάστοτε προς εαυτόν τό κωμικόν 
άναμελετάν παράγγελμα,

κερδαιν* εταίρε και θέρους και χειμώνος, 
και τό τραγικόν άποδεχεσθαι,

ώ χρυσέ, δεξίωμα κάλλιστον βροτοΐς. 
τό δε' γε πάντα ποιεΐν είς τό πλούτου τυχεΐν ούκ 
άλλο τ ί  εστιν η φιλαργυρεΐν. 6 άρα τον πλούτον 
μεγιστον αγαθόν ίνδαλλόμένος εν τω  σπεύδειν επί

123 τούτον γίνεται φιλάργυρος, πάλιν ο την δόξαν 
αιρετήν υποτιθέμενος συντόνως εφίεται της δόξης, 
τό δε συντόνως εφίεσθαι της δόξης εστι φιλοδοξείν 
τό  άρα την δόξαν αιρετόν καί φύσει αγαθόν ύπο· 
τίθεσθαι μεγάλου κακού τίνος γεννητικόν εστι,

124 τής φιλοδοξίας, και επι τής ηδονής δε ταύτόν 
ευρήσομεν· τοΐς γάρ επι την τεΰξιν αυτής σπεύ- 
δουσιν ανάγκη ζεξιν }1 τινά μοχθηρόν* συνεξακο- 
λουθεΐν, την φιληδονίαν. ώστε εί τό ποιητικόν

1 <e£iv> addo: <ταραχην> cj. Bekk.
* μοχθηράν cj. Bekk.: μοχθηρά mss.
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are said by some to be good are potentially evil, and 
on account o f this are causes o f unhappiness. For, 
in fact, it is owing to such goods that all these evils 
exist,—love o f money and love o f fame and love o f 
strife and love o f pleasure and all the other things 
which resemble these. For it is by pursuing earnestly 121 
and with extreme persistence what he himself believes 
to be good and desirable that each man unwittingly 
falls into the evil lying next-door.® Thus for instance 
(for our meaning will be clear if we take examples 
familiar to us), the man who has already assumed that 122 
wealth is a good must make every effort for the obtain
ing o f wealth, and keep always rehearsing to himself 
the injunction o f the Comedy h—

Winter and summer get thee gain, good sir; 
and he must accept what the Tragedy says *—

Thou fairest o f all boons to mortals, Gold !
But to make every effort for the gaining o f wealth 
is nothing else than to be a money-lover. Therefore 
he who imagines wealth to be the greatest good, in 
his zeal for this, becomes a money-lover. Again, the 123 
man who supposes fame to be desirable earnestly 
strives for fame, and the earnest striving for fame is 
love o f fame ; therefore the supposition that fame is 
desirable and good by nature serves to generate a 
great evil, love o f fame. And in the case o f pleasure 124 
we shall find the same thing ; for to those who are 
eager for its acquisition there results necessarily a 
certain depraved condition, love o f pleasure. So 
that, if  what is productive o f evils is evil, and it has

• Cf. Genesis iv. 7 “  Sin lieth at the door.’*
* Frag. Com. adesp. 1255 (Kock).

* Eurip. Frag. 324 (Nauck).
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τώ ν Κακών κακόν cart, δεδεικται δέ τα  δοξασθεντα 
τισί των φιλοσόφων αγαθά πάντων τω ν κακών 
ποιητικά, ρητεον τά  τισι δοξασθεντα αγαθά τη 
δυνάμει τυγχάνειν κακά.

125 Και μην ουδέ ενεστι λεγειν τοΐς εξ εναντίας ώς 
κατά μεν την δίωξιν αυτών και την επ* αυτά 
όρμήν πάρεστί τι τοΐς όρμώσι και διώκουσι κακόν, 
οΐον τώ  μεν τον πλούτον μετιόντι η φιλαργυρία, 
τώ  δε την δόξαν ή φιλοδοξία, τώ  δ’ άλλο τι άλλοία 
τις ταραχή, κατά δε την τεΰξιν αυτών απαλλαγή 
γίνεται τώ ν ταραχών και ανάπαυλα της πρότερον

126 όχλήσεως' 6 γάρ τυχών τοϋ πλούτου ούκετι 
συντόνως επιζητεί τον πλοΰτον, και 6 λαβόμενος 
τής ηδονής λύσει τό σύντονον τής περί αυτήν 
σπουδής, καθάπερ ονν τά  κρημνοβατοϋντα τώ ν  
ζώων ύπερ τοϋ πιεΐν δι αλγηδόνος ιεται επί τήν 
ηδονήν καί άμα τώ  κορεσθήναι παύεται τώ ν πριν 
μόχθων, οϋτω και ό άνθρωπος εν μεν τώ  επείγεσθαι 
προς το αγαθόν εξ ανάγκης όχλεΐται, τυχών δε ον

127 επόθει και τής όχλήσεως άπαλλάττεται. ον  
δή δυνατόν είναι φαμεν ταντα  λεγειν, ονδ* ούτως 
εχειν τό πράγμα, καν γάρ τύχωσι τώ ν νομι- 
ζομενών αύτοΐς αγαθών, συνέχονται καί επι- 
λυποϋνται μάλλον, ότι ού μόνοι ταντα  εχουσιν' 
συν τούτφ  γάρ τάγαθά τίμια καί περιμάχητα 
νομίζονσι, συν τώ  μόνοι ταντα κεκτήσθαι, διό 
καί ζήλος αύτοΐς εμφύεται προς τους πελας καί 
βασκανία καί φθόνος, ώστε καί τήν δίωξιν τών  
λεγομένων ύπάρχειν αγαθών ονκ άταλαίπωρον 
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been shown that the things which are believed by 
some philosophers to be good are productive of all 
the evils, one must declare that the things believed 
by some to be good are potentially evil.

Moreover, it is not possible for our opponents to 125 
argue that although, through their pursuit of them 
and their impulse towards them, there accrues some 
evil to the subjects of the impulse and the pursuit 
(love of money, for example, to the man who goes 
after wealth, and love of fame to him who goes after 
fame, and some other kind of perturbation to him 
who is after something else), yet as a result o f their 
acquisition there comes about a relief from the per
turbations and a cessation of the previous distress ; 
for he who has acquired the wealth no longer seeks 126 
earnestly after wealth, and he who has got the 
pleasure will relax the intensity o f his zeal for it.
For just as the animals which haunt the crags are 
driven for the sake o f drinking through pain to pleas
ure and as soon as they are satisfied cease from their 
previous distress, so also man is necessarily distressed 
during his efforts after the good, but when he has 
gained what he yearned for he is also relieved from 
his distress.—But we assert that it is not possible to 127 
argue thus, nor is this the truth o f the matter. For 
even if men obtain what they regard as goods, they 
are still more oppressed and vexed that they are not 
alone in possessing them ; for it is when accompanied 
with this—with their being alone in possessing 
them—that they regard the goods as precious and 
highly to be prized, and hence they are infected 
with jealousy towards their neighbours and ill-will 
and envy. So that while the pursuit o f the things 
said to be goods is not devoid o f misery, the
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etvai, και την περίκτησιν πλειόνων κακών νπάρχειν
128 επισύστασιν. πάλιν re καί περί αυτών τών

κακών 6 αυτός εστι λόγος . 7τροειληφώς γάρ τις 
etvai τινα φύσει κακά, καθάπερ άΒοξίαν πενίαν 
πήρωσιν άλγηΒόνα νόσον, κοινώς άφροσύνην, ου 
μονοις όχλεΐται τούτοις αλλά και παμπληθεσιν

129 αλλοις τοΐς Βι αυτά κακοΐς. παρόντων μεν yap 
αύτών χειμάζεται ούχ ύπ* αυτών μόνον αλλά και 
της περί αύτών Βόζης, καθ' ήν πεπίστευκεν οτι 
κακόν αύτώ πάρεστιν, και ώς υπό μείζονος κακού 
πορθεΐται της τοιαύτης προλήφεως. μη παρόντων 
Βε ομοίως ούκ αναπαύεται, αλλ’ ήτοι προφυλατ- 
τόμενος το μέλλον η ΒεΒιως σύνοικον εχει την

130 μέριμναν, λόγου Be παραστήσαντος ότι ούΒεν 
τούτων φύσει εστιν αγαθόν η φύσει κακόν, λύσις 
εσται της ταραχής και είρηναΐος ημάς εκΒεξεται 
βίος.

’Αλλά γάρ οτι μεν διά τά Βοξαζόμενά τισιν 
αγαθά πλήθος επισυμβαίνει κακών καί διά τά  κακά 
ετερα γίνεται κακά, ώς χάριν αύτών άνεφικτον 
γίνεσθαι την εύΒαιμονίαν, εκ τώ ν είρημένων

131 συμφανες’ ακολούθως Βε ύποΒεικτεον ότι ούΒε 
βοήθειας ενΒεχεται τυχεΐν διά τής Βογματικής 
πορευομενους φιλοσοφίας, υποκείμενου γάρ τίνος 
φύσει άγαθοΰ ή φύσει κακού, 6 παραμυθούμενος 
τον ταρασσόμενον επι τω  σνντόνως Βιώκειν 
τάγαθόν ώς αγαθόν ή σφοΒρώς φεύγειν το κακόν 
ώς κακόν καταστέλλει την ταραχήν ήτοι τούτο  
λεγων, ότι καθήκον εστι μήτε τάγαθον Βιώκειν

132 μήτε το κακόν φεύγε ιν, η τούτο παριστάς ότι τόΒε 
μεν το  Βιωκόμενον ύπ* αύτοΰ ελαχίστην εχει 
άζίαν, και ούκ εστιν οίκεΐον αύτό Βιώκειν, τόΒε Βε 
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acquisition of them is the heaping up of more 
numerous evils.—And again, the same account holds 128 
good also of the evils themselves. For when a man 
has a preconception that certain things are by nature 
evil (such as ill-repute, poverty, lameness, pain, dis
ease, folly in general), he is not distressed by these 
alone but also by hosts of other evils due to them.
For when they are present he is tempest-tost not only 129 
by them but also by his belief about them, through 
which he is convinced that evil is present with him ; 
and by such a preconception he is devastated as by 
a greater evil. And he is equally devoid of rest when 
they are not present, and, either through taking pre
cautions against the future or through fear, he has 
anxiety as his house-mate. But when reasoning has 130 
established that none of these things is good by 
nature or evil by nature, we shall have a release from 
perturbation and there will await us a peaceful life.

Well then, it is plain from what has been said that 
a multitude o f evils occur as the result o f the things 
believed by some to be goods, and as a result o f the 
evils other evils come about, so that owing to these 
happiness becomes unattainable. And, in the next 131 
place, we must show that we cannot gain assistance 
either by taking the road of the dogmatic philosophy.
For if anything good by nature or evil by nature is 
assumed to exist, he who is consoling the man who is 
perturbed owing to his strenuous pursuit o f the good 
as good, or his excessive avoidance o f the evil as evil, 
checks the perturbation either by declaring that it is 
a duty neither to pursue the good nor to avoid the 
evil, or by showing that the object which the man 132 
pursues possesses very little value and that it is not 
proper to pursue it, whereas this other object has
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μείζονα, καί αρμόζει αυτό μετερχεσθαι, οΐον ελάτ- 
τονα μεν εχει αξίαν ό πλούτος μείζονα δε ή άρετη, 
καϊ ούκ εκείνον άλλα, ταύτην διωκτεον, η οτι 
τούτο μεν όλιγωφελες ον πολλάς εχει τάς οχλήσεις, 
τοΰτο  δε πολυωφελες καθεστώς όλίγας εχει τας

133 οχλήσεις, άλλα τό μεν λεγειν ότι οϋτε τάγαθόν 
οίκεΐόν εστι συντόνως διώκειν οϋτε τό κακόν 
φεύγειν, παρά, τήν των δογματικών άξίωσίν εστιν, 
αεί ποτέ τήν εκλογήν καϊ άπεκλογήν τούτων τας

134 τε αιρέσεις και φυγάς θρυλούντων. τό δε φάναι 
τάδε μεν μή δεΐν διώκειν ώς ταπεινόν, επί τάδε δ ’ 
επείγεσθαι ώς λαμπρότερον, άνδρών ήν ούκ άπο- 
λυόντων τήν ταραχήν άλλα μεταγωγήν ταυτής 
ποιούμενων ώς γάρ τό πρώτον διώκων τις 
ώχλεΐτο, ουτω καϊ τό δεύτερον διώκων τις οχλη-

135 θήσεται, ώστε νόσον άντί νόσου ποιεΐν τον του 
φιλοσόφου λόγον, επείπερ τον επι πλούτον ή δόξαν 
ή υγείαν ώς άγαθόν ορμών τα άποστρεφων εις τό  
μή ταΰτα διώκειν άλλα τό καλόν, εί τυχοι, και τήν 
άρετήν, ούκ ελεύθεροί τής διώξε ως άλλ* εφ* ετεραν

136 μετατίθησι δίωξιν. ώς ούν 6 Ιατρός άναιρών
μεν πλευρΐτιν ποιών δε περιπνευμονίαν, ή άνα- 
σκευάζων μεν φρενΐτιν άντεισάγων δε λήθαργον, 
ούκ άπαλλάττει τον κίνδυνον άλλ’ εναλλάττει, 
οΰτω και 6 φιλόσοφος ετεραν ταραχήν άνθ* ετερας

137 είσηγουμενος ού βοηθεΐ τώ  ταραττομενω. ού γάρ 
ενεστι λεγειν ότι ή μεν άντεισαγομενη ταραχή 
μέτριος εστιν ή δε αναιρούμενη σφοδρότερα, οΐαν 
γάρ είχε δόξαν 6 ταραττόμενος περί τοΰ πρότερον 
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greater value and to follow after it is a fitting thing 
(wealth, for example, possesses less and virtue more 
value, and one ought not to pursue the former but 
the latter); or (by showing) that this object is of 
little use and entails many annoyances, whereas that 
object is of great use and entails few annoyances.
But to declare that it is not proper either to pursue 133 
the good or to avoid the evil strenuously is contrary 
to the view of the Dogmatists, who are always harp
ing on the selection or rejection of these things and 
on desires and avoidances. And to say that one 134 
ought not to pursue this object as being base, but to 
strive after that object as being more noble, is the 
action of men who are not getting rid of the per
turbation but effecting a change in its position ; for 
just as the man who pursued the first object was 
distressed, so also he who pursues the second will be 
distressed, so that the philosopher s discourse creates 135 
a new disease in place of the old, since, by turning 
away the man who strives after wealth or fame or 
health, as being a good, towards the pursuit not of 
these things but of “  the fair ”  (shall we say) and of 
virtue, he does not set him free from the pursuit 
but makes him change over to another pursuit.—As, 136 
then, the physician, if he does away with a pleurisy 
but creates inflammation of the lungs, or removes 
brain-fever but in its place introduces lethargy, does 
not get rid of the danger but shifts it over, so also 
the philosopher, who introduces one perturbation 
in place o f another, gives no succour to the person 
perturbed. For it is not possible to argue that the 137 
perturbation introduced is a moderate one, whereas 
the one removed was more violent. For the per
turbed person has the same sort o f belief about the
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διαικομενου, τοιαύτην εχει και περί τού δεύτερον 
εδόξαζε δβ τό γε πρώτον ώς αγαθόν, και διά

138 τούτο εσπενδεν επ* αυτό· τοίνυν και το δεύτερον 
αγαθόν είναι Βοζάζων και επ' ίσης επ* αυτό σπεύ- 
δων την ϊσην εξει ταραχήν, τάχα δε και σφοδρο- 
τέραν, δσω μεταπεπεισται εις τό μείζονος άζίας 
είναι τό νυν ύπ* αύτοϋ διωκόμενου. ούκοΰν εΐ 
ετερον άνθ' ετερου 6 φιλόσοφος παρασκευάζοι τον 
όχλονμενον διώκειν, ούκ απολύσει τής όχλήσεως.

139 ει δ* απλώς διδάσκει ότι τουτι μεν όλιγωφελες 
εστι, πλείονας δ* εχει τάς οχλήσεις, ( τουτι δε 
πολυωφελες καθεστώς όλίγας εχει τάς οχλήσεις, ) 1 
συγκρισιν εσται ποιών αίρεσεως και φυγής προς 
ετεραν αΐρεσιν καί φυγήν, και ούκ άναίρεσιν τής 
ταραχής, δπερ άτοπον· 6 γάρ όχλούμενος ού 
βούλεται μαθεΐν τι μάλλον όχλεΐ και τ ί ήττον,

140 άλλ' άπαλλαγήναι τής όχλήσεως πεπόθηκεν. μόνως 
οΰν εσται φύγειν ταύτην, ει ύποδειξαιμεν τώ  
ταραττομενιρ κατά την του κακού φυγήν ή κατά 
την τοΰ αγαθού δίωζιν ότι ούτε αγαθόν τι εστι 
φύσει ούτε κακόν,

άλλα προς ανθρώπων ταΰτα νόω κεκριται

κατά τον Τίμωνα. τό δε γε δίδασκειν τό τοιοΰτον 
ίδιον τής σκεφεως. ταύτης άρα ήν τό εύΒαίμονα 
βίον περιποιεΐν.

1 ζτουτί . .  . όχλήσ(ΐς> add. cj. Bekk.
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second object of pursuit as he had about the previous 
one ; but he believed that the first object was good 
and because of this he went after it eagerly ; so, as 138 
he also believes that the second is good and goes after 
it with equal eagerness, he will be equally perturbed, 
or perhaps even more violently in so far as he has 
been converted to the belief that his present object of 
pursuit is of greater value. If, then, the philosopher 
should cause the distressed person to pursue one 
object in place of another, he will not rid him of his 
distress. And if he simply teaches that this object is 139 
of little use but entails many annoyances, (while that 
object is of great use and entails few annoyances,) he 
will be making a comparison between one desire and 
avoidance and another desire and avoidance, and 
will not be removing the perturbation. But this is 
absurd; for the person in distress does not wish to 
learn which thing is more distressing and which less, 
but yearns to be rid of his distress. It will only be 140 
possible, then, to avoid this by making it evident to 
the person who is in distress, owing to his avoidance 
of evil or his pursuit of good, that there does not exist 
anything which is either good or evil by nature,—

But by the judgement o f men Sentence upon them is 
pass’d,

as Timon says. And to teach this is, in fact, the 
peculiar task of Scepticism; therefore it belongs to 
it to secure a happy life.
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E'.—El Ο ΠΕΡΙ ΤΗΣ ΤΩΝ ΑΓΑΘΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΚΩΝ ΦΤΣΕΩΣ 
ΕΠΕΧΩΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΠΑΝΤΑ ΕΣΤΙΝ ΕΤΔΑΙΜΩΝ

141 Έ,ύδαίμων μεν εστιν 6 άταράχως διεξάγων καί 
ώς ελεγεν 6 Τιμών, εν ησυχία και γαληνότητι 
καθεστώς'

πάντγ) γάρ επεΐχε γαλήνη 
και

τον δ* ώς οΰν ενόησ* εν νηνεμίησι γαλήνης.

των δε λεγομένων ύπαρχειν αγαθών τε και κακών 
τα μεν κατα δόξαν είσήκται τα  δε κατ' ανάγκην.

142 άλλα κατά μεν [λογικήν]1 δόξαν είσήκται όσα κατά 
κρίσιν διώκουσιν άνθρωποι ή φευγουσιν, οΐον εν 
μεν τοΐς εκτός αιρετά λεγεται και αγαθά πλούτος 
καί δόξα και εύγενεια καί φιλία και παν τό εοικός, 
εν δε τοΐς περί σώμα κάλλος ισχύς ευεξία, εν 
δε τοΐς περί ψυχήν άνδρία δικαιοσύνη φρόνησις, 
κοινώς αρετή, καί φευκτά τά εναντία τούτοις.

143 κατ' ανάγκην δε παρήλθεν όπόσα κατ* άλογον 
αίσθήσεως πάθος συνίσταται περί ή μας, καί όσα 
φυσική τις ανάγκη παρεχει, “  εκών δ* ούκ άν τις

144 ελοιτο ”  ή φυγοι, ώς άλγηδών καί ηδονή, διόπερ 
τοιαύτης οΰσης εν τοΐς πράγμασι διαφοράς, περί 
μεν του μόνον άταράχως διεξάγειν εν τοΐς κατά 
δόξαν άγαθοΐς καί κακοΐς τον περί πάντων επ- 
εχοντα ήδη παρεστήσαμεν καί πρότερον, δτε περί 
τοΰ σκεπτικού τέλους διελεγόμεθα, καί επί του 
παρόντος, ότε εδείκνυμεν ότι ούκ εστιν εύδαιμονεΐν

1 [λογικήν] seel. Heintz.

α From Homer, II. iii. 66.
* Cf. P.H. i. 25 ff. e Cf. §§ 110 ff. supra.
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Chapter V.—Is he who suspends J udgement re
garding the N ature of T hings G ood and E vil
IN ALL RESPECTS H a P P Y ?

He, then, is happy who lives to the end without 141 
perturbation and, as Timon said, existing in a state 
of quietness and calm—

For on all sides calm was prevailing,
and—
Him when thus I descried in a calm with no winds to disquiet.
And of the goods and evils which are said to exist 
some are introduced by belief, others by necessity. 
Thus by [rational] belief are introduced all those 142 
which men pursue or avoid of their own judgement,— 
as, for example, amongst things external, wealth and 
fame and noble birth and friendship, and everything 
of the kind, are called desirable and good; and, 
amongst qualities of the body, beauty and strength 
and sound condition ; and, amongst qualities of the 
soul, courage and justice and wisdom and virtue in 
general; and the opposites of these are regarded as 
things to be avoided. But by necessity are brought 143 
about all such things as befall us because of an 
irrational affection of sense, and all that some natural 
necessity brings about, “ but no one would willingly 
choose them,” ® or avoid them,—such as pain and 
pleasure. Hence, since there exists such a difference 144 
as this in these things, the fact that it is only the man 
who suspends judgement about all things who lives 
to the end an unperturbed life in respect of the goods 
and evils due to belief we have already established, 
both in our previous discussion of the Sceptic “ end,” b 
and also on the present occasion c when we showed 
that it is not possible to be happy if one assumes the
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145 φύσει αγαθόν τι και κακόν ύποστησάμενον. ό μεν 
γάρ τοΰτο ποιων άνηνύτοις συμιτεριεφερετο ταρα- 
χαΐς, τα μεν φεύγων τα δε διώκων, και πολλά μεν 
αντίο επισπώμενος κακά διά τάγαθά, εν πολλά- 
πλασίοσι δε τριβόμενος κακοΐς διά την περί των

146 κακών δόξαν. οΐον 6 λίγων, εΐ τύχοι, αγαθόν 
μεν τον πλοΰτον κακόν δέ την πενίαν, μη εχων μεν 
τον πλοΰτον δίχως ταράττεται, και ότι ονκ εχει 
το αγαθόν και ότι πραγματεύεται την περίκτησιν 
αυτοΰ, κτησάμενος δ* αυτόν κατά τρεις τιμωρείται 
τρόπους, και ότι πέραν τον μέτριου γεγηθε, καί 
ότι πραγματεύεται εις το παραμενειν αύτω τον 
πλοΰτον, καί ότι αγωνία καί δεδιεν αυτοΰ την

147 αποβολήν. 6 δε μήτε εν τοΐς φύσει άγαθοΐς 
τάττων τον πλοΰτον μήτε εν τοΐς φύσει κακοΐς, 
την δε “  ού μάλλον ”  προφερόμενος φωνήν, ούτε 
επί τή απουσία τούτου ταράττεται ούτε επί τη 
παρουσία γεγηθεν, μενει δε καθ’ εκάτερον ατάραχος, 
ώστ εν μεν τοΐς κατά δόξαν νομιζομενοις άγαθοΐς 
τε καί κακοΐς καί εν ταΐς τούτων αιρεσεσι καί

148 φνγαΐς τελεως εστίν ευδαίμων, εν δε τοΐς κατ' 
αϊσθησιν καί άλόγοις κινήμασιν μετριάζει.1 τά 
γάρ μη παρά την τοΰ λόγου διαστροφήν συμβαί- 
νοντα καί την φαύλην δόξαν, αλλά κατά ακούσιον 
της αίσθήσεως πάθος, άμήχανόν εστιν υπό τοΰ

149 κατά την σκεφιν λόγου άπαλλάττεσθαι * τω  γάρ 
διά λιμόν ή δίφος όχλου μένω ού δυνατόν εμποιεΐν 
πείσμα διά τοΰ κατά την σκεφιν λόγου ότι ούκ 
όχλεΐται, καί τω  εν ταΐς τούτων παρηγορίαις

1 μετριάζει cj. Bekk. s εικάζει MSS. (? άναχάζεί).
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existence of anything good and evil by nature. For 145 
he who does this is tossed about with endless per
turbations, through avoiding these things and pur
suing those, and drawing upon himself many evils 
because of the goods, and being afflicted by many 
times more evils because of his belief about evils.— 
Thus the man who declares that wealth (shall we say ?) 146 
is a good and poverty an evil is perturbed in two ways 
if he has not wealth,—both because he has not the 
good and because he is toiling for the acquisition of 
it,—and when he has acquired it he is punished in 
three ways,—because he is immoderately overjoyed, 
and because he toils to ensure that his wealth stays with 
him, and because he is painfully anxious and dreads the 
loss of it. But he who ranks wealth neither amongst 147 
the natural goods nor amongst the natural evils, but 
utters the formula “ Not more,” α is neither perturbed 
at its absence nor overjoyed at its presence, but in 
either case remains unperturbed. So that in respect 
of the things held, as a matter of belief, to be good 
and bad, and in respect of the desires and avoidances 
thereof, he is perfectly happy, while in respect of the 148 
sensible and irrational affections he preserves a due 
mean. For the things which occur, not because of 
a distortion of the reason and foolish belief but, 
owing to an involuntary affection of the sense it is 
impossible to get rid of by means of the Sceptical 
argument6 ; for in a man who is distressed because 149 
of hunger or thirst, it is not feasible to implant, by 
means of the Sceptical argument, the conviction that 
he is not in distress, and in the man who is overjoyed

0 For this Sceptic formula (denoting suspense of judge
ment) see P.H. i. 187 ff.

* Cf. P.H. i. 30, iii. 237.
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διαχεομενω ούκ ενΒεχετat 7τειθώ εμποιεΐν περί
ΙδΟ τού ότι ού διαχεΐται. τί οΰν, φασίν, όφελος 

ύμΐν, οΐ δογματικοί, προς ευδαιμονίαν εκ της 
εποχής, εί ταράττεσθαι πάντως Βει καί ταραττο- 
μενους κακοΒαιμονεΐν; μεγα, φήσομεν, όφελος, 
καί γάρ εί ταράττεται 6 περί πάντων επεχων κατά 
την του άλγύνοντος παρουσίαν, άλλ' εύφορώτερον 
παρά τον από των δογμάτων φερει την όχλησιν,

151 πρώτον μεν ότι ούκ εστιν ίσον άπειρα τώ πλήθει 
τάγαθά Βιώκοντα καί περιιστάμενον τά κακά ώς 
υπό Έρινύων ελαύνεσθαι των κατά τάς διώξεις 
καί φυγάς ταραχών, η τούτο μεν μη πάσχειν, εν 
δε μόνον εξ απάντων άποτεμνόμενον κακόν τούτου

152 την εκκλισιν καί φυλακήν πραγματεύεσθαι. δεύ
τερον δε καί τούτο οπερ φεύγουσιν οι εφεκτικοί ώς 
κακόν, ούκ άγαν εστί ταρακτικόν. η γάρ μικρός 
τις ό πόνος εστί, καθάπερ ό καθ' εκάστην ημέραν 
εγγινόμενος ημΐν λιμός η δίφος η φΰχος η θάλπος

153 η τι τών παραπλήσιων, η τούναντίον σφοδρότατος 
καί άκρότατος, ώς επί τών άνηκεστοις συνεχό
μενων βασάνοις, δι ών πολλάκις οι ιατροί άν- 
ωδύνους πορίζουσι δυνάμεις προς τό βραχεΐάν τινα 
λαβεΐν αναστροφήν εις βοήθειαν, ή μέσος καί

154 παρατείνων, καθάπερ 6 εν τισι νόσοις. τούτων 
δε ό μέν καθ' εκάστην ημέραν συναντών εύπορί- 
στους εχων τάς παρηγοριάς, τροφήν καί πόμα καί 
σκεπήν, προς ελάχιστον ταράττεί' ο δε άκρότατος 
καί εις τά μάλιστα ταρακτικώτατος, αλλά τοί 
γε προς άκαρες αστραπής τρόπον δειματώσας ή

155 αναιρεί ή αναιρείται, ό δε μέσος καί παρατείνων 
ούτε παρ' δλον εστί τον βίον ούτε συνεχής τήν
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at getting relief from these sufferings it is not in its 
power to implant the belief that he is not overjoyed.
—What help, then, towards happiness (askthe Dogma- 150 
tists) do we get from suspension of judgement it one 
has to be perturbed in any case and unhappy because 
perturbed? Great help, we shall reply. For even 
though he who suspends judgement about all things is 
perturbed owing to the presence of what causes pain, 
yet as compared with the Dogmatist he bears the 
distress more lightly, because, firstly, to pursue goods 151 
and to shun evils which are endless in number and thus 
to be harassed by the perturbations due to these pur
suits and avoidances as by Furies is much worse than 
not to suffer thus but merely to be engaged in avoiding 
and guarding against only one isolated form of evil. 
And, secondly, even the thing which the Ephectics α 152 
avoid as evil, is not excessively perturbing. For the 
suffering is either small, such as that which befalls us 
every day,—hunger or thirst or cold or heat or some
thing similar ;—or, on the contrary, it is very violent 153 
and intense, as in the case of those afflicted with 
incurable torments, during which the doctors often 
provide powerful anodynes to assist the patient in 
obtaining some relief; or else it is moderate and 
protracted, as in some diseases. And of these, that 154 
which faces us every day perturbs us least as the 
remedies for it (food and drink and shelter) are easy 
to provide ; and that which is most intense and in the 
highest degree perturbing terrifies us, after all, but 
for a moment, like a lightning-flash, and then either 
destroys us or is destroyed. And the moderate and 155 
protracted kind neither remains all through life nor

a i.e. the Sceptics (as “  suspenders ” o f judgement), cf. 
P.H. i. 7, 196.
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φύσιν άλλα πολλάς διαναπαύσεις εχων και ραστώ- 
νας· διηνεκής γάρ ών ούκ αν παρέτεινεν. 
μέτριος οϋν έστι και ούχ οϋτω φοβερά ή περί τον

156 σκαπτικόν συμβαίνονσα ταραχή, ον μην άλλα καν 
μεγίστη τις ή, ούχ ημάς αίτιάσθαι δει τούς 
άκουσίως και κατ' ανάγκην πάσχοντας, άλλα την 
φύσιν,

ή νόμων ούδέν μέλει,

και τον δοξαστικώς και κατά κρίσιν έπισπώμενον 
έαυτώ το κακόν, ώσπερ γάρ τον πυρέττοντα ούκ 
αιτιατέον οτι πνρέττει, άκουσίως γάρ πυρέττει, 
τον δε μή άπεχόμενον των άσυμφόρων αιτιατέον, 
επ' αύτω γάρ έκειτο το άπέχεσθαι των άσυμφόρων, 
οϋτω τον μεν ταραττόμενον έπι παροΰσι τοΐς

157 άλγεινοΐς ονκ αιτιατέον ού γάρ παρ' αυτόν γίνεται 
ή διά τον πόνον ταραχή άλλ*, εάν τε θέλη εάν τε 
και μη, γίνεσθαι κατ ανάγκην οφείλει· τον δε παρά 
τάς ιδίας υπολήψεις άναπλάττοντα αύτω αιρετών 
τε και φευκτών πραγμάτων πλήθος αιτιατέον 
έαντψ γάρ εγείρει κακών πλήμμυραν. και 
ταύτό1 πάρεστιν ίδεΐν επ' αυτών τών λεγομένων

158 κακών, ο μεν γάρ μηδέν προσδοζάζων περί τοΰ 
κακόν είναι τον πόνον εχεται τώ  κατηναγκασμένω 
τοΰ πόνου κινήματι· 6 δέ γε προσαναπλάσσων οτι 
μόνον ανοίκειον έστιν 6 πόνος, οτι μόνον κακόν, 
διπλασιάζει τή δόξη ταύτη το κατά παρουσίαν

159 αυτόν συμβαΐνον οχλημα. ή γάρ ού θεωροΰμεν 
ώς και έπι τών τεμνομένων πολλάκις αυτός μέν 
6 πάσχων και τεμνόμενος άνδρικώς υπομένει την 
εκ της τομής βάσανον, μήτε

1 ταύτό Heintz: τούτο mss., Bekk.
460

AGAINST THE ETHICISTS, 155-159

is continuous in its nature but has many intervals of 
rest and periods of relief; for were it unceasing it 
would not have been protracted.—The perturbation, 
then, which befalls the Sceptic is moderate and not 
so very alarming. Notwithstanding, even if it be 156 
very great, we ought not to blame those who suffer 
involuntarily and of necessity but Nature,

Who recks not aught of custom,e
and the man who through his beliefs and owing to his 
own judgement draws upon himself the evil. For just 
as the man with a fever is not to be blamed because 
he has a fever (for he has the fever involuntarily), but 
the man who does not abstain from things inexpedient 
is to be blamed (for it lay in his own power to abstain 
from things inexpedient),—so the man who is per
turbed at the presence of painful things is not to be 
blamed ; for the perturbation caused by the pain is 157 
not due to himself but is bound to occur o f necessity 
whether he wishes it or n o t; but he who through his 
own imaginations invents for himself a host o f things 
desirable and to be avoided is deserving o f blame; for 
he stirs up for himself a flood of evils.6—And one may 
see the same thing in the case o f the so-called “  evils ”  
themselves. For he who has no additional belief 158 
about pain being an evil is merely affected by the 
necessitated motion o f the pain ; but he who imagines 
in addition that the pain is objectionable only, that 
it is evil only, doubles by this belief the distress which 
results from its presence. For do we not observe 159 
frequently how, in the case of those who are being 
cut, the patient who is being cut manfully endures 
the torture o f the cutting—

e Eurip. Frag. 920 (Nauck).
* Cf. Hamlet’s “  Take arms against a sea of troubles.**
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ώχρήσας χρόa κάλλιμον μήτε παρειών 
δάκρυ’  όμορξάμενος,

διά τό μόνω τω  κατά την τομήν ϋποπίπτειν 
κινήματα 6 δβ παρεστως αύτω, σύναμα τω  βρα- 
χεΐαν ίδεΐν αίματος ρύσιν, ωχριμ τρεμει ίτεριιδροΐ 
εκλύεται, τό τελευτάΐον άφωνος καταπίπτει, ού 
διά τον πόνον, ούδε γάρ πάρεστιν αυτά), διά  δε

160 την περί του κακόν είναι τον πόνον δόξαν; οϋτω
μείζων εστίν ενίοτε η διά την περί τίνος κακού ώς 
κακού δόξαν ταραχή τής δι αυτό τό λεγόμενον 
είναι κακόν συμβαινουσης. ονκοΰν 6 περί
πάντων [μεν] επεχων τω ν κατά δόξαν τελειοτάτην

161 καρποΰται την ευδαιμονίαν, εν δε τοΐς άκουσίοις 
καί άλογοις κινήμασι ταράττεται μεν

(ου γάρ από δρυός εστι παλαιφάτου, ουδ ’ από 
πετρης,

άλλ’ άνδρών γένος ήεν),

162 μετριοπαθώς δε διατίθεται, οθεν καί καταφρονεΐν 
άναγκαΐον των εις άνενεργησίαν αυτόν περι-

163 κλείεσθαι νομιζόντων ή εις άπεμφασιν, καί εις 
άνενεργησίαν μεν ότι του  βίου παντός εν αίρεσεσι 
καί φυγαΐς δντος 6 μήτε αίρούμενός τι μήτε 
φευγων δυνάμει τον βίον άρνεΐται καί τίνος φυτοΰ

164 τρόπον επεΐχεν, εις άπεμφασιν δε ότι υπό τυράννω 
ποτέ γενόμενος καί των άρρήτων τι ποιεΐν αναγκα
ζόμενος ή ούχ ύπομενεϊ τό προσταττόμενον άλλ* 
εκούσιον ελεΐται θάνατον, ή φευγων τάς βασανους 
ποιήσει τό κελευόμενον, οϋτω τε ούκετι “  άφυγής 
καί άναίρετος εσ τα ι”  κατά τον Ύίμωνα, άλλά τό  
μεν ελεΐται του  δ* άποστήσεται, δπερ ήν των μετά 
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His fair hue paling not, nor from his cheeks 
Wiping the tears away,®

because he is affected only by the motion due to the 
cutting ; whereas the man who stands beside him, as 
soon as he sees a small flow of blood, at once grows 
pale, trembles, gets in a great sweat, feels faint, and 
finally falls down speechless, not because o f the pain 
(for it is not present with him), but because o f the 
belief he has about pain being an evil ? Thus the 160 
perturbation due to the belief about an evil as evil is 
sometimes greater than that which results from the 
so-called evil itself.—He, then, who suspends judge
ment about all things which depend on belief wins 
happiness most fully, and during involuntary and jgi 
irrational affections although he is perturbed—
Yea, for he is not sprung from a rock or an oak primeval 
But of the race of men was he,*

yet his state of feeling is moderate. Hence, too, one 162 
must scorn those who fancy that he is confined to a 
state o f inactivity or o f inconsistency,—to inactivity, 163 
because, as all life consists in desires and avoidances, 
he that neither desires nor avoids anything is virtually 
rejecting life and remaining like a vegetable ; and to 164 
inconsistency because, should he ever be subject to a 
tyrant and compelled to do something unspeakable, 
either he will not submit to the order given him but 
will choose a voluntary death, or else to avoid torture 
he will do what is commanded, and thus he will no 
longer be (in Timon’s phrase) “  unmov’d by choice 
and avoidance,”  but will choose the one and refuse 
the other, which is the action o f those who confidently

• Homer, Odyss. xi. 529 f.
* The first line is from Homer, Odyss. xix. 163 ; the half- 

line is S.’s addition.
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πείσματος κατειληφότων το  φευκτόν τι είναι και
165 αιρετόν. ταύτα δη λεγοντες ού συνιασιν ότι 

κατά μεν τον φιλόσοφον λόγον ού βιοΐ ό σκεπτικός 
(άνενεργητος γάρ εστιν όσον επί τούτψ), κατά δε 
την άφιλόσοφον τήρησιν δυναται τά  μεν αίρεΐσθαι

166 τά δε φεύγειν. αναγκαζόμενος τε υπό τυράννου 
τι των άπηγορευμενων πράττειν, τη κατά τούς 
πατρίους νομούς και τά  εθη προλήφει τυχόν το  
μεν ελεΐται τό  δε φευξεται· και ραόν γε οϊσει το  
σκληρόν παρά τον από τω ν δογμάτων, ότι ούδεν 
εξωθεν τούτω  προσδοξάζει καθάπερ εκείνος.

167 εϊρηται δε περί τούτων ακριβέστερου εν τοΐς περί 
του σκεπτικού τέλους σχολασθεΐσι, και ούκ αναγ
καίου

ανθις άριζήλως είρημενα μυθολογεύειν.

*Οθεν περί αγαθών και κακών άποδόντες, άφ* ών 
αί άπορίαι επί πάντα σχεδόν τον ηθικόν διατείνουσι 
τόπον, φερε τό μετά τούτο σκοπώμεν εϊ εστι τις 
περί τον βίον τέχνη.

Γ\—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙΣ ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ ΒΙΟΝ ΤΕΧΝΗ

168 Ό τ ι  μεν εστι δυνατόν κατά τρόπον βιοΰν αίρου- 
μενους την περί πάντων εποχην, άποχρώντως ημΐν 
δεδεικται· ούδεν δε κωλύει εκ παραλλήλου δοκιμά
ζει ν και την τώ ν δογματικών στάσιν, καίπερ από 
μέρους ήδη δοκιμασθεΐσαν. επαγγέλλονται γάρ

169 τέχνην τινά περί τον βίον παραδώσειν, και διά 
τούτο Επίκουρος μεν ελεγε την φιλοσοφίαν ενερ-

• Of. Ρ.Η. ϊ. 23. * See Ρ.Η. ί. 25-80.
* Homer, Odyss. xii. 453.
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hold that something to be avoided and desirable 
exists.— Now in arguing thus they do not comprehend 165 
that the Sceptic does not conduct his life according to 
philosophical theory (for so far as regards this he is 
inactive), but as regards the non-philosophic regula
tion o f life e he is capable o f desiring some things and 
avoiding others. And when compelled by a tyrant to 166 
commit any forbidden act he will perchance choose 
the one course and avoid the other owing to the pre
conception due to his ancestral laws and customs ; 
and as compared with the Dogmatist he will certainly 
endure hardship more easily because he has not, like 
the other, any additional beliefs beyond the actual 
suffering.—But we have discussed these matters more 167 
exactly in our discourse “  On the Sceptic End,” 6 
and there is no necessity

Once again to repeat an account most plainly deliver’d.*
Hence, as we have completed our account of things 
good and evil, the difficulties raised by which extend 
over almost the whole sphere of Ethics, come and let 
us consider next whether there exists any art of 
life*
Chapter  VI.—D oes there exist any A rt  of L ife  ?

We have proved sufficiently that it is possible to 168 
live a satisfactory life by adopting suspension of 
judgement about all things ; but nothing hinders us 
from examining also in a similar fashion the view 
of the Dogmatists, although it has been partially 
examined already. For they promise to present us 
with an “  art of life,”  and because o f this Epicurus 169 
declared that “  philosophy is an activity which

d For the “ art of living ” ef. P.H. iii. 239 ff.
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γειαν είναι λόγοις και διαλογισμοΐς τον εύδαίμονα
170 βίον περιποιοΰσαν, οί δε στωικοϊ και άντικρύς φασι 

την φρόνησιν, επιστήμην ονσαν αγαθών και κακών 
και ουδέτερων, τέχνην ύπάρχειν περί τον βίον, ήν 
οι προσλαβόντες μόνοι γίνονται καλοί, μόνοι πλού
σιοι, σοφοί μόνοι. 6 γαρ πολλοϋ άξια κεκτημενος 
πλούσιός εστιν, ή δε αρετή πολλοϋ εστϊν αξία, καί 
μόνος ταύτην  ο σοφός κεκτηταί' μόνος άρα ό σοφός 
εστι πλούσιος, καί 6 αξιέραστος εστι καλός, μόνος 
δε ό σοφός αξιέραστος· μόνος άρα 6 σοφός εστι

171 καλός, αϊ δή τοιαΰται υποσχέσεις θηρευουσι μεν 
τούς νέους ελπίσι φυχραΐς, ούκετι δε είσιν αληθείς, 
παρό καί ό Τίμων οτέ μεν τούς επαγγελλόμενους 
την παράδοσιν αυτών επισκώπτει, λεγων

πολλών λακεδόνων λυμάντορες αίπυδολωταί,1

172 ότε δε τούς προσέχοντας αύτοΐς μετάμελομενους εφ* 
οΐς μάτην εμόχθησαν παρεισάγει διά τού τω ν

φή δε τις αιάζων, οΐα βροτοί αιάζουσιν,
οΐμοι εγώ τ ί  πάθω; τ ί  νυ μοι σοφόν ένθα 

γενηται;
πτωχός μεν φρενας είμί, νόου δε μοι ούκ ενι 

κόκκος.
ή με μάτην φεύξεσθαι όίομαι αίπύν όλεθρόν.
τρις μάκαρες μεντοι καί τετράκις οί μη εχοντες

1 αίπυδολωταί Fabr., Bekk.: επιδολωταί (or -οται) mss. : 
ελπιδοδώταί Usener (? άρχιδολωταί).

e For the Stoic “  Wise Man,”  or “  Sage,”  see Vol. I. 
Introd. p. xxviii. “  Fair ”  (καλό?), here, means “  noble ”  or
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secures the happy life by arguments and discussions ” ; 
while the Stoics assert outright that “  wisdom, which 170 
is the science of things good and evil and neither, is 
an art o f life, and only those who attain this become 
fair, only they rich, as only they are wise. For he 
who possesses things of great value is rich, and virtue 
is of great value, and it only the Wise man® possesses; 
therefore the wise man only is rich. And the lover 
of the valuable is fair, but the wise man only is a lover 
o f the valuable ; therefore the wise man only is fair.”  
Now promises such as these capture the young with 171 
fruitless expectations, but they are not also true. 
Wherefore also Timon in one place scoffs at those 
who promise us to provide us with these things, calling 
them—

Spoilers of many a doctrine and masters o f knavish im
posture *;

and in another place he brings in the people who have 172 
paid attention to them, repenting of the vain labours 
they have undergone, in these words—
One, then, lamenting did cry, as men are wont when lament- 

ing,
“  Oh, what is to befall me i Where now shall I gain any 

wisdom?
Beggar’d in soul I am, and of sense not a grain is within me. 
Vainly methinks shall I try to escape from sheerest destruc

tion.
Thrice, yea four times, blessed are those devoid of possessions,

“ honourable”  (honettus),—gifted with “ the beauty of 
holiness.”

* For λακεδόνων (“  doctrines ” ), which can scarcely be 
right, I suggest βλακεδόνων (“  wastrels ” ), which accords 
better with the next quotation (Hervetus has jutenum) ; then 
λυμάντορες βλ. will mean “ those who bring wastrels (or 
idlers) to ruin.”
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μήτε κατατρώζαντες ενί σχολή οσσ επεπαντο. 
νυν δε μ€ λενγαλεαις ερισιν εΐμαρτο Βαμήναι 
καί πενίη καί οσ άλλα βροτούς κηφήνας ελαστρεΐ.

173 διότι δε ταΰθ' όντως εχει, μάθοιμεν άν εντεύθεν επι- 
στήσαντες. ή γάρ άζιουμενη ττερί τον βίον είναι 
τέχνη, καί καν ήν εύΒαιμονεΐν ύπειλήφασιν, ού μία 
τις εστιν άλλα πολλαί καί Βιάφωνοι, οΐον η μεν 
κατά τον Επίκουρον, ή δε κατά τούς στωικούς, τίς 
δε των από του περιπάτου, ήτοι ούν πάσαις ομοίως

174 ακολουθητέου ή μια μόνη ή ονΒεμιφ. καί πάσαις 
μεν άκολονθεΐν των άμηχάνων διά την μάχην ο γάρ 
ήΒε προστάσσει ώς αιρετόν, τούτο ήΒε απαγορεύει 
ώς φευκτόν, ονκ ενΒεχεται δε το αυτό άμα καί

175 Βιώκειν καί φεύγειν. εί δε μια κατακολουθητεον 
εστιν, ήτοι τή όποιαΒήποτε ούν, όπερ αδύνατον. 
(το  μία) άκολονθεΐν1 γάρ ίσον τω2 πάσαις θελειν 
επεσθαι’ εί γάρ τήΒε προσεκτεον, τί μάλλον τήΒε ή 
τήΒε; καί άναστρόφως. λείπεται άρα τή προκρι-

176 θείση λεγειν Βεΐν επεσθαι. ήτοι ούν τή ύπ* άλλης 
προκριθείση κατακολουθήσομεν ή τή ύφ' εαυτής. 
καί εί μεν τή ύφ* εαυτής, άπιστος εσται, ή Βεήσει 
πάσας ήγεΐσθαι πιστάς' εί γάρ ήΒε καθόσον ύφ* 
εαυτής κεκριται εστι πίστη, καί αί λοιπαί γενή- 
σονται πισταί' εκάστη γαρ αυτών ύφ* εαυτής

177 κεκριται. εί δε ύπ* άλλης, Βεήσει πάλιν καί όντως 
αυτήν άπιστεΐσθαι· ώς γάρ αυτή παρόσον Βιαφωνεΐ 
ταΐς άλλαις εΒεΐτο κρίσεως, οϋτω καί ή κρίνονσα 
αυτήν, ή Βιαφωνεΐ ταΐς λοιπαΐς άγωγαΐς, Βεήσεται

1 <το μία> άκολουθΰν] ακολουθεί MSS., Bekk.: <το ταντχΡ 
άκοXovffetv Hpintz.

* τώ Ν, Heintz: τό mss., Bekk. (ΐσω$ cj. Bekk.).
· With §§ 173-177 ef. P.H. iii. 239.
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Those who never have wasted their goods in idle existence.
But my fate it is now to be stricken by grievous contentions, 
Penury, too, and what else doth harry the drones amongst 

mortals.”

And the reason why this is so we may learn if  we 173 
attend to the following point.0 The art o f life which, 
it is claimed, exists and owing to which they suppose 
that men are happy, is not one art but many and 
dissimilar—that, for instance, of Epicurus, and that 
o f the Stoics, and another of the Peripatetics. Either, 
then, one must follow all alike or one only or none.
But to follow them all is impracticable because o f 174 
their conflicting character ; for what this one enjoins 
as desirable that one forbids as a thing to be avoided, 
and it is not feasible both to pursue and avoid simul
taneously the same object. And if  one ought closely 175 
to follow one art, either this is anyone whatsoever, 
which is impossible ; for then, to follow one is equi
valent to being willing to follow them a ll; for if we 
should give heed to this one, why to this one rather 
than that other ? and conversely. It only remains, 
then, to say that we ought to follow that one art 
which has been judged best. Either, then, we shall 176 
follow that which is judged best by another art or 
that which is judged best by itself. And if it is that 
judged best by itself, it will be distrusted or else we 
shall have to count them all trustworthy ; for if this 
one is trustworthy inasmuch as it is judged by itself, 
the rest also will be trustworthy ; for each of them 
is judged by itself. But if it is judged by another art, 177 
even in this case, again, it will have to be distrusted ; 
for just as it, in so far as it differs from the rest, 
needed judgement, so also the art which judges it, 
in that it differs from the other doctrines, will need
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τής κρινούσης καί παρ' αυτό τούτο ούκ εσται 
πιστόν εκείνης κριτήριον. el οΰν μήτε πάσαις 
ενδεχεται ταΐς π€ρί τον βίον τεχναις άκολονθ€Ϊν

178 μήτε μια,, λείπεται μηδεμια έπεσθαι. καί
άλλως, ιός προ€ΐπον, πολλών ούσών π€ρί τον βίον 
Τ€χνών κατ ανάγκην δει τον μια τούτων προσ- 
αναπαυσάμενον κακοδαιμονεΐν, ού μόνον διά τάς 
προειρημένας αιτίας άλλα καί διά την τοΰ λόγου 
προϊόντος λεχθησομένην. έκαστος γάρ των ανθρώ
πων έχεται πάθει τινί· η γάρ φιλόπλοντός εστιν 
η φιλήδονος ή φιλόδοξος, τοιοΰτος  δε ών ύπ' 
ούδ€μιάς τω ν δογματικών αγωγών δύναται κατα-

179 στέλλεσθαι, άλλ' ο μεν φιλόπλουτος ή φιλόδοξος 
εκπυρσεύεται μάλλον την επιθυμίαν υπό τής περι
πατητικής φιλοσοφίας, καθ' ήν 6 πλούτος καί ή 
δόξα τώ ν αγαθών εστίν, ο οέ φιλήδονος προσ- 
εκκαίεται υπό τής κατά Επίκουρον αγωγής (τέλος 
γάρ ευδαιμονίας ή ηδονή άποδείκνυται κατ' αυτόν), 
6 δε φιλόδοξος προσεκτραχηλίζεται εις αυτό το 
πάθος προς τώ ν στωικών λόγων, καθ' οΰς ή αρετή 
μόνον εστίν αγαθόν, καί το απ' αρετής γινόμενον.

180 πάσα οΰν ή λεγομένη περί τον βίον επιστήμη τοΐς 
δογματικοΐς φιλοσόφοις επιτείχισμά εστι τώ ν  
ανθρωπίνων κακών άλλ' ού βοήθεια.

Καν μίαν δε δώμεν είναι τέχνην περί τον βίον, 
καί ταύτην σύμφωνον, οΐον την στωικήν, ούδ' 
ούτως προσησόμεθα διά τδ πολλάς καί ποικίλας

181 αυτή συνεισάγεσθαι κήρας. εΐ γάρ ή μεν περί τον  
βίον τέχνη φρόνησις οΰσα εστίν αρετή, τήν  δε 
αρετήν μόνος εΐχεν ό σοφός, οί στωικοί μή δντες 
σοφοί ούχ έξουσι φρόνησιν ουδέ τέχνην τινά περί

• See § 173 supra. * Cf. §§ 110 if. supra.
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one to judge it, and owing to this fact it will not be a 
trustworthy criterion of the other. If, then, it is not 
feasible to follow either all the arts of life or one, it 
only remains to follow none.—And again: since, as I 178 
said above,® there are many arts of life, he who abides 
by one of them must necessarily be unhappy, not 
only for the reasons previously stated b but also for 
that which shall be stated as our argument proceeds.
For each individual man is subject to a certain 
affection; for either he is a lover o f wealth 0 or a 
lover of pleasure or a lover of fam e; and being such, 
he cannot be calmed down by any of the dogmatic 
doctrines ; nay, the lover of wealth or the lover of 179 
fame is further enkindled in his desire by the Peri
patetic philosophy, according to which wealth and 
fame are among the goods d ; and the lover of pleasure 
is further inflamed by the doctrine o f Epicurus (for 
on his showing pleasure is proved to be the perfec
tion of happiness) ; and the lover o f fame is also 
plunged headlong into this very affection by the Stoic 
arguments, according to which virtue alone is good 
and that which results from virtue. In every case, 180 
then, what is called by the Dogmatic philosophers 
“  the science o f life ”  is a bulwark in defence o f the 
evils o f mankind rather than an aid against them.

And even if we grant that there is one art o f life,· 
and this an agreed one,—for instance, the Stoic,—not 
even so shall we accept it, since along with itself it 
brings many and diverse calamities. For if the art o f 181 
life, as consisting in wisdom, is a virtue, and only the 
Sage possesses virtue, the Stoics not being sages will not 
possess wisdom nor any art of life, and not possessing

• Cf. § 120 supra. * Cf. §§ 51, 77 supra,
• With §§ 180-183 cf. P.H. iii. 240-242.
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τον βίον, μή έχοντες δε ταύτην ούSc άλλου? διδά- 
ζουσιν. et7rep  t c  κ α τ ’  αυτούς ούδεμία δύναται
συστήναι τέχνη, ούδ' η περί τον βίον συστήσεται·

182 άλλα μην το πρώτον το άρα δεύτερον, τέχνη γάρ 
εστι σύστημα εκ καταλήφεων, καί κατάληφίς έστι 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας συγκατάθεσις. ούΒεμία S’ 
ήν καταληπτική φαντασία διά το μήτε πάσαν ύπ- 
άρχειν φαντασίαν καταληπτικήν, μάχονται γάρ, 
μήτε τινά διά την άνεπικρισίαν. μη οϋσης Sc 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας ουδέ συγκατάθεσις τις 
αυτής γενήσεται, ούτωσ'ι δε ουδέ κατάληφίς. μη 
οϋσης Βέ καταλήφεως ούδέ σύστημα εκ κατα
λήφεων γενήσεται, τουτέστι τέχνη, ω ακολουθεί

183 το μηδέ περί τον βίον είναι τινα τέχνην. προς 
τούτοις ή καταληπτική φαντασία κρίνεται κατά 
τούς στωικούς, δτι καταληπτική εστι, τώ από 
ύπάρχοντος γενέσθαι και κατ' αύτο το ύπάρχον 
εναπομεμαγμένως καί εναπεσφραγισμένως · τό θ' 
ύπάρχον δοκιμάζεται, δτι ύπάρχον εστίν, εκ του 
καταληπτικήν κινειν φαντασίαν, εί δε ΐνα μεν ή 
καταληπτική κρίνηται φαντασία, το ύπάρχον δει 
επεγνώσθαι, ΐνα δε τούτο καταληφθή, τήν κατα
ληπτικήν φαντασίαν βέβαιον είναι, έκάτερον δε διά 
θάτερόν εστιν άπιστον, αγνώριστου οϋσης τής 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας αναιρείται καί ή τέχνη, 
σύστημα οΰσα εκ καταλήφεων.

184 Έ,ΐπερ τε ή περί τον βίον επιστήμη, τουτέστιν ή 
φρόνησις, θεωρητική των τε αγαθών καί κακών καί 
ούδετέρων εστίν, ήτοι ετέρα καθέστηκε τών αγαθών
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α Cf. Adv. Log. i. 388 if.
6 Cf. Adv. Log. i. 248, 402, ii. 86.
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this neither will they teach it to others.—Also, if, on 
their showing, no art can be constructed, neither will 
the art o f life be constructed ; but in fact the first (is 
true) ; therefore the second (is true). For an art is 182 
“  a system constructed o f apprehensions,”  and appre
hension is “  assent to an apprehensive presentation.”
But no apprehensive presentation exists® because 
neither is every presentation apprehensive (owing to 
their conflicting character), nor yet any one o f them 
(owing to their being unjudged). And if an appre
hensive presentation does not exist, neither will 
there be any assent to it, and thus there will not 
be any apprehension either. And if there is no 
apprehension, neither will there be a system of 
apprehensions, that is to say, an art. Wherefrom it 
follows that there is no art of life either.—Further- 183 
more, according to the Stoics the apprehensive pre
sentation is judged to be apprehensive by the fact 
that it proceeds from an existing object and in such 
a way as to bear the impress and stamp of that 
existing object * 6 ; and the existing object is approved 
as existent because o f its exciting an apprehensive 
presentation. But if the existent must be ascertained 
in order that the apprehensive presentation may be 
judged, and if the apprehensive presentation must be 
established in order that the existent may be appre
hended, and each of these is untrustworthy because 
of the other,—then, as the apprehensive presentation 
is unknowable, art also is abolished, it being a system 
of apprehensions.

Also, if the science of life,—that is, wisdom,—is 184 
cognisant o f things good and evil and neither,® either 
it is other than the goods whereof it is said to be the

• Cf. 8 170 tupra.
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ών λέγεται επιστήμη τυγχάνειν, ή αυτή εστι το 
αγαθόν, καθό και οριζόμενοι τινες εξ αυτών φασίν

185 αγαοον εστιν αρετή η το μετεχον αρετής. και 
εί μεν ετέρα εστι παρά ταγαθά ών λέγεται επι
στήμη, ούΒ* δλως εσται επιστήμη· πάσα γάρ 
επιστήμη υπαρκτών τινών εστι γνώσις, τά Βέ 
αγαθά και κακά πρότερον έΒείξαμεν ανύπαρκτα, 
ώστ οΰδ* επιστήμη τις έσται αγαθών και κακών.

186 εί δ* αυτή εστιν αγαθόν και άξιοΰται τών αγαθών 
εΐναι επιστήμη, εαυτής εσται επιστήμη, ο πάλιν 
άτοπον. τά γάρ ών εστιν επιστήμη, ταϋτα προ- 
επινοείται τής επιστήμης, οΐον ιατρική λέγεται 
επιστήμη υγιεινών καί νοσερών καί ούθετέρων 
αλλά προϋφέστηκε τής ιατρικής καί προηγείται τά 
υγιεινά καί νοσερά. πάλιν τε ή μουσική εμμελών 
εστι καί έκμελών εν ρυθμών τε καί έκρυθμων έπι-

187 στήμη’ άλλ’ ού πριν τούτων εστιν ^ μουσική, καί 
αυτοί δε την Βιαλεκτικήν έφασαν επιστήμην αλη
θών τε καί φευΒών καί ούθετέρων ούκοΰν προ
ϋφέστηκε τής Βιαλεκτικής τάληθή καί φευΒή καί 
ούθέτερα. εί Βή εαυτής εστιν επιστήμη ή φρόνησις, 
οφείλει προϋφεστάναι εαυτής· ούΒέν δε Βύναται 
εαυτού προϋφεστηκέναι· ούΒέ τούτη τοινυν ρητέον 
είναι τινα περί τον βίον επιστήμην.

188 Πασά τε ύπαρκτή τέχνη καί επιστήμη έκ τών 
άποΒιΒομένων υπό αυτής τεχνικών τε καί έπιστη- 
μονικών έργων καταλαμβάνεται, οΐον ιατρική μεν 
έκ τών ίατρικώς γινομένων, κιθαριστική δε έκ τών 
κιθαριστικώς καί ηΒη ζωγραφία καί άνΒριαντοπλα- 
στική καί πάσαν αί έμφερεΐς. ή Βέ γε περί τον βίον
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science, or it is itself the good, even as some of them 
assert in their definition—“  Good is virtue or what 
partakes of virtue.”  ° And if it is other than the 185 
goods whereof it is said to be the science, it will not 
be a science at a ll; for every science is the knowledge 
of certain existing things, but we have previously 
shown 6 that goods and evils are non-existent, so that 
neither will there exist any science of goods and 
evils. But if it is itself the good and claims to be the 186 
science o f the goods, it will be the science o f itself; 
and this again is absurd. For the things which form 
the object o f a science are conceived before the 
science. Thus medicine is said to be the science o f 
things healthy and morbid and neither; but the 
healthy and morbid things are in existence before 
medicine and precede it. And again : Music is the 
science of things in tune and out o f tune, rhythmical 
and unrhythmical; but previous to these Music does 
not exist. The Stoics, too, have said that Dialecticc 187 
is “  the science of things true and false and neither ”  ; 
so, then, before Dialectic the true and false and 
neither pre-existed. If, then, wisdom is the science 
of itself, it must have existed before itself; but 
nothing can have existed before itself; so that 
neither in this way can it be asserted that any art of 
life exists.

Also, every existing art and science is apprehended 188 
by means of the artistic and scientific effects which it 
produces,d—medicine, for instance, by its medical 
results, and harp-playing by those o f the harper, and 
painting and sculpture as well, and all arts o f a like 
kind. But the art which is supposed to be conversant

* Cf. P.U. ii. 94, 247.
* With §§ 188-189 c f  P.H. iii. 243.
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άξιουμένη στρέφεσθαι τέχνη ούδέν έχει συμβεβηκός 
ενέργημα, ώς 7ταραστήσομεν ούκ άρα έστι τις περί

189 τον βίον τέχνη, οΐον πολλών λεγομένων παρά τοΐς 
στωικοΐς περί τε της των παίδων αγωγής καί περί 
τής προς τους γονείς τιμής καί ετι τής προς τους 
κατοιχομένους όσιότητος, ολίγα εξ έκαστου είδους 
επιλεξάμενοι δείγματος χάριν προοισόμεθα εις την 
τής έπιχειρήσεως κατασκευήν.

190 Και μην περί μεν παί&ων αγωγής εν ταΐς δια- 
τριβαΐς 6 αίρεσιάρχης Ζήνων τοιαΰτά τινα διέξεισιν. 
"  διαμηρίζειν δε μηδέν μάλλον μηδέ ήσσον παιδικά 
ή μη παιδικά, μηδέ θήλεα ή άρρενα- ου γάρ άλλα 
παϊδικοΐς ή μη παιδικοΐς, ουδέ θηλείαις ή άρρεσιν, 
αλλά τά αυτά πρέπει τε καί πρέποντα έστίν.”  καί 
πάλιν “  διαμεμήρικας τον έρώμενον; ούκ έγωγε. 
πότερον ούκ επεθύμησας αύτόν διαμηρίσαι; καί 
μάλα. αλλά επιθυμήσας1 παρασχεΐν σοι αύτόν [η]2 
έφοβήθης κελεΰσαι; μά Δ Γ . άλλ’ έκέλευσας; καί 
μάλα. είθ* ούχ ύπηρέτησέ σοι; ού γάρ.”

191 περί δε τής εις τούς γονείς τιμής παράθοιτο αν τις 
τά τής μητρομιξίας ύπ* αύτών θρυλούμενα. καί γε 
ό μέν Ζήνων τά περί τής Ίοκάστης καί Ο ιδίποδος 
θείς Ιστορούμενα φησίν δτι ούκ ήν δεινόν τρΐφαι την 
μητέρα. “  καί εί μέν ασθενούσαν τό σώμα ταΐς 
χερσί τρίφας ώφέλει, ούδέν αισχρόν· εί δ* έτέρω 
μέρει τρίφας, ευφραινεν* όδυνωμένην παύσας, καί 
παΐδας εκ τής μητρός γενναίους ποιήσας, τ ι  ήν

192 αισχρόν; ”  ό δε Χρύσιππος εν τή πολιτεία κατά
1 ΐπιθυμήσας cj. Bekk.: (πίθΰμησας MSS., Bekk.

2 [ij] seel. Arnim (etr cj. Bekk.).
• ίΰφραινςν Arnim : i<f>' φ εΰρεν mss., Bekk.
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with life has no resultant effect, as we shall establish ; 
therefore, no art of life exists. Thus, since much is said 189 
by the Stoics both about the education of children 
and about the honouring of parents, and also about 
piety towards the departed, we shall select a few 
points under each of these heads by way of illustration 
and bring them forward in support of our criticism.

Well then, as regards the education o f children, 190 
Zeno, the founder o f the School, gives the following 
exposition in his discourses a : “  Have carnal know
ledge 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 
in respect o f all alike.”  And again,— “ Have you 
had intercourse with your beloved one ? I have not.
Did you not desire to have intercourse with him ? 
Certainly. But, though desiring to win him for 
yourself, were you afraid of inviting him ? Not at 
all. But you invited him ? Certainly. Then he did 
not yield to you ? He did not.” —And with regard 191 
to honouring one’s parents one might adduce the 
cases o f incest which they harp upon. Thus Zeno, 
after stating the facts about Jocasta and Oedipus, 
asserts that there was nothing dreadful in his rubbing 
his mother. “  I f she had been ailing and he had done 
her good by rubbing her body with his hands, it had 
not been shameful; what shame was it, then, if he 
stopped her grief and gave her joy by rubbing her 
with another member, and begat noble children by 
his mother ? ”  And Chrysippus, in his State says 192

o With §§ 190-196 c f .  P.H. iii. 245-249. The Stoics seem to 
have derived these ugly tenets from the Cynics; c f .  P.H .
200 n.

477



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

λέξιν φησϊν ούτως· “  δοκεΐ μοι καί ταΰτα ούτως 
διεξάγειν1 καθάπερ καί νυν ού κακώς παρά πολλοΐς 
εΐθισται, ώστε και <την μητέρα εκ τοϋ υίοΰ τεκνο- 
ποιεΐσθαι και)2 τον πατέρα εκ τής θυγατρός και τον 
όμομήτριον εκ τής ομομήτριας.”  δείγμα δε 
τής προς τούς κατοιχομένους αυτών όσιότητος 
γένοιτ άν καί τα περί τής άνθρωποφαγίας παραγ- 
γελλόμενα· ού γάρ μόνον άξιοΰσι τούς τετελευτη- 
κότας εσθίειν, άλλα καί τάς αυτών σάρκας, εΐ ποτέ

193 τυχοι τι μέρος τοϋ σώματος άποκοπέν. λέγεται δ’ 
εν τώ  περί δικαιοσύνης υπό Χρύσιππού ταυτί' “  και 
άν τών μελών αποκοπή τι μέρος προς την τροφήν

/ '  /  / ,  \ /  ν \ \  t tχρήσιμον, μήτε κατορυττειν αυτό μήτε άλλως ριπ- 
τειν, άναλίσκειν δε αυτό, όπως {εκ )3 τών ήμετερων

194 έτερον μέρος γένηται.”  εν δε τώ  περί τοϋ καθ
ήκοντος περί τής τών γονέων ταφής διεξερχόμενος 
ρητώς φησίν “  άπογενομενων δε τών γονέων ταφαις 
χρηστέον ταΐς άπλουστάταις, ώς άν τοϋ σώματος 
καθάπερ ονυχος ή τριχών ούδεν οντος προς ημάς, 
ούδ* επιστροφής καί πολυωρίας προσδεομενων 
ημών τοιαυτης τινός. διό καί χρησίμων μεν οντων 
τών κρεών τροφή χρήσονται αύτοις, καθάπερ καί 
τών ιδίων μερών, οΐον ποδός άποκοπεντος επέβαλλε 
χρήσθαι αύτώ, καί τοΐς παραπλησίοις· αχρείων δε 
όντων αυτών ή κατορυξαντες τό μνήμα εποίσουσιν, 
ή κατακαυσαντες την τέφραν άφήσουσιν, ή μακρό- 
τερον ρίφαντες ούδεμίαν επιστροφήν αυτών ποιή- 
σονται καθάπερ ονυχος ή τριχών.”

*Ώδε μεν οι από τής στοάς, επακτέον δ’ αύτοις τό195

1 δΐΐξάγ€ίν Fabr.: ΐξαγαγΐΐν mss., Bekk. 
2 <την . . . καϊ> add. Fabr.

8 / Λ α  ο/1/^ Μ ι ι Ι ο λ Ιι
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expressly: “  I approve of carrying out those
practices—which, quite rightly, are customary even 
nowadays amongst many peoples—according to which 
<the mother has children by her son, and) the father 
by his daughter, and the brother by his full sister.”— 
And their recommendations concerning cannibalism 
may serve as an example of their piety towards the 
departed ; for they deem it right to eat not only the 
dead but even their own flesh, if ever any part o f 
their body should happen to be cut off. This is what 
is stated by Chrysippus in his treatise On Justice :—
“ And if any part o f the limbs be cut off that is good 193 
for food, we should neither bury it nor otherwise get 
rid o f it, but consume it, so that from our parts a new 
part may arise.”  And in his book On Duty, when 194 
discoursing about the burial o f parents, he says 
expressly : “  When our parents decease we should 
use the simplest forms of burial, as though the body— 
like nails or hair—were nothing to us, and we need 
bestow on it no care or attention o f that kind. 
Hence, also, when their flesh is good for food, men 
shall make use of it, just as also of their own parts,
—when, for instance, a foot is cut off it is proper for 
them to use it, and things like i t ; but when the flesh 
is not good, either they shall bury it and lay the mound 
upon it, or burn it up and scatter the ashes, or cast 
it far away and pay no more regard to it than to nails 
or hair.”

Such is the Stoics’ doctrine ; but against them we 195
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ακόλουθον τής h τιχειρήσεως. ήτοι γάρ οϋτω παρ- 
αγγελλουσι ταΰτα ποιεΐν ώς μελλόντων αύτοΐς 
χρήσθαι των νέων η ώς μη χρησομενων. καί ώς 
χρησομενων μεν ούδαμώς· οι γαρ νόμοι κωλυουσιν, 
ει μη τι παρά Ααιστρυγόσι καί Κυκλωφι δεήσει 
βιοΰν, παρ' οΐς Θεμιτόν εστιν

άνδρόμεα κρε εδειν και επ' άκρητόν γάλα πίνειν.

196 ει δ' ώς μη χρησομενων, παρελκουσα γίνεται η περί 
τον βίον τέχνη, ής ή χρήσίς εστιν αδύνατος· ώς γαρ 
εν τυφλών δήμω άχρηστός εστι ζωγραφία, βλε- 
πόντων γάρ ή τέχνη, και ον τρόπον εν πόλει κωφών 
άνόνητός εστι κιθαριστική, ακούοντας γάρ τερπει, 
οϋτω και η περί τον βίον τέχνη προς μηδέν εστι 
τοΐς μη δυναμενοις αυτή χρήσθαι.

197 Και μην πάσα τέχνη, εάν τε θεωρητική καθ- 
εστηκη ώς γεωμετρία και άστρολογική, εάν τε 
πρακτική ώς οπλομαχητική, εάν τε αποτελεσμα
τική ώς ζωγραφία και άνδριαντοπλαστική, ίδιον 
εχει εργον ω διαφέρει τών άλλων διαθέσεων, (της 
δε φρονησεως ούκ εστιν ίδιον εργον,')1 ώς παρα
στήσω · ούκ άρα τέχνη τις εστι περί τον βίον ή

198 φρόνησις. ώς γάρ τό κοινόν μουσικού και άμουσου, 
τοϋτ* ούκ εστι μουσικόν, και το κοινόν γραμματικού 
και αγραμμάτου, τοϋτ ούκ εστι γραμματικόν, οϋτω 
και συλλήβδην τό κοινόν τοϋ τεχνίτου και άτεχνου, 
τοϋτ ούκ εστι τεχνικόν. διόπερ και τό τοΰ φρο
νίμου και άφρονος κοινόν ούκ αν εϊη τής φρονησεως

199 ίδιον εργον. παν δε γε τό υπό τοΰ φρονίμου γίνε-

1 <τψ . . . ίργον> add. Ν.
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must bring the next point in our criticism. Either 
they enjoin these actions with the idea that young 
people will perform them or with the idea that they 
will not perform them. But certainly not with the 
idea that they will perform them ; for the laws forbid 
them, unless it shall be their lot to live amongst the 
Laestrygones and Cyclopes, where it is permissible— 
Human flesh to devour, and pure milk swallow thereafter.0
And if they enjoin them with the idea that they will 196 
not perform them, the art o f life becomes redundant, 
as the practice o f it is impossible. For just as 
painting is useless in a country of the blind (for this 
art is for men who have sight), and just as harp-play
ing is valueless in a city o f the deaf (for it is those who 
have hearing that it delights), so also the art of life is 
of no benefit to those who are unable to make use 
of it.

Moreover, every art,6 whether it be theoretical, 197 
like geometry and astronomy, or practical, like the 
military art, or creative, like painting and sculpture, 
possesses a special work of its own whereby it 
differs from the other states of mind, (whereas there 
is no special work which belongs to wisdom,) as 
I shall establish; therefore wisdom is not an art of 
life. For just as the work common to the musical 198 
man and the unmusical is not music, and the work 
common to the literary and the non-literary is not 
literature, so too, in general, the work common to 
the artistic and the non-artistic is not artistry. Hence 
also the work common to the wise man and the 
unwise will not be the special work of wisdom.
But in fact every work which seems to be done by 199

0 Homer, Odyss. ix. 297.
6 With §§ 197-199 cf. P.H. iii. 243.
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σθαι δοκοΰν εργον, τούτο κοινόν εύρίσκεται και του 
μη φρονίμου εργον οίον εάν τε τιμάν γονείς θώμεθα 
του φρονίμου εργον, εάν τε το παρακαταθήκην άπο- 
διδόναι τοις πιστεύσασιν, εάν τ  άλλο τι των τοι- 
ούτων, και τους μη σπουδαίους ενρήσομεν τούτων 
τι ποιοΰντας. ώστε μηδέν ίδιον είναι του σοφοΰ 
εργον, ω διοίσει των μη σοφών, el δε τούτο, ουδέ 
φρόνησις εσται τέχνη τις περί τον βίον, ής ίδιον 
ούδεν τεχνικόν εστιν εργον.

200 Ά λλα προς του#’ ύπαντώντες φασι πάντα μεν 
κοινά είναι και πάντων τα έργα, διορίζεσθαι δ« τω  
από τεχνικής διαθεσεως ή από άτεχνου γίνεσθαι. 
ου γάρ τό επιμελεΐσθαι γονέων και άλλως τιμάν 
γονείς του σπουδαίου εστιν εργον, άλλα σπουδαίου

201 τό από φρονήσεως τοΰτο ποιεΐν και ώς τό μεν 
ύγιάζειν κοινόν εστι του τε ιατρού και ιδιώτου, τό 
δε ίατρικώς ύγιάζειν τού τεχνίτου ίδιον, ώδε και τό 
μεν τιμάν τούς γονείς κοινόν του τε σπουδαίου καί 
μή σπουδαίου, τό δε από φρονήσεως τιμάν τούς 
γονείς ίδιον τού σοφοΰ, ώστε καί τέχνην αυτόν εχειν 
περί τον βίον, ής ίδιον εστιν εργον τό έκαστον των 
πραττομενων από άρίστης διαθεσεως πράττειν.

202 εοίκασι δ ’ οι τούτη χρώμενοι τή ύπαντήσει 
εθελοκωφειν καί πάντα μάλλον ή προς τό επιζητού- 
μενόν τι λεγειν. ημών γάρ άντικρυς δεικνύντων ότι 
ούδεν ίδιου εστι τού φρονοΰντος εργον, ω διαφέρει 
τών μή φρονίμων, αλλά πάν τό γινόμενον υπό αύ- 
τοΰ, τοΰτο καί υπό τών μή σπουδαίων γίνεσθαι, 
αυτοί τοΰτο μεν ούκ ϊσχυσαν άνελεΐν, εξωθεν δε 
φασιν ότι τό κοινόν εργον ότέ μεν από φρόνιμης

482

AGAINST THE ETHICISTS, 199-202

the wise man is found to be a work common also to 
the unwise ; if, for example, we count honouring 
parents as a work of the wise man, or rendering back 
a deposit to those who have entrusted it, or any 
other thing of the kind, we shall also find men who 
are not virtuous doing any one of these things. So 
that there is no work peculiar to the wise man 
whereby he shall differ from the not wise. And if 
this is so, neither will wisdom be an art of life, as it 
has no artistic work peculiar to itself.

But in reply to this they say that although all the 200 
works are common to all men, yet they are distin
guished by their proceeding either from an artistic 
or from a non-artistic disposition. For the work of 
the virtuous man is not that of caring for his parents 
and generally honouring his parents, but doing this 
because of wisdom is the act of the virtuous ; and just 201 
as procuring health is common both to the medical 
man and to the layman, but to procure health 
medically is peculiar to the man of art, so also honour
ing one’s parents is common both to the virtuous man 
and the non-virtuous, but the honouring of his parents 
because of wisdom is peculiar to the wise man, so that 
he possesses also an art of life, o f which the special 
work is the performance o f each o f his actions 
from the best disposition.—But those who make this 202 
reply would seem to be wilfully deaf, and doing any
thing rather than answer the question before them.
For when we were definitely proving that there is no 
work peculiar to the wise man whereby he differs 
from the not wise, but everything which is done by 
him is done also by those who are not virtuous, the 
Stoics were unable to disprove this ; but they assert 
irrelevantly that the work common to both proceeds in
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203 γίνεται διαθεσεως ότε δέ άπο φαύλης. δπερ άπό- 
δειξις μεν τοΰ μη είναι κοινόν εργον των re φρο
νίμων καί των μη το ιόντων ούκ εστιν, δείται δε 
{ αυτόy  άποδείξεως, ζητήσαντος αν τίνος πόθεν ye 
διαγνωσόμεθα πότε γίνεται ταΰτα από φρόνιμης 
διάμεσε ως καί πότε ού γίνεται· αυτό, γάρ τα κοινά 
έργα τοΰτ* ούκ εμφαίνει, παρόσον εστί κοινά.

204 ενθεν καί τό από ιατρικής κομισθεν ύπόδειγμα 
κατ αυτών μάλλον εύρίσκεται. όταν γάρ φώσι 
τό ύγιάζειν κοινόν ιατρού τε καί ούκ ίατροΰ καθ- 
εστηκός εξ αιρετόν γίνεσθαι τοΰ τεχνίτου, επειδάν 
ιατρικώς άποτελεσθη, τότε ήτοι ϊσασί τι διαφόρως 
γινόμενον υπό τοΰ ίατροΰ παρά τον ιδιώτην, οΐον 
τό συντόμως καί άπόνως καί μετά τάξεως καί 
ποιότητος, η ουκ ΐσασιν αλλά καί ταΰτα πάντα

205 κοινά των Ιδιωτών ύπειλήφασιν. καί εί μεν Ϊσασιν, 
αύτόθεν ίδιον τι τοΰ ίατροΰ φαινόμενον εργον 
ώμολογηκασιν ύπάρχειν, καί ακόλουθον ην αύτοις 
από τούτου μετελθοΰσι διδάσκειν καί τοΰ σοφοΰ τι 
ίδιον εργον, ώ διοίσει τοΰ μη σοφοΰ. εί δε ούκ 
ΐσασιν άλλα παν τό υπό τοΰ ίατροΰ γινόμενον, τοΰτ 
εροΰσι καί υπό τοΰ ιδιώτου γίνεσθαι, άφελοΰνται 
τοΰ ίατροΰ τό ίδιον εργον καί άπαραλλαξίας οϋσης 
κατά τό φαινόμενον εν τοΐς γινομενοις εργοις ού 
διαγνώσονται τόν τε τεχνίτην καί τον άτεχνον, ούδε 
τό από τεχνικής διαθεσεως ενεργούμενον ούδε τό 
από άτεχνου, διά τό μηδε την καθ* έκαστον [αφανή]1 
διάθεσιν εξ εαυτής δύνασθαι γνωρίζεσθαι οΰσαν

1 <αντο> addo.
2 [αφανή] seel. Heintz.
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the one case from a wise disposition and in the other 
from a foolish. But this is not a proof that there is no 203 
work common both to those who are wise and those 
who are not so, but itself needs proof, since one might 
inquire how we are to discern when these works pro
ceed, and when they do not proceed, from a wise 
disposition ; for the common works themselves do 
not make this clear, inasmuch as they are common.— 
Hence, too, the example brought forward from the 204 
art of medicine a is found to tell rather against them.
For when they assert that procuring health, which is 
a thing common both to the medical and the non
medical man, belongs specially to the man of art when 
it is effected medically, then either they know that 
there is some difference in what is done by the doctor 
as compared with the layman,—the work being, for 
instance, rapid and painless and done systematically 
and on a definite plan,—or else they do not know this, 
but conceive that all these things are also common 
to laymen. And if they know it, they are directly 205 
confessing that there is an apparent work which is 
peculiar to the doctor, and their next task is to pass 
on from this and to show that there is also a work 
peculiar to the wise man, wherein he will differ 
from the not wise. But if they do not know it, but 
shall declare that everything which is done by the 
doctor is also done by the layman, they will be 
robbing the doctor of his own peculiar work, and,
—since there exists, apparently, exact similarity 
in the works executed,—they will not distinguish 
between the expert and the non-expert, nor between 
what is performed by an artistic disposition and by a 
non-artistic, because the disposition of the individual 
cannot be discerned of itself, as it is non-apparent.

485



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

206 αφανή, τοίνυν ούδέν ωφελεί αυτούς τό όμολογεΐν 
μεν κοινά είναι τά υπό τε του σοφού γινόμενα 
έργα καί τά μή υπό του σοφού, διαφέρειν δ* αυτά 
(φάναι)1 τω  μυιά μεν από φρόνιμης γίνεσθαι δια- 
θέσεως νυνϊ δε από άφρονος.

"Αλλοι δε είσιν οι τω  διομαλισμω καί τάζει ταΰτα
207 διορίζεσθαι νομίζοντες. καθά γάρ επί των μέσων 

τεχνών ίδιάν εστι του τεχνίτου τό τε τεταγμενως 
τι ποιεΐν καί τό εν τοΐς άποτελέσμασι διομαλίζειν 
(ποιήσαι γάρ αν ποτέ καί ιδιώτης τό τεχνικόν 
εργον, άλλα σπανίως καί ου πάντοτε, ουδέ κατά τό 
αυτό καί ωσαύτως), ώδε καί του μεν φρονίμου 
φασίν εργον είναι τό εν τοΐς κατορθώμασι διομαλί-

208 του δε άφρονος τουναντίον, φαίνονται δ€ καί 
οΰτοι ου κατά την των πραγμάτων φύσιν περί τής 
εν χερσί ζητήσεως διαταττόμενοι. τό γάρ είναι τινα 
βίου τάζιν κατά τεχνικόν λόγον ώρισμένως είρη- 
μενην ευχή μάλλον εοικεν. πας γάρ άνθρωπος προς 
τάς των ύποπιπτόντων πραγμάτων διαφοράς καί 
ποικιλίας άρτιζόμενος ουδέποτε δύναται την αυτήν 
τάζιν φυλάττειν, καί μάλιστα ό έμφρων τό τε 
άστατον τής τύχης καί τό άβέβαιον των πραγμάτων

209 εννοούμενος, άλλως τε, εϊπερ μίαν καί ώρισμενην 
είχε βίου τάζιν 6 φρόνιμος, καν εκ ταύτης εναργώς 
κατείληπτο τοΐς μή φρονίμοις- ούχί δε γε κατα
λαμβάνεται τούτοις· τοίνυν ουδ’ εκ τής τάζεως των 
έργων ληπτός εστιν 6 φρόνιμος, δθεν εί πάσα μεν 
τέχνη εκ των ιδίων έργων φαίνεται, τής δε φρονή-

* <φάναι> add. cj. Heintz.
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So then, it does not profit them at all to agree that the 206 
works performed by the wise man and by the not 
wise are common to both, while alleging that they 
differ by being done in the one case from a wise 
disposition, in the other from an unwise.

But there are others who think that these works 
are distinguished by <the presence or absence of) 
unvarying quality and order. For just as in the 207 
case o f the intermediate arts0 it is the peculiarity 
of the artist to produce a thing in an orderly way 
and to be unvarying in his products (for the layman, 
too, may at times produce an artistic work, but 
rarely and not at all times, nor consistently and in 
the same way),—so also they say that the work of 
the wise man is to be unvarying in his right actions, 
and that of the unwise the opposite. But these men, 208 
too, are evidently not dealing with the question in 
hand according to the real state o f the facts. For 
that there exists some order o f life definitely formu
lated by the artistic reason seems rather like an 
illusory hope. For no man, in preparing himself to 
meet the different and varied occurrences, is ever able 
to preserve the same order,6 and, least o f all, the wise 
man who is aware both o f the instability o f fortune 
and the insecurity o f events. And besides, if the 209 
wise man had a single definite order o f life, he would 
also have been plainly recognized through this by the 
not wise ; but in fact he is not recognized by them ; 
so then, the wise man cannot be discerned through 
the order o f his works. Hence, if every art is 
apparent through its own special works, whereas

“ With §§ 207-209 cf. P.H. iii. 243-244. By “ inter
mediate ’ ’ is meant “ common ” or " vulgar ” arts (cf. is μέσον,
“in public ” ).

6 i.e. rule of life, programme of conduct*
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σεως ούδεν εστιν ’ίδιον εργον εξ οΰ φαίνεται, ούκ αν 
εΐη τις τέχνη περί τον βίον η φρόνησις.

210 Και μην εί τέχνη τις εστι περί τον βίον η φρό- 
νησις, ούκ άλλον αν τινα μάλλον ώφελησεν η τον 
κεκτημενον αυτήν σοφόν, εγκράτειαν αύτω παρα- 
σχομενη εν ταΐς προς τό κακόν1 όρμαΐς και εν ταΐς 
από του αγαθού1 άφορμαΐς. ούχι δε γε τον σοφόν 
ωφελεί ή φρόνησις, ώς παραστήσομεν ουκ άρα

211 τέχνη τις εστι περί τον βίον. ό γάρ λεγόμενος 
εγκρατής σοφός ήτοι κατά, τοΰτο λεγεται εγκρατής, 
καθόσον εν ούδεμια γίνεται ορμή τή προς τό κακόν 
και αφορμή τή από τοΰ αγαθού, ή καθόσον εχει μεν 
φαύλας όρμάς περικρατεΐ δε τούτων τω λόγω, και 
κατά μεν τό μη γίνεσθαι εν φαυλαις κρίσεσιν ούκ 
άν λεχθείη εγκρατής είναι' ου γάρ κρατήσει οΰ ούκ

212 εχει. και ώ τρόπω ούκ άν εΐποι τις τον εύνοΰχον 
εγκρατή προς αφροδισίων μΐξιν και τον κακοστο - 
μα χούντα προς εδεσμάτων άπόλαυσιν (ούδ' δλως 
γάρ εν αύτοΐς επιζήτησίς τις γίνεται τούτων, ινα 
και εγκρατώς κατεξαναστώσι τής επιζητήσεως), τω  
αύτω τρόπω ούδε τον σοφόν εγκρατή ρητεον διά τό

213 μη φύεσθαι εν αύτω τό οΰ εσται εγκρατής, εί δε 
κατά τοΰτο άξιώσουσιν αυτόν ύπάρχειν εγκρατή, 
καθόσον γίνεται μεν εν φαυλαις κρίσεσι περιγίνεται 
δ’ αυτών τω λόγω, πρώτον μεν δώσουσι τό ότι 
ούδεν ώφελησεν αυτόν ή φρόνησις ακμήν εν ταρα- 
χαΐς όντα και βο-ηθείας δεόμενον, εΐτα καί κακοδαι-

214 μονέστερον των φαύλων εύρίσκεσθαι. ή μεν γάρ 
όρμα επί τι, πάντως ταράσσεται, ή δε περικρατεΐ

1 κακόν . . . αγαθού H e in tz : αγαθόν . . . κακοΰ mss., Bekk.
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of wisdom there is no special work through which 
it is apparent, then wisdom will not be an art o f life.

Moreover, if wisdom is an art of life,® it would have 210 
benefited no one more than the wise man who 
possesses it, by furnishing him with self-control in 
his inclinations towards evil and in his disinclinations 
towards good. But wisdom does not in fact benefit 
the wise man, as we shall establish; therefore it is 
not an art o f life. For the wise man who is termed 211 
“ self-controlled ”  is termed self-controlled either in 
respect o f the fact that he has no inclination towards 
evil or disinclination towards good, or in respect o f 
the fact that he has foolish inclinations but keeps them 
in control by his reason. But in respect o f his not 
forming foolish judgements he will not be called self- 
controlled ; for he will not control what he has not 
got. And just as one would not call the eunuch self- 212 
controlled as regards sexual intercourse, nor the man 
with a bad stomach as regards the enjoyment o f food 
(for they do not possess any appetite at all for these 
things, so that through self-control they might rise 
superior to the appetite),—in the same way one 
ought not to call the wise man self-controlled because 
the thing which he is to keep in control does not arise 
in him. And if they shall maintain that he is self- 213 
controlled in respect o f the fact that he forms foolish 
judgements but keeps them in control by his reason, 
they will be granting, firstly, that his wisdom has not 
benefited him at all, as he is still beset by perturba
tions and needing succour, and, secondly, that he is 
found to be even more unhappy than the foolish.
For in that he has an inclination for something he 214 
is certainly perturbed, and in that he controls it by

« With §§ 210-215 cf. P.H. iii. 273-277.
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τώ  λόγω, συνέχει εν έαιηώ το κακόν, καί διά τοΰτο 
μάλλον ταράττεται του φαύλου μηκέτι τοΰτο 7τά- 
σχοντος· ή μεν γάρ όρμά, ταράττεται, ή δε τυ γ 
χάνει των επιθυμούμενων, ύπεκλυομένην ίσχει την

215 ταραχήν. ου τοίνυν εγκρατής γίνεται δσον επί 
τη φρονήσει 6 σοφός· η είπερ γίνεται, πάντων 
ανθρώπων κακοδαιμονέστερος γίνεται. άλλ’ εί 
έκάστη τέχνη τον κεκτημένον αυτήν ωφελεί μάλλον, 
δέδεικται δε ή περί τον βίον άξιουμένη τυγχάνειν 
τέχνη μηδε τον κεκτημένον ωφελούσα, ρητέον μη 
είναι τινα περί τον βίον τέχνην.

Ζ'.— ΕΙ ΔΙΔΑΚΤΗ ΕΣΤΙΝ Η ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ ΒΙΟΝ ΤΕΧΝΗ

216 Δυνάμει μεν οΰν συναποδέδεικται τώ μη είναι 
τινα περί τον βίον τέχνην το μηδε διδακτήν αυτήν 
καθεστάναΐ’ των γάρ μη οντων ου γίνεται μάθησις· 
όμως δ’ εκ περιττού συγχωρήσαντες αυτής την

217 νπαρξιν διδάσκωμεν ώς έστιν άδίδακτος. πολύς 
μεν οΰν καί ποικίλος έστί παρά τοΐς φιλοσόφοις ό 
περί της μαθήσεως λόγος· άλλ* ήμεΐς γε τά κυριώ- 
τατα επιλεξάμενοι θήσομεν, ών τά μεν κοινότερον 
έπιχειρεΐται παρά τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς εις το μηδέν 
είναι μάθησιν, τά δε καί ιδιαίτερον λέγεται περί 
αυτής τής φρονήσεως. τάξει δε π ρωτάς σκοπώμεν 
τάς κοινοτέρας επιχειρήσεις.

218 Έτη πάσης τοίνυν μαθήσεως όμολογεΐσθαι δει τό 
τε διδασκόμενον πράγμα καί τον διδάσκοντα καί 
τον μανθάνοντα καί τον τρόπον τής μαθήσεως. 
ούδέν δε τούτων έστιν ομόλογον, ώς δείξομεν ούκ 
άρα έστι τι? μάθησις. καί επεί πρώτον εμνήσθημεν 
του διδασκομένου πράγματος, περί αύτοΰ πρώτον

219 άπορητέον. εί γάρ διδάσκεται τι πράγμα, ήτοι τό 
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his reason he retains the evil within himself and is, 
on this account, more perturbed than the fool who is 
no longer affected in this way ; for the latter is 
perturbed in that he feels inclination, but ill that he 
obtains the things desired he has his perturbation 
gradually diminished. So then the wise man is not 215 
self-controlled in virtue of his wisdom ; or if he is so, 
he is of all men the most unhappy. But if every art 
especially benefits him who possesses it, and it has 
been shown that that which is, as they maintain, the 
art of life does not even benefit its possessor, one 
must declare that there does not exist any art of life.

Chapter VII.—Can the A rt of L ife be taught?
Now in the proof that no art of life exists there is 216 

virtually involved the proof that it is incapable of 
being taught; for there is no learning of non-existent 
things. However, let us concede, gratuitously, that 
it exists, and let us teach that it cannot be taught. 
Now amongst the philosophers the arguments about 217 
learning are many and varied ; but we, for our part, 
shall select and state the most important points, of 
which some are the more general criticisms of the 
Sceptics which go to show that learning is nothing, 
and others the more special discussions of wisdom 
itself. And first in order let us consider the more 
general criticisms.

In every instance, then, of learning there ought to 218 
be agreement regarding the subject taught and the 
teacher and the learner and the mode of learning ; 
but, as we shall show, none of these things is agreed ; 
therefore no learning exists. And since we have 
mentioned first the subject taught, we must raise 
questions about it first. Now if any subject is taught, 219
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δν δίδασκε rat η το μη ο ν  ούτε δε τδ ον διδάσκεται, 
ώς δει'ξομεν, ούτε τδ μη ον, ώς παραμυθησόμεθα’ 
ούκ άρα διδάσκεται τι πράγμα, και δή τδ μεν μη 
ον ού διδάσκεται· ούδεν yap αύτω συμβεβηκεν, ώστ

220 ούδε τδ διδάσκεσθαι. και άλλως, εί τδ μή ον 
διδάσκεται, αληθές εσται τδ μή ον  των yap αληθών 
εστιν ή μάθησις. εΐ δε αληθές εσται τδ μή ον, 
ευθύς και υπαρκτόν γενησεται· αληθές γοΰν φασίν 
οι στωικοϊ ο υπάρχει τε και άντίκειταί τινι. άτοπον
Ο /  \  \  Λ  f  ;  )  y  \  Ν Λ  ο  C» /οε yε το μη ον ύπαρχειν ουκ αρα το μη ον οιοα- 
σκεται. τό yε μην διδασκόμενον κινούν φαν
τασίαν διδάσκεται, τό δε μη ον ού δυναται κινεΐν

221 φαντασίαν ούκ αρα διδακτόν εστι τό μη ον. προς 
τουτοις, εί τό μη δν διδάσκεται, ούδεν αληθές 
διδάσκεται· των yap οντων και υπαρχόντων εστι 
τάληθες. εί δε μηδέν αληθές διδάσκεται, παν τδ 
διδασκόμενον εστι φεϋδος. άτοπον δε γε παν τό 
διδασκόμενον είναι φεϋδος· ού τοίνυν τό μη δν 
διδάσκεται, επεί τοι εΐπερ τό μη δν διδάσκεται, 
ήτοι καθό μη δν εστι διδάσκεται, η κατ’ άλλο τι. 
καθά μεν οϋν μη δν εστιν, ού διδάσκεται· εί γάρ τό 
μη δν καθό μη δν εστι διδάσκεται, ούδεν δν διδα- 
χθήσεται, δπερ άτοπον. και μην ούδε κατ’ άλλο τι· 
το γάρ άλλο τι εστι, τδ δε μη δν ούκ εστιν, ώστ

222 ούκ αν διδαχθείη τό μη δν. λείπεται οΰν 
λεγειν τό δν διδάσκεσθαι· δ καί αύτό των αδυνάτων 
δείξομεν. εί γάρ τό δν διδάσκεται, ήτοι καθό δν •

4 9 2

• With §§ 219-223 cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 256-258. 
6 Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 10.
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either the existent is taught or the non-existent.®
But neither is the existent taught, as we shall show, 
nor the non-existent, as we shall argue ; therefore no 
subject is taught. Now the non-existent is not 
taught; for it has no property, so that it has not that 
of being taught. And besides, if the non-existent is 220 
taught, the non-existent will be true ; for learning is 
of things true. And if the non-existent shall be true, 
it will straightway be real as well: for certainly the 
Stoics say that “ the true is that which is real and is 
opposed to something.” 6 But it is absurd that the 
non-existent should be real. Therefore the non
existent is not taught. And, certainly, what is taught 
excites an impression when being taught, but the 
non-existent cannot excite an impression ; therefore 
the non-existent is not capable of being taught. 
Furthermore, if the non-existent is taught, nothing 221 
true is taught; for the true belongs to the class of 
things existent and real. And if nothing true is 
taught, everything which is taught is false. But it 
is, in fact, absurd that everything which is taught 
should be false ; so then the non-existent is not 
taught. For, of course, if the non-existent is taught, 
it is taught either in virtue of its non-existence or 
in virtue of something else. Now it is not taught 
in virtue of its non-existence; for if the non
existent is taught in virtue of its non-existence, 
nothing existent will be taught; which is absurd.
Nor yet in virtue of something else; for that 
“ something else ” exists, but the non-existent does 
not exist. So that the non-existent will not be 
taught.—It remains then to say that the existent is 222 
taught; and this too we shall prove to be a thing 
impossible. For if the existent is taught, it is either
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lorιν ή κατ' άλλο τι. καί εί μεν καθό ον Ιστι 
διδάσκεται, ονδεν εσται άδίδακτον εί δε των οντων 
ονδεν εστιν άδίδακτον, ούδε γε εσται τδ δίδασκά - 
μενον δει γάρ άδίδακτον τι είναι, ΐνα εκ τούτου 
μάθησις γενηται. ώστε καθό μεν ον εστιν, ούκ αν

223 διδαχθείη τό δν. καί μην ούδε κατ' άλλο τι(· τό 
γάρ δν ούκ εχει άλλο π y  συμβεβηκός αύτώ, δττερ 
μη δν εστιν, άλλα παν τό συμβεβηκός αύτώ δν 
εστιν. ώστ' εί τό δν καθό δν εστιν ού διδάσκεται, 
ούδε κατ' άλλο τι διδαχθήσεται· εκείνο γάρ ότιποτε 
εστιν άλλο συμβεβηκός αύτφ, δν εστιν. εί ονν μήτε 
τό δν διδάσκεται μήτε τό μη δν, παρά δε ταΰτα 
ούδ^ εστιν, ούδεν των δντων διδάσκεται.

224 Και άλλως, επεί των τινών τά μεν εστι σώματα 
τά δε άσώματα, εί διδάσκεται τι, ήτοι τό σώμα 
διδάσκεται η τό άσώματον ούτε δε τό σώμα 
διδάσκεται ούτε τό άσώματον ούκ άρα διδάσκεται 
τι. τό μεν οΰν σώμα ού διδάσκεται, καί μάλιστα 
κατά τούς άπό τής στοάς λεκτά γάρ εστι τά

225 διδασκόμενα, σώμα δ' ούκ εστι τά λεκτά. καί 
άλλως, εί τό σώμα μήτε αισθητόν εστι μήτε νοητόν 
εστιν, ού διδάσκεται τό σώμα, δει γάρ τό δίδασκά - 
μενον ή αισθητόν είναι ή νοητόν, μηθετερον δ« δν 
ού διδάσκεται, τό δ' ότι ούτε αισθητόν εστιν ούτε 
νοητόν εστι τό σώμα, παρεστάκαμεν εν τοίς προς

226 τούς φυσικούς, εάν τε γάρ άθροισμός τις ή τό 
σώμα, ώς φησίν ό Επίκουρος, μεγέθους καί σχή-

1 <· τό . . . τι> add. Heintz.

« With §§ 224-231 cf. P.H. iii. 255. “  Something ”  was 
the highest category o f the Stoics, cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxvi.
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in virtue o f its existence or in virtue o f something 
else. But if  it is taught in virtue of its existence, 
nothing will be untaught; and if of existing things 
none is untaught, neither will there exist anything 
taught; for something untaught must exist in order 
that from it learning may come about. So that the 
existent will not be taught in virtue o f its existence.
Nor yet in virtue of something else ; (for the existent 223 
has no other) property belonging to it which is non
existent, but every property which belongs to it is 
existent. So that if the existent is not taught in 
virtue of its existence, neither will it be taught in 
virtue of something else; for that other property, 
whatsoever it be, which belongs to it is existent. If, 
then, neither the existent is taught nor the non
existent, and besides these there is no other alter
native, no existing thing is taught.

And again e : since of the “  Somethings ”  some are 224 
bodies, others incorporeal, if something is taught 
either it is a body that is taught or an incorporeal; 
but neither is the body taught nor the incorporeal; 
therefore nothing is taught. Now the body is not 
taught, according to the Stoics especially ; for the 
things taught are “  expressions,”  and expressions are 
not bodies.6 And besides, if the body is neither 225 
sensible nor intelligible, the body is not taught. For 
what is taught must be either sensible or intelligible, 
and if it is neither it is not taught. And the fact that 
body is neither sensible nor intelligible we have 
established in our treatise Against the Physicists.e 
For whether body is, as Epicurus asserts, a combina- 226

* For the incoijx)reality of “  expressions ’* (λ«κτά) cf. 
Adv. Log. ii. 12 ; P.H. ii. 81.

• See Adv. Phys. i. 437-439, 361 f f . ; cf. P.H. ii. 47 ff.
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ματος καί άντιτυπίας, εάν re το τάς τρεις εχον 
διαστάσεις μετά άντιτυπίας, εττει παν το κατά 
σύνοδον πλειόνων λαμβανόμενον ούκ εστι της 
άλογον αίσθήσεως λαβεΐν αλλά λογικής τίνος δυνά-

227 μ^οίς, ούκ εσται των αίσθητών το σώμα, καί εί 
αίσθητόν δε ύπαρχοι, πάλιν άδίδακτον γενήσεταί’ 
των γάρ αίσθητών ούδεν διδάσκεται, οΐον ούδείς 
λευκόν όράν μανθάνει, ούδε γλυκέος γεύεσθαι, ούχ 
υπό τίνος εύωδίζεσθαι φύχεσθαι άλεαίνεσθαι, άλλ’ 
άδίδακτός εστιν η πάντων τούτων άντίληφις. ούτε 
τοίνυν αίσθητόν εστι το σώμα, ούτ εί αισθητόν

228 υπάρχει, κατά τοϋτ εσται διδακτόν. καί μην 
ούδ* ώς νοητόν δύναται διδάσκεσθαι. εί γάρ μήτε 
τό μήκος κατ Ιδίαν εστι σώμα μήτε το πλάτος 
μήτε τό βάθος, τό  δε εξ απάντων τούτων σύνθετον, 
δεήσει πάντων άσωμάτων όντων καί τό εξ αυτών 
άθροισμα εννοεΐν άσώματον καί ού σώμα’ διά δε

229 τούτο καί άδίδακτον είναι τό σώμα, τών τε σω
μάτων τά μεν εστιν αισθητά τά  δε νοητά, διόπερ 
εί διδάσκεται τό σώμα, ήτοι τό αίσθητόν διδάσκεται 
ή τό νοητόν, ούτε δε τό αίσθητόν διδάσκεται διά 
τό φαίνεσθαι καί εξ αυτού πασι πρόδνλον ύπάρνειν, 
οντ€ το νοητον Ota την άόηλοτητα καί την ανεπί- 
κριτον μέχρι τού νυν περί αύτοΰ διαφωνίαν, τών μεν 
άτομον αύτό λεγόντων τών δε τμητόν, καί τών μεν 
άμερες καί ελάχιστον, τών δε μεριστόν καί εις 
άπειρον τεμνεσθαι δυνάμενον. ούκ άρα διδακτόν

230 εστι τό σώμα. αλλά μην ούδε τό άσώματον.
ή γάρ ίδεα τις εστι Πλατωνική ή τό παρά τοις

β With §§ 227-228 cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 254.
* This last is the Stoic view, whereas the Epicureans be

lieved in indivisibles (“  atoms ” ).
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tion o f size and form and solidity, or whether it is that 
which has the three dimensions plus solidity, since it is 
not the part o f the irrational sense but o f some rational 
faculty to perceive everything which is perceived 
owing to the concourse of several elements, body will 
not be an object o f sense. And even if it should be 227 
sensible, it will, once again, be incapable of being 
taught.® For no sensible thing is taught,—as, for 
instance, no one learns to see the white, or to taste 
the sweet, to derive a sweet smell from something, 
to feel cold or heat, but the perception of all these 
things is untaught. So, then, neither is body sensible 
nor, should it be sensible, will it on that account be 
capable o f being taught.— Moreover, even supposing 228 
it to be intelligible it cannot be taught. For if 
neither length by itself is body, nor breadth nor 
depth, but the compound of them all, as they are all 
incorporeal we shall have to conceive o f the combina
tion of them as being incorporeal and not body ; and 
because of this body is also incapable of being taught. 
Also, some bodies are sensible, others intelligible. 229 
Hence, if body is taught, either the sensible is taught 
or the intelligible. But neither is the sensible 
taught (because it appears and is o f itself quite 
evident to all), nor the intelligible (because o f its 
obscurity and the hitherto undecided controversy 
about it, some saying that it is indivisible, others 
divisible, and some that it is without parts and 
minimal, others that it has parts and can be divided 
ad infinitumb). Body, therefore, is not capable of 
being taught.—Nor, indeed, is the incorporeal. For 230 
it is either a Platonic Idea, or the “  expression ”  of
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σταηκοΐς λεκτόν rj κενόν η τόπος η χρόνος rj άλλο 
τι των τοιοντων. ο τι δ' αν η τούτων, ετι ζητου- 
μενην και άνεπικρίτως διαφωνουμενην εχει την

231 ύπόστασιν· τό δε τα ετι αμφισβητούμενα ώς αν
αμφίλεκτα λεγειν διδάσκεσθαι τελεως εστιν ατοπον. 
άλλ* εί των όντων τα μεν εστι σώματα τα δε 
άσώματα, δεδεικται δε μηθεν τούτων διδασκόμενον, 
ούθεν εστι τό διδασκόμενον.

232 Καί άλλως, εί διδάσκεται τι, ήτοι αληθές εστιν ή 
φεΰδος. και φεΰδος μεν ούκ εστιν, ώς αύτόθεν 
φαίνεται’ αληθές δ* εϊπερ εστιν, άπορόν εστιν, ώς 
εν τοις περί κριτηρίου εδείξαμεν, και περί απόρων 
ούκ εστι μάθησις· ούκ άρα εστι τό διδασκόμενον.

233 προς τουτοις τό διδασκόμενον η τεχνικόν 
εστιν η άτεχνον. άλλ’ άτεχνον μεν ούκ εστιν, επει 
ούδε δεήσεται μαθησεως. εί δε τεχνικόν εστιν, ήτοι 
αύτόθεν φαίνεται η άδηλόν εστιν. καί εί μεν αύτό- 
θεν φαίνεται, καί άτεχνον εστι καί άδίδακτον εί δε 
άδηλόν εστιν, ού γίνεται δι αύτό τό άδηλεΐσθαι 
διδακτόν.

234 *Εκ τούτων μεν οΰν άπορον παρίσταται τό δι
δασκόμενοι πράγμα’ συναναιρεΐται δ* αύτφ δ τε 
διδάσκων διά τό μη εχειν δ διδάξει, ό τε μανθάνων 
διά τό μη εχειν δ μάθη. ούθεν δ* ήττον εσται καί

235 επ' αυτών τούτων τάς όμοιας κινειν απορίας, εί 
γάρ εστι τις ό διδάσκων καί εστι τις ό μανθάνων, 
ήτοι τεχνίτης τον τεχνίτην διδάξει η άτεχνος τον 
άτεχνον η εναλλάξ ό τεχνίτης τον άτεχνον η άτεχνος 
τον τεχνίτην, ούτε δε ό άτεχνος τον άτεχνον
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Cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 258 ; Adv. Log. ii. 12.
6 With §§ 232-233 cf. P.H. iii. 253.
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the Stoics, or void or place or time or something else 
of the kind.® But whichsoever of these it be, its 
real existence is still a matter of doubt and of unsettled 
controversy. But to say that things still in dispute 231 
are taught as though they were uncontroverted is 
perfectly absurd. But if of things existent some are 
bodies, others incorporeal, and it has been shown 
that none o f these is taught, then what is taught is 
nothing.

Yet again : if  anything is taught, it is either true 232 
or false.* 6 But it is not false, as is apparent at once ; 
and if it is true it is doubtful, as we have shown 
in our chapter “  On the Criterion,”  and concerning 
things doubtful no learning exists. Therefore what 
is taught does not exist.—Furthermore, what is 233 
taught is either technical or non-technical. But it is 
not non-technical, since then it would not require 
learning. And if it is technical, either it is apparent 
of itself or it is non-evident. But if it is apparent o f 
itself, it is both non-technical and incapable o f being 
taught; while if it is non-evident, because o f the very 
fact of its being non-evident it is not capable o f being 
taught.

By these arguments it is established that the thing 234 
taught is open to doubtc ; and along with it both the 
teacher is abolished, because he will have nothing to 
teach, and the learner, because he will have nothing 
to learn. None the less, in their case also it will be 
possible to raise similar difficulties. For if a teacher 235 
exists and a learner exists, either the expert will 
teach the expert, or the non-expert the non-expert, or 
conversely the expert the non-expert, or the non
expert the expert. But neither can the non-expert

• With §§ 234-238 cf. P.H. iii. 259-260.
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διδάσκειν SvvaTat, ώς ουδέ ο τυφλός τον τυφλόν 
δδηγεΐν, οϋθ' 6 τεχνίτης τον τεχνίτην· ου γάρ 
εχει πάντως ο διδάξει, ούτε μην 6 άτεχνος τον 
τεχνίτην, ώς ουδέ 6 τυφλός όδηγεΐν ποτέ δύναται 
τον βλεποντα' πεπήρωται γάρ ό Ιδιώτης εις τά της 
τέχνης θεωρήματα, καί διά τοΰτ* * ανεπιτήδειος προς

236 τό δίδασκειν. απολείπεται οΰν λεγειν οτι ο 
τεχνίτης τον ιδιώτην διδάσκει, δ πάλιν των αμή
χανων · και γάρ ό τεχνίτης συνηπόρηται ημΐν τοΐς

237 της τέχνης θεωρημασιν, καί 6 άτεχνος εί διδάσκεται 
καί γίνεται τεχνίτης, ήτοι δτε άτεχνος εστι γίνεται 
τεχνίτης η οτε τεχνίτης εστίν, οϋτε δε δτε άτεχνος 
εστι δύναται γίνεσθαι τεχνίτης, οϋτε δτε τεχνίτης

238 εστίν ετι γίνεται τεχνίτης, άλλ* εστιν. καί κατά 
λόγον ό μεν γάρ άτεχνος εοικε τω  εκ γενετής 
τυφλώ ή κωφω, καί δν τρόπον οϋτε ό εκ γενετής 
τυφλός εις έννοιαν ερχεται χρωμάτων οϋτε ο εκ 
γενετής κωφός εις έννοιαν ερχεται φωνών, οΰτω καί 
6 άτεχνος, εφ’ δσον εστίν άτεχνος, πεπηρωμενος 
προς την των τεχνικών θεωρημάτων άντίληψιν ού 
δύναται τούτων αυτών εχειν την γνώσιν. ο δε 
τεχνίτης ούκετι διδάσκεται αλλά δεδίδακται.

239 Και μην ώς ταΰτ εστιν άπορα, οϋτω καί δ 
τρόπος τής μαθήσεώς εστιν άπορος, ή γάρ εναρ
γεία γίνεται ή λόγω · οϋτε δε εναργεία οϋτε λόγω 
γίνεται, ώς παραστησομεν, ώστε ουδέ δ τρόπος τής

240 μαθήσεώς εστιν εύπορος, εναργεία μεν οΰν ού 
γίνεται μάθησις, επείπερ τών δεικνυμενων εστίν η 
ενάργεια, το δε δεικτόν εστι φαινόμενον το δε
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° Cf. Adv. Log. i. 55. 
b Cf. P.H. iii. 264.

• With §§ 239-242 cf. P.H. iii. 266-268.
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teach the non-expert (just as the blind cannot lead 
the blind a) nor the expert the expert, for certainly 
he has nothing to teach him. Nor yet the non-expert 
the expert, just as the blind man can never lead the 
man who sees; for the layman is incapacitated for 
grasping the theorems of the art, and on this account is 
unfittedforteaching.—It remains, then, to say that the 236 
expert teaches the layman, which again is a thing im
practicable ; for together with the theorems of the 
art the expert was doubted by us; and the non-expert 237 
too, if he is taught and becomes an expert, becomes 
an expert either when he is non-expert or when he is 
expert; but he cannot become an expert when he 
is non-expert, and when he is expert he no longer 
becomes an expert but is one. And reasonably so ; 238 
for the non-expert resembles the man who is blind or 
deaf from birth, and just as he who is blind from birth 6 
does not attain to a conception of colours, nor does 
he who is deaf from birth attain to a conception of 
sounds, so also the non-expert, in so far as he is non
expert, seeing that he is incapacitated for grasping 
the technical theorems cannot possess knowledge of 
them. And the expert is no longer being taught but 
has been taught.

Moreover, just as these things are doubtful, so also 239 
is the method of learning doubtful.® For learning 
takes place either by the evidence of the senses or by 
speech. But, as we shall establish, it takes place 
neither by evidence nor by speech, so that the method 
of learning is not free from doubt either. Now 240 
learning is not by means of evidence, since evidence 
is of things pointed out. But what can be pointed 
out is apparent; and the apparent, in so far as it is
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φαινόμενου, fj φαίνεται, κοινώς πάσι ληπτόν ion , 
το δε κοινώς ττασι ληπτόν άδίδακτον. ονκ άρα τό

241 εναργεία δεικτόν διδακτόν εστιν. και μην ουδέ 
λόγω τι διδάσκεται, η γάρ σημαίνει τι ο λόγος ^ 
ουδέ εν σημαίνει, άλλα μηδε εν σημαίνων ονδ 
εσται τίνος διδάσκαλος, εί δε σημαίνει τι, ήτοι 
φύσει σημαίνει η θεσει. καί φύσει μεν ού σημαίνει 
διά τό μη πάντας πάντων ακούειν, (οΙον)1 "Έλληνας

242 βαρβάρων καί βαρβάρους Ελλήνων, θεσει δ* εΐπερ 
σημαίνει, δήλον ώς οι μεν προκατειληφότες καθ' 
ών αί λεξεις εϊσϊ τεταγμεναι άντιλήφονται τούτων, 
ονκ εξ αυτών διδασκόμενοι άπερ ήγνόουν, άλλ* 
άναμιμνησκόμενοι καί άνανεονμενοι ταΰθ’ άπερ 
ήδεσαν, οι δε χρήζοντες τής τών αγνοούμενων 
μαθήσεως, καί άγνοοΰντες καθ* ών είσί τεταγμεναι

243 αί λεξεις, ούδενός άντίληφιν εξουσιν. διόπερ εί 
μήτε τό διδασκόμενου εστι πράγμα μήτε ό διδά
σκων μήτε ο μανθάνων μήτε ο τρόπος τής μαθή
σεως, ούδεν εστι μάθησις.

Κοινότερον μεν οΰν ούτως επιχειρεΐται τοΐς 
σκεπτικοις εις τό μη είναι μάθησιν ενεσται δε 
μεταφερειν τάς απορίας καί επί την λεγομενην περί

244 τον βίον τέχνην, ήτοι γάρ ο φρόνιμος τον φρόνιμων 
ταυτήν διδάξει ή ό άφρων τον άφρονα ή 6 άφρων 
τον φρόνιμον ή 6 φρόνιμος τον άφρονα, ούτε δε 6 
φρόνιμος τον φρόνιμον λεγοιτ αν ταύτην διδάσκειν, 
άμφότεροι γάρ τελειοι κατ αρετήν είσι καί ουθέ
τερος αυτών δεΐται μαθήσεως, ούτε 6 άφρων τον 
άφρονα, άμφότεροι γάρ χρείαν εχουσι μαθήσεως

1 <οϊον> add. cj. Heintz.

502
Cf. P.H. η. 214.

AGAINST THE ETHICISTS, 240-244

apparent, is perceptible by all alike, and what is 
perceptible by all alike is incapable of being taught. 
Therefore what is pointed out by evidence is not 
capable of being taught. Nor yet is anything taught 
by speech. For either the speech signifies something 241 
or it signifies nothing. But if it signifies nothing it 
will not be a teacher of anything. And if it signifies 
something, it signifies either by nature or by con
vention. But it does not signify by nature,® because 
all men do not hear all men,—Greeks, for instance, 
barbarians and barbarians Greeks. And if it signifies 
by convention, evidently those who have apprehended 242 
beforehand the objects to which the terms are 
assigned will comprehend those terms, not because 
they are taught by them things of which they were 
ignorant but by recalling and being reminded of the 
things which they knew; while those who need to 
learn the unknown things, and are in ignorance of the 
things to which the terms are assigned, will have no 
comprehension of anything. Wherefore, if neither 
the thing taught exists nor the teacher nor the learner 243 
nor the method of learning, learning is nothing.

These, then, are the objections of a more general 
character brought forward by the Sceptics to show 
the non-existence of learning b; and it will be possible 
also to apply these difficulties in turn to the so-called 
art of life. For either the wise man will teach this to 
the wise, or the unwise to the unwise, or the unwise 244 
to the wise, or the wise to the unwise. But neither 
would the wise man be said to teach it to the wise 
(for both are perfect in virtue and neither of them 
needs to learn), nor the unwise to the unwise (for 
both of them have need of learning and neither of

* With §§ 243-246 ef. P.H. iii. 270-272.
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καί ούθέτερος αυτών φρόνιμός (εστιν)* ΐνα τον
245 έτερον διδάξη. και μην ούδ* δ άφρων διδάξει τον 

φρόνιμον ούδε γάρ 6 τυφλός μηνυτικός γίνεται τώ  
βλέποντι χρωμάτων, λείπεται άρα τον φρόνιμον 
διδακτικόν είναι τοΰ άφρονος· δ και αυτό των

246 απόρων, εί γάρ η φρόνησίς εστιν επιστήμη αγα
θών καί κακών και ούθετέρων, δ αφρων μη εχων 
τινά φρόνησιν, άγνοιαν δέ εχων τούτων πάντων, 
διδάσκοντος τοΰ φρονίμου τα αγαθά και κακά και 
ούθέτερα άκουσεται μόνον τών λεγομένων, ου 
γνώσεται δ’ αυτά, εί γάρ άντϊλαμβάνοιτο αυτών 
εν αφροσύνη καθεστώς, έσται ή αφροσύνη τών τε 
αγαθών και κακών και ούθετέρων γνωριστική. ούχι 
δέ γε τούτων κατ αυτούς εστιν η αφροσύνη θεω
ρητική’ 6 άρα αφρων ούκ άντιληφεται τών υπό 
τοΰ φρονίμου λεγομένων η πραττομένων κατά τον

247 της φρονησεως λόγον, και ον τρόπον 6 εκ γενετής 
πηρός, μέχρις οΰ πηρός εστιν, ούκ έχει έννοιαν 
χρωμάτων, και ό εκ γενετής κωφός, μέχρις οΰ 
κωφός εστιν, ούκ αντιλαμβάνεται φωνών, οΰτω καί 
6 αφρων, έφ* όσον αφρων εστιν, ούκ αντιλαμβάνεται 
τών φρονίμως λεγομένων καί πραττομένων. ούδ* 
δ φρόνιμος άρα δύναται τοΰ άφρονος  ̂ έν τη περί τον

248 βίον τέχνη καθηγεΐσθαι. καί μην εί ό φρόνιμος 
διδάσκει τον άφρονα, θεωρητική οφείλει εΐναι ή 
φρόνησίς της αφροσύνης ώσπερ καί ή τέχνη της 
άτεχνίας’ ούχι δέ γε ή φρόνησίς δύναται είναι 
θεωρητική της αφροσύνης· ούκ άρα 6 φρόνιμος του 
άφρονός εστι διδακτικός. 6 γάρ γενόμενος φρό
νιμος έκ τίνος συνασκήσεως καί τριβής {φύσει γάρ

» <«mv> addo (post αυτών add. Mutsch.).
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them is wise so as to teach the other). Nor yet will 245 
the unwise teach the wise ; for neither is the blind 
man capable of instructing the man who sees about 
colours. It only remains, therefore, that the wise 
man is capable of teaching the unwise ; and this too 
is a matter of doubt. For if wisdom is “ the science 246 
of things good and evil and neither,” ® the unwise 
man, when the wise man is teaching him the things 
good and evil and neither, will merely hear the things 
spoken and will not know the things themselves,6 
since he does not possess any wisdom but is in ignor
ance of all these things. For if he should comprehend 
them while he is in a state of unwisdom, unwisdom 
will be capable of knowing things good and evil and 
neither. But, according to them, unwisdom is not 
capable of perceiving these things; therefore the 
unwise man will not comprehend the things said or 
done by the wise man in pursuance of the rule of his 
wisdom. And just as he who is blind from birth,® so 247 
long as he is blind, has no conception of colours, and 
he who is deaf from birth, so long as he is deaf, does 
not apprehend sounds, so also the unwise man, in so 
far as he is unwise, does not comprehend things 
wisely said and done. Neither, therefore, can the 
wise man guide the unwise in the art of life.— 
Moreover, if the wise man teaches the unwise, wisdom 248 
must be cognisant of unwisdom, even as art is of lack 
of art; but wisdom cannot be cognisant of unwisdom; 
therefore the wise man is not capable of teaching the 
unwise. For he who has become wise owing to some 
joint exercise * and practice (for no one is such by

• Cf. § 170 supra. h Cf. §§ 238, 242 supra.
• Cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 175. With § 247 cf. P.H. iii. 264.
a i.e. simultaneous training of several parts or faculties s 

cf. Adv. Log. i. 146.
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ούδείς εστι τοιοΰτος) ήτοι υποκείμενης εν αύτώ  
τής αφροσύνης προσεκτήσατο την φρόνησιν, ή κατά 
την εκείνης αποβολήν και την ταυτης κτήσιν γεγονε

249 φρόνιμος. και εί μεν υποκείμενης εν αντω τής 
αφροσύνης προσεκτήσατο την φρόνησιν, εσται ό 
αυτός φρόνιμος άμα καί άφρων· ο εστιν αδύνατον, 
εί δ* αποβολή εκείνης εκτήσατο ταυτην, ου δυνή- 
σεται διά τής υστερογενούς διαθεσεως την προ- 
οΰσαν διάθεσιν, νΰν δε μη παρούσαν γνωρίζειν.

250 καί εικότως, παντός γοΰν πράγματος αίσθητοΰ 
ή νοητού γίνεται κατάληφις ήτοι κατά ενάργειαν 
περιπτοηικώς ή κατά την από των περιπτωτικώς 
πεφηνότων άναλογιστικήν μετάβασιν, καί ταυτην

251 ήτοι όμοιωτικήν, ώς όταν από τής Σω κράτους 
είκόνος γνωρίζηται ό μη παρών Σωκράτης, η 
συνθετικήν, ώς όταν άπ* ανθρώπου καί ίππου κατ' 
επισυνθεσιν νοώ μεν τον ανύπαρκτον ίπποκενταυρον, 
ή κατά αναλογίαν, ώς όταν από του κοινοΰ ανθρώ
που παραυξητικώς μεν λαμβάνηται 6 Κ υκλωφ, δς 
ούκ εφκει

άνδρί γ€ σιτοφάγω αλλά ρίω ΰλήεντι,

252 μειωτικώς δε ό πυγμαίος άνθρωπος, όθεν εί καί 
τή φρονήσει λαμβάνεται ή αφροσύνη καί τω  φρο- 
νίμψ ό  άφρων, ήτοι κατά περίπτωσιν θεωρείται ή 
κατά την από τής περιπτώσεως μετάβασιν. ούτε 
δε κατά περίπτωσιν θεωρείται (ούδείς γάρ ώς 
λευκόν καί μελαν καί γλυκύ και πικρόν κατά 
περίπτωσιν εγνω, ουτω καί άφροσυνην) ούτε κατά * I.

• With §§ 250-251 ef. Adv. Log. ii. 58-60; Adv. Phys.
I. 393-395.
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nature) either has acquired wisdom in addition while 
his unwisdom still subsists within him , or else has 
becom e wise through getting rid o f  the latter and 
acquiring the former. But i f  he has acquired wisdom 249 
in addition while his unwisdom still subsists within 
him, the same man will be at once both  wise and un
wise, which is impossible. A nd i f  he has acquired the 
form er b y  getting rid o f  the latter, he will not be able 
to  know his pre-existing condition, which is not now 
present, by  means o f  a condition o f  later origin. A n d  250 
naturally s o 0 ; for certainly the apprehension o f  
every ob ject, whether sensible or intelligible, comes 
about either empirically by  way o f  sense-evidence or 
b y  way o f  analogical inference from  things which 
have appeared empirically, this latter being either 
through resemblance (as when Socrates, n ot being 
present, is recognized from the likeness o f  Socrates), 251 
or through com position (as when from  a man and a 
horse we form b y  com pounding them  the conception 
o f  the non-existent hippocentaur), or b y  way o f  
analogy (as when from the ordinary man there is 
conceived by  magnification the Cyclops who was

Less like a corn-eating man than a forest-dad peak o f
the mountains,6

and by  diminution the pygm y). H ence, i f  unwisdom 252 
is perceived b y  wisdom and also the unwise man by  
the wise, the perception takes place either b y  experi
ence or b y  inference from experience. But the per
ception does not take place by  experience (for no one 
gets to  know wisdom in the same w ay as white and 
black and sweet and bitter), nor by  inference from

* Homer, Odyss. ix. 191 ; ef. Adv. Phys. i. 45.
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τήν από τής περιπτώσεως μετάβασιν ούδέν γάρ 
των οντων εστιν έοικός άφροσύνη· [ei δ* από τού 
του ποιείται την μετάβασιν ό φρόνιμος, ήτοι όμοιω- 
τικήν η συνθετικήν ή άναλογιστικήν,]1 ώστε ου

253 λήφεταί ποτέ την άφροσύνην ή φρόνησις. ναι, 
άλλ* ΐσως τις ερεϊ ότι 6 φρόνιμος τη εν αύτώ  
φρονήσει την περί άλλον άφροσύνην δύναται κατα- 
νοεΐν οπερ εστιν εϋηθες. ή γάρ αφροσύνη διάθεσίς

254 εστιν έργων τινών αποδοτική, εί οΰν αυτήν εν 
άλλω θεωρεί και καταλαμβάνεται 6 φρόνιμος, ήτοι 
αυτήν εξ εαυτής καταλήφεται την διάθεσιν, ή τοΐς 
εργοις αυτής επιβάλλων από τούτων και αυτήν

255 γνωριεΐ, καθάπερ τήν μεν Ιατρικήν διάθεσιν από 
τω ν Ιατρικώς γινομένων έργων, τήν δε ζωγραφικήν 
από των ζωγραφικώς γινομένων, ούτε δε αυτήν εξ 
αυτής δύναται τήν διάθεσιν λαβεΐν αφανής γάρ έστι 
και αθεώρητος, και ούχ οΐόν τε εστιν αυτήν διά τής 
του σώματος μορφής περιαθρήσαί' ούτε εκ τω ν υπό 
αυτής αποδιδόμενων έργων· πάντα γάρ τά  φαινό
μενα έργα, καθάπερ και πρότερον έδείκνυμεν, κοινά

256 φρονήσεως και αφροσύνης εστιν. άλλ* εΐπερ, ΐνα 6 
φρόνιμος τον άφρονα δώάξη τήν περί τον βίον τέχνην, 
δει θεωρητικόν αυτόν είναι τής αφροσύνης καθάπερ 
και τον τεχνίτην τής άτεχνίας, δεδεικται δ* άλητττος 
αυτω ή αφροσύνη, ούκ αν δύναιτο ό φρόνιμος τον  
άφρονα τήν περί τον βίον τέχνην διδάσκειν.

257 Και δή τά  συνεκτικώτατα τω ν κατά τον ηθικόν 
τόπον ζητουμένων ήπορηκότες, εν τοσούτοις τήν 
σύμπασαν τής σκεπτικής άγωγής διέξοδον άπ- 
αρτίζομεν.

ei
1 [ei S’ . .  . άναλογιστικήν] seel, ego (άλλ* L, lv E, ουS’ R, 

ei S’ cet., Bekk.: ? iv . . . ποιήται κτλ.).
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experience (for no existing thingresembles unwisdom) 
[But if the wise man makes the inference from this, 
it is either through resemblance or through composi
tion or through analogy]; so that wisdom will never 
perceive unwisdom.—Yes, but possibly someone will 253 
say that the wise man can discern the unwisdom of 
another by the wisdom within himself; but this is 
puerile. For unwisdom is a condition productive of 
certain works. If, then, the wise man sees and 254 
apprehends this in another, either he will apprehend 
the condition directly by means of itself, or by atten
tion to its works he will also get to know the condition 
itself, just as one knows the condition of the medical 255 
man from works in accordance with the art of 
medicine, and that of the painter from works in 
accordance with the art of painting. But he cannot 
perceive the condition by means of itself; for it is 
obscure and invisible, and it is not possible to view 
it closely through the shape of the body ; nor by 
means of the works which result from it ; for all the 
apparent works are, as we showed above,® common 
to wisdom and unwisdom alike. But if it is necessary 256 
that the wise man, in order that he may teach the art 
of life to the unwise, should himself be capable of 
perceiving unwisdom—even as the artist lack of art,— 
and it has been shown that unwisdom is to him imper
ceptible, then the wise man will not be able to teach 
the unwise the art of life.

So now that we have critically discussed the most 257 
essential of the problems which belong to the depart
ment of Ethics, we herewith bring to a close the 
whole of our exposition of the Sceptic Way.6

• See §§ 197-209 supra.
* For this expression cf. P.H. i. 4 n.
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GLOSSARY
[In the Glossary and Indexes the following abbreviations are used:

I. =  Introduction (in Vol. I.) ;
P. — “  Outlines of Pyrrhonism ”  (in Vol. I . ) ;
L. =  “  Against the Logicians ” (in Vol. II.) ;

P h . - “  Against the Physicists” (in Vol. III.);
B. —“ Against the Ethicists” (in Vol. III.).]

αγωγή, (doctrinal) procedure, method : ή σκαπτική ay., “ the 
Sceptic Way,” P. i. 4, 7, etc. 

αδιάκριτο?, indistinguishable, P. ii. 152, 155 f. 
αδιάπτωτος (φαντασία), unerring, infallible, L. i. 110, etc. 
άδιάστροφος, unperverted, acting instinctively, P. iii. 194. 
άδιΑιφορα, “ indifferents,” i.e. (in Stoic ethics) things which 

lie midway between “ good ” and “ evil” ; see P. iii. 177, 
Vol. I. Introd. p. xxvii.

άδοξάστως (oppd. to δογματικώς), undogmatically, P. i. 15. 
άθετεϊν, set aside, reject, L. i. 260 ; so άθετησις, L. ii. 142 ;

άθετος πρός (τι), unfitted for, L. i. 183. 
άθιγής, intangible, Ph. i. 281, etc.
αίρεσιάρχης, leader or Head of a School or sect, P. iii. 245. 
αιρεσις, choice, approval, preference, P. i. 230 ; “ doctrinal 

rule,” P. i. 16 ; sect, School, L. i. 27, etc. 
αιρετά, preferred, choiceworthy (oppd. to φευκτά), P. i. 55, etc. 
άκαθεκτούμενον (oppd. to κατεχόμενον), unoccupied (space), 

P. iii. 124, Ph. ii. 3.
άκαρες: πρός άκ., for a moment, suddenly. E. 154. 
ακαριαίος, minute, momentary, P. i. 132, iii. 142 : κατα τό άκ., 

to the smallest extent, a hair's breadth, P. iii. 79. 
άκαταληιττεΐν, be non-apprehensive, fail to grasp, P. i. 201;

SO ακατάληπτος, P. ii. 22 ; ακαταληψία, P. i. 1. 
ακμήν (adv. accus.), still, just (while), P. ii. 11, iii. 276, L. ii. 

257, E. 213.
ακολουθία, (logical) sequence, coherence, P. i. 16, ii. 114;

pursued method, practice, P. i. 237. 
άκυλιστός (Timon), lacking in versatility or energy, Ph. i. 57.
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άμενθήριστος (c. genit., Timon), untroubled by, heedless of, 
P. i. 224.

αμφιβολία, verbal ambiguity, P. ii. 256 {cf. Diog. L. vii. 62). 
άναιρεΐν, abolish (logically), deny (oppd. to τιθίναι, posit, 

affirm), P. i. 19, iii. 119, etc. 
αναλογία, proportion, L. i. 106.
αναλογισμός, (reasoning from) analogy, P, i. 147; so dva- 

λογιστικός, E. 250.
άνάλυσις {συλλογισμών), analysis, resolution, L. ii. 231. 
αναμφίλεκτος (oppd. to αμφισβητούμενος), undisputed, E. 231. 
άναντίτνπος (oppd. to άντίτυπος), non-resistent, yielding, 

Ph. i. 411.
αναπόδεικτοι (λόγοι), indemonstrable (of syllogisms or principles 

assumed, as not requiring demonstration), P. i. 69 n., 
ii. 156 f f . ; so άναποδείκτως, without demonstration, 
P. i. 60, etc.

άνασκευαστικός, (logically) destructive, contradictory (oppd. 
to κατασκευαστικός), L. ii. 196.

αναστροφή ·. κατά αν., reversely, vice versa, L. i. 430 ? so 
άναστροφως, L. i. 302, etc.

άνεπίκριτος (διαφωνία), incapable o f decision, unsettled, 
P. i. 98, 112, etc. ; so άνεπικρισία, E. 182. 

άνεπινόητος, inconceivable, P. ii. 22, etc. ; so -ήτως, imper
ceptibly, P. iii. 145.

άνεπιτατος, inextensible, Ph. ii. 272 [cf. επίτασις). 
άνετεροίωτος, immutable, unaltered, L. ii. 455. 
ανέφικτος, unattainable, E. 130. 
άνηρεμήτως, unrestingly, Ph. ii. 223. 
άνθυποφερειν, object, retort, L. i. 440. 
άνοχλητικώς, by heaving up, Ph. ii. 83 f. 
άντακολονθεΐν, mutually follow, involve, be interdependent, 

P. i. 68 {cf. Diog. L. vii. 125).
άντίληώις, perception, apprehension, P. i. 44, etc.; so 

αντιληπτικός, P. i. 70.
αντιπαρεκτείνεσθαχ, be stretched out side by side with, be 

extended so as to equal, Ph. i. 262, etc. 
άντιπαρεξαγωγη: κατά  άντ., by way o f attacking, as a counter

blast, L. i. 150.
άντιπαρηκειν, stretch parallel to, be co-extensive with, L. L 

361, etc.
άντιπεριίλκειν, draw round to the other side, convert to an 

opposite belief, L. L 189.
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άντιπίπτειν, conflict, tell against, refute, P. i. 179, etc.; 
(c. dat.) L. i. 333.

άντιποίησις, seeking possession of, pursuit of, P. iii. 183. 
άντιστηρίζειν (Demoer.), press against, resist, L. i. 136. 
αντίστροφος, corresponding, equivalent, L. i. 6. 
άντιτυπία, resistance, solidity, P. iii. 39, etc. 
ανυπαρξία (oppd. to ΰπαρξις), unreality, non-existence, P. i.

21, etc.; so ανύπαρκτος, P. i. 104, etc. 
ανυπόστατος, non-substantial, unreal, P. ii. 80. 
άνυτικώτατος {λόγος), most effective, Ph. i. 182. 
άνιοτάτω (as adj.), most generic (or inclusive), main types of, 

P. i. 4, iii. 65 ; so κατα το  άν., Ph. ii. 38, 45. 
αξίω μ α , (logical) judgement, proposition, assertion, P. i. 189, 

ii. 81, etc.
άοριστία, (Sceptic) indetermination, refusal to define, P. i. 

198 ; SO άοριστεΐν, P . i. 28 .
αόριστος (δυάς, Pythagorean), indefinite (Dyad, i.e. the “  two ”  

as principle of plurality), P. iii. 154. 
άοχλησία (Epicur. and Sceptic), unperturbedness, serenity, 

P. i. 10 ; so άόχλητος, P. i. 29. 
απαξία (oppd. to αξία, Stoic ethics), worthlessness, E. 62. 
απαράλλακτος, indistinguishable, P. iii. 177, etc.; so άπαρ- 

αλλαξία, L. i. 108, 403, etc. 
άπαραπόδιστος, unimpeded, clear, L. ii. 187, E. 76. 
άπαρόμφατον, infinitive (mood), P. i. 204. 
άπαρτίζειν, complete, express fully, P. ii. 176, E. 257. 
απειρομεγέθης, infinitely large, P. iii. 44. 
άπειρον: εις άπ., (regress) ad infinitum, P. ii. 78, etc. ;  SO 

μεχρις άπειρου, P. i. 122, etc. 
άπεκλογη (oppd. to εκλογή, Stoic), rejection, E. 133. 
άπεμφαίνειν, be incongruous, absurd, P. i. 112, ii. 188, etc.; 

so άπεμφασις, P. iii. 61 ( = “  improbable presentation,”  
Carneades), L. i. 169.

απέραντος {λόγος), indefinite, inconclusive, L. ii. 429. 
άπεριεργως, simply, not positively or dogmatically, P. 

240.
απερίσπαστος {φαντασία), irreversible, indubitable, P. i. 227, 

L. i. 166.
απλανής, unerring, infallible, L. i. 138,146, etc.; so άπλανησία, 

L. i. 394.
άπλατες {μήκος), (length) without breadth (def. o f  γραμμή), 

P. iii. 39, Ph. ii. 279, etc.
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άπλοπαθεΐς (αισθήσεις), simply-passive, i.e. receptive o f only 
one kind of impression, P. iii. 47, 108. 

άπό : ol από (τής Στοάς), members o f (the Stoic School), 
P. iii. 181 etc.

άποβρασμός, frothy emission (of a fluid), Ph. i. 103. 
άπόδοσις, account rendered, description, E. 30. 
αποδοτικό? (c. genit), productive of, E. 253. 
όποιος (ύλη), devoid of quality, P. iii. 33, Ph. ii. 310, etc. 
άποκληρωτικός, acting at random, capricious, P. iii. 79. 
άπολείπειν (oppd. to άναφεΐν), admit, allow (the existence or 

truth of a thing), P. ii. 43, 219, etc. 
απόλυτα (oppd. to πρός τι), absolute, existing in their own 

right, L. ii. 273; so απολύτως, P. i. 135, etc., and άπο- 
λελυμένως, L. ii. 162.

άποπάλλειν, hurl away, Ph. ii. 73: άποπαλτικώς, by way of 
rebound, Ph. ii. 223.

άποπροηγμένα (oppd. to προηγμένα), unpreferred, rejected, 
P. iii. 191, E. 62.

άπορψικός, doubting, sceptical: οί άπ., Sceptics; ή άπ., 
S ce p t ic is m ; P. i. 7, 221, etc.; so άπορητικώς, L. i. 30, etc. 

άποροποίητον (σώμα), made without pores, impermeable, 
L. ii. 309.

άποσυμβεβηκότα (oppd. to συμβφηκότα), non-attributes, not 
properties, L. i. 281.

άποσυνεργεΐν, thwart, counteract, P. i. 212.
αποτέλεσμα, completed result,> product, P. iii. 11, 14, etc.;

SO αποτελεσματική, E. 197, άποτελεστικόν, P. iii. 27. 
άπστομή : κατ’ άπ., separately, independently, L. i. 446. 
άπόφασις, declaration, formula, P. i. 5 ; affirmation (κατα

ληπτική άπ.), P. ii. 123; so άποφαντόν, declaratory, P. ii. 
104, άποφαντικόν, L. ii. 71.

άπόφασις, negation, P. i. 192 s άποφατικόν, negating, negative, 
P. i. 192, ii. 161, etc.

άποφορά, effluvia, scent, P. i. 101 ; so άποφόρησis, P. i. 126. 
άπτερέως (Xenophanes), without wavering, firmly, L. i. 

111.
άπτώτως, firmly, securely, L. ii. 187. 
άραιώματα (νοητά), interstices, pores, L. ii. 220. 
άρρεφία (Sceptic), state of even balance, equipoise, mental 

neutrality, P. i. 190, L. ii. 159, etc. 
άρσις (oppd. to θέσις), removal, abolition, denial, P. i. 70, 

192, iii. 86, eto.
514

άρχικώτατον (αίτιον), most principal, original, supreme, Ph. i. 
5, etc.

ααημαι (φωναί), non-significant, without distinct meaning, 
P. ii. 130.

άστεία (κίνησις), soothing, kindly, P. iii. 184, L. i. 42, 45. 
άσυγκαταθετεΐν, withhold assent (=  επέχειν), L. i. 157. 
άσννακτος (λόγος), inconclusive (oppd. to συνακτικός), P. ii. 

137, etc.
άσυνάρτητα (λήμματα), inconsistent, without logical coherence, 

P. ii. 153 (cf. διάρτησις).
άσυνύπαρκτος, incapable o f  co-existence, P. ii. 202. 
άσνστατος (επίνοια), without cohesion, impossible to construct, 

P. ii. 27.
αταραξία (Sceptic), unperturbedness, quietude (of mind), 

P. i. 8, 25, etc.; so άταρακτεΐν, P. i. 12, etc., and άταράχως, 
E. 118, etc.

αντόθεν, of itself, at once, ipso facto, P. ii. 164, passim, 
αυτοτελής, self-complete, P. ii. 104; so αύτοτελώς, wholly of 

itself, independently, Ph. i. 237, etc. 
αυτότης : κατ αύτότητα εαυτής, in its self-identity, Ph. ii. 261. 
άφαίρεσis (oppd. to πρόσθεσις), subtraction, P. iii. 84, 

(distingd. fr. άρσις) P. iii. 86, (fr. άναίρεσις) Ph. i. 298. 
άφάνταστος (φύσις), devoid of apprehension, non-perceptive 

(oppd. to νοερά), Ph. i. 114.
άφασία (oppd. to φάσις), non-assertion, (Sceptic) refusal to 

say “  Yes ”  or “  No ”  about anything, P. i. 192, ii. 211. 
αφορμή (oppd. to ορμή), disinclination, aversion (Stoic), 

P. iii. 177, 273-274, E. 210-211.

βίος, life, ordinary belief or conduct, P. i. 237; hence 6 βίος 
and οί από του β., ordinary folk (oppd. to philosophers), 
P. i. 165, etc., E. 49 ; so βιωτικός, P. i. 23; βιωτικά 
(κριτήρια), ordinary, taken from common life, P. ii. 15.

γενικώταται (αιρέσεις), most comprehensive, leading (Schools), 
L. i. 27.

γηθος, joy, delight, E. 106.
γλυκαντικώς (κινεΐσθαι), (be affected by, or taste) sweetness, 

L. i. 344.
γνησίη (oppd. to σκοτίη), genuine, true (γνώσις Democr.), 

L. i. 138-139.
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γυμναστικοί (λόγοι), exercitatory, providing mental exercise 
(of the Socratic dialogues o f Plato), P. i. 221.

δεδολιευμένος (λόγος), cunningly framed (sophism), P. ii. 229. 
δείγμα, indication, example, proof, P. i. 85 ; so δείγματος 

χάριν, by way o f example, as specimens, E. 40. 
δεΐξις, pointing out, indicating, P. ii. 25, etc.; so 8eiκτικώς, 

L. i. 267.
διαγνωστική, capable o f distinguishing, P. ii. 2291 so διά

γνωσή, ascertaining distinctly, discerning, L. i. 24. 
διάθεσις, condition, disposition, state (of mind or body), 

P. iii. 243, etc.
διαθήκη (Democr.)= διάθεσις, L. i. 136.
διαίρεσις, division (4 kinds of), P. ii. 213 ff.; τέλειος δ., 

E. 10 ; so διαιρετική, P. ii. 213. 
διάκενος (ελκυσμός), vacuous (attraction), of a purely sub

jective impression, L. i. 241, ii. 67. 
διαλεκτική, dialectic, logic (Stoic def., “  Science of things 

false and true and neither” ), P. ii. 94, 213, etc.; so oi 
διαλεκτικοί, the Logicians, P. ii. 146, etc. 

διΛλληλος (τρόπος), circular mode (of reasoning), arguing in 
a circle, P. i. 117, 164, etc.; so 6 δι άλλήλων τρόπος, P. ii. 
202, L. i. 426, etc.

διά πασών (συμφωνία), the octave-scale (ratio of 2 : 1), P. iii. 
155, L. i. 95 ; so διά τεσσάρων (= 4 :3 ) ,  and διά πέντε 
(= 3 :2 ) ,  loo. cit. (all terms of Pythagorean musical theory). 

διαπίπτειν, collapse, fail, go wrong, P. i. 185, (oppd. to 
κατορθοΰν) Ph. ii. 252.

διάρτησις, inconsistency, lack of congruity (in the premisses 
of an argument), P. ii. 146, 152, L. ii. 429. 

διάστασιν,  ̂dissension, dispute, L. ii. 11, 118, 177; (Spatial) 
dimension, P. iii. 44, 125, etc.; so (τριχβ) διαστατόν, 
P. ii. 30, etc.

διαφορά: τά κατά 8. (oppd. to τα πρός τι), things which have 
a distinct existence of their own, self-existent (=  απόλυτα, 
absolutes), P. i. 137, L. ii. 37, 161, Ph. ii. 263. 

διαφορουμενον (αξίωμα), duplicated, P. ii. 112, L. ii. 108, etc.
(of. Diog. L. vii. 69 : ? διφορ., as Prantl). 

διεξωδευμένη (φαντασία), thoroughly scrutinized, tested, P. i.
227, L. i. 181, 438 (of. περιωδευμένη). 

διήκειν (Methodic School), pervade, P. i. 240 n .; Ph. i. 40. 
διολκή, dissension, dispute, L. ii. 322.
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διομαλισμός, evenness, uniform quality, P. iii. 244, E. 206;
so διομαλίζειν, not vary, E. 207. 

διοριοτικός, capable of distinguishing, L. i. 64 ; serving to 
divide, marking off, Ph. ii. 128. 

διπλάσιων (Aoyos), duplicate (ratio), double, L. i. 97. 
δινάζειν, cut in two, divide, Ph. i. 292 ; so διχοτόμησις, 

bisection, Ph. i. 284.
δογματολογίαι, expositions of dogmas, L. ii. 367. _ 
δοκιμαστικός, capable of scrutinizing, testing, L. i. 27, etc. 
δάκος (=δόξα , Xenophanes), opinion, P. ii. 18. 
δόκωσις, laying beams, raftering, P. iii. 99, Ph. i. 343. 
δοξαστής, one who opines, conjecturer, L. i. 157; so δοξα- 

στικώς, E. 156.
δόξις (=  δόξα, Democr.), opinion, L. i. 137. 
δραστήριος (αρχή), active, efficient, L. i. 115, etc.; so δραστική, 

P. iii. 1, δραστικώτατον (αϊτών), P. iii. 2. 
δυναμις, ability, potency, P. i. 8, etc.; δυνάμει (oppd. to 

ενεργείς), potentially, virtually, implicitly, P. i. 11, ii. 
225-226; Ιατρικοί δυνάμεις= medicines, P. i. 133, E. 153.

εγγράμματος (φωνή), written (speech), Ph. ii. 249. 
εγκεκαλυμμένος (λόγος), “ the Veiled”  (classed, with the 

“  Sorites,”  among the “  insoluble ”  (άποροι) arguments 
by the Stoics, see Diog. L. vii. 82), L. i. 410. 

έθελοκωφεΐν, affect deafness, be wilfully obtuse, E. 202. 
εΐδησις, cognition, awareness, L. i. 163. 
είδος (oppd. to ΰλη), form, Ph. ii. 26 ; (distingd. fr. ycvos) 

species, particular, L. ii. 41 ; so οί (τά) επ' οδούς (or κατ' 
είδος), particulars, individual cases, L. i. 20, E. 9, etc. 

είδωλοποιήσεις, image-formations, imaginary objects, P. ii. 222. 
ειλικρίνεια, purity, Ph. i. 73; ή κατ' είλ. κινησις, absolute (or 

complete) motion, Ph. ii. 113; so ειλικρινής κριτής, im
partial (perfect) judge, P. i. 113; είλικρινως, clearly, 
absolutely, P. i. 207, ii. 25, etc. 

εΐξις (o^pd. to άντιτυπία), yielding, non-resistance, Ph. ii.

είσοχή (oppd. to έξοχή), concavity, depression, P. i. 92, ii.
70, etc. ,

έκβάλλειν, throw over, reject, P. i. 177, etc.; έκβ. εις άπειρον, 
make regress ad infinitum, P. i. 164. 

έκκαλυπτικός, serving to reveal, disclosing, P. ii. 101, 116, 
etc.; so έκκαλυπτικώς, by way of disclosure, P. ii. 141.
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εκπεριοδεύενν, (go right round,) inspect closely, scrutinize, 
L. i. 188 (cf. διεξοδεύειν).

έκπίπτειν (c. genit.), be ousted from, lose, L. i. 268, etc.; 
έκπ. els (άπειρον), be forced off into, be lost (wrecked) In, 
P. i. 186, ii. 253, etc.; so εκτττωσις, P. ii. 207, etc. 

ελαστρεΐΡ (=  έλαύνειν, Timon), drive, worry, E. 172. 
ελκυσμός (διάκενός), (vacuous) attraction, or compulsion (of 

wholly subjective impressions), L. i. 241. 
εμμεθοδος (Xάγος), orderly, systematic, P. ii. 21, 48. 
εμπειρία, practice, experience, P. ii. 256; (medical) empiricism, 

P. i. 236, L. ii. 191 ; SO εμπειρικώς (Ιατρεύειv), L. ii. 204. 
εμπέλασις, approach, impact, Ph. i. 393; SO εμπελάζειν 
m (Democr.), Ph. i. 19.
εμφασις (reflection), probable subjective appearance (Car- 

neades), L. i. 169; implication, P. ii. 112; indication, 
allusion, P. iii. 199.

εναλλαγή (στοιχείων), interchange (of letters), Ph. i. 278. 
εναλλάξ, alternately, in turn, altemando, P. i. 9, 186, etc. 
εναπειροκαλεΐν, (deal tastelessly,) fool with, P. ii. 245. 
έναπεσφραγισμένη (φαντασία), stamped (or imprinted) on (the 

mind), P. ii. 4 ; so έναπεσφραγισμενως, E. 183. 
εναπόθεσις (καταΧηφεων), storing within, deposit, P. iii. 188. 
εναπομε^γμύνη (φαντασία), impressed upon (the mind), P. ii. 4

ενάργεια (oppd. to Χόγος), sensible evidence, P. iii. 266;
sense-impression (= φαντασία, Epicur.), L. i. 203. 

εναρθροι (φωναί), articulate, L. ii. 275. 
ενδεικτικόν (σημεΐον), indicative (sign), P. ii. 99 ff., L. i. 161. 
ενδειξις, indication (techn. term of the Methodic School of 

Medicine), P. i. 240.
ενδιάθετος (oppd. to προφορικός) Χόγος, internal reason, mental 

discourse, P. i. 65, L. ii. 275.
ενδιηκονσαι (κοινότητες), pervading (of a class qualifying all 

its particulars), L. ii. 41.
έννοια (Peripatetic), comprehension, concept, L. i. 223 f . ;

κοινοί εννοιαι, common conceptions, general opinion, P h . i. 
f 178, 199.
εννομοΧεσχης (Timon), prating about (discussing) laws or 

customs, moralizer, L. i. 8.
ενστασις, objection, (logical) hindrance, L. i. 256; lodgement 

(of bodies, so as to block a passage,—medical term), 
L. ii. 220.

518

1 GLOSSARY

ενστημα, objection, contradictory fact, L. i. 256. 
εντασις (κώνον), tension (of coniform light, or visual stream), 

P. iii. 51.
έντελεχεια (oppd. to δύναμις), actuality, Ph. ii. 340. 
εξαλλαγή, variety, differing nature, P. i. 36. 
εξαπλονν, unfold, explain, P. i. 217; so κατά εξάπλωσιν, 

when stated simply, L. i. 51.
έξις, state, condition, faculty (oppd. to στερησις), P. iii. 49, 50; 

cohesion (distingd. from φύσις and φνχή, as ground of 
inorganic unity), Ph. i. 81 (cf. Vol. I. Introd. p. xxv). 

εξοχή (oppd. to είσοχή), convexity, prominence, P. i. 92, 120; 
κατ’ έξ., P. ii. 70, L. i. 372.

επαγωγή, induction (arguing from parts to whole), P. ii. 204;
so επαγωγικός (τρόπος), P. ii. 196; επαγωγικως, P. ii. 195,197. 

επακολούθημα: κατ' επ. (oppd. to προηγουμένως), as a sequel, 
secondarily, L, i. 34.

επαναβεβηκώς, super-ordinate, (logically) higher or more com
prehensive, P. i. 38, 174, iii. 160, etc. 

επεισκρίνεσθαι, enter in separately, P. iii. 82. 
επεισκυκλεΐν, roll in on, surround with, P. ii. 210. 
επεχειν, come to a halt, withhold judgement, P. i. 26, 29, etc.
, (Φέποχή). 
επιβάλλει,ειν (c. dat.), approach, perceive, attend to, deal with, 

P. i. 69, ii. 72, etc.; (c. infin.) undertake, proceed to, 
P. ii. 16, (mid.) L. i. 37.

επιβολή, objection, criticism, P. iii. 67, L. i. 65; aspect, 
occurrence, instant, L. i. 222, Ph. ii. 209, E. 25. 

επιθεωρεΐν, theorize about, imagine, assume in addition, 
L. i. 22, P. iii. 162, 164.

επικράτεια, predominance, P. i. 80 ; SO ή κατ' επ. κίνησις 
(oppd. to κατ' ειλικρίνειαν), majority-motion (when most 
parts move, but a few are at rest), Ph. ii. 113 f. 

επικρίνειν, judge, distinguish, P. i. 26, etc.; decide, settle (a 
controversy, P. ii. 19, 113, etc.

επίκρισις, judging, deciding, P. i. 12; επ. ειδώλων (oppd. to 
αποκρίσεις), immissions, P. iii. 51. 

επιλογισμός, reckoning, reasoning, P. ii. 123, L. i. 352. 
επιμαρτύρησις, confirmatory evidence, P. i. 181, L. i. 212. 
επίμ^τρον : εξ επιμέτρου, by way of excess, into the bargain, 

P. ii. 47, 194, L. ii. 2.
επιμιξία, admixture, intermixture, P. i. 36, 126, 128; so 

επιμαγή, P. i. 124 ; έπίμικτος, P. i. 185.
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επίνοια (oppd. to ΰπαρζι?), concept, notion, L . ii. 381 ; κατ’ 
tit., conceptually, Ph. ii. 348. 

ύηίπεδος (ή), plane surface, plane, Ph. i. 387, 420, 428. 
ε’πιρυσμίη (δοξis, Democr.), in-flowing, adventitious, L . i. 137. 
επισπαστικως (oppd. to π ροω στικ ά?), by pulling (after, 

oppd. to pushing), P. iii. 69, Ph. ii. 83. 
επίστασι?, attention, close observation, L . i. 23 , 114; so 

ε’π ιστατικά?, attentively, L . i. 182.
&τιστατεϊν, have charge of, control, L. i. 43, 124. 
επιστημονικό? (oppd. to δοξαστός λόγος), cognitive, scientific, 

L. i. I l l, 114 ; (κατάληξη?), L. i. 110; (αϊσθησις), L. i. 145; 
so επιστημονικά?, scientifically, Ph. i. 283.

Επιστροφή, attention, regard, P. iii. 248, E. 194. 
επισνν0εσι?, composition, enlargement by addition, P. iii. 153, 

L. ii. 58,60, Ph. ii. 302.
επιτασι? (oppd. to άνεσι?), intensification, increase, P. ii. 40;

κατ’ επ., rh. i. 403. 
επι̂ ορά, conclusion, Ph. i. 135, 206.
επιχείρειν, handle, attempt, argue against, object, P. iii. 13, 

270, Ph. ii. 69, 305.
επιχείρημα, (hostile) argument, critique, P. ii. 1 8 8 ; so ε’πι- 

χείοησι?, P. ii. 192, 21 9 , E . 217 . 
εποχή, checking, stopping, P. i. 238  ; (Sceptic) suspension of 

judgement, withholding assent, P. i. 5, 8, 11, etc. 
έρωταν {λόγον), propound (an argument, regarded as in the 

form of question and answer, or “  dialectic ” ), P. i. 2 0 , 33 , 
ii. 134, etc.

έστω  (c. accus. and infin.), let it be granted (that), P. ii. 51, 
L. i. 423, etc.

erefj (Democr.), verily, in sooth, P. i. 214, L. i. 135, 137, 
ii. 62.

ετεροχενά? {διαφερεα), by generic distinction, L. i. 361. 
ετερόδοξο? (c. genitl), differing in opinion (from), P. ii. 6, 

118, etc.
ετεροίωσι?, alteration, modification, P. ii. 70, L. i. 230, 372 

(as def. o f φαντασία, Chrysippus); so erepouarucos, P. ii. 70. 
ευαπόδοτο? (λόγος), easy to explain, or state, L. i. 343, ii. 85. 
εναρεστειν, be well-pleased, Pit. i. 141 ; so εύαρύστησις, E. 88. 
ενδόκησι? (Cyrenaic), approval, satisfaction, L. i. 200. 
ευδρομεΐν, run easily, prove satisfactory, Ph. ii. 36 (cf. ευοδεΐν, 

L. ii. 67).
εύεπη)3ολώτερο?, more sharp-witted, more shrewd, L . i. 322.
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ευεπιλόχιστο?, easily inferred, L. i. 75.
ευθέως, at once, for instance, P. ii. 214, (with otov) L. i. 298, 

Ph. i. 114, E. 35.
ίύθικη (κίνησι?), in a straight line, rectilinear, Ph. ii. 51. 
εΰλογχα (είδωλα, Democr.), lucky, propitious, Ph. i. 19. 
ενρεσιλονία, word-play, sophistry, P. ii. 9, 84; so εύρεσιλογεΐν, 

P. i. 63, E. 7.
evpoia {βίου), smooth current, fair course (=  ευδαιμονία, Stoic), 

P. iii. 172, E. 30 ; so εύρόως (βιοϋν), E. 110. 
ένσημο? (διδασκαλία), easily intelligible, plain, P. iii. 158, 

Ph. ii. 167.
ευχρηστεΐν, be useful, Ph. i. 18.
εφεκτική {άγωγη), suspensive (=  Sceptic), P. i. 7, 209, ii. 9 ; 

(masc.) P. ii. 10, E. 152 ; so εφεκτός, P. i. 219, iii. 55 ; 
εφεκτέον, P. ii. 94, iii. 55, L. ii. 160.

(φιστάναι (c. accus.), check, make pause, P. i. 180; (c. dat.) 
dwell on, attend to, P. ii. 229, iii. 13,198, L. i. 410; (c. ότι) 
argue, make out, P. iii. 56. 

εφοδεύειν, inspect, examine, P. i. 200, 209, etc. 
έφοδευτικώς (oppd. to ε’κκαλυπτικά?), by (logical) advance, 

or progression, P. ii. 141-142, L. ii. 307-308. 
έφοδος, mode of approach or attack, counter-argument, 

method, P. i. 183, ii. 222, 258 ; L. ii. 140, 142.

ζητητική {αγωγή), (way) o f investigation (*.«. Scepticism), 
P. i. 7.

ζωγραφικώς, in accordance with the art of painting, artistic
ally, E. 255.

ζωύφια, animalcules, P. i. 41.

ηγεμονικόν (Stoic), ruling principle, regent part, P. i. 128, 
ii. 70; L. i. 233 f., etc. (c/. Vox. I. Introd. p. xxv). 

ηγούμενον (oppd. to λήγον), antecedent (clause), P. ii. I l l  f., 
148, etc.

πμιόλιο? {λόγος), ratio of 3 : 2, one and a half times, P. iii. 155. 
ηστικά? (oppd. to άλχεινά?), pleasurably, agreeably, Ph. ii. 

225, E. 98.

θεματίζειν, propose, assume, L. ii. 202; so θύματα, assumptions 
(distingd. fr. λήμματα), L. ii. 302. 

θεοφορεΐν, deify, rh. i. 3 2 ; (pass.) be god-possessed, in a 
state of ecstasy, P. i. 101.
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θεσις, (local) position, P. i. 36, 118; (oppd. to φΰσις) 
assumption, convention, P. ii. 214, 256. 

θετικός: θ. χρησις, conventional, agreed use, P. ii. 256; so 
θετικώς, as laid down, on trust, P. i. 38. 

θεωρεΐσθαι, be seen, observed, found as a fact (hence almost= 
elvai), P. ii. 198, 224; L. i. 183, 362, etc. 

θεώρημα, argument, principle, lesson, P. ii. 3, 70, iii. 261; 
L. ii. 291.

θίξις, touching, contact, P. iii. 56, Ph. i. 260, 265 (cf. αφή), 
θλιπτικώς, by pressure, Ph. ii. 83.

ίδιάζειν (Heracleit.), be peculiar, act (or think) on one’s own, 
L. i. 133.

Ιδιαζόντως, privately, in a peculiar way, P. i. 182. 
ίδιος: κατ' Ιδίαν, privately, by (one)self, solely, P. iii. 259, 

L. i. 277 f., 296, etc.; ιδιαίτερον, more particularly, specific
ally, L. ii. 272, 396 ; Ph. ii. 182. 

ίδιοσυγκρισία, peculiar constitution (or temperament), idiosyn
crasy, P. i. 79, 89.

ίδιότης, peculiar nature, individuality, L. ii. 41 f. 
ιδίωμα, peculiar property, characteristic, L. i. 55, ii. 425, 

Ph. i. 410 f.
ιδιωτική (άπόφασις), crude, common-place, L. i. 265, Ph. i. 63 

(cf. ιδιώτης) (τεχνίτης, L. i. 55).
ικτερικοί, jaundiced, P. i. 101, 126, etc.; so ίκτεριων(τες), 

P. i. 44, L. i. 192, etc. 
ίσοκρατεΐν, be of equal force, Ph. ii. 81. 
ίσοσθενεια, equality of (logical) force, equipollence, P. i. 8, 

190, 196, etc.; so ίσοσθενής, P. i. 26, etc.
Ιστάναι (λόγον επί τίνος), base (an argument on), P. i. 66, 72, 

77, etc.: ΐστασθαι, halt, pause, P. i. 186, ii. 253: έστηκε 
(εστώς), stands still, remains constant, L. ii. 427. 

ιστορία, inquiry, account, L. i. 140, ii. 1, 14; so ίστορικως, as 
a chronicler, in detail, P. i. 4.

καθάπαξ, once for all, wholly, absolutely, P. i. 104, ii. 97, 208, 
etc.

καθΐστασθαι (= γίγνεσθαι), become, L. i. 130; SO καθεστάναι 
(=  είναι), be, L. i. 29, 50, etc.; καθεστώς (=  ών, δν), being, 
L. i. 69, 73, etc.

καθολικός, general, universal, P. ii. 196, E. 8 ; so καθολικώτερος, 
P. ii. 84, iii. 205.
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κανονίζειν, measure (by a rule or standard), judge, L. i. 158, 
175, etc. (so κανών, carpenter’s rule, P. ii. 15, L. i. 27). 

κανονικά (Epicur.), rules (of thought), logic, L. i. 22. 
Καταβάλλοντες (oi), The Down-Throwers (wrestling term, title 

of a book of Protagoras, also called 'Αλήθεια), L. i. 60. 
κατάκλειστος, shut up, treasured, P. i. 143. 
καταλαμβάνειν, grasp, apprehend, perceive, P. d. 26, 99, 182, 

etc. : καταλαμβάνεσθαι (pass.), P. i. 178, ii. 8, etc.; (mid.) 
L. i. 300, 305, 310, ii. 209, etc. 

καταλήγειν (εις), fall back on, terminate in, P. i. 12, 163, 
165, etc.; so κατάληξις, end, Ph. ii. 61. 

καταληπτικός, apprehensive, capable of perceiving, E. 75: 
k. φαντασία (Stoic), P. i. 68, 235, iii. 241 f., etc. (cf. Vol. I. 
Introd. p. xxv); so καταληπτός, apprehensible, P. i. 235, etc. 

κατάληφις, apprehension, perception, P. i. 179, L. i. 151 f., etc. 
κατασκευάζειν, make out, argue, demonstrate, establish, 

P. i. 32, 61, 168, etc.; so κατασκευαστικός, L. ii. 343. 
κατασκευή, (physical) construction, constitution, P. i. 48, 54, 

217, etc.; (logical) demonstration, P. i. 169, 173. 
κατάστημα, (physical) condition, P. iii. 184. 
κατάχρησις (oppd. to ακρίβεια), misuse (of words), loose 

language, L. ii. 129 ; so καταχρηστικά (ονόματα), L. ii. 129; 
καταχρηστικώς, P. i. 191, 207; καταχρηστικώτερον (oppd. to 
κυρίως), L. ii. 400.

κατεξαναστατικός (c. genit.), fit to resist, impervious to, E. 104, 
106 (cf. κατεξαναστήναι, P. iii. 275, etc.). 

κατηγόρημα, predicate, asserted fact, P. ii. 230, 232, Ph. L 
211, E. 32.

κατηγορικδς (λόγος), affirmative, categorical (oppd. to 
hypothetical), P. ii. 163, 166.

κατηναγκασμενος, necessitated, unavoidable, P. i. 13, 29, iii. 
235 etc·

κατόρθωμα (Stoic), right action, L. i. 158, Ph. i. 16 (cf.
Vol. I. Introd. p. xxvii). 

κεκρατημενως, convincingly, E. 42.
κενοπαθεΐν (Stoic), have empty affections (of illusory sensation), 

P. ii. 49, L. ii. 213; so κενοπάθεια (Democr.), L. ii. 184; 
κενοπάθημα, L. ii. 354.

κεφαλαιωδεστερον, rather summarily, Ph. i. 206. 
κινεΐν, move, excite, affect, P. i. 193, etc.; remove, overthrow, 

dispute, P. ii. 84, iii. 1, L. i. 137, etc.; arouse, set agoing, 
L. i. 6.
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κοινότης (medical term), general (morbid) state, type, P. i. 
240.

κοσκινευόμενα (σπέρματα, Democr.), sifted, winnowed, L. i. 117. 
κονφοφορεΐν, rise lightly, soar, Ph. i. 71. 
κράτυναν, confirm, establish, P. i. 147, ii. 96.
Κρατυντηρια, Confirmations (title of a work by Democr.), L.

i. 136.
κριτήριου, standard (of belief or conduct), criterion, P. i. 21 f., 

P. ii. 13 ff., L. i. 26 ff. (cf. Vol. I. Introd. pp. xxv, 
xxxiii ff.).

κυκλογραφεΐν, describe a circle, Ph. i. 420 ff., 426. 
κυκλοφορητικός, moving in a circle, revolving, P. iii. 31, 

Ph. ii. 51, 316 s -κώς, Ph. ii. 58. 
κυλίεσθαι, be bandied about, be current talk, L. i. 116; (els), 

be brought up against, involved in, L. ii. 169, E. 89. 
κυ'ων, dog, P. i. 63, etc.; Cynic, L. i. 48, ii. 5 ; (various 

senses of) E. 28 f.
κωβιός, kina of fish, gudgeon, Ph. i. 278.

λακέδων (Timon), cry, utterance, E. 171 (dubious word). 
λαμβάνειν, take, accept, admit, P. i. 186, etc.; grasp, discern, 

diagnose, P. ii. 39, L. i. 179. 
λαμπηδών, sparkle, lustre, P. i. 45. 
λειπο̂ υνείν, lose consciousness, faint, P. iii. 236. 
λεκτόν (Stoic), expressible, expression ( = meaning of a name, 

or mental image evoked by it), P. ii. 81, 104, 107 ff., 
L. ii. 12, 70, Ph. ii. 218, E. 224 (c/. note on P. ii. 81). 

λέξις, word, part of speech, Ph. ii. 216; κατά λ., word for 
word, expressly, Ph. i. 92.

λε7ττόί; τά κατά λεπτόν, refinements, subtle points, minutiae, 
L. ii. 295.

λευκαίνεσθαι, have a sensation of whiteness, sense white 
colour, L. i. 191, 197, 293.

λευκανβίζοντε? (οφθαλμοί), flecked with white, albino, P. i. 44. 
λευκαντικώς (διατεθήναι, etc.), have a feeling, or sense, of 

whiteness, L. i. 192, 198, 344, ii. 397. 
λήγον (oppd. to ijyoi/μενον), (logical) consequent, P. ii. 

I ll ff., etc.
λήμματα, (logical) premisses, P. ii. 135, etc. 
ληπτός, within reach, attainable, L. i. 124.

GLOSSARY

ματαιάζειν, speak foolishly, talk nonsense, Ph. i. 282.
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ματαιοπονία, useless labour, P. ii. 206. 
μάχεσθαι (c. dat.), conflict with, contradict, P. i. 184, etc.; so 

μάχιμον, disputed, L. ii. 45. 
μεγίθοποιεΐν, make great, enlarge, L. i. 108. 
μεγεθοΰν : μεμεγεθωμένον, magnified, enlarged, Ph. ii. 240. 
μέθοδος, “  Method ”  (i.e. the doctrinal system of the Methodic 

School of Medicine), P. i. 236; so μ€θοδικός (ιατρός), 
P. i. 239 ff .: μεθοδικώτερον, more systematically, in due 
order, L. ii. 141.

μεκατικώς (oppd. to παραυξητικώς), by diminution, E. 251. 
μέρος, part, parties to, P. i. 59, 90, etc.: άνά μ., in turn, 

Ph. i. 429 ; από μέρους, in part, L. i. 283; εν μέρα, in turn, 
L. i. 28, ii. 183; (c. genit.) by way of, L. ii. 118; τά «τι 
μέρους, (logical) particulars (oppd. to “ genus,”  or “ uni
versal” ), P. ii. 87, L. i. 399, etc.; so (τά) κατά μέρος, P. ii. 
84, 86,195 f., etc.; παρα μέρος, by turns, alternately, L. i. 
286, 376, etc.

μεσολαβεΐν, intercept, Ph. i. 265, 386.
μεταβατική (φαντασία), transitive (impression, i.e. passing on 

so as to combine with others and form knowledge), 
L. ii. 276, 288; μ. κίνησις, (distingd. from μεταβλητική κ.) 
Ph. i. 195, ii. 38, 41. So μεταβατικά?, by transition, P. iii. 
97, 129, Ph. ii. 43, 53.

μεταβλητική (δυναμι?), capable of changing, P. L 103; μ.
κίνησις, Ph. i. 195, ii. 42, 321. 

μετόθεσις, transposition, substitution, Ph. i. 328. 
μετακοσμεΐσθαι, be rearranged, transformed, P. i. 217. 
μετουσία, sharing, participation, P. iii. 153, Ph. i. 375. 
μετριοπάθεια (Sceptic), moderate feeling, P. i. 25, 30; so 

μετριοπαθεΐν, P. iii. 235 f . ; -παθώς, E. 161. 
μέχρις εκείνων, so long as they live, during their lifetime,

Ph. i. 62.
μηνυτικός, capable of informing, indicative of, P. i. 187, L. i. 

85, ii. 165, E. 245.
μνημονικός, capable of remembering, retentive, L. ii. 274;

-ικώς, by way of memory, L. i. 347. _ 
μονολήμματος (λόγος), with one premiss only, P. ii. 167, 

L. ii. 443.
μονομάχος, fighter in single combat, gladiator, P. i. 156, iii. 

212.
μονόποιος, of one quality only, P. i. 94 f. 
μουσουργός, music-maker, musician, P. i. 54.
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μοχθηρός (oppd. to υγιής, αληθής), unsound, invalid, P. ii. 
105, 111, 146, 175, etc.

μνθοποίησις, myth-making, invention of fables, Ph. i. 192. 
μυξωτηρες, nostrils, P. i. 127.
μυουρος (στοά, oppd. to σύμμετρος), running to a point, 

curtailed, P. i. 118.

ναστόν (σώμα), solid, impermeable, P. ii. 142, L. ii. 309; 
(plur.) i. 213.

νηκτικός, able to swim, Ph. i. 171.
νοητοί (πόροι), intelligible (i.e. not perceptible by sense), 

P. ii. 98, 140, L. ii. 146, 220, 306, Ph. i. 256. 
νόστιμος: το v. των καρπών, produce, yield, richness, L. i. 17. 
νυκτερήσιον (φάντασμα), nocturnal, Ph. ii. 188; so νυκτεροεώες <f>., 

Ph. ii. 184: νυκτοεώές <j>. (Democr., Epicur.), Ph. ii. 181. 
νυκτίνομος (όρνις), (feeding, or) flying by night, Ph. i. 247.

ξεσματα, filings, slivers, P. i. 129.
ξυνός (=  κοινό?, Heracleit.), common, universal, L. i. 133.

ογκος, mass, material body, molecule, L. i. 287, 290 f., P. iii.
152; (άναρμοι) P. iii. 32, Ph. i. 363, (νοητοί) L. ii. 220. 

όόμασθαι (Democr.), smell, L. i. 139.
όδό?, way, avenue (to), P. i. 210 if.; όδώ (ζητεΐν), methodically, 

L. i. 2 : όδοΰ πάρεργον, as a bye-work on the road, in 
passing, L. ii. 378.

οίησις, conceit, (idle) fancy, P. ii. 258, iii. 280 f . ; (c. genit.)
belief in, opinion about, L. i. 5, Ph. i. 74. 

όλμίσκος, socket of door-hinge, Ph. ii. 54. 
ολοσχερής, whole, entire, P. i. 130 ; so όλοσχερεστερον (ε'ιπεϊν, 

adv.), in general terms, broadly, P. i. 31: κατά όλοσχερειαν 
(oppd. to κατά μέρη), as a whole, totally, Ph. ii. 53. 

όλότηςι κατά ολότητα (oppd. to κατά μέρη), aS a whole, 
completely, P. iii. 46,64, Ph. ii. 52,57,103. 

όμοιομερειαι (Anaxagoras), homoeomeries, substances com
posed of homogeneous parts, P. iii. 32 f., Ph. i. 6, ii. 
252, 254.

όμοιοπαθεΐν (c. dat.), be similarly affected, share the sensation 
of, L. i. 301, 363.

όμοιωτικός: κατά όμοιωτικήν μετάβασιν, by inference based on 
similarity, E. 250; so όμοιωτικώς (νοεΐσθαι), Ph. i. 394. 

ομόλογος, agreed, granted, L. i. 75, ii. 183, 194.
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όνειροπολεΐν, dream of, imagine (vainly), P. ii. 157, iii. 41, 
156 ; (mid.) L. ii. 57 ; (pass.) P. i. 91, etc. 

ονομΛτογραφίαι, writing down names, E. 67. 
όξυηκουστατος, with most acute hearing, Ph. i. 65. 
όξυωπεΐν, have keen sight, be sharp, L. i. 55, Ph. i. 65; SO 

όξυοοπέστατος, Ph. i. 65.
όρατικώς (κινεΐσθαι), (affected) by the sensation of sight, 

L. i. 355 ; so όρατικον πάθος, L. i. 355. 
όρίζεσθαι (mid.= όρίζειν), define, P. ii. 101, 207, etc.; so 

όριστόν, object of definition, P. ii. 207. 
όρικώς, by defining, through a definition, L. i. 426. 
ορμή, impulse, instinct, P. iii. 70; (oppd. to αφορμή), in

clination, desire, P. iii. 177, 273 f., E. 59 f. 
όρος, (logical) definition, P. ii. 27, 205 ff., (distingd. fr. 

το καθολικόν) E. 8.
ουρώάρομεΐν, run before the wind, Ph. ii. 56. 
ουσία, being, what exists, P. ii. 5 ; (material) substance 

(άει ρεΐ, ρευστή), P. iii. 82, 115; τρεις ούσίαι (Xenocr.), 
L. i. 147, Ph. ii. 169.

όφθαλμοφανώς, plainly before their eyes, Ph. i. 39. 
οχυρωτικός (c. genit.), serving to fortify, L. i. 23.

πάγιος, firm, certain, (oppd. to «Vo?) L. i. 110, ii. 187; so 
παγίως, L. ii. 186.

παθηματικώς (ύποπίπτοντα), (things experienced) by way of 
passive affection, P. ii. 10.

ποθητός (oppd. to απαθής), subject to affection or change,
Jassible, Ph. ii. 311.

o?, suffering, P. i. 70; affection, impression, feeling, P. i. 
192, etc.: τα πρώτα π. (Epicur.), L. i. 203. 

παλαιστιαίο?, o f a palm’s breadth (about 3 inches), Ph. i. 
300, 321.

παραβάλλειν (c. dat.), compare, set against, object to, Ph. i. 96, 
108,133 ; so παραβολή, analogous contradictory argument, 
objection, Ph. i. 97, 109, 134.

παραγγελματικώς, byway of command, imperatively, P. i. 204. 
παραγράφιμος (φαντασία), exceptionable, rejected, L. i. 170. 
παραθλίβειν (οφθαλμόν), press at the side, P. i. 47. 
παρακειμένως, similarly, in the next place, L. i. 77, 182, 227, 

Ph. i. 321, etc.
παρακμή (medical), post-crisis stage, abatement (of disease), 

P. ii. 237 f., 257.
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παρακολούθησή, connexion, comprehension, P. ii. 236, Ph. ii.
220.

παράλειφις (logical, = ελλειφις), omission, deficiency, P. ii. 
150.

παραλογίζεσθαχ, be fallacious, reason falsely, P. ii. 250. 
παραμυθεΐσθοι (=  διδάσκειν), show, argue, establish, L. i. 66, 

344, ii. 17, etc.
παραμυθητικός, capable of relieving, P. i. 70, 72. 
παραμυθία, proof, confirmatory evidence, L. i. 116, ii. 240, 

469, etc.
παραπέμπωiv (oppd. to παραλαμβάνειν), dismiss, reject, P. i. 

183, L. i. 11, 81.
παραπιεζειν, press, on the side, L. i. 192. 
παραπλοκή (χυμών), blending, intermixture, P . i. 102. 
παρασπορά, extra sprinkling, P. i. 46. 
παραστάς (βαλανείου), vestibule, P. i. 110, ii. 56. 
παρά στάσις, establishing, proof, L. i. 119. 
παραστατικός ( =  μηνυτικός), able to establish, probative, 

L. i. 85, ii. 202, 214, etc.
παράτασις, extension (in time), P. iii. 107; (in space) Ph. i. 

367, ii. 7.
παρατατικόν (oppd. to συντελεατικόν), imperfect (or present) 

time, Ph. ii. 91 f., 97, 101 ; so -ικώς, Ph. ii. 101. 
παρατυττωτικός: π. (φαντασίat), incorrectly impressed, falla

cious, L. ii. 67.
παραύξησις, additional increase, enlargement, P. iii. 80, L. ii.

58 f. ; so παραυξητικώς, E. 251. 
παρεγχειρείν, hand on to, transfer to, P. i. 234. 
παρεκβασις: κατά παρεκβασιν, by way of digression, P. iii. 101. 
παρελκειν, be superfluous, redundant, P. ii. 77, 147, 156, 

163, 175, L. i. 334. 
παρέμτττωσις, occurrence, L. i. 175. 
παρενθήκη, parenthesis, supplement, L. ii. 378. 
παρηγορίa, relief, assuagement, E. 149, 154. 
παρισταν (-ιστόνax), set forth, make good, establish, prove, 

P. ii. 21 f., 108, etc.; (pass.) defend, P. ii. 42. 
παρολκη, (logical) redundancy, P. ii. 146, 156, 159, 166,175, 

L. ii. 292, 429, etc.
παρόσον (=  παρ' όσον), in so far as, inasmuch as, L. i. 405, 

407, 419, etc.
πα^υφίστασθαι (c. dat.), be dependent on, result from, P. i. 205,
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παχυμάραa, thickness, density of parts, Ph. i. 86 j so παχυμερης 
(αήρ), P. i. 125.

πεΐσις, feeling, passive affection, P. i. 22, L. L 237, 239, 384, 
Ph. i. 209.

πείσμα, conviction, assurance, E. 149; μετά πείσματος, P. 1.18, 
L. ii. 159, E. 121,164.

πεποίθησις, confidence, assurance, P. i. 60, 197, iii. 238. 
περατοΰν: πεπερατωμενον, limited, (spatially) bounded, Ph. L 

431 ff., ii. 27.
περιαυτολογεί, to laud oneself, brag, P. i. 62. 
περιγρόφειν, conclude, P. ii. 259, iii. 279; cancel, annul, 

P. i. 15, L. i. 268 ; encircle, enclose, Ph. i. 257. 
περιγραφή: κατά π. (=  κατ’ ιδίαν), separately, by itself, 

solely, L. i. 277, ii. 161 f., 394, Ph. i. 103, 261, ii. 263. 
περιεργία, needless labour, over-elaboration, subtlety, P. ii. 

246, iii. 151, (plur.l 167.
περίεργος: ού κατά το π. (=  άπεριάργως), not in a special, or 

technical, sense, P. i. 9.
περιεχεινι τό περιέχον (Heracleit.), that which encompasses, the 

environing (atmosphere), L. i. 127,129, ii. 286, Ph. i. 75,79. 
περίκτησις, acquisition, L. i. 166, E. 127, 146. 
περιληπτικός, inclusive, comprehensive, L. i. 143; so περί- 

ληπτός, comprehensible, L. i. 141 f. 
περινούστατος, most keen-witted, cleverest, L. i. 326. 
περίπτωσις, occurrence, P. i. 144; actual impression, ex

perience, (κ ατά  π.) L. ii. 56 f., E. 252 ; so περιπτωτικώς, 
actually, experientially, P. ii. 8, E. 250. 

περισπάν, draw away, cause to doubt, L. i. 179 (ef. απερί
σπαστος).

περίστασις, circumstance, condition, P. i. 30, 100, L. i. 185. 
περιτρεπειν, overthrow, confute, P. i. 122, ii. 64,78, etc.; (εις) 

change over, convert (to), P. i. 81, ii. 76, L. ii. 295 f . ; so 
περιτροπή (λόγου), reversal, refutation, P. i. 200, ii. 128,185, 
187.

περίτυπουν, mould round, enfold, P. iii. 75, 131 ff. 
περιφορητικός (λόγος), bandied about, familiar, Ph. ii. 87. 
περκοδευμεναι (φαντασίαχ), scrutinized, fully tested, P. i. 227 ff., 

L. i. 182, 187, 437 (cf. διεξωδευμέναι). 
περιων: εκ (του) περιόντος (lit. from our reserves, or extra 

resources), over and above, into the bargain, P. i. 63, 78, 
ii. 96, iii. 273 ; so εκ περιουσίας, P. i. 62, 76, ii. 192, L. ii. 
183, 262, 296.
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πιθανότης, credibility, probability, plausibility, P. ii. 79, 229, 
iii. 281.

πικραντικώς (διατίθεμαι), am affected by (have a sensation of) 
bitterness, L. i. 367.

πλασματικός, fictitious, fanciful, P. i. 103; so πλασματώδης, 
L. ii. 367.

πλατυτερον (oppd. to έν ύποτυπώσει, λέγειν), more fully, at 
length, P. i. 222.

πληκτικός, pungent, overpowering, P. i. 125 ; striking, con
vincing, P. iii. 71, 240; (φαντασία) L. i. 173, 257 f. 

ποιότης, quality, P. i. 94 ff., iii. 32, 57. 
πολυμιγία, multi-mixture, amalgam, Ph. i. 6. 
πολυπλασιασμός, multiplication, Ph. ii. 217. 
πολυσχιδείς (γνώμαι), much divided, various, L. i. 349. 
πολνωρία (Zeno), attention, regard, P. iii. 248, E. 194. 
ποριστικός: π. (τέχνη), capable of providing, P. i. 66, 72. 
πόροι ( νοητοί, q.v.), (bodily) passages, pores, P. ii. 140, etc.; 

(sing.) P. i. 50.
ποροποιεΐν: πεποροποιημενον (σώμα, oppd. to ναστόν), provided 

with pores, permeable, L. ii. 309. 
πραγματικώς (άντιλέγειν), in a practical way, effectively, 

P. iii. 13.
πρακτικός (Aoyoj), systematic, direct, P. i. 62. 
πρίν (c. genit.), before, L. i. 162, ii. 445, etc. 
προάγειν (c. genit.), precede, Ph. ii. 259: προηγμένα (Stoic), 

preferred, P. iii. 191 f., E. 62 ff. 
προαννσθεν, accomplished before, already completed, L. ii. 

1, Ph. ii. 248.
πρόδηλον, pre-evident, quite obvious, P. i. 91, 210, etc.; 

(oppd. to άδηλον) P. i. 138, ii. 97 ff.; so προδηλοτάτη, P. i. 
214 : προδηλως, P. i. 226, L. i. 141. 

προδιάθεσις, predisposition, antecedent condition, P. i. 100, 
110.

προδιακρίνεσθαι, be distinguished first, P. ii. 68 (-διευ- 
κρινεΐσθαι cj. Bekk.).

προδιαρθρουν, enucleate (make clear) beforehand, Ph. i. 338, 
E. 18.

προδιεξοδεΰειν, go through (make sure by scrutiny) beforehand, 
L. i. 188.

προηγουμένω λόγω, by direct argument, Ph. ii. 189; so 
προηγουμένως, firstly, principally, directly, P. ii. 16, 247. 
Ph. i. 390, etc.
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προθεσμία, appointed day: υπό μίαν προθεσμίαν, at one and 
the same moment, L. ii. 165.

προκαθηγουμενον (oppd. to λήγον, logical), antecedent (pro
position), P. ii. 101, 106, 115. 

προκαταρκτικά, antecedents, immediate causes, P. iii. 16. 
προκαταταχεΐν, get the start of, outspeed, Ph. ii. 145 f., 153. 
προκεντήματα, preliminaries, first outgoings, L. i. 107. 
προκόπτειν, advance, proceed (of arguments, etc.), P. ii. 240, 

L. ii. 369, etc.; (spatially) Ph. ii. 57, 60, etc. 
προκρίνειν, prefer, P. i. 60 f., 78, 90, etc.; so πρόκρισις, 

preferring, P. ii. 45.
πρόληφις (κοινή), preconception, instinctive judgement, P. i.

211, L. i. 443, ii. 157, 337 ff., etc. 
προνοψικώς, providentially, by design, L. ii. 286. 
προπαλεια (αγγείων), prominence, swollen state, L. ii. 219. 
προπέτεια, precipitancy, rashness, P. i. 20, 177, etc. ; so 

προπετης, P. iii. 79, etc.: προπετώς, P. i. 212, ii. 17, 37 : 
προπετεύεσθαι, P. i. 20, 205, 237, etc. 

πρός: το πρός τι, things related to something else, (logical) 
relatives, P. ii. 125, 175, 179, L. ii. 38, etc. 

προσαλλοτριοΰσθαι (c. dat.), be averse from, L. i. 140. 
προσαναπλάσσειν, invent besides, fancy in addition, E. 158. 
προσβολή (φαντασίας), impact, application, occurrence, P. ii.

16, L. i. 36 f . ; (μυωπος) stroke, L. ii. 271. 
προσδιασαφεΐν, explain further, L. i. 114. 
προσδοξάζειν, suppose besides, hold the additional opinion, 

P. L 30, iii. 236, etc.
προσειλεΐσθαi (c. dat.), press against, oppose, Ph. i. 3, E. 7. 
προσεχή (πάθη), persistent, chronic, P. ii. 240; (είδη) re

lated, appropriate, E. 15.
προσηνές (κατάστημα), congenial, agreeable, P. iii. 184, E. 86, 

106.
πρόσκλισις (c. dat.), adherence to, dependence on, P. i. 16; 

inclination, assent, P. i. 230.
πρόσληφις (logical), minor premiss, P. ii. 149, 234, L. ii. 

333, etc.
προσοικειοΰσθαι (c. dat.), be naturally attached to, find 

congenial, L. i. 140.
προσπάθεια, tendency towards, inclination, consent, P. i. 230. 
προστακτικά (λεκτά, Stoic), imperative, L. ii. 71 , P. i. 204. 
προσφέρεσθat (mid.), give oneself, consume, P. i. 81, 83, 108, 

110 { (pass.) P. i. 52, 130.
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προτασις (logical), premiss (esp. major premiss of a syllogism), 
P. ii. 164 f., 195 if.

προφερεσθαχ (φωνάς, etc.), utter, emit, P. i. 14, 73, etc.; 
(pass.) L. ii. 132, 290; so προφορά (φωνών), utterance, 
P. i. 15, 203.

προφορικός (λόγος, oppd. to ενδιάθετος, Stoic), uttered 
(reason, i.e. speech), L. ii. 275, 287. 

προωστικώς (oppd. to όπισπαστικώς), by pushing forward, 
propulsively, P. iii. 69, Ph. ii. 83 f. 

πτώσις (grammatical), inflexion, case, verbal usage (sense), 
E. 4, 29 ; so το πτωτικόν, declinable form, noun, L. ii. 84. 

πυρακτοΰσθω., be heated, Ph. ii. 164 f. 
πύρωσις (medical), feverish heat, inflammation, P. ii. 239. 
πνσμα, interrogation, question, P. i. 189.

ρεΐνι ρυεΐσα (στιγμή, etc.), flowing, moving continuously, 
L. i. 99, Ph. i. 376, 381, 430. 

ρευστή (ΰλη), in (constant) flux, P. i. 217, iii. 115. 
ρητός: τό ρητόν, precise statement, Ph. i. 54, (p. λόξας) 

Ph. i. 64 ; so ρητώς, literally, expressly (in quoting), P. iii. 
248, etc.; ρητότατα (oppd. to δυνάμα), most explicitly, 
distinctly, L. i. 16,134.

ρόσις (medical), flux, issue (e.g. sweat), P. i. 238; (ΰλης) 
P. iii. 54, 115; (γραμμής) P. iii. 154, Ph. i. 380. 

ρώσις (σωμάτων), strengthening, E. 97.

σαλευειν (εν), be engaged in, deal with, P. i. 65; be storm- 
tossed, in distress, r . ii. 229 ; shake, upset, L. ii. 56, 337, 
339, Ph. i. 3 ; (pass.) P. ii. 204, L. ii. 385, Ph. i. 417. 

σαρκοδακής (βίος, Orpheus), flesh-eating, Ph. i. 15. 
σαρκοτοκεΐσθαι, be flesh-bom (t.«. as fleshy lumps), P. i. 42. 
σαρκοφανής, fleshy-looking, coated with flesh, P . i. 50. 
σεμνολόγημα, proud position, dignity, P. iii. 201. 
σημεΐον (υπομνηστικόν) (ενδεικτικόν): sign, P. ii. 96 ff., 99 ff., 

L. ii. 140 tf.; (geometr.= στιγμή), point, P. iii. 39, 154, 
Ph. ii. 278 fiF.

σημείωσις, reading signs, interpreting, L. ii. 269; so σημειω- 
τικώς, by means of signs, by interpretation, L. ii. 158: 
σημειωτον, thing signified, P. ii. 100 f., 116 fiF., etc. 

σίλλοι (title of book by Timon), Satires, lampoons (fr. σίλλος, 
squint-eyed), P. i. 224.

σκεπτοσύνη (Timon), speculation, scepticism, P. i. 224.
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σκόφις, the Sceptic way of thought, scepticism, P. i. 185, 209, 
213 fiF ., etc.

σκηνογραφία, scene-painting, illusion, L. i. 88. 
σκινδαφός, (a meaningless word) “ what d’ye call it,”  L. ii. 133. 
σκολιόπορα (ώτα), with winding passages, P. i. 126. 
σκοτίη (oppd. to γνησίη, γνώσις, Democr.), bastard, inferior, 

L. i. 138 f.
σολοίκιζαντες (λόγοι), soiecistic, ungrammatical, P. ii. 231, 

235 ; so σολοικισμός, L. i. 44.
σπαν, draw in, derive (λόγον, φαντασίαν, etc.), L. i. 129, 176, 

180, 186, etc.
σπουδαίος (oppd. to φαύλος), good, virtuous, P. ii. 83, L. i. 

410, 418, etc.
σταθμητικδς (ζυγός), able to weigh, or measure, L. i. 442. 
στάλιξ, stake for nets, Ph. i. 3.
στάσις, rest, immobility, Ph. ii. 46, 81; (doctrinal) position, 

opinion, school of thought, L. i. 53, 89, 190, ii. 13, Ph. ii. 
45, etc.; (=  διάστασή) dissension, L. ii. 214. 

ατασιώτης (partisan), stationer, arrester, Ph. ii. 46. 
στερεμνιος, substantial, solid, L. i. 207, ii. 63, 65. 
στερησις (logical), privation, negation, Ph. i. 407 ; so στερη

τικά, negatives, Ph. i. 407. 
στιγμή (geometr.), point, L. i. 99, Ph. i. 376. 
στοά (porch), the Stoic School, Stoicism, P. i. 235, ii. 5 ; oi 

άπό τής στοάς, Stoics, P. iii. 181, etc. 
στοιχεΐν (c. dat.), range oneself with, side with, E. 59. 
στοιχείου, (physical) element, P. ii. Il l ,  iii. 37. 
στοιχειοΰν, teach principles (elements), E. 3. 
στοιχηδόν (κείμενα), in a row, side by side, Ph. i. 380, 386,

ii. 59, 144.
συγγεγυμνασμεναι (καταλήψεις. Stoic), Co-exercised, used in 

conjunction, P. iii. 188, 251.
συγκατάθεσις (oppd. to άρνησις), assent, P. i. 7, 13, 16, 19, 

233, etc.
συγκαταλαμβάνειν, apprehend together with, P. ii. 116 f.. 

119, etc.
συγκουφίζειν, help to make light, P. iii. 15. 
σύγκριμα (Democr.), composite substance, compound, P. ii. 

24, iii. 56, Ph. i. 97, etc.
συζνγεΐν (Stoic), be ranked together, be correlative, L. i. 151, 

ii. II, Ph. ii. 5 f., etc.; so συζυγία, correlative pair, L. ii. 
172, 175.
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συλλογιστικός (λόγος, Stoic), conclusive, demonstrative, P. ii. 149. 
συμβεβηκός (logical), attribute, property, P. ii. 27, 228, L. i. 

269 ff., Ph. ii. 220 if., E. 37 f.
συμβίβαζαν, conclude, demonstrate, (συμβεβίβασταί) L. i. 

283, Ph. ii. 319.
σύμβλησις, comparison, reference, relation; κατά a., L. i.

375, 395, ii. 34, 459, Ph. ii. 198. 
συμμνημόνευσις (Stoic), simultaneous recollection, P. iii.

108, L. i. 279, Ph. i. 353 if., ii. 64, 176. 
συμπάθεια, feeling for, emotional assent, inclination, P. i. 230;

sympathy, sharing of affections, Ph. i. 79 f. 
συμπαρατηρεΐσθαι (c. dat.), be observed together with, P. ii. 

100 f., L. ii. 143, 152 ; so συμπαρατήρησις, simultaneous 
observation, L. ii. 154.

συμπέρασμα (logical), conclusion (ef. επιφορά), P. ii. 113 f., 
134,139 fif., L. ii. 140.

συμπεριγράφειν, cancel (annul) together with, P. i. 14, 206,
ii. 47, etc.

συμπλεκειν, intertwine, combine, (λήμματα) L. ii. 416 f . : 
συμπεπλεγμενον, (logical) combination, complex, P. ii. 137 f., 
L. ii. 125, 419, 421.

συμπληρωτικός (Epicur.), serving to fill up, complementary, 
P. iii. 100, 172, L. i. 98, Ph. i. 337, etc.; so συμπλήρωσις, 
filling up, completion, Ph. i. 338. 

συμπλοκή, (carnal) conjunction, P. i. 41 ; (logical, cf. συμ- 
πλόκειν) combination, P. ii. 113, 137 ff., etc.; connexion 
(of meaning) L. ii. 430.

σύμπνοια (καϊ συμπλοκή), accordance, consistency, L. ii. 430 ;
so συμπν€ΐν, be in accord with, side with, Ph. i. 111. 

σύμπτωμα (medical), symptom; (Epicur.) σ. συμπτωμάτων 
(as def. of Time), concurrence, P. iii. 137, Ph. ii. 219. 

συμφυής, of one substance with, P. i. 225; so συμφυΐa, L. i. 
129, σύμφνσις, L. i. 130, substantial union, essential 
connexion.

συνάγειν (logical), infer, conclude, P. i. 32, 35, etc.; so 
συναγωγή, inference, deduction, P. ii. 143, 170. 

συναγωγός (αιτία), combining, unifying, Ph. i. 7, 10. 
σιτνάδηλεΐσθαι, be non-evident therewith, be likewise obscure, 

L. ii. 2.
συνακαταληπτεΐσθαι, be also uncomprehended, E. 38. 
συνακτικός (λόγος), drawing a conclusion, conclusive, P, ii. 

137 ff., 151, L. ii. 120, etc.
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σύναμα ( =συν άμα), together with, E. 159. 
συνανασκευή, joint refutation, L. i. 214; SO συνανασκευάζεσθαι, 

L. i. 214.
συνάρπαζειν, (τό ζητούμενου) beg the question, P. i. 90, ii. 35, 

etc.; σ. (ΰπαρξιν), assume, P. iii. 121 ; συναρπασθεις (υπό 
φαντασίας), being carried away, influenced, L. i. 186. 

συνάρτησις (oppd. to διάρτησις, logical), connexion, coherence, 
P. ii. I ll, L. ii. 265, 430.

συνεκτικός, conclusive: σ. αίτια, direct, primary causes, P. iii. 
15 : συνεκτικώτατον, most comprehensive, conclusive, L. i. 
333, Ph. i. 1, E. 257.

συνεμφαίνειν (Stoic), indicate therewith, imply also, L. L 
233 ; so σννεμφασις, added implication, L. i. 239. 

συνεξερχεσθαι ( =  συνεκβάλλεσθαι), pass out with, be rejected 
along with, L. i. 421.

συνερανίζειν, contribute: το συνηρανισμένον (εκ τούτων), the 
total made up of, L. i. 295. 

σύνεργά (αίτια), co-operant, accessory, P. iii. 15. 
συνεργοπονεΐν (c. dat.), be fellow-workers with, help in the 

toil of, Ph. i. 41.
συνερωτάν, join in asking; σ. λόγον, propound an argument 

(by means of question and answer), P. ii. 131, 162, etc.; 
συνερωτητόον, P. ii. 251 ; so συνερωτησις, P. ii. 160, etc. 

συνεχειν, hold together, retain, L. i. 375: σ. προς (τά ηθικά), 
relate to, be concerned with, P. i. 145. 

συνημμένου (λήμμα, logical), combination (of clauses or pro
positions), hypothetical major premiss or syllogism, P. ii. 
101, 104, 111 f., 157 n., L. ii. 109, 112 f., 247, etc. 

συνθρόησις, (mental) commotion, perturbation, Ph. i. 169. 
σύνταγμα, treatise, book, P. i. 241, iii. 247, 279. 
συντελεστικός (oppd. to παρατατικός), perfect (tense), past 

(time), Ph. ii. 91 f . ; so -ικως, Ph. ii. 101. 
συνύπαρζις, co-existence, P. ii. 199 ; so συνυπάρχειν, P. ii. 

109, 144, etc.
συνυπόπτωσις, joint occurrence, being sensed together, L. ii.

174; so συνυποπίπτειν, L. ii. 165, 174. 
συστατικά (μόρια), component, P. iii. 128, L. ii. 84. 
συστηματικός, forming an organized whole, composite, L. i. 40 f. 
σχε'σις, attitude, (active) relation, application, L. i. 35 ff., 168, 

243, ii. 162.
σχήμα (μοχθηρόν) (ΰγι4ς, logical), form (of statement of a 

syllogism), P. ii. 146, L. ii. 413, etc.
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σχηματισμός, formation, configuration, L. i. 229 ; so σχημα- 
τίζεσθαι, Ph. i. 75.

σχολάζειν (c. dat.), devote oneself to, L. i. 8 : το σχολασθεντα 
(περί), lectures on, discussion of, E. 167. 

σχολικώς (πλάττεσθαχ), after the style of the Schools (i.e.
with perverse subtlety), L. ii. 13. 

σωματικός, corporeal, E. 61 : σωματικώτερον, more solidly, 
thoroughly, P. i. 7.

σωματότης, corporeality, Ph. i. 371 ff. ; so σωματονν (σεσω- 
μάτωται, is corporealized), Ph. ii. 25. 

σωρίτης (logical), the Sorites, (the fallacy known as “ the 
Heap ” ), P. ii. 253, L. i. 416, Ph. i. 190. 

σωριτικη (απορία), of the Sorites-argument, P. iii. 80; so 
σωριτικώς, Ph. i. 182.
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ταντολογεΐν, repeat oneself, L. i. 262.
τελαμών, linen wrapper, swathing-band (for a mummy), 

P. iii. 228.
τέλος (ethical), final purpose, objective, end, P. i. 25, L. i. 

199 f.
τεράστιος (φυσις), monstrous, incredible, L. ii. 104. 
τερατολογουμενη (τύπωσις), marvellous, mythical, P. ii. 70, 

(ΰλη) iii. 31, (δόξα) L. ii. 66. 
τερματίζειν, bring to an end, terminate, Ph. ii. 102. 
τ ίτ ρ α κ τυ ς  (Pythag.), the Tetractys (i.e. Ten, as sum of first 

4 numbers), Li i. 94.
τεχνογράφος, writer on the art (of logic), E. 8. 
τεχνολογία, systematic treatment, logical theory (or rules), 

P. ii. 205, 249, 255, L. ii. 87, 257, 406 ; so τεχνολογούμενα, 
P. ii. 247, E. 40.

τηρησις, observance, rule of conduct, (βιωτικη) P. i. 23, ii.
254 ; (κοινοί) ii. 246 ; (άφιλόσοφος) E. 165. 

τηρητικη (ακολουθία), observant (sense of consequence or 
power of inference), L. ii. 288.

τ ϊς : τό τϊ (Stoic), “  something ” (the highest logical genus), 
P. ii. 86, 223 f . ; (plur.) Ph. ii. 234, E. 224. 

τιμητικώς εχειν, hold in honour, regard as honourable, 
Ph. i. 136.

τοιουτόσχημον, of such a shape, L. i. 209.
roioirτώδης, suchlike, of like kind, L. ii. 206, Ph. i. 52.
τρανή (φαντασία), clear, vivid, L. i. 258 ; so τρανώς, L. i. 172,
5 3 3

Ph. i. 164; τρανότερου, L. ii. 144, Ph. i. 271 ; τρανότατα, 
L. i. 404.

τρεπόμενος (οίνος), turning sour, P. i. 41. 
τρεπτη (ουσία), to be changed, alterable, L. i. 434. 
τριγενεια (αγαθών), a trinity, threefold class, P. iii. 181. 
τροπικόν (Stoic, =  συνημμενον), hypothetical premiss, P. ii. 

202, L. ii. 438, 440, 442.
τρόπος ( = λόγος), “ trope,” mode (of argument), P. i. 35 ff., 

164; (Ao'ycov) L. ii. 227, 235, 237, 292. 
τνγχάνειν (=  είναι), to be, P. i. 105, L. i. 38, 40, etc.: ei 

τνχοι, verbi gratia, P. i. 106, ii. 201, 218, etc.
ΰποδιαιρεΐν, subdivide, P. iii. 75 ; -ρεΐσθαι, L. i. 35 ; so υπο- 

διαίρεσις, E. 15.
ύπόθεσις, supposition, assumption: καθ' νπ., P. i. 73, 79, 

etc. ; εξ νπ., P. i. 168, ii. 20, etc. ; so ό υποθετικός τρόπος, 
P. i. 164, 173.

υποκείμενον (oppd. to φαινόμενου), substantial (or real object, 
which underlies the sensible appearance), P. i. 19, 22, 46, 
59, etc.! ύποκεΐται =  εστί, L. i. 183, 278, etc. 

νπομιμνησκειν, suggest, show, teach, P. ii. 76, 80, 177, etc.;
so ύπόμνησις, P. ii. 130, L. ii. 327. 

υπομνηστικόν (oppd. to ενδεικτικόν σημεΐον), suggestive, 
commemorative, P. ii. 99 f., L. ii. 151; so -ικώς, L. ii. 289. 

ύποπίτττειν, occur, be noticed or perceived (sub sensus cadere), 
P. i. 35, 40, 94, etc.: ύποπεσεΐται άπορίαις, fall under, be 
faced by, Ph. i. 365.

ύπόπτωσις, occurrence, sense-experience, L. i. 85, 161, 215. 
ΰπόστασις, substantiality, real existence, P. ii. 94, 176, 199, 

etc.; so υποστατός, Ph. ii. 60.
ΰποστελλαν (c. dat.), yield, be subordinate to, L. ii. 32, 

Ph. ii. 40: (c. accus.) cloak oneself in, adopt (as a disguise), 
Ph. i. 35 (= ύποδραμεΐν, Ph. i. 36). 

ύπάτευξις, rejoinder, reply, L. i. 359, Ph. i. 251; so νπο- 
τυγχάνειν, L. ii. 375, 440, Ph. i. 249. 

ΰποτύπωσις, outline, sketch; (ως εν ό.) P. i. 206, 222, ii. 79, 
etc.; SO ύποτυποΰσθαι, P. iii. 3 ; ύποτυπωτικός (τρόπος) 
P. i. 239 ; -ικώς, P. i. 4, ii. 1.

υφ' εν, in one moment, together, simultaneously, L. i. 229, 
231, 303, etc.

ύφηγησις, sketch, exposition, description, P. i. 6 ; guidance, 
P. i. 23 f., 237.
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νφίστασθαι, lay down, suppose, L. i. 14, ii. 11, Ph. ii. 270, 
(derive) 312: ύποσταθεν= δοξαζόμενον, E. 113.

φαλαγγών, venomous spider, P. i. 82, 89. 
φαντάζεσθαι, appear, P. i. 47 ; have a presentation, P. i. 104. 
φαντασία, presentation, sense-impression (as appearing to the 

sentient subject), P. i. 22, 52, etc.; (Stoic def. of φ.) P. ii. 
70, L. i. 228 ff.; απλή φ., L. ii. 276 ; καταληπτική φ., P. ii. 
4, iii. 241, etc.; λογική φ., L. ii. 70 ; αισθητική φ., L. i. 424. 

φαντασιοΰν, cause a presentation, produce a mental image in, 
L. ii. 406 f .; (pass.) receive an image, be impressed, P. ii. 
72, L. i. 99, ii. 397, 402, etc.

φάντασμα, image, imaginary concept, L. i. 222, 224, Ph. ii.
181, 184 if.; illusory appearance, phantasm, L. i. 256. 

φανταστικώς {πάσχουσα), (affected) as by a presentation, 
L. i. 373, ii. 410.

φανταστόν, object presented to sense (the cause of sense- 
impressions), L. i. 203, 344, 357, etc. 

φάσis, affirmation, assertion, P. i. 192, ii. 107, 121, 153, etc. 
φαύλο?, (oppd. to σοφός, Stoic), foolish, L, L 153, 432;

(συνημμενον) invalid, P. ii. 191. 
φιλαύτως, self-conceitedly, L. i. 314. 
φιλοποιία, making friends, affection, L. i. 239. 
φιμοΰσθαι, be muzzled, silenced, without reply, L. ii. 275. 
φοινικτικως {πάσχειν), (have a sensation) of redness, L. i. 198. 
φρενήρες {τό περίέχον, Heradeit.), intelligent, L. i. 127, ii. 286. 
φρενιτίζειν, be delirious, rave, P. i. 101, ii. 52, L. i. 247 ; so 

φρενιτικόν βλέπεις, look crazy, P. ii. 231. 
φυλακρινειν, select with care, scrutinize, L. i. 183. 
φυσιογνωμανικη {σοφία), physiognomy, art of judging char

acter by features, P. i. 85.
φυσιολογία, study of nature, physical science, P. L 18, iii.

62, etc.; so φυσιολογεΐν, P. i. 18. 
φωνή, vocal utterance, speech, sound, L. i. 119, ii. 130 ff.;

φωναΐ {σκεπτικοί), formulae, P. i. 14, 187 ff. 
φωνομαχφ, fight about words or phrases, P. i. 195, 207. 
φωρατές, discoverable, detected, explicable, P. i. 183; so 

φωρασθαι, P. iii. 215, L. ii. 167. 
φωτοείδης {όφις), light-like, resembling light, L. i. 93, 119.
χαλαστικός {τρόπος, oppd. to πύκνωσις), loosening, laxative, 

P. ii. 240.
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χαρακτήρ, distinctive nature, form, characteristic, P.i. 191,209,
iii. 37, etc.; (oppd. to χρόα) shape, features, E. 43; so 
χαρακτηριστικά {του άγαθοΰ), distinguishing marks, peculi
arities, P. iii. 173.

χαριέντως, aptly, wittily, L. ii. 325: χαριεντίζεσθαι, say 
wittily, jest, P. ii. 245. 

χαροπός, blue-eyed, L. i. 198. 
χαρτόν (oppd. to λυπηρόν), joyful, delightful, E. 85. 
χενν { = τηκειν), melt, Ph. i. 248; (pass.) P. iii. 14. 
χεψίζειν {λόγους, απορίας, etc.), handle, apply, use (as in

struments), L. i. 443, ii. 14, E. 21. 
χηνώδης (oppd. to φρόνιμος), goose-like, silly, L. i. 329. 
χιτών {οφθαλμού), skin, membrane, P. i. 126. 
χνοώδης (oppd. to κριμνώδης), in a fine state, powdery, P. i. 130. 
χολερικά {πάθη), like cholera, P. i. 131. 
χολοπο ιός, bile-producing, Ph. i. 96. 
χρειοΰν {πρός τι), be helpful, suffice, L. i. 436. 
χρήμα (= πράγμα, Protag.), thing, object or event, P. i. 216;

amount, sum of money, L. i. 107. 
χρησιμενειν {πρός n), be of use, be needed, P. ii. 94, 150, 

205 f., 236, L. ii. 143, etc. 
χρώζειν: κεχρωσμένον, tinged, coloured, Ph. i. 335. 
χυλοείδης, like juice, flavour-like, L. i. 119. 
χυσις, melting, liquefying, P. iii. 14 ; SO χυτόν {τό πνεύμα), 

fluid, mobile, P. iii. 188. 
χωλεύειν, make lame, maim, P. iii. 217. 
χώρα, place, space, (Stoic def.) P. iii. 124, 130, Ph. ii. 2 f.
φαΰσις (Democr.), (sense of) touch, L. i. 139; contact, Ph. ii. 102. 
ψευδοποιεΐν, give the lie to, falsify, L. ii. 24, Ph. ii. 96, 110, 

E. 14.
ψηλαφάσθαι, be handled, examined, L. ii. 108.

S^παίκτης, player with pebbles, juggler, P. ii. 250.
s {φάσις, έννοια, etc.), bare, bald, mere (unconfirmed), 

P. ii. 121, L. i. 182, ii. 179, 459, etc. ; so ψιλώς, separately, 
taken by itself, P. i. 144, (= κατ' ιδίαν) L. i. 277, ii. 15, 
E. 88.

ψυκτικός {χιών), m a k in g  co ld , ch illin g , P. iii. 179; SO 
ψυχοΰσθαι, be m ad e co ld , Ph. ii. 164 f.

ώμον έκβαλέΐν, put out (dislocate) the shoulder, P. ii. 245 
(so ώμος έκπεπτωκεν P. ii. 245).
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ωμοπλάτη, shoulder-blade, shoulder, P. iii. 228. 
φοτοκΰσθαι, be born as eggs (like birds), P. i. 42. 
ώρα (η πρώτη, Scvrepa), hour (of the day), Ph. ii. 182 ff.; so 

ώριαΐον διάστημα, interval of an hour, Ph. ii. 134. 
ώρισμίνως, definitely* L. i. 386, ii. 297 ; in the limited sense, 

E. 32, 208.
ώς . . . ώδί, as . . .  so, E. 10 : ovSe ών, not even so, P. ii. 42. 
ώσπΐρ (= τουτίστή, that is to say, namely, L. i. 94 : ώσπεροΰv, 

even as, as in fact, P. i. 57, ii. 101, Ph. i. 88. 
ώχρα (oppd. to μάλαν), pale, light-coloured (of wine), L. i. 

91; so ωχρόν, L. i. 193.
ώχραίνΐσθαι, be made (have a sense of) yellow, or pale colour, 

L. i. 193 ; so ώχραντικώς κινΰσθαi, be affected by yellow, 
see (things) as yellow, L. i. 192, 198.
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I. INDEX OF NAMES
Academics, P. i. 3, 220 ff.; L. i. 

16», 174, 179, 252 f., 334, 388, 408, 
412; Ph. i. 1,182; E. 3,45, 51 

Academy: ( “  Old A."), I. xvii f f .; 
P. i. 221 ff.; ( “ Middle A. '). P. i. 
220, 232 ff.; ( “  New A."), I. xxii 
ff .; P. 1. 220, 226 f f .; ( “  Fourth ” 
and “ Fifth A.” ), P. L 220, 235 

Achelous, Ph. i. 183 
Achilles, P. iii. 199; L. ii. 80 
Admetus, P. 1. 228; L. i. 254, 256 
Aenesidemua, I. xxxvii ff .; P. i. 

180, 210, 222; iii. 188; L. i. 349 
f . ; ii. 8, 40, 215, 235 ; Ph. i. 218, 
337; ii. 38, 216; E. 42 

Aesop, L. ii. 103 
Agrippa, I. xl
Aidoneus, Ph. i. 862; ii. 815
Ajax, L. ii. 72
Alcaeus, Ph. i. 86
Alcestis, P. i. 228; L. i. 254, 256
Alcmena, Ph. i. 85
Alexander (the Aetolian), L. ii.

204; A. (=  Paris), P. ii. 227 
Alexandria, P. iii. 221; Ph. ii. 15 
Alexinus, L. ii. 13; Ph. i. 108 
Amazons, P. iii. 217 
Amphitryon, Ph. 1. 86 
Anacharsls (the Scythian), L. i. 

48, 55
Anaxagoras, I. x i ; P. i. 83; iii. 

82; L. i. 90 f., 140; Ph. i. 4, 808, 
863; ii. 45, 818 

Anaxarchus, L. 1. 48, 87 f. 
Anaximander, I. v ii; P. iii. 80;

L .I . 6 ; Ph.L  860; ii. 313 
Anaximenes, I. v iii ; P. iii. 80; L. i. 

5 ; Ph. i. 360
Andron (the Argive), P. L 84 
(Anonymous) Poet, P. i. 86; L. ii. 

73; Ph. i. 128,188

Antiochus, I. xxxvi; P. i. 220,285; 
L. i. 162, 201

Antipater, P. II. 167; L. ii. 444 
Antisthenes, (. xv i; (alluded to)

E. 73
Apelles, P. i. 28
Aphrodite, Ph. i. 186.188; (Libyan 

A.) P. iii. 224 
Aratus, L. ii. 204
Arcesilas (or Arcesilaus), I. xxxli 

f . ; P. i. 220, 232 ff.; L. ii. 150, 
153,158

Archedemus, E. 73 
Archelaus (the Athenian), L. L 

14; Ph. i. 860
Archilochus, P. iii. 216; L. L 128;

Ph. L 110; E. 44 
Archimedes, Ph. i. 115 
Archytas, I. xix 
Argo, Ph. 1. 82
Aristarchus (the grammarian), 

Ph. i. 110; (the mathematician) 
Ph. ii. 174

Aristippus, L xv ii; P. I. 150, 155;

Aristodemus, Ph. i. 92 
Ariston, P. i. 234; L. i. 12; E. 64 
Aristotle, I. xix f f .; P. i. 8, 84; 

iii. 31, 186 f., 218; L .i . 6 f., 217, 
328; Ph. i. 7, 20, 64, 412 1. ;  ii. 
81, 88, 87, 46, 176, 228, 816; E. 77 

Artemis, P. i. 149; iii. 208; Ph. i. 
185

Asclepiadae, P. iii. 225 
Aeclepiades (the Bithynian), P. iii. 

32 f . ; L. i. 91, 202, 323, 880; ii. 
7, 188, 220; Ph. i.863; ii. 318 

Asclepiue, P. iii. 220 f.
Astapous (river of Ethiopia), P. L 

83
Athena, P. iii. 210
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)

Athenagoras, P. 1. 82 
Athenians, P. Hi. 211; Ph. i. 56 
Athens, P. ii. 08; Ph. ii. 89

Callimachus (alluded to), Ph. L 51 
Canonic* (title o f work by Antio- 

chus), L. i. 201
Canon* (title of work by Demo

critus), L. i. 138; ii. 827 
Carneades, I. xxxiii f f . ; P. i. 3, 

220, 230; L. i. 159, 166, 178, 175, 
184, 402; Ph. i. 140, 181, 190 

Carthage, P. Hi. 221 
Castor, L. i. 410 
Chalcidamas, P. iii. 231 
Chaos, P. iii. 121; Ph. ii. 11, 18 f. 
Chares (the Architect), L. L 107 
Charmiaas, P. i. 220 
Chimaera, L. i. 80 
Chrysermus (of Erophile), P. i. 84 
Chrysippus (the Stoic), I. xxiv; 

P. i. 69,160; ii. 253; iii. 199, 205, 
246,248; L. i. 228, 872 f., 416, 
433 f . ; ii. 228, 400, 443 ; E. 11, 80, 
193 f.

Cilicians, P. iii. 214 
Cleanthes (the Stoic), I. xxiii; 

P. iii. 199; L. i. 228, 372, 433; ii. 
400; Ph. i. 88; E. 80, 78 

Cleitomachus, I. xxxiii; P. L 3, 
220, 230; Ph. i. 1,11,182 

Oleobis, P. iii. 231 
Confirmations (title o f  work by 

Democritus), L. L 186 
Crantor, E. 51, 59 
Crates (the Cynic), L xvii; P. L 

153; iff 200 
Cretans, P. iii. 199 
Oritias, L x v ; P. iii. 218; Ph. i. 64 
Cronos (the god), P. i. 147,154; iii.

208 f., 221; Ph. i. 182 
Cronos (= Diodorus O.), Ph. ii. 847 
Cyclops, Cyclopes, P. iii. 249;

Ph. i. 45, 395; E. 195 
Cynics, I. xv i; P. iii. 66, 198; 

Ph. ii. 68; B. 74
Cyrenaics, I. xv ii; P. i. 215 i f . ; 

L. 1.11,190 f., 200,299
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Delphobus, Ph. ii. 98 
Demetrius (the Laconian), P. iii. 

137; L. ii. 848 f., 458; Ph. ii. 
219

Democritus, I. xi f . ; P. i. 218 ff .; 
ii. 23, 63; iii. 32 f . ; L. i. 53, 
116 f., 135 ff., 140, 265, 821, 849, 
868, 889; if. 6, 66, 139, 184, 
828, 855; Ph. i. 19, 24, 42, 113, 
868; ii. 45,181,818 

Demophon (Alexander’ s butler), 
P. i. 82.

Diagoras (of Melos), I. x v ; P. iii. 
218; Ph. i. 51, 53

Dicaearchus, I. xx i; P. ii. 81; L. i.
349

Dietetics (title of work by Hero· 
philus), E. 50 

Diodes, P. iii. 225 
Diodorus (Cronos), I. xv i; P. i. 

234; ii. 110, 245 ff.; iii. 80, 71; 
L. ii. 115 ff.; Ph. i. 868; ii. 47, 
85, 87, 94, 96 f., 99, 102, 110, 117, 
148

Diogenes (the Cynic), I. xv ii; P. i. 
145, 150, 153

Diogenes (of Apollonia), P. iii. 80; 
Ph. i. 860

Diogenes (o f Babylon, Stoic), Ph. i. 
134

Dion (as a stock name), P. i. 189; 
ii. 146 f., 221, 227f . ;  iii. 4 ; L. i. 
245,404; ii. 71,75,135 f . ; Ph. ii. 
289

Dionysius (of Sicily), P. iii. 204 
Dionysodorus, I. xv ; L. i. 18, 48,

Dioscuri, Ph. i. 87 
Diotimue, L. i. 140 
Down-Thrower*, The (title o f work 

by Protagoras), L. i. 60 
D uty: On Duty (title o f work by 

Chrysippus), P. iii. 248

Egypt, Ph. 1. 203
Egyptians, P. iii. 202,205; E. 16 ff. 
Electra, L. i. 170, 244 f., 249 
Kleos, Ph. 1.187
Empedocles, I. x ; P. iii. 81; L. i. 

91,115, 120 ff .; ii. 286; Ph. i. 4, 
6, 10, 64, 127, 129, 362; ii. 45, 
317

Empirical Doctors, P. i. 836; L. ii. 
191

I. INDEX OF NAMES
Enodia, Ph. i. 185 
Epiclibanius, Ph. i. 185 
Epicurus, Epicureans, I. xxii f . ; 

P. i. 88, 88, 155 ; ii. 6,26, 38,107, 
191; iii. 32, 137, 187, 218 f., 229 ; 
L. i. 14, 22, 203, 213, 267, 321, 
328, 868; ii. 8 f., 13, 63, 139, 177, 
185, 258, 829, 831, 835 f., 355; 
Ph. i. 25, 43, 58, 64, 72, 178, 212, 
219, 883, 835, 368; ii. 2, 18 f., 
42, 45, 129, 142f f ,  181, 185, 188, 
219, 227, 238, 240, 246, 257, 818; 
E. 78, 77,169, 173, 179, 226 

Epimylius, Ph. i. 185 
Krasistratus, L. ii. 188, 220 
Eros, Ph. i. 186 ff.
Ethiopia, Ethiopians, P. i. 148;

iii. 227; Ph. i. 247, 249; E. 48 
Eubulides, I. x v i; L. i. 18 
Eucleides, I. xvi
Eudoxus (of Cnidus), I. x ix ; P. i.

152
Euhemerus (the Atheist), Ph. i. 17, 

51
Euripides, P. iii. 229 f . ; L. i. 128; 

E. 315: (alluded to) P. i. 86,189; 
L. i. 170,192, 249; ii. 67; E. 66, 
122

Eurystheus, L. 1. 405 f . ; ii. 67 
Euthydemus, I .x v ; L. i. 18, 64 
Euthydemus (of Plato), L. i. 13

Forms: Concerning Forms (title of 
work by Democritus), L. i. 137 

Furies, P. iii. 237; L. i. 170, 245, 
249; « .  63,67

Gaetulians (o f Libya), P. iii. 218 
G6, Ph. i. 189
Geometers, Ph. i. 291, 294, 890, 

414
German!, P. iii. 199 
Gods: Concerning God* (title of 

work by Theodoras), Ph. L 55 
Gorgias, I. xiv f . ; P. ii. 57, 59,64;

L . i. 48,65, 77,87 
Greeks, B. 15 f t ,  52 ff.

Hades, P. i. 228; Ph. i. 14, 66 f., 
74,182

Helen, L. i. 180, 265 f . ; Ph. ii. 98 
Hera, P. iii. 210; Ph. i. 862; ii. 815 
Heraclddes (o f Pontus), I. x ix ; 

P. iff  82; Ph. ii. 818

Heracleitus, I. v iii; P. i. 210 f f . ; 
ii. 59, 63; iii. 115, 230; L. i. 5, 7, 
126,129,131, 849 ; ii. 8, 182, 280; 
Ph. i. 837, 360; ii. 216, 230 ff.,
313

Heracles, P. i. 167; iii. 220; L. i.
249, 254, 405 ; ii. 67 

Hermes, P. iii. 215 
Hermotimus (of Clazomenae), Ph.

i. 7
Herodotus (the historian), P. iii. 

231
Herodotus (of Tarsus), L xl 
Herophilus, P. f f  245f . ; L. f f  188, 

220; E. 50
Hesiod, P. iff  121,123; Ph. L 7 t ,  

193; ii. 11,18: (alluded to) Ph. i.
86

Hipparchia, P. L 153 
Hippasus (of Metapontum), P. iff 

30; Ph. i. 360; ii. 318 
Hippias, I. xv
Hippo (of Rhegium), P. iff  80; 

Ph. i. 861
Hippocentaur, P. i. 162; Ph. i. 49,

123, 125
Hippocrates, P. i. 71; L. i. 50 
Homer, P. i. 68, 86, 162; iii. 205, 

214; L. L 128 ; Ph. i. 4,21,87, 68, 
193; f f  814: (alluded to) P. i. 
150; f f  87; iii. 244; L. i. 404; 
ii. 59, 71 f., 80, 184; Ph. i. 48, 
67 f., 181,350, 395 ; E. 44, 54,108, 
112

Horns, P. iff  221 
Hyperboreans, Ph. i  247, 249 
Hyrcanians, P. i f f  227

Ida (Mt.), L. ii. 72 
Idaeus (o f Himera), Ph. 1. 860 
Ilium, Ph. f f  98 
Indians, P. L 80. 148; E. 16 ff. 
Introductions (title of Stoic works 

on logic), L. ii. 428 
Ionian philosophers, I. v il ; Ph. L 

64
Isis, P. iff  220
Italian philosophers, Ph. L 127; f f  

284
Italians, P. L 150

Jew, P. iff  223 
Jocasta, P. iii. 246; B. 191
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I. INDEX OF NAMES
Justice: On Ju stice  (title of work 

by Chrysippus), E. 193

Laconians, P. i. 145,150; iii. 215 f.
Laestrygones, P. iii. 249; E. 195
Luis, Ph. L 153
Lesbos (wine of), P. i. 81
Leucippus, I. xi
Libya, P. i. 84; L. iL 147
Licymnius, E. 49
Logical physicians, L. ii. 156
Lyco, I. xxi
Lysis, P. L 83

Magi (of Persia), P. iii. 205 
Manes (stock name for a slave), 

P. ii. 257
Massagetae, P. i. 152 
Mathematicians, P. iii. 82; Ph. i.

282, 864, 867 ; E. 18 
Medical Memoirs (title of work by 

Sextus), L. i. 202
Melissus, I. i x ; P. ill 65; Ph. ii. 

46
Memorabilia (of Xenophon, quoted), 

L. i. 8
Menander, P. i. 108,189: (alluded 

to) E. 122
Menelaus, L. i. 180, 255 f . ; Ph. ii. 

98
Menodotus, I. x l ; P. i. 222 
Meriones (of Crete), P. iii. 199 
Metrodorus (of Chios), L. i. 48,87 f. 
Mochus (the Phoenician), Ph. i. 363 
Monimus (the Cynic), L. i. 48,87 f.; 

iL 5
Mother (o f the Gods—Cybele), 

P. iii. 217, 220

Nature: On Nature (title o f work 
by Parmenides), L. L 111 

Neilos, Ph. L 183
Nestis ( —water, Empedocles), 

Ph. i. 862; ii. 315 
Nestor, P. iiL 214 
Non-existent: Concerning the Non

existent (title o f work by Gorgias), 
I. x v ; L. i. 65

Oceanos, P. L 150; Ph. iL 314 
Ocellus (o f Lucania), Ph. ii. 816 
Oedipus, P. Hi. 246; E. 191

544

Oenopides (o f Chios), P. iii. 30;
Ph. i. 361 

Omphale, P. i. 157 
Onomacritus, P. iii. 30; Ph. L 361 
Orestes, L. L 170, 244, 249; iL 68, 

67
Orpheus, Ph. L 15
Orphica (of Onomacritus), Ph. L 861

Panaetins (o f Rhodes), L xxiv; 
E. 73

Panthoedes, L. ii. 13 
Paris, P. ii. 227; Ph. ii. 98 
Parmenides, I. x x ; P. iii. 65; L. i.

5 f., I l l  f.; Ph. i. 7, 9 ; ii. 46 
Patroelus, P. iii. 199 
Peleus, L. ii. 80
Peripatetic philosophers, I. xixff.; 

P. ii. 198; iii. 181, 181; L. i. 217, 
222, 831, 368, 388; ii. 185, 332; 
Ph. i. 334 ; ii. 83, 45 ; E. 3, 45, 51, 
173

Persians, P. i. 148, 152; E. 15 ff., 83 
Phaedo (of Elis), I. xvi 
Phaedo (of Plato), L. Ii. 91; Ph. ii. 

802
Pharos (Isle of), L. i. 180, 256 
Pherecydes (of Syros), P. iiL SO; 

Ph. i. 860
Philip (of Opus), I. xix 
Philo (of Larissa), I. xxxvi; P. L 

220; ii. 110; L .ii. 143 ff. 
Fhilolaus, 1. x iii ; L. L 92 
Phobos, Ph. i. 188 
Phryne, Ph. L 153 
Pindar, P. L 86
Plato, I. x v iiff .; P. L 220 f., 223, 

225; iL 22, 28; Hi. 54, 115, 136, 
189, 204 f . ; L. i. 9f., 18, 16, 93, 
116, 119, 141, 190, 200, 821, 389; 
iL 6f., 57, 62; Ph. i. 62, 105ff., 
364; ii. 8, 14, 228, 258, 289, 302, 
305 f . ; E. 28, 70, 230 

Polemo, I x ix ; P. i. 220 
Polycleitus, Ph. i. 92£
Polydeuces, L. i. 140 
Pontus, Ph. i. 203 
Poseidon, P. Hi. 210, 221; Ph. i. 

182
Poseidoniue (the Stoic), L xxiv;

L. L 19, 93; Ph. L 363 
Priam, L. iL 73
Prodicus (o f Geos), I. x v ; Ph. L 

51 f . ; (of Chios), Ph. L 18

I. INDEX OF NAMES
Protagoras (of Abdera), I. x iv ; 

P. i. 216; L. i. 48, 60, 65, 368, 
388 f . ;  Ph. i. 55 f.

Proteus, L. i. 255 
Pyrrho (of Elis), I. xxx f . ; P. i. 2 
Pyrrhonean Discourses (title of 

work by Aenesidemus), I. xxxvii; 
L. ii. 215

Pythagoras, Pythagoreans, I. xii f .; 
P. iii. 32,152 f f . ; L. i.,92, 94,110; 
Ph. i. 64,127,130, 864, 366 ; ii. 45, 
248 f., 255, 262, 270, 282, 288 

Pythian (god), L. L 266.

Rhea, Ph. i. 182 
Rhodes, Ph. ii. 89 
Rhodians, P. i. 149 
Romans, P. i. 149, 152 
Ruflnus (of Chalcis), P. i. 83

Sarapis, P. Hi. 220 
Sarmatians, P. iii. 202 
Sarpedon, P. i. 162 
Sceptic philosophers, I. xxx f f . ;

P. i. 8, 7, et passim  
Sceptic W ay: Concerning the Sceptic 

Way (title of work by Sextus), 
L. i. 29

Scylla, L. i. 80; Ph. i. 49 
Sextus Empiricus, I. xli £
Silenus, L. ii. 103 
Silli (title of work by Timon), 

I. xxxi; Ph. i. 57 
Simonides (the poet), Ph. ii. 45 
Socrates, I. x v ; P. i. 221; iii. 

110f.; L. L 8, 10, 21, 190, 264; 
Ph. i. 64, 269 f . ; ii. 289; E. 2 

Solon, P. iii. 211 
Soterichue (the surgeon), P. i. 84 
Sotion, L. L 15 
Sparta, Ph. ii. 98 
Speusippus, 1. x ix ; L. i. 145 
State: The State (title o f work by 

Chrysippus), P. iii. 205, 246; 
E. 192

Stoic philosophers, I. xxiii f f . ; 
P. 1. 8, 65; ii. 5,13,18, 38,104 fT., 
156; iii. 31, 52, 124 ff., 169, 172, 
181, 188, 191, 207, 218, 240, 242; 
L. i. 15 f., 22, 88, 151, 153, 155, 
214, 227, 233, 239, 243, 252 f., 327, 
368, 388, 402, 408, 422, 433 f f . ;
ii. 10 £, 68, 70, 76 ff., 80, 177,

185, 258, 261, 886, 396 ff., 406 ff., 
428, 433, 448; Ph. i. 11, 28,109 ff., 
131, 137 f., 211, 332, 386, 362; 
ii. 3, 45, 142, 217, 284; E. 3, 22, 
24, 28, 30, 46, 59, 73 f., 90, 170, 
173, 179 ff., 189, 220, 224, 230 

Strato (the physicist), I. xx i; 
P. iii. 83, 136; L. i. 350; ii. 13; 
Ph. ii. 155, 177, 228 f.

Syrians, P. iii. 203
Taenarum (in Laconia), P. 1. 130 
Tantalos, Ph. i. 69 
Tauri (of Scythia), P. i. 149 
Telemachus, P. iii. 214 
Tentyritae (of Egypt), P. I. 82 
Tethys, P. L 150; Ph. ii. 814 
Thales (of Miletus), I. v ii ; P. iii. 

30; L. i. 6, 89; Ph. i. 860; ii. 
813

Thebes, L. i. 192,249: (T. in Egypt) 
P. iii. 18

Theodoras (the Atheist), P. Hi. 218; 
Ph. i. 51

Theognis (alluded to), P. iii. 231 
Theon (stock name for a man), 

P. ii. 227 f . ; L. i. 404; Ph. ii. 289 
Theophrastus, I. x x i; L. i. 217 f. 
Thetis, P. iii. 221 
Thracians, P. iii. 213 
Tiberius Caesar, P. i. 84 
Timaeus (of Locri, the Pyth· 

agorean), P. i. 221 
Timaeus (of Plato), L. L 93, 116, 

119, 141; Ph. i. 105 ff.
Timon (o f Phlius), I. xxxi; P. L 

223; L. i. 8, 10; Ph. i. 57; ii. 
197; E. 1, 20, 140 f., 164, 171 

Tityos, Ph. i. 67 f.
Travels (title o f  work by Eudoxus), 

P. i. 152
Troglodytes, P. iii. 227 
Troy, L. i. 180, 255 
Tydeus, P. iii. 207 
Tyndareus, Ph. i. 37 
Typhon, L. i. 264, 483
Wine-giving: Concerning Wine-

g iv in g  (title o f work by Ascle- 
piades), L. L 91

Xeniades (of Corinth), P. ii. 18;
L. i. 48, 53. 388, 399; ii. 5 

Xenocrates, I. x ix ; L. L 16, 147; 
E. 4, 14, 28
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I. INDEX OF NAMES
Xenophanes, I. vill; P. i. 224 f f .; 

ii. 18; iii. 30, 218, 257, 289; L. i. 
14, 48 f., 53, 110; ii. 326; Ph. i. 
144, 193, 361 ; ii. 313 

Xenophon, L. i. 8 ; Ph. i. 92, 97

Zeno (of Citium), I. xx iii; P iii. 
199, 205 f., 245; L. i. 7 230, 236,

331 f., 422, 433 ; ii. 139,355 ; Ph. i. 
104, 108, 133 f . ; E. 30, 77, 101, 
190

Zeus, I. Ix; P. i. 150, 161 f . ; ii. 
141; L. i. 265; ii. 72, 308, 479, 
Ph. i. 182 f . : (“ Z. Casius") 
P. iii. 224 

Zeuxis, Ph. i. 92

5 4 6

II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Absolute (oppd. to “  relative ” ), L. 

ii. 87, 161, 206, 394; Ph. ii. 263. 
Absolute Motion (oppd. to “ M. 
of major portion ” ), Ph. ii. 118 ff. 

Academic Philosophy, I. xvii ff., 
xxxii ff .; L. i. 150ff.; (contrasted 
with Scepticism) P. i. 220 ff. 

Actuality (oppd. to “ potenti
ality”), P. ii. 225 ff.; Ph. ii. 
340 ff.

Addition, (discussion of) P. iii. 
94 ff.; Ph. i. 222,821 ff.; ii. 308 f., 
323 ff.

Admixtures, (of sense-objects) P. i. 
124 f . ; (of sense-organs) P. i. 
126 ff .; iii. 50

Adultery, P. i. 152 ; iii. 209 
Aether, Ph. i. 87 ; ii. 815 (c/. P. iii. 

31)
Aetiologies, I. xxxviii; P .i. 180 ff. 
Affections (of sense), I. xxv ; L. i. 

191 ff., 219 ff., 876 ff .; ii. 455 f . ; 
Ph. ii. 225; ( “ empty a.” ) L. ii. 
184, 218, 854

Age, (as affecting impressions) P. i. 
105 f., 219; (as affecting criterion) 
L. i. 320 ff.

Agent (oppd. to “ patient” ), L. ii. 
406 f . ; (as criterion) P. ii. 21 ff.; 
L. i. 35 ff.

Air, P. iii. 80 f . ; Ph. i. 121 f., 360 f. 
All (distingd. fr. “ Whole”), Ph. i. 

332 ff.
Alteration (of the Soul, — “  presen- 

tation,” Stoic), I . xxv; L. i .230 ff., 
372 ff .; ii. 400 ff .; Ph. i. 146 

Ambiguity (logical), P. ii. 256 ff. 
Analogy, P. i. 147 ; E. 250 f. 
Analysis, L. ii. 231 
Animal, (philosophy compared to)

L. i. 19; (intelligence of) L. ii. 
275 f., 287 ff.; ( “ generic A.” ) 
L. ii. 338 f f .; Ph. i. 86 ff., 107, 
138 f . ; E. 96 f f . ; (differences in 
a.) P. i. 50 ff.

Antecedent (oppd. to “ conse
quent,”  in Syllogisms), P. ii. 106, 
112 ff., 115 ff., 148 ff., 157,189 f . ; 
L. ii. 110 f., 224 ff., 245 ff., 283 ff .; 
(a. causes) P. iii. 16 

Autotrophic ( — “  isostrophic ”), 
L. i. 6

Ap-emphasis ( —“ not apparently 
true presentation,” oppd. to 
“ emphasis,”  Academic), L. i. 
169

Aporetic ( —Sceptic), P. i. 7 
Appearances ( — “  phenomena ”), 

P. i. 8 ff., 19 f., 31 f . ; L. i. 30 
Apprehension, P. ii. 4 ff., 206 f f . ; 

iii. 241; L. i. 31 ff., 151 ff., 283 ff. ; 
ii. 334 a ff., 397 ff .; E. 182 ff. 

Apprehensive Impression (Stoic), 
I. xxv, xxxiii; P. ii. 4 ; iii. 241 ff .; 
L. i. 152 ff., 247 ff., 401 ff.; ii. 
85 ff., 397 ff.; E. 182 ff. 

Archimedean Sphere, Ph. i. 115 
Argument, ( —syllogism) L. ii. 

301 ff., 310 ff., 411 f f . ; (“  definite " 
oppd. to “ indefinite” a.) L. ii.

Art (Stoic def. of), P. iii. 188, 
241, 251; L. i. 55, 106 ff., 224 ff , 
373; ii. 280; Ph. i. 171 ff.; 
( “ art of life” ) P. iii. 239 f f . ; E. 
167 ff.

Assent (to a “ presentation”), I.
xxv, xxxvi; L . ii. 397 ff., 476 

Assertion (oppd. to “ proof” ), L. i. 
315, 337 ff .; ii. 15, 61, 76, 360
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II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Assumption (oppd. to “ proof"), 

L. ii. 343, 367 ff.
Atoms (of Democritus and Epi

curus), I. x ii; P. i. 147; iii. 32; 
L. i. 135 ff.; ii. 6, 350; Ph. i. 
334, 363

Attraction ( —“ cohesion." efts, 
Stoic), I. x x v ; Ph. i. 78, 81 ff. 

Avoidance (oppd. to “ choice"), 
P. i. 80, 85 f f . ; E. 112 ff., 139 ff. 

Axiomatic ( = “  non-demonstrable,” 
arguments), I. xxi; P. ii. 104, 
198 ff., 203

Bastard (oppd. to “  genuine," know
ledge, Democritus), l . x i i ;  L. i.
138 f.

Bath-house, P. i. 110 
Becoming (oppd. to “ perishing"), 

P. iii. 109 ff., 149 f . ; Ph. i. 106; 
ii. 310 ff.; (oppd. to “ existent” ) 
L. i. 142; ii. 7

Belief, (two senses of the word) P. 
i. 230; L. i. 177 ff.; (b. in gods) 
Ph. i. 30 ff.

Birds (reason in), P. i. 77 
Bisection, Ph. i. 282 ff  
Blending (cf. "m ixture"), P. iii. 

56 ff.
Blessedness (of God), P. iii. 4 ; Ph. 

i. 33
“ Blituri" (ex. of nonsense-word), 

L. ii. 133
Body (oppd. to "  incorporeal"), I. 

xxiv; P. iii. 38-55, 124 ff.; L·. I. 
99 ff .; Ph. i. 78 f f ,  90, 180 ff , 
210 ff., 278 ff., 359 ff.; ii. 20 f f , 
215 ff .; E. 45 ff., 224 ff.

Broad (oppd. to “ exact") Place, 
P. iii. 75; Ph. ii. 95,108 ff.

Cannibalism, P. iii. 87, 207, 225, 
228, 247; Ph. i. 15; E. 192 

Canonics ( —“ logic,'’ Epicurus), I. 
xxiii; L. i. 22

Categorical (syllogisms, Peripa
tetic), P. ii. 163

Cause, I. xx, xxiv, xxxviii; P. iii. 
13-29, 38, 67, 103 ; L. ii. 48 ; Ph. i. 
75 ff.; 195 ff

Change (physical), P. iii. 102-108; 
L. i. 376 ff.; ii. 455 f f . ; Ph. ii. 
89 ff., 828 ff., 828 ff.
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Children (duty of c. to parents), 
P. iii. 210 ff., 246; E. 180 ff. 

Choice (oppd. to “ avoidance,” 
“  aversion ”), P. i. 80, 85 f f . ; iii. 
183 ff.; L. i. 11, 140 

Choiceworthy ( — “ desirable"), P.
iii. 184 ff., 193 ff.; E. 135 ff 

Circle, Ph. i. 284 ff„ 419 ff.; ii. 
53 f., 149 ff

Circular Motion, P. iii. 64, 72; Ph.
ii. 58 f., 316

Circular Reasoning, l. x l ; P. i. 60, 
117, 122, etc.; ii. 36, 68, 199 f . ;
iii. 8, 22, e tc .; L. i. 426; ii. 22, 
29, etc.; Ph. i. 47

Circumstances (use of the term 
in Trope IV.), P. i. 100; iii. 50; 
L. i. 62 f., 425

Co-existence (of parts), L. ii. 81 ff. 
Coherence ( — “ congruence," logi

cal), P. ii. I l l ,  152 
Colossus (of Rhodes), P. i. 107 
Colour (sensations of), P. i. 44 f. 
Combination (of premisses), P. ii.

138 ff.; L. ii. 277; Ph. ii. 328 ff. 
Common (oppd. to "private," 

reason, etc.), 1. viii, xxxix; L. i. 
127 f f .; ii. 8 

Compasses, Ph. i. 54 
Composition, E. 251 
Comprehension (Peripatetic), L. i.

Concept, P. ii. 219
Conception (mental), P. ii. 10; L.

i. 140, 263 ff.: ii. 56 ff., 381 f f . ; 
Ph. i. 29 f f . ; ii. 339 f., 355 ff.; 
E. 20 ff

Conclusive (arguments), P. ii. 
137 ff., 145 ff., 167: L. ii. 303 ff., 
310 ff., 411 ff.

Concurrence (of Symptoms), L. i. 
179 f., 424

Concurrent Recollection, L. i. 279 
(cf. “ consciousness") 

Confirmatory (oppd. to “ contrary” 
testimony, Epicurus), L. i. 212 ff. 

Congruence ( —“ coherence,”  logi
cal), L. it 265

Conjunctive (oppd. to “ disjunc
tive,” premiss), P. ii. 201 ff ; L.
ii. 124 ff., 217, 226(c/. “ coupled”) 

Consciousness, Ph. ii. 353 ff 
Consensus (of opinion), P. ii. 43;

L. i. 327 ff.

II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Constancy (oppd. to “ rarity" of 

occurrence), P. i. 141 
Constitution ( —mode o f composi

tion), P. i. 129 ff.
Contact, P. iii. 56; L. ii. 409; Ph.

i. 255, 258 ff.
Continence, Ph. i. 152 f.
Contraries, Ph. ii. 264 ff. 
Convention (oppd. to “ nature”), 

I. xv, xviii; P. ii. 214; iii. 267 f . ; 
L. i. 135 ff.; Ph. i. 33; E. 241 ff. 

Cosmos, L xx, xx iv ; Ph. i. 332 (cf. 
“ universe”)

Coupled (premiss), P . iii. 158, 161 
(cf. “  conjunctive ”)

Courage, Ph. i. 158 f f ; E. 57 
Cowardice, P. iii. 216 f f  
Creation, Created (oppd. to “ eter

nal ”), L. i. 68 ff 
Cremation, P. lit 228 
Criterion (of truth), I. xxv, 

xxxiii f f . ; P. i. 21 f f , 114 ff., 179, 
235; ii. 14 f f ,  88 ff , 183 f. ; iii. 
34 f . ; L. i. 24-37, 139 f f , 445; ii. 
119 ff , 380

Cup (liquid measure), P. iii. 69 ff  ; 
94 ff.

Custom ( —“ habit"), def. of, P. i. 
146; (variety o f customs) P. iii. 
198 ff.; (laws and c.) P. i. 
23 f.

Cylinder (geometrical), Ph. i. 429 
Cyrenaicism, I. xv ii; (contrasted 

with Scepticism), P. i. 215

Daemon, ( —“  reason,”  Parmenides) 
L. i. l l l f . ; P .i .  101; Ph. i. 47, 
69, 74, 86

Day ( —12 hours), Ph. ii. 182 f f , 186, 
242 f f

Dead (practices regarding the d.), 
P. iii. 226 ff .; E. 192 ff.

Death (various views of)» P. iii. 
229 ff

Decad ( —“ ten ”), I. x iii; P. ii. 
216 ff.; iii. 159; Ph. i. 812 f f . ; ii. 
804

Decrease (oppd. to “ increase" as 
mode o f “ change"), P. iii. 82, 
84

Deduction, L. ii. 239, 814 
Deficiency (logical, invalidating the 

syllogism), P. ii. 160,165; L. ii.

Definition (in Stoic logic), P . ii.
205-212; E. 8 f f ,  31 ff. 

Deification, Ph. 1. 32, 34 f f .  61 
Delightful (related to “ good”), 

P. iii. 175
Democritean philosophy, I. xi. f . ; 

contrasted with Scepticism), P. i. 
213 f.

Desire, Desirable, B. 79 ff., 114 ff., 
142 ff. (cf. “  choiceworthy ” ) 

Dialectic ( —logic), Dialectician, P. 
ii. 94, 166 f., 213 f., 229 f f ,  247; 
L. ii. 93, 108; E. 187 

Diet (in ritual), P . iii. 222 f f  
Differences, (o f body) P. i. 79-84; 

(of soul) P. i. 85-89 (theme of 
Trope II .); (in the senses), P. i. 
91-99 (theme o f Trope III.) 

Differential ( —“ absolute,”  oppd.
to “  relative ”  existence), P. i. 137 

Dimensions ( o f  “ body”), P. iii. 
39 ff., 44,46,125 ff .; Ph. i. 366 ff.; 
ii. 12

Disease (and its treatment), P. ii. 
237 f f

Disinclination, P. iii. 177; E. 59 f. 
Disjunctive (premiss), P . ii. 158, 

162; L. ii. 282 ff., 467 f . ; Ph. i. 
206; ii. 96,110

Dispositions, P. i. 101,112 f., 218 
Distance(as affecting sense-impres· 

sions), P. i. 118 ; L. i. 207 ff. 
Division (logical), P. ii. 213-227; 

Ph. ii. 193 ff.; E. 10; (d. ad 
infin.) Ph. ii. 123 f f ,  139 f f  

Doctor, L. i. 43, 179; B. 153 (qf. 
“  physician ” )

Dog, (intelligence of) P. 1. 63 ff .; 
L. ii. 271; (various senses o f the 
word) B. 28 f.

Dog-eaters, P. iii. 225 
Dogma,(defin. of) P. i. 13 ff., 16; 11. 

181
Dogmatic conception (or “  assump

tion," defined), P. i. 147 
Dogmatic philosophy (Schools, 

etc.), Dogmatists, I. vii-xxix; 
P. i. 3 f . ; ii. 1 f f , 6 f f ,  180, etc. 

Dreams (impressions in d.), P. i. 
104

Drunkenness (as affecting impres
sions), P. i. 109

Duplicated (propositions, etc.), P. 
if. 112; L. U. 294, 466
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II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
.  , '“ Indefinite D." Pythagor
ean) λ  iii. 153 ff .; Ph. ii. 261, 
275 ff.

Earth, (as “ principle”  or “ ele
ment”) P. iii. 30 f . ;  Ph. i. 40, 
67,121 f., 360 ff.

Ecpyroeis (o f Heracleitus), I. x x v ; 
P. i. 212

Ecstasy, P. i. 101 
Education, E. 180.ff.
Efficient Cause (or “ principle” ), 

P. iii. 1 ff .; Ph. i. 4 (cf. “  agent ”) 
Eg^ (philosophy compared to an e.),

Elements (material), I. x, xxiv; 
P. iii. 33, 87, 65, 162 f.; L. i. 89 ; 
Ph. i. 180, 859; ii. 77 ff., 249 f. 

Elliptical expressions, P. i. 188 
Embalming (the dead), P. iii. 226, 

228
Emphasis ( —“ apparently true 

presentation,” Academic), L. i.

Empiricism (Medical), I. xl f . ; 
(cornered with Scepticism) P.

“ Empty Impressions’ ( —purely 
sutgective i.), P. ii. 49; L. ii. 184, 
213, 354

End (ethical E., defined), P. i. 25, 
215, 281 f . ; iii. 187; L. i. 199 f. 

Ephectic ( —8ceptic), P. i. 7 
Ephelotes (disease of the eye), L. i. 

233
E^uijxdse ( “  arrepsia ”  o f  Sceptics),

Equipollence (o f opposing views), 
I. xxxii; P. i. 10, 190, 196; ii. 
130, 244; iii. 66; L. ii. 159, 298, 
363; Ph. i. 69,137 

Essence (oppd. to “  properties % P.

Eternity, (of “ atoms,”  etc.) Ph. ii.
254 f . ; (of God) Ph. i. 45 £

Ethics, I. xv ff .; P. i. 145; iii. 168 
ff., 188 ff., 235ff., 274ff .; L. i. 1 ff., 
235; E. I f f

Evidence (of sense), I. xxiii; P. iii. 
66, 135, 266 f., 272; L. i. 141 ff., 
203, 211 f f . ; ii. 63 ff .; E. 76, 239 ff  

Evil (oppd. to “  good ”), I. xxvii; 
P. iii. 176,190, 1951, 235 f f ,  274 
f f  ; E. 8 ft , 40ft, 90 ft , 119ffi
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Experience (sense-experience, oppd.
to “ thought ’), L. ii. 56ff. 

Expert (artist, oppd. to “ non- 
expert ” or “  layman ”), P. iii. 259 
f f . ; L. L 55f f . ; E. 235ft 

Expression (Stoic “  lekton ”X P. ii. 
104ft , 107ff .; iii. 52; L. i i  69 ff .; 
258f f , 836,404; Ph. i i  218 ; E. 224 

Expressions ( —“ formulae” , of 
Scepticism), P. i  187-208 

Eyes (variations in), P. L 44 ff.

Fair ( —“ good,”  honesttm , Stoic), 
E. 99 ff.

False, Falsity, P. ii. 86 f . ; L. L 168 
ff , 243 f f ,  394f f .; i i  8ff., 245 f f ,  
323 f f ,  878, 413 ff.

Fathers (duty o f children to f.k 
P. iii. 210 f f

Fear (as affecting impressions), P. 
i. I l l

Fellowship, Ph. i. 127, 131.
Figures ( — geometrical “ limits"), 

P. iii. 152
Fire, (of Heracleitus) I. viii, xx iv ; 

P. iii. 30f . ; (effects o f f .)  L. ii. 
192, 194, 197 ft ; Ph. i. 82, 860 f. 

Fish-eaters, P. iii. 227 
Flux (of matter, Heracleitus), I. 

v iii; P. i. 217; iii. 54, 82, 115; 
L. ii. 7

Folly, E. 90 f f
Fool (oppd. to “ sage,”  Stoic), L. i.

482 f t ;  E. 91 ff., 213 f. 
Forethought ( —“ Providence,”  of 

God), P. iii. 9ff.
Form ( — “  scheme,”  o f a syllogism), 

L. ii. 429, 432 ff., 444 ft ; (oppd. to 
“  matter ”) Ph. ii. 26 

Formulae (of Scepticism), I. xxxii; 
P. i. 14 ft , 191, 194; L. ii. 328 
(cf. “ expressions” )

Fortitude, Pb. i  154 f.
Fortune, Ph. i. 53

Garden (philosophy compared to a
Garden (“  philosophers of the G. ”), 

Ph. i. 64
Generality (as technical term of the 

Methodic School), P. i. 240 
Generation ( —“ Becoming," q.v.), 

P. iii. 147 ff. ; Ph. ii. 103f f , 840ft 
Genus (distingd. fr. “ species" or

II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
“ particulars” ), P. ii. 219f f  ; :L. 
i. 223; Ph. ii. 269 f f , 291; (surtma 
genera) I. xxvi; P. L 138; ii. 223 

Globes (revolving g.), P. iii. 72 
God, Gods, I. xviii, xx iv; P. i. 

225; ii. 5 ; (nature and existence 
of G. discussed) P. iii. 2-12,218 ff.; 
Ph. i. l i f t ,  199; ii. 83; E. 70 

Good, (“  the G ."  as ethical “  end ” ) 
I. xviii, xxi f f ,  xxvi f . ; P. iii. 
169ft. 188 ft,2 3 iff, 274ft ; L. i. 
235; E. 8 ft , 20 ff.

Good Man ( —“ Sage" o f Stoics), 
L. i. 410, 418 f .;  E. 22 ff. 

Greatness o f Soul, Ph. i. 161 
Grief (as affecting impressions), P. 

i. I l l

Happiness, P. iii. 173 f f ; Ph. L 47, 
152 ; E. 110 ft , 140

Harmony, I. x iii; L. i. 95 f f . ; Ph. 
ii. 288

Health, E. 40 ff., 63 f f . ; (asaffecting 
impressions) P. i. 100 ff.

Hearing, (causes of h-)P. iii. 51; L. 
i. 855

Heaven, L. i. 147 f . ; Ph. ii. 30 ft
Heracleitean philosophy, (con

trasted with Scepticism), P. i. 
210 ft

Heterogeneous (oppd. to “ homo
geneous”  eensibles), L. ii. 208If., 
229 ft

Holiness, Holy (oppd. to “ unholy ” 
in ritual), P. iii. 220 f f . ; Ph. i. 124

Homicides, P. iii- 212
Homoeomeries (of Anaxagoras), P. 1. 

147; iii. 32 f . ; Ph. t  6, 868; ii. 
252, 254

Homogeneous (oppd. to  “ hetero- 
nsiblesX

229 ff.
geneous”  sensibles), L . ii. 208 ff.,

Hoop (motion at), Ph. L 228 
Horse, (intelligence o f  the h.) L. ii.

271; (generic h.) L. ii. 841 
Hour (as divisible timeX Ph. ii. 242 
Humours, (bodily h .)P . i. 80,102 f., 

128, 206
Hunger (as affecting Impressions), 

P. i. 109
Hunters (critics cpd. to h.), Ph. i. 3 
Hypothesis, (as used in a “  Trope ’’) 

P. i. 168, 178 f., 186,(</. “  assump
tion ”)
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Ideas (PlatonicX L xviii; P. i. 222; 
L. i. 119; Ph. i. 864; ii. 258, 293 
f f  ; E. 28 f.

Idiosyncrasies, P. i. 79
Images (Democr-X I. xii, xxiii; L. i.

209; ii. 63ff , 350; Ph. i. 19, 42f. 
Imperative (mood), P. i. 204; L. ii. 71 
Implication (of elliptical phrases), 

P. i. 188, 195; i i  112, 163; L. i. 
233, 239 f f . ; ii. 233, 236, 479 

Impression (of sense,—“ presenta
tion,’’ Stoic), I. xxv, xxxiii, xxxvi; 
L. i. 228 ft , 372 ft ; ii. 400 ff. 

Impulse ( —“ inclination,”  oppd. to 
“ repulsion”), P. iii. 273f.

Incest, P. iii. 205, 246; E. 191 
Inclination, P. iii. 177; E. 59 ft , 

210 ft
Inconsistency (logical, oppd. to 

“ coherence”), P. ii. 146, 152f . ;  
L. ii. 429 ff., 435 ff  

Incorporeals (oppd. to “ body," 
q.v.), Ph. i. 363

Increase (oppd. to “ decrease” as 
form o f “  change ”X P. iii. 82 ft 

Indefinite Dyad, P. iii. 154 
Indentation (of sense), P. iii. 51 
Indetermination (Sceptic, defln. of), 

P. i. 198
Indication, (as term o f Methodic 

School) P. i. 240; (of Epicurus) 
L. i. 267; ii. 100 ff.

Indifferent (ethical term o f Stoics), 
I. xxvii; P. iii. 177f., 191 ft , 278; 
E. 3, 21 f f ,  59 ff.

Individual (qualities), L. ii. 41 if. 
Indivisible (bodies, places, times), 

Ph. ii. 581,115 f f ,  120 ft , 142 ft , 
193 ff.

Induction (logical), L x v ; P. ii. 
194, 204

Inference ( —“ conclusion” o f an

S ent), P. ii. 1721,175 
Infinity, L. i. 69 ff. 

Infinitive (mood), P. i. 204 
Instantaneous ( — “ all at once,* 

motion), P. iii. 76, 78 ff  
Instruction (oppd. to “ apprehen

sion” ), P. ii. 206, 208 f f . ; hi. 253 
Instrument (of j  udging), P. ii. 48 f f ; 

L. i. 85 ff., 843 ff.
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II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Intellect, P. iL 82 f . ; (as criterion) 

P. ii. 5 7 ft ; L. i. 303ff., 348ff.; 
ii. 137 f . ; Ph. ii. 62 ff. 

Intelligence, L. i. 323 ff. 
I n t e l l i g ib l e  ( = “ non-sensible,” 

pores, bodies), P. ii. 9 8 ; L. iL 
306; Ph. ii. 252 ff.

Interval (of space), P. iiL 124 f f . ; 
Ph. ii. 27

Irreversibility (of “ impressions," 
Academic), P. i. 227 f f .; L. i. 166 
ff., 176 ff., 436

“ Is ” (two senses of “ is ” and 
“ are"), E. 18ff.

Jaundice (as affecting sight), P. L 
44,101

Judgement (logical), P. ii. 104,108 f., 
233; L. iL 12, 269 ff.

Jugglers, P. L 46 
Justice, Ph. i. 126 ff.
Juxtaposition (oppd. to “ mix

ture"), P. iiL 68, 62
Knowledge, I. xii, xvi ff., xxv, 

xxxiiiff.; ( - “ truth,” Stoic) L.
i. 89,161 ff.

Language, Ph. ii. 249 (c/. “  speech ”) 
Law, I. xxiv, xxvii; (defined) P. L 

146; (variety of laws and customs) 
P. ill. 198 ff.

Layman (oppd. to “ expert”), E.
235 f.

Learning^impossible), P. iii. 269 f f .;

Letters (of alphabet), Ph. ii. 71 
Life ( —ordinary converse), P. ii. 

229 ; L. i. 106
Light (oppd. to "heavy"), Ph. ii. 

9, 16
Limits (geometrical), I. x iii; P. iii. 

40 f f . ; Ph. i. 149, 864, 414 ff., 431 
ff.; ii. 27 ff., 100 f.

Line (geometr.), I. xiii; P. iii. 39 
ft ; L. i. 99 f f . ; Ph. L 282, 876 ff .;
ii. 260, 278 ff.

Location (as affecting “ impres
sions”), P. i. 119; (L of “ Regent 
Part") P. i. 128

Logic, I. xvi, xixf., xxiii, xxv, 
xxxiv; L. 1.1 ff. (cf. “ dialectic") 

Logical physicians, L. iL 166, 827 
Love (as “ cause”), Ph. i. 7 f t ; ft 

817; (defln. o f  1.) L. i. 289
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Madness (as affecting impressions), 
P. i. 101; L. i. 245, 247 ff. ; ii. 67 

Magnitudes (geometr.), P. ii. 218 
Man, (defln. of) P. ii. 22ff .: L. i. 

27, 35 f„  50, 288 ; (generioM.) L. i. 
222, 246, 269; ii. 87, 285 ff., 888 f f .; 
(M. as “ criterion") L. ii. 261, 
263f f . ; Ph. i. 8 9 ft ; ii. 288ft, 
338; E. 8 ft

Material principles (or causes), P.
iii. 1 ,3 0 ft ; L. i. 105; Ph. i. 4ft 

Matter, Ph. ii. 2 4 ft ; (“ indeter- 
minate Μ. ” ) P. i. 81; Ph. i. 11; 
ii. 812

Measure: “ Man the Measure" 
(Protagoras), I. x iv ; P. L 216 f t ; 
Ph. ii. 194 ff.

Medicine, E. 186, 204, 255; (Schools 
o f Μ.) P. L 236 ft

Memory, I. x x v ; L. L 846 f f . ; ii.
274, 308

Method (system of medicine), P. i. 
237; E. 233; (m, of teaching) 
P. iii. 265 ff.

Methodic (school o f medicine), P. i. 
288 ff.

Mind, L. i. 222 f., 810 f f . ; Ph. i. 
6, 23; (location of M.) L. i. 813<<£ 
“  Regent Part ”)

Minima (“  elements ” o f Diodorus), 
P. i. 147; iii. 82; Ph. i. 864 

Mirrors (images in), P. i. 48 
Mixture (discussion of), P. ill. 66-62 
Mode ( —“ Trope” o f Scepticism), 

P. i. 35; the Ten Modes, I. 
xxxvii, P. i. 86-163; the Five 
Modes, I. x l ; P. L 164-177, 1861 ; 
the Two Modes, I. x li; P. i. 178 f . ; 
the Eight (Aetiological) Modes, 
I. xxxviii; P. i. 180-185· ( -  
“ scheme” o f a syllogism) L. ii. 
440 ft ; Four Modes (of proof, 
Stoic), Ph. i. 60

Moderate Affection ( —“ metrio- 
pathy”), P. L 25, 80; IiL 285; 
E. 155 ft

Molecule, L. ii. 220 ;Fh. i. 863 ;iL 818 
Monad ( - “ One"), P. iiL 158ft; 

L. i. 100
Mood ( —“ scheme”  o f a syllogism), 

L. ii. 227
Motion, (6 kinds o f m.) I. xxxviii; 

P. i. 107; iii. 63-114; Ph. L 227 ff .; 
iL 87 ff.

II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Moving Cause, Ph. i. 115 ff. (cf.

“  efficient cause ")
Multi-mixture (of “  homoeomeries, ” 

Anaxagoras), Ph. i. 6 
Multiplication, Ph. iL 217 
Music, E. 186 
Musician, P. i. 64
Names (significance of), P. ii. 214 
Nature, I. xxvi; P. i. 98; Ph. i. 

I l l  f., 119 f., 197, 224f f .; E. 68ft, 
156, 241 ff. ; (N. oppd. to “ learn
ing”) P. iii. 250 f. ; (N. oppd. to 
“ convention") L xv, xviii; P. 
iii. 267

Necessity, Ph. L l l l f . ; E. 142 ff.,
156 ft

Negative (propositions), L. ii. 89 ff. 
(cf. “ privative")

Non ■ assertion ( — “  aphasia " of 
Sceptics), P. i. 192 

Non-demonstrable ( — “ axiomatic “ 
arguments), P. ii. 157 f f . ; L. ii. 
216, 228 ff.

Non-evident, (kinds of n. objects) 
L. ii. 145 ft , 316 ff .; P. iii. 153 

“ N otm ore” (Sceptic formula), P. 
i. 187 f f . ; E. 147

Notion, I. xxvi; L .i i .821 f., 837ft 
(c/. "concept,” “ conception”) 

Number. (Pythagorean theory of 
N.) I. xiii; P. iii. 161-167; L. L 
98-109; Ph. i. 864; ii. 248 ff. 

Numerables, P. iii. 154,166 ff .; Ph. 
iL 286 ff.

One (Pythagorean), Ph. ii. 260 ft , 
270, 274ff. (cf. “ monad”)

One (and Many), L. 1. 69 ff. 
One-premiss (argument), P. ii. 167; 

L. ii. 443
Opining, Opinion, I. xiv, xviu, 

xxxiiT; L. 1. 49 f., 110ft, 141 f., 
147 ft , 151 ff., 209 ft , 225 ft 

Opposition ( —“ conflict’ ' of argu
ments), P. L 202 ft ; (as term of 
Stoic logic) L. ft 88 ff.

Organic Structure (φύσι«)ι Ph. 1. 
s i f t .  119 n.

Pain, Ph.L  164 f.
Palm, Palm’s-breadth, Ph. i. 800, 

820f., 840; 11.177,194 
Parents (duty to), E. 192 ff., 200 f. 

(cf. “ fathers")

Part(s) (oppd. to “ whole"), P. ii. 
213, 215 ft ; iii. 45 ff., 88 ft, 98ft, 
170; L. i. 276 f . ; Ph. L 259 ft, 
308 ft, 830 f f . ; ii. 13 

Participation (logical), P. ii. 220 ff.; 
iii. 153,158 ff.; Ph. ii. 258, 285 ft , 
291 ff.

Particle (distingd. ft. “ part,” ),
Ph. i. 337

Particulars (oppd. to “ genus" or 
“ universal"), P. ii. 195ft , 204; 
(p. proof) L. ii. 841 ft , 881 ft 

Passive (matter), Ph. i. 194 ff., 
237 ft ; ii. 17 

Perception, P. i. 44 
“  Perhaps,”  “  Perhaps Not ”

(Sceptic formulae), P. L 194 
Perishing (oppd. to “ becoming"), 

P. iii. 109, 118 ft , 147 f . ; Ph. ii. 
810 ft, 344 ft

Perturbation (oppd. to “ quiet
ude” ), I. xxiii; P. iii. 276ft; 
E. 112 ft , 131 ff.

Pervade (techn. term of Methodic 
School), P. i. 236 ft 

Philosophy, (divisions of) P. ii.
12 f . : L. 1.2 ft ; Ph. i. 13; E. 169 

Physician, P. iii. 280; E. 136 
(cf. “ doctor” )

Physics, Physicist, I. xx, xxii, 
xx iv; P. i. 18; L . L l f t ;  Ph. L 
l f f . ; i i .  Iff.

Physiognomy (science of), P- i- 85 
Piety, Ph. i. 123 ; E. 189, 192 ff. 
Piracy, P. iii. 214
Place, P. iiL 71 ff., 75, 119, 131; 

Ph.il. Iff.
Plane, Ph. ii. 279ff. (cf. “ surface ”) 
Pleasure, I. xvii, xxiii; P. i. 215; 

ii. 5 ; iii. 187, 194ff .; L. i. 203; 
E. 54, 73 ff.

Plenum (oppd. to “ void"), P. iii. 
129

Point (geometr.), I. xiii; P. iii. 89; 
L. L 9 9 ft ; Ph. i. 283 ft , 876 ft ; 
ii. 278

Polygamy, P. iii. 218 
Porch ( — “  Stoics ” or “  Stoicism "), 

I. xxiii; P. ii. 5
Pores (“ intelligible p."), P. ii. 98, 

140 ; L. ii. 146,806, 809 ; Ph. i. 256 
Position (in space as affecting im 

pressions), P. i. 118,120 
Potency, Potential (oppd. to
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II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
“ actual”X I. χχ ; P. ii. 225f . ;  
L. i. 222 f . ; Ph. ii. S40ff. 

Preconception ( “ common p.’’), I. 
xxvi; L. ii. 157, 321, 337 f t ; Ph.
i. 33, 61; E. 103 f., 128 

Predication (logical), L. ii. 100 ff. 
Predispositions (as affecting im

pressions), P. i. 110
Pre-evident (oppd. to “ non-evi· 

dent” ), P. t  138; ii. 97ff., 169f.; 
iii. 6 f f . ; L. il. 145 ff., 266 f., 305. 
391 ff.

Preferred (class of “ indifferents,” 
Stoic), I. xxvii; P. iii. 191 f f . ; 
E. 48 ff., 62 ff.

Premiss (logical), p. ii. i8 6 ,149 f f . ; 
L. ii. 217 ff., 802 ff., 857, 375 ff., 
383 ff.

Present (time), L. i i  254 f f . ; Ph. ii. 
91 f., 97 ff

Presentation (Stoic), I. x x v ; P. ii. 
70 f f ;  L. L 161 f f ,  203 ff , 228 ff, 
370f f  ( c f  “ impression ”) 

Preterite (opixi. to “  present ”), Ph.

Principles, I. xx ; P. iii. I f f . ; Ph.
ii. 252ff. (ef .  “ cause"); (p. of 
“ art” ) P. iii. 261 f f ;  L. L 115

Privation (logical), P. iii. 49 f . ; Ph. 
i  407

Probability, Probable (the Aca
demic “  criterion ”), I. xxxv i: P 
i. 226ff, 231 ; L. I. 166f f ,  173ff, 
(Stoic) 242 f f ,  485 f f ;  ii. 51 ff, 
473 ff.

Probative (arguments), P. ii. 140, 
185 f f ;  L. ii. 278, 818, 411 if., 
422 ff.

Progression (oppd. to “ discovery’'). 
L. ii. 807 ff.; ( —gradual motion) 
P. iii. 76 f.

Proof (logical), I. χχ ; P. i. 114 ff, 
122 f . ; ii. 113 f f ,  122, 184-192;
iii. 34ff.; L. i. 24; ii. 300f f ;  
( “ generic”  oppd. to “ particu
lar” p.) L. ii. 340 ff., 381 ff

Property (logical): “ common p ” , 
P. ii. 228; iii. 4,173; “ separable 
p.,”  L. i. 169 ff., 293 ff.; L. ii. 41 ff.; 
Ph. ii. 220 ff .; E. 35 ff.

Prophecy, Pit. i. 20 f., 132 
Proportion. L. i. 106 
Proposition (logical), L. it  78 ff., 

79 f f ,  93 ff.
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Prostitution, P. iii. 201 
Protagoreanism, I. x iv ; (con

trasted with Scepticism) P. i. 
216 ff.

Providence, I. xxxv ; P. i. 32, 151, 
222; Ph. i. 106(c/. “ forethought”) 

Prudence, P. iii. 240, 243 f., 250, 
270 ff., 276f.

Purpose, P. iii. 70 
Pygmy, L. ii. 60; E. 251 
Pyramid (geometr.), Ph. ii. 280 
Pyrrhonean .(—Sceptic), I. xx ix ;

Qualities (sensible), I. xxvi; P. i. 
94 f f . ; iii. 67 ff.

Quietude ( —“ ataraxy,” Sceptic). 
I. xxxi; P. i. 10,12, 25 ff , 29f.,205

Rashness (of Dogmatists). P. i. 20, 
177; ii. 256, 258; iii. 280; L. i. 1 

Ratios ( “ harmonic r.” ), P. iii. 155;
L. i. 96 ff ; Ph. ii. 283 

Real (object), L. i. 426 ff.
Reason (“ internal "and “ uttered"), 

P. i. 65; L. ii. 275, 287 f ;  (in
herent r.) P. i. 218 f . ; (oppd. to 
“ sense”) L. i. 89ff.

Recollection (“ concurrent r."), 
P. iii. 108; L. i. 279; Ph. i. 853 

Redundancy (logical), P. iii. 146 f., 
156. 159ff, 163f f ;  L. ii. 292ff, 
431, 438 ff.

“ Regent Part" (Stoic), I. xxv; 
P. ii. 70, 219; L i 39. 233 ff., 
380ff .; ii. 400f f ; Ph i. 102; E. 
23(c / “ Ruling Principle”) 

Regress ad infin.. I. x l ; P. L 164,
166. 171 f., 176, 179, 186; ii. 128, 
207; iii 36,53,67; L. i. 141; ii. 
78, 347

‘ ‘ Rejected ” (oppd to “  preferred ” 
class o f  “ indifferents,”  Stoic), 
1. xxvii; P. iii. 191 ff.

Relative (oppd. to “ absolute”), 
L. ii. 37ff, 161 f f ,  453ff; Ph i. 
207 ff , 234,353; ii. 264 f f , 340,353 

Relativity (as ground for “  suspen
sion -). I. xxxvii, x l , P. i. 135 ft.
167, 186; ii. 118 ff , 125, 175, 179: 
L. i. 64; ii 206, 835, 387 f., 394

Religion, P. iii. 218 ff 
Resemblance. E. 250 
R esistance^1 'solid ity" o f “ body”) 

P. iii. 39; Ph. ii. 221 ff ; 239 ff.

II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Rest (physical, oppd. to “  motion ”), 

P. iii. 115 f f ;  Ph. ii. 81 
Rhetoric, L. i. 6 
Ritual (diversity of), P. iii. 220 
Room (distingd. ft. “ place,"Stoic), 

P. iii. 124, 130
Rule, (carpenter’s r.) P. ii. 15; (“  R.

of conduct") P. i. 145 
“ Ruling Principle” (location of), 

I. x x v ; P. i. 128; iii. 169, 188; 
L .i.202 ; Ph. i. 115,119 (cf. “ Re
gent Part")

Sacrifice (diversity of customs as to 
S.), P. iii. 220 ff

Sage (Stoic), I. xxvii f f , xxxiii; P. 
i. 91; ii. 88ff.; iii. 240; L. i. 42, 
44, 416, 419, 423, 432 f f . ; Ph. i. 
138; E. 181

Scepticism, I. xxix f f . ; (defined) 
P. i. 8 f f , 208ff.

Scheme ( — “  mood ’’ o f a syllogism), 
L. ii. 227, 235, 237 

Science (and Art), L. i. 223 f f . ; E. 
110 f f ,  180, 184 ff.

Scrutinized ( —“ tested” impres
sions, Academic), I. xxxv ; L. i. 
436f f  (cf. “ tested”)

Seed, Ph. i. 101 f f  
Self-control, E. 210 ff.
Self-evident, L. i. 364 f f ,  403, 408 
Self-existente, Ph. ii. 220ff., 269ff. 
Self-motion, P. iii. 68 f .; Ph. ii. 77 f f  
Seminal reason, Ph. i. 103 
Sensation, Sense, Sense-Organs, 

I. viii, xviii, xx, xxiii, xxv, 
xxxiv; P. I. 87, 91, 94 f f ;  ii. 
48ff., 74; L. i. 89ff, 122ff, 
293ff., 343if.; Ph. i. 189 f f ;  ii. 
62ff., 259ff.; ( “ cognitive sense,” 
Speusippus) L. i. 145 f. 

Sense-object, Sensible, P. i. 170 ff., 
175; L. L 141 f f . ; it  183ff., 212 f f ,  
354 ff.

Shameful (acts, exx. oft, P. iii. 198 ff. 
Sight, (variations of) P. i. 441 ; IL 

55; (causes of) P. fit 61; L. L 
119,162 f., 207 f f ,  294 if., 411 ff. 

Sign, L xxxviii; P. ii. 96 f f .; L. ii. 
140ft , 149f f . ; ( “ indicative s.”) 
P. iL 99ft, 116ft, 121ft, 183f . ; 
( “ suggestive”  or “ commemora
tive s ? )  P. f t  100, 102; L. ii. 193

Signified Thing, L. ii. l i f t ,  264,
272 ff

Simply-passive (senses), P. iii. 47 
(cf. “ specialized”)

Sisters (marriage with, in Egypt), 
P. i. 152 ; iii. 284

“  Skindapsos" (ex. of nonsense- 
word), L. ii. 183

Sleep, (“ impressions" in S.) P. L 
104 ; Ph. i. 20, 25, 48 ff.

Smell, P. i. 51, 64, 92, 96; 11. 52, 66 
Solecism, Solecistic (argument), 

P. Ii. 231, 235; L. 1. 44 
Solidity (of “ body"), P. iii. 39, 46, 

128(cf. “ resistance")
“  Something ’’ (Stoic m vrnw n  

genus), 1. xxvi; P. ii. 86, 223ff .; 
Ph. ii. 218, 234 f f . ; E. 224 

Sophisms, P. ii. 229-255 
Sophistry, P. ii. 9,112 ff.
“ Sorites” ( - “ Heap” fallacy), I. 

xxxiv; P. ii. 268; iii. 80; L. i. 
416; Ph. i. 182, 190 

Soul, I. xviii, xx, xxii, xxv, xxxix; 
P. ii. 81: iii. 185 f f ,  189; L. i. 10, 
119,234f f ,  859 f f . ; L. ii. 155, 306; 
Ph. 1. 20 ff., 71ft, 81 ff., 198; E. 
45 f f

Sound-deliberation, Ph. i. 167 f. 
Space, P. iii. 119-135 ( c f  “ place") 
Specialized Senses, P. iii. 108 (<f.

“ simply-passive”)
Species (oppd. to “ genus”), P. It 

219 ff.
Speech, P. iii. 266 ft , 280; L. i. 

83 f f . ; ii. 180 ft  ; Ph. i. 178 ft ; Ii. 
350; E. 241 ft 

Spirit, Ph. L 127, 130f. 
Stone-cutter ( —Socrates, so called 

bv Timon), L. t  8 
Strife (oppd. to  “ Love,”  Em

pedocles), Ph. i. 10 ( c f  I. x) 
Subject (taught), E. 218 ff. ( c f  P. fit 

252 ft )
Substance (oppd. to “ qualities”), 

P. iii. 2, 67 f t ;  L. i t  258; (phy- 
sicai s.) P. fit 82; L. i. 103, 287 f t ; 
P h .it  215 ff.

Subtraction, P. i t  216; iiL 85-98; 
Ph. i. 2 80 ft ; U. 74ft, 808L, 
823 ft

Suffering, Ph. 1163 ft 
“  Sun-born Damsels ’’ ( —thesenses, 

Parmenides), L. 1 .111ft
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II. INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Surface (geometr.), I. x iii; P. iii. 

39 f f . ; L. i. 99 f . ; Ph. 1. 414 ff., 430 
ff. (cf. “ plane” )

Suspension (of judgement, Sceptic), 
I. xxix, xxxii; P. i. 8, 10, 31,196; 
iii. 49; L. ii. 258, 298, 363, 380; 
Ph. i. 192, 194 

Syllable, Pli. i. 244 ; ii. 249 
Syllogism (hypothetical s.), P. ii.

104ff., 110ff. (cf. “ argument”) 
Syllogistic ( —“ conclusive” argu

ment, Stoic), P. ii. 149, 193-203 ; 
L. ii. 223

Sympathy (mutual e. of parts), Ph. 
i. 79 f.

Symphonies, L. i. 95 ff.
Symptom (“ s. of symptoms,”  def. 

of “ time,” Epicurus), Ph. ii. 
219 ff., 238 ff. ( c f  P. iii. 137)

Taste, P. i. 52; ii. 61, 55 
Tattooing, P. iii. 202 
Teaching (and Learning, oppd. to 

“ nature”), P. iii. 250, 252 ff.; 
L. ii. 203; E. 218 ff.

Temperance, P. iii. 272 ff.; Ph. i. 
174 f . ;  E. 82 f. ( c f  “ self-con
trol ”)

Term ( = “  common noun,” Stoic), 
P. ii. 227

“  Tested ” (impressions, Academic), 
I. xxxvi; P. i. 227 f f . ; L. i. 166 
ff., 181 ff. (cf. “ scrutinized,”) 

“ Tetraktys” (=no. Ten, Pyth
agorean), I. x iii; L. i. 94 f., 98, 
100

Thieving, P. iii. 216 
Thought (objects of t. oppd. to 

“  existents ”), L. i. 77 ff., 221 ff. 
Time (past, present, future), P. iii. 

106 f., 136-150; L. i. 104; Ph. ii. 
169 ff., 346 ff.

Touch, P. i. 60, 96; iii. 42 ff., 56; 
L. ii. 409; Ph. i. 258 ff. ( c f  
“ contact”)

Transient Motion, Transition, P. iii.
64-81; Ph. ii. 41 f f ,  56 ff. 

Transposition, P. iii. 97; Ph. i. 828 
Trope ( —“ Mode,” Sceptic), I. 

xxxvii f f .; P. i. 5 ; iii. 50 ( c f  
“  mode”)

Truth (distingd. fr. “ the True,” 
Stoic), P. ii. 80f f , 138 f f ,  163 f., 
187 f. ; L. i. 24 f f ,  88f f ,  243 ff.,

392 f f ;  ii. 2-40, 245 ff , 823 ff , 
375 ff., 413 ff. ; E. 220 ff.

Tyrants ("  the Thirty ”), Ph. i. 54
Universal (oppd. to “ particular,’ 

logical), P. ii. 195ff.; L. i. 224; 
E. 8 ff.

Universe, P. iii. 136; L. i. 52; Ph.
i. 4, 23, 44 f., 75 f., 95 f f ;  ii. 
11, 169f f , 255 ( c f  “ cosmos”)

Utility ( —“ good,” Stoic), P. iii. 
169 f f ;  E. 22 ff.

Vacuous Attraction ( —subjective 
impression, Stoic), L. i. 241, 245;
ii. 67

Validity (logical), P. i. 34f.; ii. 138 
f f ,  189 f f ;  L. Ii. 118f f ,  245ff, 
265, 413 f f ,  432

Valour (of the Dog), P. i. 68; E.
103ff. (cf. “  courage")

Vanity ( —empty surmise), L. ii. 6 
Variety (in origin and structure of 

animals, theme of Trope I.), P. i. 40 
“  Veiled ” (Argument), L. i. 410 
Vice, Ph. i. 156
Virtue, 1. xiv, xvi, xviitf., xxi, 

xxiii, xxvli; P. iii. 169 ff , 188; 
L. i. 12; Ph. i. 152 f f ,  172; E. 
22 ff. ; (generic v.) E. 31 ff.

Void (of Democritus), I. x ii ; P. i.
214 ; H. 181; Ph. i. 832 f f . ; ii. 2 ff, 
20ff.; (of Stoics) P. iii. 124ff , 
128ff.; L. i. 213; ii. 146, 277, 814, 
320 ff.

Vortex (of Democritus), Ph. i. I l l  f.
Water (as “ principle” or “ ele

ment”), P. iii. 80 f . ; Ph. L 32, 
360 f.

Wax, Ph. i. 251 
Wealth, E. 50 f f ,  122 ff.
Whole (oppd. to “  parts "), P. ii. 213,

215 ff. ; iii. 45 f f ,  88 f f , 98 f f ,  120, 
122, 170; L i .  276 f . ; Ph. L 259 ff, 
308f f , 830ff .; ii. 18, 256; ( -  
“  Universe ”) P. iii. 186; L. i. 20

Wisdom, I. xviii, xxvii; Ph. L 125, 
162; E. 32 f., 110 f f ,  170, 181 ff. 
246 ff.

Wise Man (ideal, of Cyrenaics), I. 
xv ii; (of Stoics) Ph. i. 133; E. 
170, 209f f , 244ff  (cf. “ sage”)

Zetetic ( — Sceptic), P. i. 7
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ΠΡ02 ΜΑΘΗΜΑΤΙΚΟΊ^
A

Π ΡΟ Σ Μ ΑΘ Η Μ ΑΤΙΚ Ο ΥΣ—Π ΡΟ Σ 
ΓΡΑΜ Μ ΑΤΙΚ Ο ΥΣ

1 Την προς τούς από των μαθημάτων άντίρρησιν 
κοινότερον μεν διατεθεΐσθαι δοκοϋσιν οι τ€ περί 
τον ’Επίκουρον και οι από τού ΪΙνρρωνος, ούκ 
από της αν της δε διαθεσεως, άλλ’ οι μεν περί τον 
Επίκουρον ως των μαθημάτων μηδέν συνεργουν- 
των προς σοφίας τελείωσιν, η ως τινες είκάζουσι, 
τούτο προκάλυμμα της εαυτών άπαιδευσίας είναι 
νομίζοντες (εν πολλοις yap αμαθής Επικονρος 
ελεγχεται, ουδέ εν ταϊς κοιναΐς όμιλίαις καθαρενων),

2 τάχα δε και διό. την προς τούς περί Πλάτωνα καί 
’Αριστοτέλη και τούς όμοιους δυσμένειαν πολυ
μαθείς γεγονότας. ούκ απεοικε δε και δια την 
προς Ναυσιφάνην τον ΪΙνρρωνος ακουστήν εχθραν 
πολλούς yap των νέων συνείχε και των μαθημάτων 
σπουδαίως επεμελεΐτο, μάλιστα ̂  δε ρητορικής.

3 γενόμενος οδν τούτου μαθητης ο Επίκουρος υπέρ 
τού δοκεΐν αντοδίδακτος είναι και αυτοφυής  ̂
φιλόσοφος ηρνεΐτο εκ παντός τρόπου, την τε περί

α §§ 1-8 are Introductory.
2
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BOOK I

§§ 1-40—AGAINST THE PROFESSORS ; §§ 41- 
END—AGAINST THE GRAMMARIANS

“ The case against the Mathematici (or Professors o f 1 
Arts and Sciences) has been set forth in a general way, 
it would seem, both by Epicurus and by the School 
of Pyrrho, although the standpoints they adopt are 
different. Epicurus took the ground that the sub
jects taught are of no help in perfecting wisdom ; and 
he did this, as some conjecture, because he saw in it 
a way of covering up his own lack o f culture (for in 
many matters Epicurus stands convicted of ignorance, 
and even in ordinary converse his speech was not 
correct). Another reason may have been his hostility 2 
towards Plato and Aristotle and their like who were 
men of wide learning. It is not unlikely, too, that he 
was moved by his enmity against Nausiphanes, the 
disciple of Pyrrho, who kept his hold on many of the 
young men and devoted himself earnestly to the Arts 
and Sciences, especially Rhetoric. Epicurus, then, 3 
though he had been one of this man’s disciples, did 
his best to deny the fact in order that he might, be 
thought to be a self-taught and original philosopher, 
and tried hard to blot out the reputation of Nausi-

8
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αυτού φήμην εξαλείφειν εσπευδε, πολύς τε εγίνετο 
των μαθημάτων κατήγορος, iv οΐς εκείνος εσεμνυ- 

4 νέτο, φησι γοΰν εν τη προς τούς εν Μυτιλήνη 
φιλοσόφους επιστολή “  οΐμαι δε εγωγε τούς βαρυ- 
στόνους και μαθητήν με δόξειν τοΰ πλεύμονος 
εΐναι, μετά μειράκιων τινών κραιπαλώντων άκου- 
σαντα,”  νΰν πλεύμονα καλών τον Ναυσιφάνην ώς 
άναίσθητον. και πάλιν πρόβας πολλά τε κατειπών 
τάνδρός ύπεμφαίνει την εν τοΐς μαθήμασιν αυτού 
προκοπήν λόγων “  και γάρ πονηρός άνθρωπος ήν 
και επιτετηδευκώς τοιαϋτα εξ ών ου δυνατόν εις 

δ σοφίαν ελθεΐν," αίνισσόμενος τα μαθήματα, πλήν 
6 μεν *Επίκουρος, ώς αν τις είκοβολών εΐποι, από 
τοιούτων τινών άφ>ορμών πολεμεΐν τοΐς μαθήμασιν 
ήξίου, οι δε από ΪΙύρρωνος ούτε διά τό μηδέν 
συνεργεΐν αυτά προς σοφίαν, δογματικός γάρ 6 
λόγος, ούτε διά την προσοΰσαν αύτοΐς άπαιδευσίαν- 
σύν γάρ τώ  πεπαιδεϋσθαι και πολυπειρότεροί1 
παρά τούς άλλους ύπάρχειν φιλοσόφους ετι καί 
άδιαφόρως εχουσι προς την παρά τοΐς πολλοΐς 

6 δόξαν, και μην ουδέ δυσμενείας χάριν της πρός 
τινας {μακράν γάρ αύτών της πραότητός εστιν η 
τοιαύτη κακία), αλλά τοιοΰτόν τι επί τών μαθη
μάτων παθόντες όποιον εφ* όλης επαθον της φιλο
σοφίας. καθά γάρ επί ταύτην ήλθον πόθω τοΰ 
τυχεΐν τής άΧηθείας, Ισοσθενεΐ δε μάχης* ανωμαλία 
τών πραγμάτων ύπαντήσαντες επεσχον, ουτω και 
επί τών μαθημάτων όρμήσαντες επί την αναληφιν 
αύτών, ζητοϋντες καί τό ενταύθα μαθεΐν αληθές,

* ηολνπ(ΐρότ€ροί cj. Bekk.: ιτολνπαιροτέρονς MSS.* Bddc<
* μάχης: fortasse μάχβ καί.

4
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phanes, and became a violent opponent of the Arts 
and Sciences wherein Nausiphanes prided himself. 
Thus, in his Letter to the Philosophersa in MytilenS, 4 
Epicurus says, “  I quite suppose that ‘ the bellowers ’ 
will fancy that I am even a disciple of ‘ the Stockfish,’ 
having sat under him in the company of some crapu
lous striplings ” ; where he calls Nausiphanes a 
“ Stockfish,” as being without sense. And again, after 
proceeding further and abusing the man at length, 
he hints at his proficiency in Arts and Sciences when 
he says—“ In fact he was a sorry fellow and exercised 
himself on matters which cannot possibly lead to wis
dom,” alluding thereby to Arts and Sciences. Such, 5 
in fact,—as we may conjecture—were the sort of 
motives which decided Epicurus to make war on the 
Arts and Sciences. The School of Pyrrho, on the 
other hand, were not moved either by the view that 
these subjects are of no help to gaining wisdom (for 
that is a “ dogmatic ”  assertion) or by any lack of cul
ture attaching to themselves; for in addition to their 
culture and their superiority to all other philosophers 
in breadth of experience they are also indifferent to 
the opinion of the multitude. Nor is the reason to be β 
found in ill-will towards any (for that sort of vice is 
wholly alien to their gentle character), but in the fact 
that in respect of the Arts and Sciences they have 
met with the same experience as they did in respect 
of philosophy as a whole. For just as they approached 
philosophy with the desire of attaining truth,6 but, 
when faced by the equipollent conflict and discord of 
things, suspended judgement,—so also in the case of 
the Arts and Sciences, when they had set about 
mastering them with a view to learning here also the

• Cf. Diog. Laert. x. 8. * Of. P.H. i. 12.
5
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τας δέ ΐσας εύρόντες απορίας, ούκ άπεκρυφαντο.
7 Siόπερ καί ημείς την αυτήν τουτοις αγωγήν μετα- 

διώκοντες πειρασόμεθα χωρίς φιλονεικίας τά 
πραγματικώς λεγάμενα προς αυτούς επιλεγόμενοι 
θείναι.

Το μεν οΰν διδάσκειν από τίνος εγκύκλια προσ- 
ηγόρευται μαθήματα και πόσα τον αριθμόν εστι, 
περιττόν ηγούμαι, προς ικανήν ήδη την περί 
τούτων έχοντας κατήχησιν γινόμενης ήμΐν τής

8 διδασκαλία?, ο δβ εστιν άναγκαΐον επί του παρ
όντος, ύποδεικτέον ότι των λεγομένων προς τά 
μαθήματα τά μεν καθολικώς λέγεται προς πάντα 
τά μαθήματα τά  δ ’ ιδίως1 προς εκαστα, και 
καθολικώτερον μεν το περί του μηδέν είναι μάθημα, 
ιδιαίτερον δε προς μεν γραμματικούς, εί τυχοι, 
περί των τής λέξεως στοιχείων, προς δε γεω- 
μέτρας περί του μή δεΐν εξ ύποθέσεως λαμβάνειν 
τάς άρχάς, προς δε μουσικούς περί του μηδέν 
εΐναι φωνήν μηδέ χρόνον, ίδωμεν δε τάξει πρώτον 
την καθολικωτέραν άντίρρησιν.

Α '.— ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΜΑΘΗΜΑ

9 Ύήν μεν οΰν γενομένην παρά τοΐς φιλοσόφοις 
περί μαθήσεως διαφωνίαν πολλήν καί ποικίλην 
οΰσαν ου τοΰ παρόντος εστι καιροΰ επικρίνειν 
άπόχρη δε παραστήσαι ώς είπερ εστι τι μάθημα, 
καί τούτο άνυστόν άνθρώπω, τέσσαρα δεΐ προομο-

1 τά δ’ ιδίως scripsi: τά δε ώς MSS., Bekk.

β i.e. the Subjects of general, pre-professional, education,
6
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truth, they found difficulties no less serious, which 
they did not conceal. Accordingly, we too will 7 
pursue the same method as they and endeavour, 
in no spirit of controversy, to select and set forth 
the substantial arguments against the Professors of 
culture.

Now I deem it superfluous to explain why the 
“ cyclical studies ”  0 are so called, and how many of 
them there are, when our exposition is addressed to 
those who are already sufficiently instructed in these 
matters. But it is necessary for our present purpose 8 
to indicate this point,—that of the arguments brought 
against the Arts and Sciences some are of a general 
character directed against all these subjects, while 
others are of a special character, being against the 
subjects taken separately ; thus, the argument that 
no Art or Science exists is of a more “  general ”  
character, whereas more “  special ” is the argument 
against, say, the Grammarians concerning the ele
ments of speech, and that against the Geometers 
denying the right to assume the principles, and that 
against the Musicians which questions the existence 
of tone and time. First, then, in point of order let us 
consider the more general refutation.

Chapter I.—D oes a Subject of L earning exist ?

It is no part o f our present task to pronounce upon 9 
the long and varied dispute regarding learning which 
has been carried on by the philosophers. It is 
sufficient to lay down that if any subject of learning 
exists, and if it is attainable by man, four things must
including astronomy, geometry, music, grammar, and 
rhetoric.

7
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Χογησασθαι, τδ διδασκόμενον πράγμα, τον διδά
σκοντα, τον μανθάνοντα, τον τρόπον της μαθησεως. 
οΰτ€ δε το διδα σκόμενον εστιν ο ντε δ διδάσκων 
ούτε ο μανθάνων ούτε ο τρόπος της μαθησεως, 
καθάπερ ύποδείξομεν ουκ άρα εστι τι μάθημα.

Β'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ ΔΙΔΑΣΚΟΜΕΝΟΥ

10 Και δή περί τοΰ πρώτου λέγοντας πρώτον φαμεν 
ώς εΐπερ διδάσκεται τι, ήτοι το ον τώ είναι διδά
σκεται η τδ μή δν τω  μη είναι, ούτε δε τδ ον τώ  
είναι διδάσκεται ούτε τδ μη ον τώ μη είναι, καθάπερ 
παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα διδάσκεται τι. και δή 
τδ μεν μή δν τώ  μη είναι ονκ αν διδάσκοιτο* εί 
γάρ διδάσκεται, διδακτόν εστι, διδακτόν δε καθ-

11 εστώς τών δντων γενησεται, καί διά τοΰτο εσται 
μη δν τε και δν. ούχι δε γε δυνατόν εστι τδ αυτό 
και δν [τε] καί μη δν ύπάρχειν ούκ άρα τδ μη δν 
τψ μη είναι διδάσκεται, τώ τε μη δντι ονδεν 
συμβεβηκεν, ω δε μηδέν συμβεβηκεν, ούδε τδ 
διδάσκεσθαι συμβησεται· εν γάρ τι ήν τών συμ- 
βεβηκότων και τδ διδάσκεσθαι. τοίνυν ούδε ταύτη

12 διδακτόν εστι τδ μη δν. και μην τδ διδασκόμενον 
φαντασίαν κινούν εις μάθησιν ημΐν ερχεται, τδ δε 
μη ον αδυνατούν φαντασίαν κινεΐν ούδε διδακτόν 
εστιν. ετι δ’ ουδ’ ώς αληθές τδ μη δν διδακτόν 
εστιν ούτε γάρ τών μη δντων εστι ταληθές, 
ούτε τι αληθές ώς μη δν διδακτόν εστιν. εί δε 
μηδέν αληθές ώς μη δν διδακτόν εστι (τών γάρ 
δντων εστι τ  αληθές), αδίδακτον άρα τδ μη δν.

• Cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 252. » Cf. P.ff. iii. 256 ff.
8
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first be agreed upona—the subject taught, the 
teacher, the learner, the method of learning. But, as 
we shall show, neither does the subject exist nor the 
teacher nor the learner nor the method of learning ; 
therefore no subject of learning exists.

Chapter II.—Concerning the Subject taught

Now in dealing with the first point first we assert 10 
that if anything is taught either the existent qua ex
istent is taught or the non-existent qua non-exist
ent.6 But, as we shall establish, neither is the existent 
qua existent taught nor the non-existent qua non
existent ; therefore nothing is taught. Now the 
non-existent qua non-existent will not be taught; 
for if it is taught it is teachable, and being teachable 
it will become an existent, and because o f this it l i  
will be both non-existent and existent. But it is not 
possible for the same thing to be both existent and 
non-existent; therefore the non-existent qua non
existent is not taught.—Also, the non-existent has no 
property, and what has no property will not have the 
property of being taught; for being taught is one 
of the properties. Hence, on this ground, too, the 
non-existent is not capable of being taught.— More- 12 
over, that which is taught comes to be learnt by us 
through exciting a presentation, but the non-existent 
being unable to excite a presentation is likewise in
capable of being taught.—Further, the non-existent 
cannot be taught as being true ; for neither is the 
true a non-existent, nor is anything true capable of 
being taught as a non-existent. But if nothing true 
can be taught as non-existent (since the true is an 
existent), then the non-existent is incapable of being

9
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13 el δε μηδέν αληθές διδάσκεται, παν το διδασκό
μενοι' ψεύδος εστιν οπερ άλογωτατον υπάρχει, 
ού τοίνυν το μη ον διδάσκεται, ήτοι γάρ το δι
δασκόμενου ψεύδος εστιν η αληθές, άλλα ψεύδος 
μέν άλογωτατον, το δε άληθές ον ύπηρχεν. ούκ

14 άρα το μη δν διδακτόν, καί μην ουδέ τό δν τώ  
είναι διδακτόν εστιν, επειδήπερ των οντων πάσι 
φαινομένων επ* ίσης πάντα εσται άδίδακτα. φ 
άκολουθήσει τό μηδέν είναι διδακτόν· δει γάρ 
ύποκεϊσθαί τι άδίδακτον, ινα εκ τού γινωσκομενου 
γενηται η τούτον μάθησις. τοίνυν ουδέ τό δν τφ  
είναι διδάσκεται.

15 *0 δε δμοιος της άπορίας γενησεται τρόπος καί 
προς τούς ερούντας τό οϋτι η τι διδάσκεσθαι. εΐ 
γάρ τό οϋτι διδάσκοιτο, εσται fj διδάσκεται τι, 
καί διά τούτο (τό )1 αυτό τάναντία οϋτι καί τι 
εσται, δπερ ην των άδυνάτων. τω τε οντινι ούδέν 
συμβεβηκεν, διό ουδέ τό διδάσκεσθαι· καί γάρ

16 τούτο των συμβεβηκότων εστιν. ού τοίνυν τό οϋτι 
διδάσκεται, κατά δε την αυτήν αναλογίαν και τό 
τι των άδιδάκτων γενησεται· ει γάρ διά τούτο 
διδακτόν εσται ότι (τι)* εστιν, ούδέν άδίδακτον

17 εσται, φ έπεται τό μηδέν είναι διδακτόν, καί μην 
εί διδάσκεται τι, ήτοι διά των ούτινών διδαχθη- 
σεται η διά των τινών. άλλα διά μέν των ούτινών 
ούχ οΐόν τε διδαχθηναΐ' ανυπόστατα γάρ εστι τη 
διανοία ταΰτα κατά τούς άπό τής στοάς, λείπεται

1 <τό> add. cj. Bekk. * <rl) add. Heintz.
10
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taught. And if nothing true is taught, everything 13 
that is taught is false, which is most irrational. The 
non-existent, therefore, is not taught. For what is 
taught is either false or true. But to say it is false is 
most irrational, and what is true is existent. Therefore 
the non-existent is not capable of being taught.—Nor, 14 
indeed, is the existent qua existent capable of being 
taught, for, since existents are equally evident to all 
men, they will all be incapable of being taught. 
Wherefrom it will follow that nothing is capable of 
being taught; for something untaught must be 
assumed in order that the learning of it may be 
derived from what is known. Neither, then, is the 
existent qua existent taught.

The same method of scepticism will be used also 15 
against those who will say that either “  nothing ” is 
taught or “  something.”  For if “  nothing ”  should 
be taught, it will be “ something ”  inasmuch as it is 
taught, and because of this the same thing will be 
two opposite things, nothing and something, which 
is impossible.—Besides, “ nothing ” has no property, 
and therefore it has not that of being taught; fpr 
this is, in fact, one of the properties. So, then, 16 
“ nothing ” is not taught.—And, by parity of reason
ing, “ something ” also is one of the things which 
cannot be taught. For if it is to be capable of being 
taught because it is “ something,”  nothing will be 
untaught; wherefrom it follows that nothing is 
capable of being taught.— Moreover, if something is 17 
taught it will be taught by means either of the 
“ nothings ” or of the “ somethings ”  ; but it is not 
possible for it to be taught by means of the “ no
things,”  for these have no reality for the mind accord
ing to the Stoics. It remains, then, that learning

12
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οΰν διά των τινών γίνεσθαι την μάθησιν. ο πάλιν 
18 άπορόν εστιν ώσπερ γάρ αυτό το διδασκόμενον 

κατά τοΰτο διδάσ/cerai καθό τι εστιν, όντως επει 
και τά εξ ών ή μάθησις τινά εστι, γενησεται 
διδακτά. και ταΰτη μηΒενός όντος άΒιΒάκτου1 
αναιρείται η μάθησις.

Γ '.— ΠΕΡΙ ΣΩΜΑΤΟΣ

19 *Αλλως τε, επει των τινών τά μεν εστι σώμα
τα τά Βε άσώματα, Βεήσει τά ΒιΒασκόμενα τινά 
οντα ήτοι σώματα είναι η άσώματα’ ούτε Βε 
σώματα Βνναται νπάρχειν ούτε άσώματα, ώς 
παραστήσομεν ουκ άρα εστι τινά ΒιΒασκόμενα.

20 το μεν οΰν σώμα, και μάλιστα κατά τούς στωικούς, 
ουκ αν εΐη τών διδακτών Βει γάρ τά ΒιΒασκόμενα 
λεκτά τνγχάνειν, τά Βε σώματα ουκ εστι λεκτά, 
Βιόπερ ον διδάσκεται, ειπερ Βε τά σώματα μήτε 
αισθητά εστι μήτε νοητά, Βηλον ώς ούΒε ΒιΒακτά 
γενησεται. αισθητά μεν οΰν ουκ εστιν, ώς εκ

21 της έννοιας αυτών συμφανες. εί γάρ σννοΒός εστι 
κατά άθροισμόν μεγέθους και σχήματος και 
άντιτυπίας το σώμα, ώς φησϊν Επίκουρος, η το 
τριχη διαστατόν, τουτεστι το εκ μήκους καί 
πλάτους καί βάθους, καθάπερ οι μαθηματικοί 
λεγουσιν, η το τριχη διαστατόν μετά άντιτυπίας, 
ώς πάλιν Επίκουρο?, ίνα τοΰτω Βιορίζη του κενού,*

22 η όγκος άντίτυπος, ώς άλλοι,—όπως δ* άν εχη, 
επει κατά σύνοδον πολλών ίΒιωμάτων νοείται, η 
δε πλειόνων επισννθεσις ούχ απλής τίνος καί

1 άδιδάκτον Heintz : διδακτόν MS8., Bekk.
* τον κενόν Heintz : το κενόν m ss., Bekk.

12
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takes place by means of the “ somethings,”  which 
too is dubious. For just as the thing taught is itself 18 
taught qua “  something,”  so also, since the things 
from which the learning is derived are “  somethings,” 
they too will be taught. And thus, since nothing is 
untaught, learning is abolished.

Chapter III.— Concerning the Corporeal

Furthermore, since some of the “  somethings ”  are 19 
corporeal, others incorporeal, the things taught, being 
“  somethings,”  will have to be either corporeal or 
incorporealα ; but, as we shall establish, they cannot 
be either corporeal or incorporeal; therefore there 
are no “  somethings ”  which are taught. Now the 20 
corporeal—according to the Stoics in special—will not 
be capable of being taught; for things taught must 
be “  meanings,”  6 but corporeals are not “  mean
ings ” and, consequently, are not taught. And if 
corporeals are neither sensibles nor intelligibles it is 
plain that they will not be capable of being taught. 
Now they are not sensibles, as is manifest from our 
conception of them. For if the corporeal is, as Epi- 21 
curus says, a combination of magnitude, shape and 
solidity massed together,—or, as the Mathematicians 
assert, that which is three-dimensional, that is to say 
compounded of length, breadth and depth,—or that 
which has three-dimensions plus solidity (another 
definition of Epicurus : in order to distinguish it thus 
from void),—or, as others say, a solid mass,—be this 22 
as it may, inasmuch as the corporeal is conceived as a 
combination of a number of separate factors, and the 
combining of many is not the operation of a simple
• Cf. P.H. iii. 255. * The Stoic lekta ; see P.H. ii. 81 n.
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αλόγου αίσθήσεώς εστιν εργον άλλα λογικής 
διάνο ια?, [· el δέ λογικής διανοίας,]1 ούκ εσται των

23 αισθητών το σώμα, καν αισθητόν δέ [πάλιν] αυτό 
νποθώμεθα, πάλιν εστιν άδιδακτον. το γάρ 
αισθητόν πάλιν, ή αίσθητόν εστιν, ού διδάσκεται· 
ούόείς γάρ λευκόν όράν μανθάνει, ουδέ γλυκέος 
γεύεσθαι, ουδέ θερμού άπτεσθαι, ούκ εύώ8ους 
όσφραίνεσθαι, άλλ’ εστι ταΰτα τών ά8ι8άκτων

24 και φυσικώς ήμΐν προσόντων. λείπεται οΰν 
νοητον τε λεγειν τό σώμα και ταύτη 8ι8ακτόν. 
όπως δ* αν αληθές εϊη, σκοπώμεν. εΐ γάρ μήτε 
μήκος εστι κατ’ ίδιαν τό σώμα μήτε πλάτος ή 
βάθος, τό δέ εξ απάντων νοούμενον, ανάγκη 
πάντων άσωμάτων οντων και τό εξ αυτών 
συσταν άσώματον νοεΐν και ού σώμα, 8ιά 8ε τούτο

25 και ά8ί8ακτον. προς τώ τον νοοΰντα τό εκ τού
των συνεστώς σώμα πρότερον οφείλειν αυτά ταΰτα 
νοεΐν, ΐνα κάκεΐνο δυνατό?2 ή νοεΐν. (άλλ’ ου
δυναται ταΰτα νοεΐν)3 ή γαρ περιπτωτικώς αυτά 
νοήσει ή κατά μετάβασιν από περιπτώσεως. ούτε 
δε περιπτωτικώς· άσώμα τα γάρ εστι, και τών 
άσωμάτων ούκ άντιλαμβανόμεθα περιπτωτικώς, 
άει κατά θίξιν γινόμενης τής περί την αΐσθησιν 
άντιλήφεως. καί μην ουδέ κατά μετάβασιν άπό 
περιπτώσεως, τώ μη8εν εχειν αίσθητόν άφ* ου 
μετιών τις ποιήσεται τούτων επίνοιαν, τοίνυν 
ουδέ τά εξ ών τό σώμα νοεΐν 8ννάμενοι πάντως 
ουδέ 8ι8άσκειν τοΰτο ίσχύσομεν.

26 ’Αλλά περί μεν τής τοΰ σώματος νοήσεώς τε
1 [ · «  . . . SiavotasJ del. Heintz.

1 δυνατός cj. Bekk. : δυνατόν m ss ., Bekk.
* (άλλ* ού δυναται ταΰτα voetv) add. cj. Bekk.
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and irrational sense but of a rational intellect, the 
corporeal will not be one of the sensibles. And even 23 
if we assume that it is sensible, yet even so it is still 
incapable of being taught. For the sensible also, qua 
sensible, is not taught; for no one learns to see what 
is white, or to taste the sweet, or feel the hot, or smell 
the odorous, but these sensations are untaught and 
belong to us naturally.—It remains, then, to say that 24 
the corporeal is intelligible and thus capable of being 
taught. But let us consider what is the truth of the 
matter. If the corporeal is neither length by itself 
nor breadth nor depth, but that which is conceived 
as compounded of them all, then, since these are all 
incorporeal, one must necessarily conceive the com
pound formed from them as being incorporeal and 
not corporeal, and therefore incapable of being 
taught. Besides, the man who conceives the body 25 
compounded of these dimensions must first conceive 
the dimensions themselves, in order that he may also 
be able to conceive the body. (But these he cannot 
conceive ;) for he will conceive them either by way 
of sense-experience or by way of transference from 
sense-experience. Not, however, by way of experi
ence ; for they are incorporeals, and we do not 
apprehend incorporeals by experience, since sensuous 
apprehension always takes place by way of contact. 
Nor yet by way of transference from experience, 
since one possesses no sense-object by transference 
from which one might form the conception of the 
dimensions. Thus, since we cannot even conceive 
the elements which go to form the corporeal, we 
certainly shall not be able to teach it.

But we have treated more exactly of the conception 26

15
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καί ύποστάσεως εν τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς ύπεμνησαμεν 
άκριβέστερον νυνί δε άποστάντες τούτων των 
ελέγχων εκείνο λέγω μεν ότι των σωμάτων κατά 
το άνωτάτω διττή τις εστι διαφορά· τα μέν γάρ 
αυτών αισθητά καθέστηκε τά δε νοητά, και εΐ 
το διδασκόμενόν εστι σώμα, πάντως ήτοι νοητόν

27 εστιν η αισθητόν. άλλ’ ούτε αισθητόν είναι 
δύναται διά τό πάσιν επ' ίσης όφείλειν φαίνεσθαι 
και πρόδηλον ύπάρχειν, οντε νοητόν διά τό άδη- 
λεΐσθαι και δι αυτό τοΰτο άνεπικρίτως διαφω- 
νεΐσθαι παρά πάσι τοΐς φιλοσόφοις, τών μεν 
άτομον τοΰτο λεγόντων νπάρχειν τών δε τμητόν, 
καί τών τμητόν φαμενων είναι ένίων μεν εις 
άπειρον τεμνεσθαι τοΰτο άζιούντων, ένίων δε εις 
έλάχιστον καί άμερές καταληγειν. ούκ άρα δι
δακτόν εστι τό σώμα.

28 Και μην ουδέ τό άσώματον. παν γάρ καί 
όποιον αν τις άσώματον λέγη διδάσκεσθαι, εάν 
τε την Πλατωνικην ιδέαν, εάν τε τό παρά τοΐς 
στωικοΐς λεκτόν, εάν τε τόπον η κενόν η χρόνον 
η άλλο τι τών τοιούτων, ΐνα μηδέν προπετές περί 
της ύποστάσεως αυτών λέγωμεν, μηδ* ετέρας 
σκέφεις έφη ετέραις διεζοδεύωμεν παριστάντες τό 
άνυπόστατον έκάστου, [δ] προδήλως μέν επι ζητεί
ται καί

ές τ  αν ύδωρ τε νάη καί δένδρεα μακρά τεθηλη

ζητησεται παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς, τών μέν είναι 
ταΰτα διαβεβαιουμένων τών δε μη είναι, τών δε 
έπεχόντων τό δε τά έτι έπίδικα καί εν μετεώροις 1

1 i<f>’ scripsi: ev m s s . ,  Bekk.
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and reality of the corporeal in our Skeptika ®; so 
now let us leave aside these criticisms and proceed 
to state that the most generic distinction amongst 
corporeals is twofold; some of them are sensibles, 
others intelligibles. And if the thing taught is 
corporeal it must certainly be either an intelligible 
or a sensible. But it cannot be a sensible, since then 27 
it ought to be equally apparent to all men and be 
pre-evident; nor can it be an intelligible owing to 
the fact that it is non-evident, and for this very 
reason there is an unsettled controversy about it 
amongst all the philosophers, some of them saying 
that it is indivisible, others that it is divisible ; while 
of those who assert its divisibility some claim that it 
is divided to infinity, others that the division stops at 
what is minimal and atomic. Therefore the corporeal 
is not capable of being taught.

Nor, indeed, is the incorporeal. For in every case, 28 
whatever be the incorporeal which one declares to 
be taught,—whether it be the Platonic Idea, or the 
“  lekton ”  of the Stoics, or place or void or time or 
anything else of the kind,—without making any rash 
assertion about the reality of these things, or pursuing 
divers inquiries one after another in order to prove the 
non-reality of each of them, we may say that it is 
manifest that the problem of their reality is a matter 
of discussion amongst the Dogmatists, and will be so

Long as the waters flow on and the tall trees cease not to 
burgeon,6

since some of them stoutly assert that these things 
exist, others that they do not exist, while still others 
suspend judgement; thus it is absurd to say that

« Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 359 ff. ? P.H. iii. 38 ff.
6 Cf. P.H. ii. 37 n.
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άμφισβητήσεσι κείμενα ώς σύμφωνα και ομόλογα 
διδάσκεσθαι λεγειν των άτοπων εστίν.

29 Εΐ οΰν των όντων τα μεν εστι σώματα τα δε 
άσώματα, δεδεικται δε ουδέτερα τούτων διδασκό
μενα, ούδεν διδάσκεται.

’Έπιχειρητεον δε και όντως, el διδάσκεται τι, 
ήτοι αληθές εστιν η ψευδός. ούτε δε ψεΰδος 
διδακτόν εστιν, ώς αύτόθεν ομόλογον, ούτε αληθές' 
το γάρ αληθές άπορον, ώς εν τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς 
ύπομνημασι δεδεικται, και των απόρων ονκ εστι

30 μάθησις. ούκ άρα εστι τι το διδασκόμενον. 
καθόλου τε, εί διδάσκεται τι, ήτοι τεχνικόν εστιν 
η άτεχνον. και άτεχνον μεν ον ονκ εστι διδακτόν, 
τεχνικόν δε είπερ καθεστηκεν, αύτόθεν μεν φαινό- 
μενον ούτε τεχνικόν εστιν ούτε διδακτόν, άδηλον 
δε καθεστώς διά τό άδηλεΐσθαι πάλιν εστίν 
άδίδακτον.

*Ωι συναναιρεΐται καί ο διδάσκων διά τό μη 
εχειν δ διδάξει [$ άδηλόν εστιν], ο τε μανθάνων 
διά τό μη εχειν δ μάθη. δμως δ ’ οΰν καί περί 
εκατερου τούτων κατ' ιδίαν επελθόντες άπορη- 
σομεν.

Δ '.— ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ ΔΙΔΑΣΚΟΝΤΟΣ ΚΑΙ ΜΑΝΘΑΝΟΝΤΟΣ

31 Ει γάρ εστι τις τούτων, ήτοι 6 άτεχνος τον 
ομοίως άτεχνον διδάξει η 6 τεχνίτης τον ομοίως 
τεχνίτην η ό άτεχνος τον τεχνίτην η άνάπαλιν. 
ούτε δε ό άτεχνος τον άτεχνον δυνατοί διδάσκειν, 
ώς ουδέ 6 τυφλός τον τυφλόν οδηγεΐν, οΰτε 6 
18

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, I. 28-31

things which are undecided and subjects of unsettled 
controversy are taught, as though they were unani
mously agreed upon and undisputed.

If, then, of existents some are corporeal, others 29 
incorporeal, and it has been shown that neither of 
these is taught, nothing is taught.

We may also argue thus : If a thing is taught it is 
either true or false.® But neither is the false taught 
(as the very notion compels us to admit), nor yet the 
true ; for the true is dubious, as has been shown in 
our Treatise on Scepticism, and of things dubious 
there is no learning. Therefore there is nothing 30 
which is taught.—Also, in general, if a thing is taught 
it is either a matter of art or without art. And if it 
is without art it cannot be taught; while if it is 
a matter of art, either it is self-evident and conse
quently no matter of art nor capable of being taught, 
or else it is non-evident and thus, too, incapable of 
being taught because of its being non-evident.

This involves also the abolition o f the teacher 
because he will have nothing to teach, and of the 
learner because he will have nothing to learn. Not
withstanding, we shall proceed to state the difficulties 
about each of these separately.

Chapter IV.— Concerning the Teacher and the 
L earner

For if anyone of these exists either the non-expert 31 
will teach him who is similarly non-expert, or the 
expert him who is similarly expert, or the non-expert 
the expert, or vice versa.* But the non-expert cannot 
teach the non-expert (just as the blind cannot lead

<> Cf. P.H. iii. 253. * Of. P.H. iii. 259 ff.
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τεχνίτης τον ομοίως1 τεχνίτην ούδετερος γάρ 
αυτών εδεΐτο μαθήσεως, καί ού μάλλον οΰτος 
εκείνου ή εκείνος τούτου χρείαν εχει προς το 
μανθάνειν, τοΐς ΐσοις περιουσιαζόμενοι. οϋτ€ 6

32 άτ€χνος τον τεχνίτην δμοιον γαρ ώς ει τις λεγοι 
τον βλεποντα υπό του πεπηρωμενού όδηγεΐσθαι. 
και γαρ ό άτεχνος προς τά τεχνικά των θεωρη
μάτων πεπηρωμενος ούκ άν δύναιτό τινα διδάσκειν 
ά μηδε την αρχήν οΐδεν, και ό τεχνίτης διαβλεπων 
εν τοΐς τεχνικοΐς θεωρήμασι και γνώσιν αυτών

33 εσχηκώς ού δεήσεται του διδάζοντος. λείπεται 
οΰν τον τεχνίτην τοΰ άτεχνου διδάσκαλον είναι 
λεγειν. δ τών προτερων εστιν άτοπώτερον· ο τε 
γαρ τεχνίτης συνηπόρηται ήμΐν τοΐς τής τέχνης 
θεωρήμασιν εν τώ σκεπτικω τόπω, ο τε άτεχνος 
ούτε οτε εστιν άτεχνος δύναται γενεσθαι τεχνίτης, 
ούτε οτε εστι τεχνίτης ετι γίνεται τεχνίτης άλλ’

31 εστιν. άτεχνος μεν γαρ ών ομοιός εστι τώ εκ 
γενετής τυφλφ ή κωφώ, και δν τρόπον οΰτος 
ούδεποτε ή εις χρωμάτων ή εις φωνών έννοιαν 
ελθεΐν πεφυκεν, ούτως ουδέ 6 άτεχνος, εφ* δσον 
εστιν άτεχνος, τετυφλωμενος και κεκωφωμένος 
προς τά τεχνικά θεωρήματα ούτε ίδεΐν ούτε 
άκοΰσαί τι τούτων οΐός τε εστιν· τεχνίτης δέ 
γενόμενος ούκετι διδάσκεται αλλά δεδίδακται.

35 Μετακτεον δε τάς απορίας εκ τών περί μετα
βολής καί πάθους γενεσεώς τε καί φθοράς προεγκε- 
χειρημενων ήμΐν εν ταΐς προς τούς φυσικούς 
άντιρρήσεσι. τά δε νΰν συγχωρήσαντες τοΐς από 
τών μαθημάτων είναι τι τό διδασκόμενον πράγμα

1 τον ομοίως scripsi: ομοίως τον mss., Bekk.
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the blind), nor the expert the similarly expert; for 
neither of these requires to learn, and this one has no 
more need of learning than that one, nor that one 
than this one, both being equally full of knowledge. 
Nor can the non-expert teach the expert; for that 32 
would be like saying that the man who has eyesight 
is led along by the man who has none. For in fact 
the non-expert is blind as regards the technical prin
ciples, and thus will be unable to teach things of 
which he knows nothing at a ll; while the expert, 
having clear vision of the technical principles and 
having gained knowledge of them, will not require 
a teacher.—It remains, then, to say that the expert 33 
teaches the non-expert. But this is even more absurd 
than the former suppositions ; for along with the 
principles of his art the existence of the expert him
self has been shown in our Sceptic text-book to be 
open to doubt, and the non-expert neither can be
come an expert while he is non-expert, nor when he 
is an expert does he any longer become an expert, but 
is one. For if he is non-expert he is like a man blind 34 
or deaf from birth, and just as such a man cannot ever 
form a notion of colours or of sounds, so the non
expert, in so far as he is non-expert, being blind and 
deaf to the technical principles is incapable of seeing 
or hearing any of them ; and if he has become an 
expert he is no longer being taught but has been 
taught.

We may also borrow criticisms from those we have 35 
already brought forward in our arguments against 
the Physicists concerning change and affection and 
becoming and perishing.® For the present let us 
concede to the Professors that there exists a subject

• Cf. P.H. iii. 102 ff., Adv. Phys. ii. 39 ff.
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καί είναι τινα τον ύφηγουμενον, ωσαύτως δε και 
τον μανθάνοντα, το μετά τούτο άπαιτώμεν τον

36 τρόπον τής μαθήσεως. ή γάρ εναργεία γίνεται 
ή λόγω τά  τής διδασκαλίας, άλλα τούτων ή μεν 
ενάργεια των δεικτών εστί, τό δε δεικτόν φαινό- 
μενον, τ6 δε φαινόμενον, ή φαίνεται, κοινώς ιτάσι 
ληπτόν, τό δε κοινώς πασι ληπτόν άδίδακτον ονκ

37 άρα τό εναργεία δεικτόν διδακτόν, ό δε λόγος 
ήτοι σημαίνει τι ή ού σημαίνει, καί μηδέν μέν 
σημαίνων ουδέ διδάσκαλός τίνος εστι, σημαίνων 
δε ήτοι φύσει σημαίνει τι ή θεσει. καί φύσει μέν 
ον σημαίνει δια. τό μη πάντας πάντων ακούειν, 
"Ελληνας βαρβάρων καί βαρβάρους Ελλήνων ή

38 Έλληνα? Ελλήνων ή βαρβάρους βαρβάρων· θεσει 
δε εΐπερ σημαίνει, δήλον ως οι μέν προκατειληφότες 
τα καθ' ών αί λεξεις κεΐνται καί άντιλήφονται 
τούτων, ον τό άγνοούμενον εζ αυτών διδασκόμενοι, 
τό δ* 07rep ήδεισαν άνανεούμενοι, οι δε χρήζοντες 
τής των αγνοούμενων μαθήσεως ούκέτι.

Et ουν ούτε τό διδασκόμενου εστιν ούτε 6 διδά
σκων οΰτε ό μανθάνων οϋτε ό τρόπος τής μαθήσεως, 
δήλον ως ουδέ μάθημα, ουδέ ό μαθήματος προ-

39 εστώς. αλλ’ επεί ού καθολικήν μόνον προς πάντας 
τούς μαθηματικούς ύπεσχόμεθα ποιήσασθαι την 
άντίρρησιν άλλα καί είδικωτεραν προς έκαστον, 
υποτιθέμενοι τό είναι τι μάθημα καί δυνατήν 
ύπάρχειν τήν μάθησιν, σκοπώμεν ει καί το έκαστου

22
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taught and that the instructor exists and likewise the 
learner, and let us next investigate the method of 
learning. Now teaching takes place either by means 36 
o f sense-evidence or by means of speech. But of 
these sense-evidence is concerned with ostensible 
things, and the ostensible is apparent, and the 
apparent, in so far as it appears, is perceptible by all 
alike, and what is perceptible by all alike is incapable 
of being taught; therefore what is shown by sense- 
evidence is not capable of being taught.—And speech 37 
either signifies or does not signify something. Now 
if it signifies nothing, neither does it teach anything ; 
while if it signifies, it signifies a thing either by nature 
or by convention. But it does not signify by nature 
since all men do not understand the speech of all,— 
Greeks that of barbarians and barbarians that of 
Greeks, or Greeks that of Greeks or barbarians that 
of barbarians.® And if it signifies by convention, it is 38 
plain that those who have apprehended beforehand 
the objects to which the terms are conventionally 
applied will also understand those terms, not that 
they are taught by them what they did not know, 
but rather as reviving what they did know ; but those 
who lack learning about the things not known will 
fail to do so.

If, then, the subject taught does not exist, nor the 
teacher, nor the learner, nor the method of learning, 
it is clear that neither does the subject learnt exist 
nor he who presides over that subject. But since we 39 
undertook not only to construct a general argument 
against all the Professors but also a special one against 
each of them, let us assume that a subject of learn
ing exists and that learning is possible, and consider 
whether the claims made regarding each subject are
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μαθήματος επάγγελμα δυνατόν εστι, λαμβάνοντες 
προς τούς ελέγχους μή πάντα τα παρά τοΐς ελεγ- 
χομενοις λεγάμενα (τοΰτο γάρ συν τω  περισκελεΐ 

40 καί άμεθοδον, επεί τάχα καί αδύνατόν εστι) μήτε 
δ’ εκ πάντων τά όποιαοϋν (τοΰτο γάρ ϊσως ουδέ 
καθικνεΐται αυτών), άλλα τά ών αναιρούμενων 
συναναιρεΐται πάντα, καί δν τρόπον οί πόλιν 
λαβεΐν σπευδοντες εκείνων μάλιστα εγκρατείς 
γίνεσθαι σπουδάζουσιν ών άλόντων και ή πόλις 
εάλωκεν, οΐον τείχη καθαιροϋντες ή στόλον εμπι- 
πράντες ή τάς είς το ζην άφορμάς άποκλείοντες 
οΰτω καί ημείς τοΐς άπο των μαθημάτων δι- 
αγωνιζόμενοι ταϋτ αυτά1 πειράζω μεν εξ ών αύτοΐς 
σώζεται τά πάντα, οΐον ή άρχάς ή τάς εκ των 
αρχών καθολικάς μεθόδους ή τά τέλη’ εν τουτοις 
γάρ ή εκ τούτων συνίσταται παν μάθημα.

Α'.—ΠΡΟΣ ΓΡΑΜΜΑΤΙΚΟΥΣ

41 *Αρχετω δε ήμΐν ευθύς ή προς τούς γραμματι
κούς ζήτησις, πρώτον μεν επείπερ άπο νηπιότητος 
σχεδόν καί εκ πρώτων σπαργάνων γραμματική 
παραδιδόμεθα, εστι τε αύτη οΐον άφετήριόν τι 
προς την τών άλλων μάθησιν, εΐθ' ότι παρά πάσας 
θρασυνεται τάς επιστήμας, σχεδόν τι την τών

42 Σειρήνων ύπόσχεσιν ύπισχνουμενη. εκεΐναι μεν 
γάρ είδυΐαι ότι φύσει φιλοπευθής εστιν άνθρωπος 
καί πολύς αύτώ κατά στέρνων τής αλήθειας ίμερος 
εντετηκεν, ον μόνον θεσπεσίοις μόλε σι κηλήσειν 
24
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also possible ; and let us take as the matter for our 
refutation not all the statements made by those 
whom we are refuting (for this would be unsystematic 
as well as inordinate, and probably impossible also), 
nor yet any random selection out of them all (for this 40 
perhaps would fail to reach all of them), but those 
statements the destruction of which involves the 
destruction of all. And just as those who are striving 
to take a city are anxious most of all to make them
selves masters of those things the capture of which 
ensures also their capture of the city—such as break
ing down their walls or setting fire to their equipment 
or cutting off their food-supplies,—so let us, too, in 
our conflict with the Professors attack those very 
points upon which all their safety depends, such as 
their principles, or the general arguments which are 
derived from the principles, or their conclusions ; for 
by these or from these every art and science is 
formed.

Chapter I.— A gainst the Grammarians

Let us begin at once with our criticism of the 41 
Professors of Letters (or Grammarians), firstly be
cause we are handed over to the study of letters 
well-nigh from infancy and our first swaddling clothes, 
and this art is as it were the starting-point for our 
learning of all the others, and next because it puffs 
itself up above all the sciences, almost promising the 
Sirens’ promise. For they, being aware that man is 42 
inquisitive by nature and that there is implanted in 
his breast a great longing for the truth, promise not 
only to charm those who are sailing by with wondrous

1 ταΰτ' αυτά cj. Bekk.: το αυτό MSS., Bekk. 
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τούς παραπλεοντας ύπισχνοΰνται αλλά καί τά 
οντα αυτούς διδάζειν. φασϊ γάρ

δεΰρ* ay Ιών, πολυαιν' Όδυσεΰ, μεγα κΰδος 
’Αχαιών,

vfja κατάστησον, ΐνα νωιτερην οπ* ακουστής, 
ου γάρ πώ τις τήδε παρεπλω νηί μελαίνη 
πριν γ* ήμεων μελίγηρυν από στομάτων όπ* 

άκουση,
άλλ* ο ye τ€ρφάμ€νος νεΐται καί πλείονα είδώς. 
ΐδμεν γάρ τοι πάνθ' όσ ivl 1'ροίη εύρείη 
Άργεΐοι Τρώες τ€ θεών ίότητι μόγησαν,
Ϊδμεν δ ’ δσσα γενηται επί χθονί πονλυβοτείρη.

43 ή δε γραμματική, συν τώ τά εκ των μύθων τε και 
ιστοριών λόγω διορίζειν, καί τό περί τάς διαλέκτους 
και τεχνολογίας καί αναγνώσεις πραγματικόν 
ανχοΰσα πολύν εαυτής εργάζεται τοΐς άκουουσι 
πόθον. άλλ’ ΐνα μή παρά θυραν πλανασθαι 
δοκώμεν, ύποδεικτεον πόσαι τε είσι γραμματικαι 
καί περί τίνος αυτών πρόκειται ζητείν.

Β'.—ΠΟΣΑΧΩΣ ΛΕΓΕΤΑΙ ΓΡΑΜΜΑΤΙΚΗ

44 Γ ραμματική τοίνυν λεγεται κατά ομωνυμίαν 
κοινώς τε καί ιδίως, καί κοινώς μεν ή τών όποιων- 
δηποτοΰν γραμμάτων εϊδησις, εάν τε Ελληνικών 
εάν τε βαρβαρικών, ήν συνήθως γραμματιστικήν 
καλοΰμεν, Ιδιαίτερον δέ ή εντελής καί τοΐς περί 
Κράτητα τον Μαλλώτην 5Αριστοφάνην τε καί

45 Άρίσταρχον εκπονηθεΙσα. δοκεΐ δε τούτων εκα-

26
Horner, Od. xii. 184 ff.

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, I. 42-44

music but also to teach them real happenings. Here 
is what they say α—

Come hither now, Odysseus, far-famed, great pride of
Achaeans:

Stay thy ship on its course and hark to the words we utter.
No man ever as yet has passed this point in his black ship
Ere he has lent an ear to the honey-sweet sound of our 

singing;
So he departs over-joy’d, and richer, to boot, in knowledge,
Seeing that we know all that the Argive hosts and the 

Trojans
Suffered in broad Troy-land by the dispensation of Heaven;
Nothing, in sooth, is done on the bountiful Earth but we 

know it.
So the Art of Letters, by boasting of its dealing 43 
systematically with dialects and rules of style and 
recitations, as well as the logical treatment o f the 
contents of myths and histories, excites in the 
listeners a great desire for itself. But lest we should 
seem to be wandering past the door, we must indicate 
how many Arts of Letters there are and which of them 
we propose to investigate.

Chapter II.—T he various M eanings of the T erm 
“  A rt-of-L etters ”

The term “ Art-of-letters ” is used, by homonym, 44 
both in a general and in a special sense. In the 
general sense it means the knowledge of letters of 
any and every kind, either Greek or barbarian, which 
we customarily call “ grammatistic ”  ; in the special 
sense it is applied to the perfected art as elaborated 
by Crates of Mallus, Aristophanes and Aristarchus.6

b Aristarchus founded a School of Grammar at Alex
andria (circ. 150 b.c.): he was a pupil o f Aristophanes of 
Byzantium. Crates o f Mallus, in Cilicia, founded the Per- 
gamene School, in opposition to the Alexandrian.

«7
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τέρα καί από τίνος έτύμου φερωνυμως προσηγο- 
ρεΰσθαι. ή μεν γάρ πρώτη από των γραμμάτων 
οΐς σημειουμεθα τάς ένάρθρους φωνάς, ή δέ δεύτερα 
τάχα μεν, ώ? τινες ήξιώκασι, διατατικώτερον από 
τής πρώτης· μοίρα γάρ έστιν {αυτή)1 αυτής, καί 
ον τρόπον Ιατρική ε'ίρηται μεν τό παλαιόν από 
τής των ίων εξαιρέσεως, επικατηγορεΐται δε νυν 
καί τής των άλλων παθών ανασκευής πολλώ

40 τεχνικωτέρας οϋσης, και ώς γεωμετρία εσπακε 
μεν την κλήσιν άρχικώς από τής κατά την γήν 
καταμετρήσεως, τάττεται δε επί του παρόντος 
καί κατά τής των φυσικωτέρων θεωρίας, οΰτω 
καί ή τέλειος γραμματικής από τής των γραμμάτων 
είδήσεως κατ άρχάς όνομασθεΐσα διετάθη καί 
επί τήν εν τοΐς ποικιλωτέροις αυτών καί τεχνικω-

47 τέροις θεωρήμασι γνώσιν. τάχα δέ, ώς φασϊν 
οι περί τον ’Ασκληπιάδην, καί αυτή από μεν 
γραμμάτων ώνόμασται, ούκ από τούτων δε άφ’ ών 
καί ή γραμματιστική, άλλ’ εκείνη μεν, ώς εφην, 
από τών στοιχείων, αυτή δέ από τών συγγραμ
μάτων περί οΐς πονεΐται. γράμματα γάρ καί 
ταΰτα προσηγορευετο, καθά καί δημόσια καλοΰμεν 
γράμματα, καί πολλών τινά γραμμάτων έμπειρον 
ύπάρχειν φαμέν, τουτέστιν ού τών στοιχείων αλλά

48 τών συγγραμμάτων, καί Καλλίμαχος δέ, ποτέ 
μέν τό ποίημα καλών γράμμα ποτέ δέ τό κατα
λογάδην σύγγραμμα, φησί

Κρεωφνλου πόνος είμί, δόμω ποτέ θειον άοιδόν 
δεξαμένου, κλείω δ* Ευρυτον όσσ έπαθεν 

καί ξανθήν Ίόλειαν, 'Ομήρειον δέ καλούμαι 
γράμμα. Κρεωφύλω, Ζεΰ φίλε, τούτο μέγα.

1 <«vrtj> addidi.

In both cases the sense is evidently derived from the 45 
original meaning o f the term “  letters ”  ; for the first 
sense comes from the letters by which we represent 
the articulate sounds, and the second perhaps, as 
some have maintained, from the first by extension ; 
for the first is a part of it, and just as iatriki (medical 
art) was so named in olden times from the extraction 
of ioi (poisons), but is now applied to the curative 
treatment of all other ailments as well, which is a 
much higher form of art,—and just as geometry 46 
derived its name originally from the mensuration of 
gi (land), but is at present applied also to theory con
cerned with more fundamental entities,—so also the 
perfected Art of letters, after being named originally 
from the knowledge of letters, was extended so as to 
comprise acquaintance with the more complex and 
technical theories about them. But perhaps, as 47 
Asclepiades says, this art, too, was named from 
letters, though not from the same letters as “  gram- 
matistic ”  ; for while the latter takes its name, as I 
said, from the elements, the former takes its name 
from the compositions with which it deals. For these, 
too, were called “  letters,”  just as we speak of 
“  public letters,”  and say that a man is skilled in 
many letters, meaning not the elements but the 
compositions. Callimachus,® too, calling the poem 48 
in one place, and in another the prose composition, a 
letter, says—

Work am I of Creophylus who welcomed once to his 
homestead

Homer, the singer divine. Woeful the tale I relate 
How fared blond Ioleia and Eurytus. But they do call 

me
Homer’s letter! By Jove! fame for the author is this!

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, I. 46-48

• Callim. Epigr. 7 and 25.
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και πάλιν
etnas “  ήλιε χαΐρε ”  ΚΛεόμβροτος *Αμπρακιώτης 

ήλατ άφ’ υψηλόν τείχεος els άίδην, 
άζιον ούδεν ίδών θανάτου τέλος, άλλα Πλατωνο? 

εν το περί ψυχής γράμμ' άναλεζάμενος.

49 Πλήν διττής οΰσης γραμματικής, τής μεν τά 
στοιχεία και τάς τούτων συμπλοκάς διδαζειν 
in αγγελλόμενης και καθόλου τέχνης τίνος ουσης 
του γράφειν τε και άναγινώσκειν, τής δε βαθντερας 
παρά ταύτην δυνάμεως, ούκ εν ψιλή γραμμάτων 
γνώσει κείμενης άλλα κάν τω  εξετάζειν την 
εύρεσιν αυτών και την φύσιν, ετι δε τά εκ τούτων 
συνεστώτα λόγου μέρη και εΐ τι τής αυτής ιδέας 
θεωρείται, πρόκειται νυν άντιλεγειν ον τή προτερα· 
συμφώνως γάρ κατά πάντας εστι χρειώδης, εν 
οΐς θετεον και τον *Κπίκουρον, εί καί δοκεΐ τοΐς 
άπό των μαθημάτων διεχθραίνειν εν γοΰν τω  περί 
δώρων και χάριτος ίκανώς πειράται διδάσκειν οτι 
άναγκαΐόν εστι τοΐς σοφοΐς μανθάνειν γράμματα.

50 και άλλως, εΐπαιμεν αν ημείς, ον σοφοΐς μόνον 
αλλά και πασιν άνθρώποις. ότι γάρ πόσης τέχνης

61 τδ τέλος εΰχρηστόν εστι τω βίω, φανερόν, των 
δε τεχνών αι μεν προηγουμένως υπέρ τής των 
οχληρών εκκλίσεως παρήλθον, αι δε υπέρ τής 
των ώφελίμχων εύρεσεως. και εστι τής μεν πρώτης 
ιδέας ιατρική, παιωνις οΰσα καί λυσίπονος τέχνη, 
τής δε δευτερας κυβερνητική· τής γάρ άπο τών 
άλλων εθνών χρείας μάλιστα δέονται παντες

62 άνθρωποι, επει ονν ή γραμματιστική διά τής 
τών γραμμάτων επίνοιας ίάται μεν αργοτατον 
πάθος, την λήθην, συνέχει δε άναγκαιοτάτην 
S0
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And again—
Crying “  Farewell, O Sun! ”  Cleombrotus, born in Am·

bracia,
Leapt from the lofty wall, down to the house of the 

dead;
Naught ha d befallen him worthy of death, ’twas his reading 

of Plato
Mov’d him so—Plato’s letter “ Concerning the Soul.”

However, as the Art of Letters is twofold,—the 49 
one promising to teach the elements and their com
binations and being in general an art of writing and 
reading, and the other being in comparison a more 
profound faculty and not consisting merely in the 
bare knowledge of letters but also in the investigation 
of their discovery and their nature, and in addition 
the parts of speech composed of letters and all other 
matters of the same kind—it is not our purpose now 
to controvert the former ; for that it is useful is 
agreed by all men. And amongst them we must 
place Epicurus, although he seems to be bitterly 
hostile to the Professors of Arts and Sciences; 
certainly in his book On Gifts and Gratitude he 
definitely tries to prove that it is necessary for the 
wise to learn letters. Necessary moreover, as we 50 
should say, not for the wise only but for all men. For 
it is plain that the end aimed at by every art is very 
useful for life. Some arts have been introduced 51 
mainly with the object of averting things hurtful, 
others with that of discovering things beneficial; 
medicine is an example of the first kind, being a 
curative and pain-relieving art, and navigation of the 
second, for all men are very much in need of the assist
ance of the other nations. Since then “ gramma- 52 
tistic ”  by its comprehension of letters cures a most 
inactive disease, forgetfulness, and contains a most

31
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ενέργειαν, την μνήμην, τά πάντα επ' αυτή κεΐται 
σχεδόν, και οϋτε άλλους τι ένεστι των αναγκαίων 
διδάσκειν, οϋτε παρ’ άλλου μαθεΐν τι των λυσιτελών 
χωρίς αύτής δυνατόν έσται. ούκοΰν των χρησι-

63 μωτάτων ή γραμματιστική. αμελεί γουν ουδέ 
θελήσαντες ταυτην δυνησόμεθα άπεριτρέπτως άν- 
ελεΐν’ εί γάρ αί άχρηστον διδάσκουσαι την γραμ- 
ματιστικήν επιχειρήσεις είσίν εύχρηστοι, οϋτε δέ 
μνημονευθήναι οϋτε τοΐς αϋθις παραδοθήναι χωρίς 
αύτής δυνανται, χρειώδης έστίν ή γραμματιστική. 
καίτοι δόξαι αν τισιν επί τής εναντίας είναι προ- 
λήφεως 6 προφήτης των ΤΙυρρωνος λόγων Τιμών 
εν οΐς φησι

γραμματική, τής οϋ τις άνασκοπη ούδ’ άνάθρησις 
άνδρί διδασκομένω Φοινικικά σήματα Κάδμου.

64 ου μην ούτως εχειν φαίνεται, τό γάρ ύπ' αύτοΰ 
λεγόμενον ούκ έστι τοιοΰτον κατ’ αύτής τής 
γραμματιστικής, καθ' ήν διδάσκεται τά Φοινικικά 
σήματα Κάδμου, τό “  ούδεμία εστίν άνασκοπη ούδ’ 
άνάθρησις ” ' πώς γάρ, εί διδάσκεται τις αύτήν, 
ούδεμίαν εσχηκεν επιστροφήν αύτής; άλλα μάλλον 
τοιοΰτό φησι “  διδαχθέντι τά Φοινικικά σήματα 
Κάδμου ούδεμιάς άλλης παρά τοΰτό έστι γραμ
ματικής επιστροφή,”  οπερ καταστρέφει ούκ εις 
τό άχρηστεΐν ταυτην την εν τοΐς στοιχείοις και 
τώ  δι’ αυτών γράφειν τε καί άναγινώσκειν θεωρου-

65 μένην, άλλα την πέρπερον καί περιεργοτέραν. ή 
μεν γάρ τών στοιχείων χρήσις ηπειγεν εις την 
του βίου διεξαγωγήν, τό δέ μη άρκεΐσθαι τή εκ 
τής παρατηρήσεως τούτων παραδόσει, προσ- 
επιδεικνυναι δέ ώς τάδε μέν έστι φωνάεντα τή 
32
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necessary activity, memory, almost everything de
pends upon it, and without it it is impossible to 
teach any necessary thing to others, and it will be 
impossible to learn anything profitable from another. 
Thus the “ grammatistic ” is one of the most useful 
arts. And in any case even if we wished we should 53 
not be able to abolish it without upsetting ourselves ; 
for if the arguments which show that “  gramma
tistic ”  is useless are themselves useful but can neither 
be remembered nor passed on to posterity without 
it, then “ grammatistic ”  is useful. Yet it might be 
thought by some that Timon, the expounder of 
Pyrrho’s views, is o f the contrary opinion when he 
says—
Grammar’s an art that a man need neither heed nor consider 
When he is still being taught the Punic symbols of Cadmus.

This,however, does not appear to be the case. For the 64 
phrase he uses, “ he need neither heed nor consider,”  
is not aimed against the actual “  grammatistic ” by 
which the Punic symbols of Cadmus are taught; for 
if a man is being taught it, how can he have paid no 
attention to it ? What he means is rather this,—
“ when a man has been taught the Punic symbols of 
Cadmus he need pay no attention to any further art 
of letters ”  ; and this does not refer to the uselessness 
of the art which is found to deal with the elements and 
with employing them in writing and reading, but of 
that which is boastful and needlessly inquisitive. For 65 
while the handling of the elements contributes to the 
conduct of life, not to be contented with what is given 
by the observation of the elements and attempting 
further to show that some of them are naturally
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φύσει τάδε δε σύμφωνα, καί των φωναεντων τά  
μεν φύσει βραχέα τα  δε μακρά τα  δέ δίχρονα καί 
κοινά μήκους τε καί συστολής, καί καθόλου τά 
λοιπά περί ών οί τετυφωμενοι των γραμματικών 

56 διδάσκουσιν (άχρηστόν εστιν.)1 ώστε τή μεν
γραμματίστική προς τώ μηδέν εγκαλεΐν ετι καί 
τάς άνωτάτω χάριτας όφείλομεν, τή δε λειπομενη 
προσάπτομεν τούς ελέγχους, τό δε είτε ύγιώς 
εϊτε τουναντίον μάθοιμεν αν προσεξαπλώσαντες 
αυτής τον χαρακτήρα.

Τ ' — ΤΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΓΡΑΜΜΑΤΙΚΗ

57 Έττει ούτε ζητεΐν ούτε άπορεΐν εστι κατά τον 
σοφόν Επίκουρον άνευ προλήφεως, ευ αν εχοι 
προ των όλων σκεψασθαι τί τ  εστιν ή γραμματική, 
καί εί κατά την άποδιδομενην υπό των γραμ
ματικών έννοιαν δυναται συστατόν τι καί υπαρκτόν 
νοεΐσθαι μάθημα. Αιονυσιος μεν ούν 6 Θραξ εν 
τοΐς παραγγελμασί φησι “ γραμματική εστιν 
εμπειρία ως επί τό πλεΐστον των παρά ποιηταΐς 
τε καί συγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων,”  συγγράφεις καλών, 
ώς εστιν εκ τής προς τούς ποιητάς άντεμφάσεως 
πρόδηλον, ούκ άλλους τινάς ή τούς καταλογάδην

58 πραγματευσαμενους. τά τε γάρ παρά τοΐς ποιη- 
ταΐς ό γραμματικός ερμηνευειν φαίνεται, καθάπερ 
Όμήρω τε καί Ή σιόδω  ΐΐινδάρω τε καί Έ,ύριπίδη 
καί Μενάνδρω καί τοΐς άλλοις, τά τε παρά τοΐς 
συγγραφεΰσιν, οΐον Ή ροδότω  καί Θουκυδίδη καί

59 Πλάτωνι, ώς ίδιον εργον μετέρχεται. παρό καί 
οι χαρίεντες εξ αυτών περί πολλών επραγματευ-

1 (άχρηστόν eerriv.) addidi.
34
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vowels, others consonants, and that of the vowels 
some are naturally short, others long, others doubtful 
and indifferently long or short, and in general all the 
other rules that are taught by the conceited Gram
marians (are unprofitable proceedings). Hence, 56 
while we not only have no fault to find with “ Gram- 
matistic ” but even owe it the warmest thanks, we 
bring our critical weapons to bear on the rest of the 
Art of Letters. Whether we do so rightly or wrongly, 
we shall learn when we have further explained its 
character.

Chapter III.—A D escription op “  T he A rt 
of Grammar ”

Since, according to the sage Epicurus, it is not 57 
possible either to inquire or to doubt without a 
preconception, it will be well first o f all to consider 
what “ Grammatic ” (or the Art of Grammar) is and 
whether a systematic and real art or science can 
be conceived on the lines of the conception put for
ward by the Grammarians. Now Dionysius “ the 
Thracian ” a says in his Directions that “  Gram
mar ”  is mainly expertness regarding the language of 
poets and composers,”  meaning by “  composers ”  (as 
is plain from its contrast with “ poets ” ) none others 
than the writers in prose. For the Grammarian 58 
appears to interpret the writings of the poets, such as 
Homer and Hesiod, Pindar and Euripides and Men
ander and the rest ; and he also investigates those of 
the composers, such as Herodotus and Thucydides 
and Plato, as being his proper task. Accordingly, 59 
some of their notable figures have dealt with many of

e Famous grammarian, who taught at Rome cire, 80 b.c.
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σαντο συγγραφέων, τοΰτο μεν Ιστορικών το ντο 
Be ρητορικών και ήδη φιλοσόφων, ζητοΰντες τίνα 
Τ€ δεόντως και ακολούθως ταΐς Βιαλέκτοις εϊρηται 
καί τίνα παρέφθαρται, τί τε σημαίνει παρά μεν 
Θουκυδίδη λόγου χάριν το ζάγκλον καί1 τορνευον- 
τες, τταρα δέ Δημοσθένει το “  εβόα ώσττερ εξ 
άμάξης,”  ή πώς άναγνωστέον παρά Τίλάτωνι την 
ηδος λέξιν, πότερον φιλώς εκφέροντα την πρώτην 
συλλαβήν η δασέως, η την μεν πρώτην φιλώς την 
δε δευτέρων δασέως, η άμφοτέρας φιλώς η έν-

60 αλλάξ. διά γάρ τα τοιαΰτα εΐρηται ή γραμματική 
εμπειρία τών παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί συγγραφεϋσι 
λεγομένων.

Οΰτος μεν ουν ούτως· εγκαλεΐ δε αύτώ Πτολε
μαίο? ό περιπατητικός ότι ονκ έχρήν εμπειρίαν

61 είρηκέναι την γραμματικήν (αυτή μεν γάρ ή 
εμπειρία τριβή τις έστι καί έργάτις άτεχνος τε 
καί άλογος, έν φιλή παρατηρήσει καί συγγυμνασία 
κειμένη, ή δε γραμματική τέχνη καθέστηκεν), ού 
συνορών ότι τάττεται μεν καί επί τέχνης τοϋνομα, 
καθώς έν τοΐς έμπειρικοίς ύπομνήμασιν έδιδάξαμεν, 
άδιαφόρως τοΰ βίου τούς αυτούς εμπείρους τε 
καί τεχνίτας καλοΰντος, άφ* * ήσπερ έννοιας καί ό 
Μητρόδωρος εφη μηδεμίαν άλλην πραγμάτων εμ
πειρίαν το έαυτής τέλος συνοραν ή φιλοσοφίαν,

62 τουτέστι μηδεμίαν τέχνην, τάττεται δε έξόχως 
καί επί τής τών πολλών καί ποικίλων πραγμάτων 
γνώσεως, καθώς καί τούς πρεσβυτας πολλά μεν

1 (παρα Τίλάτωνι) add. cj. Warmington.

β “ Zanklon ” occurs in Thucyd. vi. 4 ;  but “  tomeu- 
ontes ”  is not found in Thucydides.

* Cf. Dem. de Corona 122, “  From a waggon,”  i.e. like
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the prose-writers, whether historians or orators or 
even philosophers, seeking to discover which of their 
writings are correctly and idiomatically expressed 
and which are faulty, and what, for example, is the 
meaning in Thucydides a of zanklon (“ sickle ” ) and 
torneuontes (“ rounding o ff” ), and in Demosthenes b 
of “ he shouted as though from a waggon ”  ; and 
how we should pronounce the word idos 0 in Plato— 
whether we should utter the first syllable with or 
without the aspirate, or the first syllable without and 
the second with the aspirate, or both without the 
aspirate or both with it. It is because of such invest!- 60 
gations that Grammar has been called “ expertness 
regarding the language of poets and composers.”

Such, then, is the view of Dionysius. But Ptolemy 
the Peripatetic raises the objection that he ought not 
to have described Grammar as “  expertness ” (for 61 
expertness as such is a kind of practice and operation, 
void of art and reasoning, which consists in mere 
observation and joint-exercise, whereas Grammar is 
an art) ; but he fails to notice that the term is also 
applied to art (as we have shown in our Empiric 
Treatise*), since ordinary folk call the same men 
“  experts ”  and “  artists ”  without distinction ; and 
it was with this notion that Metrodorus e said that 
** philosophy is the only expertness in affairs which 
perceives its own end,” meaning “ the only art ”  ; 62 
and the term is applied especially to the knowledge 
of many and various matters, in the way that we 
speak of old men who have seen much and heard
women crying insults from the waggons in which they rode 
to the Eleusinian Mysteries.

* i.e. 1} S’ os, “  said he.”
* This work is no longer extant.
* An Epicurean philosopher.
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ιδόντας πολλά. Be άκουσαντας εμπείρους του βίου 
φαμέν, ώς καί 6 Ευριπίδης

ώ τέκνον, ούχ άπαντα τω γήραι κακά, 
Έτεόκλεες, πρόσεστιν, άλλ’ ήμπειρία 
έχει τι λέξαι των νέων σοφώτερον.

63 έφ* 07τερ ίσως 6 θράζ φ€ρόμ€νος σήμαινόμενον, 
επεί πολυειδήμονά τινα καί πολυμαθή βούλ€ται 
elvai τον γραμματικόν, έφη εμπειρίαν ύπάρχειν 
την γραμματικήν των παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί 
συγγραφεϋσι λεγομένων. ώστε τούτο μέν ύπ- 
έλαφρον, εκείνο δε ίσως τις πραγματικωτέρας1

64 εχόμενον ζητήσεως ερεΐ προς αυτόν ήτοι γάρ 
των παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί συγγραφεϋσι λεγομένων 
μόνον εμπειρίαν συμβέβηκεν είναι την γραμ
ματικήν, ή καί των μήτε παρά ποιηταΐς μήτε 
παρά συγγραφεϋσι καθεστώτων, αλλά μόνων μέν 
των παρά ποιηταΐς καί συγγραφεΰσιν ούκ αν εϊποιεν 
εμπειρίαν αυτήν ύπάρχειν διά το ποτέ καί ταΐς 
άνά χεΐρα των ιδιωτών καί άνεπιστημόνων όμι- 
λίαις2 έφιστώσαν (θεωρεΐσθαι) ,3 καί το βάρβαρον 
καί το 'Ελληνικόν τό τε σόλοικον καί το μή τοιοΰ-

65 τον εζελέγχονσαν. εΐ δε καί των μή παρά ποιηταΐς 
μηδέ συγγραφεϋσι μόνον λεγομένων εμπειρία καθ- 
έστηκεν, ούκ έδει αυτήν είναι λέγειν, (ο ) από 
μέρους εχει4 συμβεβηκός.

Ά λ λ α  παρέντες τό περί των τοιουτων λεπτολο- 
γεΐν σκοπώμεν, ώς ύπεσχόμεθα, ει δύναται τέλος, 
όσον επί τή τοιαυτη έννοια, ύποστήναι ή γραμ-

66 ματική. όταν οΰν λέγωσιν αυτήν εμπειρίαν κατά 
τό πλεΐστον των παρά ποιηταΐς καί συγγραφεϋσι

1 πραγματικωτέρας Heintz : γραμματικωτέρας MSS., Bekk.
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much as “  experienced in life.”  So too Euripides a—·
Not all is evil that besets old age,
My child Eteocles : experience
Can teach a wisdom which eludes the young.

And the Thracian b was probably brought to adopt 63 
this meaning of the term through wishing the Gram
marian to be a man of wide knowledge and wide 
learning, when he says that grammar is expertness 
in the language of poets and composers. So that this 
is rather a small point. But here is an argument more 
suited to a serious inquiry which one might perhaps 
bring against him : it belongs to grammar either to 64 
be expertness in the language of poets and composers 
only, or also to be expertness in speech which is not 
found in either poets or composers. But they will 
not say that it is expertness in poets’ and composers’ 
language only, since it is sometimes seen to preside 
over the current conversation of ordinary and un
learned people, and also to examine and declare 
what is barbaric and what Hellenic, what is solecistic 
and what not. And if it is not expertness in the 65 
speech of poets and composers only, they ought not 
to have identified it with a part of its contents.

But without proceeding to split hairs about such 
matters, let us consider, as we undertook to do, 
whether, if we are to go by the proposed defini
tion, the Art of Grammar can in the end exist. Now 66 
when they describe it as “ expertness regarding most 
of the speech of poets and composers,” they mean

e Eurip. Phoen. 528 ; cf. Ovid, Met. vi. 28.
6 i.e. Dionysius.

rat? . . . όμιλίαις cj. Bekk. : τά ς  . . . ομιλίας mss., Bekk.
8 (β ΐω ρ ύο θ α ι) add. cj. Bekk.

4 <δ> . . . έχει cj. Bekk. : ίχειν mss., Bekk.
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λεγομένων, φασί πάντων ή τινών. καί el πάντων, 
πρώτον μεν ουκέτι κατά το πλεΐστον άλλα πάντων, 
καί εΐ πάντων, καί των απείρων άπειρα γάρ εστι 
ταΰτα. των δε απείρων ονκ εστιν εμπειρία· διόπερ 
ουδέ γραμματική τις γενήσεται. εί δε τινών, 
έπεί καί οΐ Ιδιώταί τινα τών παρά ποιηταΐς καί 
συγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων εί δότες ονκ έχουσι γραμ
ματικήν εμπειρίαν, ουδέ ταυτη1 είναι λεκτέον

07 γραμματικήν. εκτός εί μή τι διά τούτο (τό )1 2 * 
“  κατά τό πλεΐστον ”  είρήσθαι φήσονσιν, ΐνα ή 
τε προς τήν πάντων (εμπειρίαν) ενιαχού απορία8 
ή τε προς τον ιδιωτισμόν διαφορά ύποβάλληται. 
του μεν γάρ ιδιώτου διενήνοχεν 6 γραμματικός 
παρόσον ούκ ολίγων, ώς εκείνος, αλλά πλείστων 
τών παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί συγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων 
έμπειρός εστι· τής δε τών πάντων γνώσεως αδυνά
του τάχα καθεστώσης κεχώρισται, έπεί ού πάντα 
τά δε πλεΐστα εξ αυτών επαγγέλλεται γινώσκειν.

08 ταΰτα δε ονκ άπολογονμένον ήν, άλλα κακοΐς 
έπιπληροΰντος κακά καί μηκέτι μετρίως άλλ* 
άρδην έπισπωμένου τάς απορίας, πρώτον μεν 
οΰν ώς τά πολλά άόριστά εστι καί τήν σωρικήν 
γεννφ απορίαν, οϋτω καί τά πλεΐστα. όθεν ή 
περιγραφάτωσαν ήμΐν αυτά, δείξαντες άχρι πόσων 
γνώσεως4 τών παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί συγγραφεΰσι 
λεγομένων ρητέον ή εΐπερ επί αορίστου μένουσιν 
ύποσχέσεως, τά πλεΐστα γινώσκειν λέγοντες,

69 παραδεχέσθωσαν τήν παρά μικρόν ερώτησιν. του

1 ταΰττ) scripsi: τούτην m ss ., Bekk.
* <το) add. cj. Bekk.

8 (εμπειρίαν) . . . απορία cj. Bekk : απορίαν m ss., Bekk.
4 γνώβεως Heintz : γνώσεων m ss., Bekk.
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either all or some of it. And if they mean “ all," 
then, in the first place, it is no longer “  regarding 
most of their speech ”  but all of it, and if all then 
endless (for their speech is endless): but of the 
endless there is no experience : hence no Art of 
Grammar will exist. But if they mean “ some," then, 
since even ordinary folk understand some of the 
speech of the poets and composers though they 
possess no grammatical expertness, neither in this 
case can one say that an Art of Grammar exists. 
Unless they shall say that the words “  regarding 67 
most ”  were expressly used for the purpose of sug
gesting their occasional lack o f expertness regarding 
all their language and their difference from the 
ordinary man. For the Grammarian differs from the 
ordinary man in so far as he is expert not in regard 
to a little, like the other, but to most of the language 
o f the poets and composers ; and he is not committed 
to what is probably impossible, the knowledge of it 
all, since he does not pretend to know all but most of 
it. But this is not the conduct of a man making his 68 
defence, but o f one who piles evils on evils and draws 
upon himself difficulties to an extent that is no longer 
moderate but complete. Now in the first place, just as 
“  many ”  is indefinite and gives rise to the puzzle of 
“  the Heap,” a so also is “ most.”  Either, then, let 
them define for us this “  most,”  showing how far we 
are to say that this knowledge of the speech of poets 
and composers extends ; or if they abide by their in
definite claim and say that they know “ most,”  let 
them submit to being questioned “ little by little."

• Cf. P.H. ii. 253 n.
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γάρ πλείστου όρισθεντος αριθμού 6 ενι ελάσσων 
πλεΐστος ακμήν εστιν, επει τελεως ατοπον μονάΒος 
προσθέσει τον μεν πλεΐστον λεγειν τον 8ε μηδαμώς. 
Βιόπερ άει μονάΒι πλεονεκτούμενος 6 κατ αυτούς 
πλεΐστος αριθμός ελευσεται πάντως εις τό μηκετι 
αριθμός πλεΐστος ύπάρχειν, και διά τούτο μηΒε 
γραμματική1, δπερ ήν τής σωρικής απορίας συμ-

70 πέρασμα, πώς δ ’ ονκ όντως γραμματικής παχν- 
τητος το εν άπείρω πλήθει λεγειν πλεΐστα; ώς 
γάρ το όλιγώτερον πρός τ ί εστι και κατά την 
ώς πρός το πλεΐστον σχεσιν νοείται, ούτω και 
τό πλεΐστον κατά την ώς πρός τό ολίγον σχε- 
σιν θεωρήσεται. εί ούν τών πλειστών τών παρά 
ποιηταΐς καί συγγραφενσι λεγομένων εμπειρίαν 
εχουσιν οι γραμματικοί, ολίγων τών λοιπών ονκ

71 εχουσιν" εί 8ε και τό ληφθεν εστι πλεΐστον καί 
τό καταλειφθεν ελασσον, ούκετι τό παν γίνεται 
άπειρον, όμως δ* ούν, ΐνα μηΒεν περί τούτων 
άκριβευώμεθα, φεϋΒός εστι τό τά πλεΐστα τών 
παρά ποιηταΐς τε και συγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων 
γινώσκειν τον γραμματικόν· ελάχιστα γάρ ήν, 
πολλαπλασιόνων απολειπόμενων ά ούκ οΐδε, καθώς

72 προβαινουσης τής ζητήσεως παραστήσω, τά νΰν 
δε άλλην άπόδοσιν θεωρητεον.

ΆσκληπιάΒης τοίνυν μεμφεται τον θράκα Διονύ
σιον εμπειρίαν λεγοντα την γραμματικήν, 8ι ήν 
αιτίαν και 6 Πτολεμαίο? 0φη, εγκαλεΐ δε αύτώ 
καί το* κατά τό πλεΐστον εμπειρίαν αυτήν άπο- 
φαίνειν. τούτο μεν γάρ τών στοχαστικών και

1 γραμματική  Fabr. : γραμματικήν Bekk.
* τό ej. Bekk : τψ mss., Bekk.
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For when a “  very large ” number is fixed, the number 69 
that is less by one is still “  very large,” since it 
is perfectly absurd to call the one number, because of 
the addition of an unit, “  very large ”  and the other 
not. Hence, if their “  very large ” number keeps on 
always being increased by one it will certainly come 
to being no longer a “  very large ” number, so that 
Grammar too is non-existent; and this is the con
clusion of the puzzle of “  the Heap.”  And surely it is 70 
a piece of grammatic obtuseness to speak of “ very 
many ”  in dealing with an infinite number ; for just 
as “  small ”  is a relative notion and is conceived as in 
relation to the condition “ very large,” so also the 
notion “ very large ” will be conceived as relative to 
the condition “ small.” If, then, the Grammarians are 
expert regarding “ very much of the speech of poets 
and composers,”  they are not expert regarding the 
small quantity which remains over; and if what is in- 71 
eluded is “ very much,”  and what is omitted is “ rather 
small,”  the total no longer makes up an infinite quan
tity.—But in any case, not to argue these points too 
closely, it is false to say that the Grammarian knows 
“  very much of the speech of poets and composers ”  ; 
for it is really “  very little,”  since many times more of 
it remains which he does not know, as I shall prove 
in the course of our inquiry. But for the moment 72 
we must consider another account o f the matter.

Asclepiades blames Dionysius “  the Thracian ”  for 
calling the Art of Grammar “ expertness,”  and that 
for the reason stated by Ptolemy, and he also finds fault 
with his description o f it as “ expertness for the most 
part. ”  F or this is a feature of arts which are conj ectural
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viτό την τύχην πιπτονσών εστι τεχνών, ώσπερ 
κυβερνητικής και Ιατρικής· γραμματική δε ούκ 
εστι στοχαστική αλλά μουσική τε και φιλοσοφία

73 παραπλήσιος, εΐ μη τι δέδοικε, φησί, τήν δλι- 
γότητα  του βίου ώς ούκ οΰσαν ικανήν προς το  
πάντα περιλαβεΐν, οπερ εστιν άτοπον, (ω ς }1 γραμ
ματικού άλλ* ού γραμματικής ποιήσεται τον δρον, 
επείπερ οντος μεν τυχόν Ισως ( ολίγων)* επιστήμων 
εστι τω ν παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί σνγγραφεΰσι λεγο
μένων, δλιγόβιον καθεστώς ζώον, ή δε γραμματική

74 πάντων εΐδησις. δθεν τό μεν αλλάξας τού δρον 
τούτου τό δ* άνελών, ούτως άποδίδωσι τής γραμ
ματικής τήν έννοιαν “  γραμματική εστι τέχνη τω ν  
παρά ποιηταΐς και σνγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων ”  ούκ 
άνεΐλε δε δ άνήρ τάς απορίας άλλ* επέτεινεν' καί 
εν οΐς θέλει τήν γραμματικήν αυξειν, εν τοντοις 
αύτής άφεΐλεν* έστω γάρ πάντων εΐδησις των  
παρά ποιηταΐς καί σνγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων, ούκ- 
οΰν έπεί ούδέν εστιν εΐδησις παρά τον είδότα, 
ούδε γραμματική παρά τον  [είδότα] γραμματικόν, 
ώς ούδε περιπάτησις παρά τον περιπατοΰντα καί 
στάσις παρά τον εστώτα καί κατάκλισις παρά

75 τον κατακείμενον. ώμολόγηται δε 6 γραμματικός 
μή έχειν πάντων εΐδησιν' ούκ άρα έτι έστιν εΐδησις 
πάντων των παρά ποιηταΐς καί σνγγραφεΰσι 
λεγομένων, διά δε τοΰτο ούδε γραμματική, καί 
άλλως, εΐπερ τέχνη εστιν ή γραμματική, εΐδησις 
ούσα πάντων τω ν παρά ποιηταΐς τε καί συγγρα- 
φεΰσι λεγομένων, ή δε τέχνη σύστημα εκ καταλή
ψεων [των περί τον γραμματικόν],* έζ ανάγκης 
μηδενός έχοντος πάντων τω ν παρά ποιηταΐς καί

1 <ώί> add. cj. Bekk. 1 (ολίγων) add. cj. Bekk.
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and subject to accidents such as navigation and medi
cine; but Grammar is not a conjectural art but akin 
to Music and Philosophy. “  Unless,”  he says, “  he has 73 
some fear of the shortness of life as being insufficient 
for the comprehension o f all, which is absurd ; for in 
that case he will not be defining the Art of Grammar 
but the Grammarian, since he perchance, being a 
short-lived creature, is acquainted with a little of the 
speech of the poets and composers, whereas Grammar 
is knowledge of it all. Hence, by altering one part and 74 
deleting another part of this definition, he presents the 
concept of Grammar in this form : “  Grammar is the 
art dealing with the speech of poets and composers.”  
But instead of removing the difficulties, our critic has 
increased them, and by the very means whereby he 
intends to magnify Grammar, he makes it less. For 
let it be granted that it is knowledge of all the speech 
of poets and composers : then, since knowledge is 
nothing apart from him who knows, neither is 
Grammar anything apart from the Grammarian, just 
as walking is nothing apart from the walker, or stand
ing apart from him who stands, or lying apart from him 
who lies. But it has been agreed that the Grammarian 75 
does not possess knowledge of a ll; therefore know
ledge of all the speech of poets and composers no 
longer exists; neither, in consequence, does Grammar 
exist.—Again, if Grammar is an art, being knowledge 
of all the speech of poets and composers, and art is 
”  a system composed of apprehensions,”  0 then, since 
no one possesses an apprehension of all the speech of

0 For this Stoic definition cf. P.H. iii. 188.

* αυτής a<f>eiXev scripsi: αυτήν aveiXev mss., Bekk. (eXvae cj. 
Bekk·). *  [τω ν  . , . γραμματικόν] del. Heintz.
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συγγραφεύσι λεγομένων κατάληφιν ανύπαρκτος 
γίνεται ή γραμματική.

76 Χάρης δε εν τώ  πρώτω περί γραμματικής την 
τελείαν φησί γραμματικήν εξιν είναι από τέχνης 
διαγνωστικήν των παρ ΈΛΛ^σι λεκτών καί νοη
τών επί το άκριβέστατον, πλήν των ύπ* άλλαις 
τέχναις, τό τελευταΐον προσθείς ού παρέργως.

77 έπεί γάρ των παρ' Έλλτ^σι λεκτων και νοητών τα 
μεν εστιν υπό τέχναις τα  δ ’ ον, τών μεν υπό 
τέχναις ούκ οΐεται τέχνην είναι και έζιν την 
γραμματικήν, οΐον εν μεν μουσική τής διά τεσ
σάρων συμφωνίας και τής μεταβολής τών συστη
μάτων, εν δε μαθηματική έκλείφεως ή τής τών 
κύκλων θέσβως. τά 8έ αυτά καί επί τών άλλων 
νοητέον τεχνών ούδενός γάρ τών ύπ αύταΐς 
εΐδησις ή γραμματική, άλλα μέθοδός τίς εστι τών

78 παρά ταύτας ετέρων λεκτών τε καί νοητών, νοητών 
μεν ως ότι πίσυρες τέσσαρες καί βήσσαι καί άγκεα 
οί βάσιμοι τόποι, λεκτών δε τών περί τάς δια
λέκτους, οΐον οτι τούτο μεν εΐρηται Δωρικώς 
τούτο δ ’ ΑΙολικώς, καί ούχ ήπερ οι στωικοί τό 
σήμαινόμενον, άλλ’ άνάπαλιν τό σημαίνον’ τό γάρ 
νοητόν επί τού σημαινομένου μόνου παρείληπται.

79 εοικε δε καί Κρατήτειόν τι να κινεΐν λόγον, καί 
γάρ εκείνος έλεγε διαφέρειν τον κριτικόν τού 
γραμματικού’ καί τον μεν κριτικόν πάσης, φησί, 
δει λογικής επιστήμης έμπειρον είναι, τον δε 
γραμματικόν απλώς γλωσσών εξηγητικόν καί 
προσωδίας αποδοτικόν καί τών τούτοις παρα-
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poets and composers, Grammar is of necessity non
existent.

Chares in the first book of his treatise on the Art of 76 
Grammar says that perfect Grammar is “ a skill 
derived from art which distinguishes very precisely 
Greek language and thought, except in so far as these 
are dealt with by other arts,”—which last addition of 
his is not superfluous. For since part of the Greek 77 
language and thought is dealt with by arts and part 
not, he holds that Grammar is not an art and skill 
concerned with what is treated by the arts,—as for 
instance in Music the dia-tessaron (or “ Fourth ” ) 
concord and the change of the “ systems,”  and in 
Mathematic the eclipse or the position of the spheres. 
And the same applies, one must suppose, to the rest 
of the arts : Grammar is not knowledge of any of the 
subjects the other arts deal with, but it is a methodi
cal treatment of language and meanings not touched 
on by other arts,—of meanings, as that pisures means 78 
tessares (four), and that bessai and ankea mean acces
sible places ; and of language in so far as it concerns 
dialects, as for example, that such a phrase is Doric 
and such other Aeolic, but it does not (like the Stoics) 
regard the signification of the phrase but conversely 
the signifying phrase itself; for the meaning is 
derived from the thing signified alone.—But Chares 79 
seems to be disputing an argument of Crates.® For 
he used to say that the “ Critic ” differs from the 
Grammarian ; and, says he, the “ Critic ” must be 
expert in the whole range of linguistic science, but 
the Grammarian simply capable of expounding dia
lects and explaining prosodies and skilled in things

• For Crates see p. 27 n.
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πλησίων ειδήμονα- παρό καί εοικέναι έκεΐνον μέν 
άρχιτέκτονι τον δέ γραμματικόν υπηρέτη.

80 Ά λλα  τα  μεν της άποδόσεως τοιαϋτα, πή μέν 
μετριώτερα τω ν Διονυσίου ατοπημάτων πή δε 
χείρονα. οτι μεν γάρ τής σωρικής απορίας 
εξέλυσε την γραμματικήν καί τω ν άλλοτρίων 
κεχώρικε θεωρημάτων, μουσικής τε και μαθη
ματικής, ώς μη προσηκόντων, αύτόθεν συμφανές- 
του  δε μη ανυπόστατου ύπάρχειν ούδαμώς αυτήν 
ερρύσατο, αλλά και εις το  είναι τοιαυτην μάλλον

81 συνηγωνίσατο. 6 μεν γάρ Διονύσιος κατά τι 
διώρισε τον τής γραμματικής όρον, επί μόνων 
αυτήν ποιητών τε καί συγγραφέων στήσας- ουτος 
δέ περί πάσαν 'Ελληνικήν φωνήν καί περί παν 
σημαινόμενον καταγίγνεσθαι ταύτην θέλει, όπερ, 
εί θεμιτόν είπειν, ουδέ θεοις άνυτόν εστιν. ώς 
γάρ καί πρότερον ελέγομεν, ούδεμία μέθοδος 
συνίσταται περί τι άπειρον, άλλα καί μάλιστα 
αυτή τοΰτο περατοΐ- τω ν γάρ αορίστων ή επιστήμη

82 δεσμός εστιν- τα  δέ σημαίνοντα καί σημαινόμενα 
τω ν πραγμάτων εστιν άπειρα- ούκ άρα εστιν ή 
γραμματική τέχνη περί τα  σημαίνοντα καί σημαι- 
νόμενα. καί μήν παντοΐαι γίνονται τω ν φωνών 
μεταβολαί καί προ του γεγόνασι καί εισαΰθις 
γενήσονται- φιλομετάβολον γάρ τί εστιν ο αιών, 
ούκ εις φυτά μόνον καί ζώα αλλά καί εις ρήματα.

83 περί έστώσαν δέ απειρίαν, οϋ τοί γε καί μετα- 
βάλλουσ αν, άμήχανόν εστι γνώσιν άνθρωπίνην 
εύρεΐν. ουδέ ταύτη άρα ή γραμματική συστή- 
σεται. άλλως τε ήτοι τεχνικήν οΐεται είναι τήν 
εξιν ή άτεχνον. καί εί μέν τεχνικήν, πώς ούκ
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of that sort; and accordingly the former may be 
compared to a head-craftsman, and the Grammarian 
to a subordinate.

Such, then, are the features of this definition, which 80 
are in some ways more reasonable than the absur
dities of Dionysius, but in others worse. For it is 
evident at once that he has freed Grammar from the 
“  Heap ”  difficulty and has set it apart from the alien 
disciplines of Music and Mathematic, on the ground 
thay they have no connexion with i t ; but he has by 
no means rescued it from the charge of being non
existent, but rather has helped to confirm that it is so. 
For whereas Dionysius in some degree limited the 81 
scope of Grammar by confining it to the speech of 
poets and composers only, this man (Chares) proposes 
to make it cover all Greek language and every signi
fication,—a thing which, if one may say so, is not 
feasible even for gods. For, as we have also said 
before, no scientific inquiry deals with anything 
unlimited, such inquiry itself being the chief agent 
of limitation ; for science is what binds down the 
undefined : but things signifying and things signified 82 
are unlimited ; therefore the Art of Grammar is not 
concerned with things signifying and signified. More
over, as to words, changes of all sorts occur and have 
occurred in the past and will occur in the future ; for 
Time is a lover of change and that not only in regard 
to animals and plants but also to words.® But con- 83 
cerning a stationary infinite, not to speak of a chang
ing one, no human knowledge can be found. Neither, 
then, in this way will Grammar subsist.—Further, 
either he supposes that the “ skill ” is artistic or 
that it is without art. And if it is artistic, why did he

• Cf. Hor. A.P. 60 ff.
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αότήν εΐιre τέχνην άλλα το άφέ ου έστιν; εί δέ 
άτεχνον, έπεί ον δυνατόν διά του άτέχνου τό τεχνι
κόν όρασθαι, ουδό συστήσεταί τις γραμματική 
έξις τεχνικώς διαγινώσκουσα τά παρ’ "Ελλησι 
σημαίνοντα τα και σημαινόμενα.

84 Αημήτριος δε δ επικαλούμενος Χλωρός και 
άλλοι τινες των γραμματικών ούτως ώρίσαντο 
“  γραμματική έστι τέχνη των παρά ποιηταΐς τε 
και των κατά την κοινήν συνήθειαν λέξεων ειδησις.”  
μένουσι δε και τούτους αί αύταί άπορίαι· ούτε γάρ 
πάντων των παρά ποιηταΐς λεγομένων δύναται

85 είναι τέχνη γραμματική ούτε τινών. καί πάντων 
μεν αύτόθεν αδύνατον, ε’ίγε καί περί θεών καί περί 
αρετής καί φνχής λέγεται παρά τοΐς ποιηταΐς, 
ών άπείρως εχουσιν οί γραμματικοί’ τινών δε 
διά τό μή εις τούς γραμματικούς τό τοιοΰτον 
πίπτειν μόνους αλλά καί άλλους τινάς, οΐον φιλο
σόφους καί μουσικούς καί ιατρούς- συνεώρων γάρ

86 καί οΐδε τινά τών παρά ποιηταΐς. πάλιν τε εν 
τώ  λέγειν καί τών κατά τήν κοινήν συνήθειαν 
λέξεων εϊδησιν είναι τήν γραμματικήν εί μέν τό 
καθολικόν λαμβάνοιεν τό “  εΐ τινές είσι κατά τήν 
κοινήν συνήθειαν λέξεις, εκείνων έστιν ειδησις ή' >> ' / « V t \γραμματική, αμαρτανουσιν- άπειροι γαρ αι κατα 
τήν κοινήν συνήθειαν λέξεις, καί τών απείρων ούκ

87 έστιν ειδησις. εί δε επί τό επί μέρους φέροιντο, 
οπερ ίσον έστί τώ “  είσί τινες λέξεις κατά τήν 
συνήθειαν τήν κοινήν ών ειδησις έστιν ή γραμμα
τική,”  ουδ’ οΰτω ποιήσουσί τι τήν γραμματικήν- 
καί γάρ 6 ’Αθηναίος εϊδησιν εχει τών κατά τήν 
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not term it “  art ”  instead of that wherefrom it is de
rived ? But if it is without art, then, since the artistic 
cannot be perceived by means of the non-artistic, 
neither will there be formed any “ grammatic skill ” 
which distinguishes by art what things are signifying 
and what signified in the speech of the Greeks.

Demetrius, surnamed Chlorus, and certain other 84 
Grammarians have given this definition : “ The Art 
of Grammar is knowledge of the forms of speech in 
the poets and also those in common usage.”  But for 
these, too, the same difficulties remain ; the Art of 
Grammar cannot deal either with all the forms of 
speech in the poets or with some of them. That it 85 
should deal with them all is sheerly impossible, since 
in the poets there is discourse concerning the gods 
and concerning virtue and the soul, things whereof the 
Grammarians have no expert knowledge. Nor can it 
deal with some of them, since a subject such as this 
falls within the scope not of Grammarians only but 
also of certain others, such as philosophers and 
musicians and physicians ; for these too have in
quired into some of the diction of the poets. Again, gg 
in their statement that Grammar is “  knowledge of 
the forms of speech in common usage ” as well, if 
they are taking it as the universal proposition “ what
soever forms of speech are in common usage, of 
these the Art of Grammar is knowledge,” then they 
are in error ; for the forms of speech in common 
usage are infinite, and of infinites there is no know
ledge. But if they should tend to state it as a par- 37 
ticular proposition, equivalent to “  there are certain 
forms of speech in common usage whereof Grammar 
is knowledge,”  not even so will they make Grammar 
anything real; for the Athenian has knowledge of
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*Ατθίδα συνήθων λέξεων, καί ό Δωριευς των κατά 
την Αώρων, καί 6 ρήτωρ τω ν κατά την ρητορικήν,

88 καί 6 ιατρός τω ν κατά την ιατρικήν, εΐ δε λέγοιεν 
πασών των κατά την κοινήν συνήθειαν αυτήν 
λέξεων είδησιν ούχ ώς τω ν καθ’ εκαστα καί έν 
μέρει ττασών (τούτο γάρ όντως αδύνατον) αλλά τω ν  
καθόλου τασώ ν καί άνωτάτω εν ταΐς διαλέκτοις, 
οΐον οτι Δωριέων μέν εστι τοιουτω τόνω χρήσθαι 
Ίώνων  δε άλλω, τάχα μέν τι πιθανόν εροΰσιν, ου

89 μήν αληθές· ούτε γάρ εν έθος εστί καθ’ έκάστην 
διάλεκτον (πολλαί γάρ Δωρίδες καί Άτθίδες), ούτε 
οι κανόνες οΰς δοκοΰσι παραδιδόναι προς πάσαν 
αποτείνονται λέξιν, άλλ’ άχρι μέν ποσών καί 
όμοτόνων, οΐον οξύτονων ή βαρυτόνων, προκόπ- 
τουσιν, πάσας δε περιλαβεΐν άδυνατοΰσιν.

90 Δείγματος μέν οΰν χάριν ταϋτ είρήσθω είς το  
άνυπόστατον είναι τήν γραμματικήν όσον επί τη  
παρά τοΐς γραμματικοΐς αυτής έπινοία· μετελθόντες 
δε ακολούθως καί τά  κυριώτατα τών έν αυτή 
θεωρημάτων, καί έξ ών μάλιστα λαμβάνει την 
υπόστασιν, βασανίζω μεν.

Δ '.— TINA ΜΕΡΗ ΓΡΑΜΜΑΤΙΚΗΣ

91 Πολλτ?? ονσης καί άνηνυτου παρά τοΐς γραμ- 
ματικοΐς περί μερών γραμματικής διαστάσεως, 
ΐνα μήτε το πάρεργον έργου χώραν επέχειν ήμΐν 
φαίνηται, μήτε είς άλλοτρίαν καί ώς προς το  παρόν 
ανωφελή έμβαίνοντες ύλην άπολειπώμεθα τής 
άναγκαιοτέρας άντιρρήσεως, άπαρκέσει λέγειν άσν- 
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the forms of speech commonly used in Attica, and 
the Dorian of those in Dorian lands, and the orator of 
those used in rhetoric, and the physician of those in 
medicine. And if they should mean by this “  know- 88 
ledge of all the forms of speech in common usage,” 
not that of all the forms taken separately and in
dividually (for this is actually impossible), but know
ledge of all those in the dialects which are universal 
and most widely used, as for instance that it is the 
practice of the Dorians to use one sort of pitch and 
the Ionians another, then perhaps what they say will 
be plausible, yet it will not be true ; for neither is 89 
there one customary practice in each dialect (for both 
the Dorian and the Attic dialects are numerous), nor 
do the rules which they suppose they are handing on 
extend to every form of speech but only go so far as 
to apply to a certain number and those with similar 
pitch, such as oxytones and barytones, and they are 
unable to include them all.

Let so much, then, be said by way of sample to 90 
show the baselessness of the Art of Grammar, 
judging by the definition of it given by the Gram
marians. Next let us investigate and test the most 
important of its theorems and those from which it 
mainly derives its constitution.

Chapter IV.—T he Parts of Grammar

Since there exists amongst the Grammarians great 91 
and endless dissension concerning the parts of the 
Art of Grammar, in order that we should not allow 
side-issues to seem to usurp the place of the main 
issue, nor be diverted from the more necessary mode 
of refutation by plunging into matter which is neither 
pertinent nor useful for our present purpose, it will
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κοφαντητότεροv ώς άpa τής γραμματικής το μεν 
εστιν ιστορικόν το δε τεχνικόν τό δε ιδιαίτερον, 
δι* ον τα κατά τούς ποιητάς και συγγραφείς μεθ-

92 οδεύεται. ών τεχνικόν μεν εστιν εν ω περί των 
στοιχείων καί των τον λόγον μερών ορθογραφίας 
τε καί ελληνισμού καί των ακολουθών διατάττονται, 
ιστορικόν δε όπου περί προσώπων οίονεί θείων τε 
καί ανθρωπίνων καί ηρωικών διδάσκουσιν, η περί 
τόπων διηγούνται καθάπερ ορών ή ποταμών, η 
περί πλασμάτων καί μύθων παραδιδόασιν ή εΐ τι

93 τής αυτής ιδέας εστιν. ιδιαίτερον δ’ εν ω τα1 
κατά τούς ποιητάς καί συγγραφείς επισκοποΰσι, 
καθ' ο τά ασαφώς λεγάμενα εξηγούνται, τα τε 
υγιή καί τά μη τοιαΰτα κρίνουσι, τά τε γνήσια 
από τών νόθων διορίζουσιν. άλλ' ώς μεν τυπω 
καί ολοσχερέστερου περιλαβεΐν, ταύτά εστι τά τής

94 γραμματικής μέρη ’ νοητεον δε αύτα ού κατ 
ειλικρίνειαν, ονδ' ώς αν τις είποι μέρη τού ανθρώ
που φνχήν2 καί σώμα, ταντί μεν γάρ ώς ετερα 
οντα άλλήλων νοείται, τό δε τεχνικόν καί ιστορικόν 
καί τό περί τάς ποιήσεις καί συγγραφάς τής γραμ
ματικής μέρη πολλήν εχει συμπλοκήν καί άνά-

95 κρασιν προς τά λοιπά' καί γάρ ή τών ποιητών 
επίσκεφις ού χωρίς τού τεχνικού καί ιστορικού 
γίνεται μέρους, καί εκάτερον τούτων ού δίχα τής 
τών άλλων παραπλοκής συνεστηκεν. ώσπερ οΰν 
οι λεγοντες τής ιατρικής μέρη δίαιταν χειρουργίαν 
φαρμακείων οϋτω λεγουσιν ώς πολλής ούσης εν

1 δ ’ eV φ  τά  s c r ip s i : δέ τό  m ss., Bekk. (δε φ  τά  c j. Bekk.).
* φ υχψ  cj. Bekk. : φνχή  m ss., Bekk.

54

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, I. 91-95

be sufficient to state without sophistry that one part 
of Grammar is “  historical,” another “ technical,” a 
third “ special,”  a in which last the writings of the 
poets and prose-writers are dealt with. Of these the 92 
“ technical ” part is that in which they formulate the 
rules concerning the elements and the parts of speech 
and orthography and Greek idiom and consequential 
matters ; and the “ historical ” is that wherein they 
give instruction regarding persons—divine persons, 
for example, and human, and heroic,—or else explain 
about places, such as mountains or rivers, or record 
fictions or legends, or anything else of that descrip
tion. The “ special ” part is that in which they 93 
examine the language of the poets and prose-writers, 
and in it they explain the obscurities in their language, 
and judge as to which of their expressions are sound 
and which unsound, and distinguish the genuine 
works from the spurious. Such then, to describe 
them in broad outline, are the parts of the Art of 
Grammar ; but one should not conceive of them as 94 
“  parts ” in the precise sense of that term, nor in the 
way that one speaks of the soul and body as “ parts ” 
of the man. For these latter are conceived as being 
distinct from each other, whereas the parts of 
Grammar,—the technical and historical and that 
which deals with poetry and prose,— are each closely 
interconnected and intermixed with the rest; for the 95 
investigation of poetry is not separate from the 
“  technical ” and “ historical ”  parts, nor is each of 
these devoid of mutual connexion with the other two. 
So, just as those who describe dieting, surgery and 
pharmacy as “ parts ” of the art of medicine, imply 
thereby that in their precepts there is much mutual

• Also termed “ exegetical.”
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rots’ θεωρήμασιν αλληλουχίας (καί γάρ ή δίαιτα 
ον χωρίς φαρμακείας καί χ€ΐρονργίας πρόεισι, 
καί ή φαρμακεία πάλιν περιείχετο καί rfj τω ν  
άλλων δυνάμει), ώδε καί επί τοΰ παρόντος ούκ 
απότακτόν τ ί  εστιν έκαστον μέρος, ούδ* ειλικρινές

96 από τής τω ν άλλων επιμιξίας. τοΰτο δέ προ- 
διηρθρώσαμεν ον παρέργως, άλλ* ΐνα είδώμεν ώς 
αν εν τι εξ αυτών δειχθή ασύστατον, δυνάμει καί 
τα  λοιπά άνήρηται, ών έκάτερον ού χωρίς τον  
άναιρεθεντός ύφίσταται. όμως δβ ού ποιήσομεν 
τοΰτο καίπερ δν σύντομον, άλλα πειρασόμεθα 
προς έκαστον άντιλέγειν, ώς εί καί μή έχρηζε 
τής τω ν λοιπών παρουσίας, τάξει δέ άρκτέον 
από τοΰ πρώτου.

Ε'.— ΠΕΡΙ TOT ΤΕΧΝΙΚΟΤ ΤΗ Σ ΓΡΑΜΜΑΤΙΚΗΣ 
ΜΕΡΟΤΣ

97 Διά πολλά μέν καί άλλα δίκαιόν έστι μετά  
σπουδής εξετάζειν την γραμματικήν τεχνολογίαν, 
μάλιστα δέ απάντων διά το επ* αυτή κομαν καί 
μεγα φρονεΐν τούς γραμματικούς, αεί δέ τώ ν κατά 
τά λοιπά κοσμούμενων μαθήματα κατατρέχειν 
ώς μηδέ την κοινήν τών 'Ελλήνων συνήθειαν 
επισταμένων, καί έτι διά το, εί ποτέ θλίβοιντο 
εν ζητήσει, μή άλλην εύρίσκειν πολλάκις αποφυγήν 
εις το περισπάν τούς συζητοΰντας αύτοΐς ή το ότι 
βάρβαρον ή σόλοικόν έστι το ύπ* αυτών λεχθεν.

98 ούκ όλίγην δέ αν έχοι μοίραν εις προτροπήν καί 
όταν βλέπωμεν τούς μηδέ δύο σχεδόν ρήματα 
δεξιώς είρειν δυναμένους γραμματικούς θέλοντας 
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borrowing from one another (for dieting does not 
progress apart from pharmacy and surgery, and 
pharmacy in turn is involved in the functioning of the 
other “ parts ” ), so also in the present instance each 
part of Grammar is not something quite separate and 
free from admixture with the others. This descrip- 96 
tion we have given beforehand in full detail, not as a 
side-issue, but so that we may understand that if any 
one of these parts is proved to have no consistence the 
others too are virtually destroyed, since neither of 
them subsists when apart from the one which has 
been destroyed. We shall not, however, adopt this 
method, concise though it is, but shall try to refute 
each part as though it had no need of the presence of 
the rest. And, keeping the order, we must begin 
with the first part.

Chapter V.—Concerning the Technical Part of 
Grammar

While it is right for many other reasons to examine 97 
with care the technology of Grammar, it is especially 
so because it is upon this that the Grammarians plume 
themselves and give themselves great airs, while they 
are always running down those who are highly re
puted in other sciences as men who do not even 
understand the common usage of Greek speech; and 
also for the further reason that whenever they are 
hard pressed in disputation they frequently find no 
other resort for the purpose of distracting their 
opponents than asserting that what they have said is 
a barbarism or a solecism. And what has no small 98 
share in urging us on is our observing the Gram
marians, who can hardly even join two sentences 
together skilfully, wishing to convict of barbarisms 
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έκαστον των μεγα δννηθεντων iv εύφραδεία και 
ελληνισμό) παλαιών, καθάπερ θονκυδίδην Πλάτωνα 
Δημοσθενην, ώς βάρβαρον έλεγχαν, μία γάρ 
αντί πάντων άμυνα γενήσεται προς αυτούς, εάν 
την φευδώνυμον αυτών τεχνολογίαν άτεχνον απο
δείξω μεν. τάξει δε λεκτεον ήμΐν πρώτον περί 

99 των στοιχείων, εξ ών τά πάντα κατ αυτούς 
συνεστηκεν και ών άναιρεθεντων αγραμμάτους 
ανάγκη γίνεσθαι τούς γραμματικούς.

Και δη τριχώς λεγομένου του στοιχείου, τοΰ 
τε γραφόμενου χαρακτήρος καί τύπου καί της 
τούτου δυνάμεως καί ετι τοΰ ονόματος, προαγετω 
νυν ή ζήτησις μάλιστα περί τής δυνάμεως· 
αυτή γάρ καί κυρίως στοιχεΐον παρ αύτοΐς 
προσηγόρευται. είκοσιτεσσάρων τοίνυν στοιχείων

100 οντων τής εγγραμμάτου φωνής, τούτων διττήν 
υποτίθενται κατά το άνωτάτω την φύσιν. τά μεν 
γάρ αυτών φωνάεντα προσαγορεύουσι, τά  δε 
σύμφωνα, καί φωνάεντα μεν επτά, α εη ιουω , 
σύμφωνα δε τά λοιπά, των δε φωναεντων τρεις 
λεγουσι διαφοράς' δυο μεν γάρ αυτών φύσει μακρά 
λεγουσι τυγχάνειν, το η καί το ω, ισάριθμα δε 
βραχέα, το ε καί το ο, τρία δε κοινά μήκους τε 
καί βραχύτητος, α ι υ, άπερ δίχρονα καί υγρά καί 
αμφίβολα καί μετάβολικά καλοΰσιν’ έκαστον γάρ

101 αυτών πεφυκεν οτε μεν εκτείνεσθαι οτε δε συστελ- 
λεσθαι, οΐον το μεν α επί τοΰ

*Αρες "Αρες βροτολοιγε μιαιφόνε τειχεσιπλήτα, 
το δε ι
’Ίλιον εις ιερήν· τή  δ’ άντίος ώρνυτ* *Απόλλων,

· Cf. Horn. Π. ν. 81.
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every one of the ancients who were supreme masters 
of correct language and Greek idiom, such as Thucy
dides, Plato and Demosthenes. Against their attack 
one defence will stand for all,—the proof, namely, 
that their “  technology ”  is non-technical. And first 
in order we must discuss the “  elements,”  wherefrom 99 
their whole system is constructed, and the abolition 
of which will necessarily bring it about that the 
Grammarians are ungrammatic.

The term “  element” being used in three senses,— 
of the written character or form, and of its “ func
tion ” (or sound), and also of the name,—let us 
proceed now in our inquiry to deal mainly with the 
function ; for this is accounted by the Grammarians 
to be the “ element ” proper. As, then, there are 
twenty-four elements of the voice in written form, 100 
they lay it down that the nature of these, in respect of 
their summa genera, is twofold. The one class they 
call vowels, the other consonants ; and seven are 
vowels— α ε η ι ο ν ω,—the rest being consonants. 
And of the vowels there are, they say, three distinct 
sorts : for they say that two of them are long, namely 
η and ω, an equal number short, namely e and o, and 
three indifferently long or short, namely a t v, which 
they term “ dichronous ”  (or having two quantities), 
and “ liquid ” and “ amphibolous ”  (or ambiguous) 
and “  metabolic ”  (or changeable); for each of them 
is naturally capable of being at one time long, at 101 
another short, as a in the example,T Apes "Αρες—
Ares, Ares, fort-wrecker and murderous slayer of mortals,0— 
and ι ίη’Ίλιον είς ιερήν,—

(So fared she)
Even to Holy Troy, and Apollo hastened to meet her,*-—
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to δε v
θεσπέσιον νεφέων εκ Δ ιός δεν vSa>/>.

102 τών δε συμφώνων τα μεν ήμίφωνά εστι κατ 
αύτούς τα  δε άφωνα, καί ήμίφωνα μεν όσα δ ί  
αυτών ροΐζον ή σιγμόν ή μυγμδν ή τινα παρα- 
πλήσιον ήχον κατά την εκφώνησιν άποτελεΐν 
πεφυκότα, καθάπερ τδ ζ θ λ μ ν ξ ρ σ φ χ φ , ή  ώς 
τινες, χωρίς τοΰ θ καί φ καί χ  τα λειπόμενα οκ
τώ * άφωνα δε εστι τα μήτε συλλαβάς καθ' εαυτά 
ποιεΐν δυνάμενα μήτε ήχων ιδιότητας, αυτό δε 
μόνον μετά των άλλων συνεκφωνούμενα, καθάπερ

103 β γ  δ κ π τ, ή ώς ενιοι, καί το θ φ χ. καί μην 
κοινώς τών συμφώνων πάλιν τά μεν φύσει δασέα 
λεγουσι τά  δε φιλά, καί δασέα μεν θ φ χ, φιλά 
δε κ π τ' μόνον δε φασι τό ρ επιδεχεσθαι εκάτερον, 
δασύτητα καί φιλότητα. λεγουσι δε τινα τών 
συμφώνων καί διπλά, καθάπερ τό ζ ξ φ· συνεστη- 
κεναι γάρ φασι τό μεν ζ εκ τοΰ σ καί δ, τό δε ζ 
εκ τοΰ κ καί σ, τό δε φ εκ τοΰ π καί σ.

104 Τ ούτων δη προεστοιχειωμενων, φημί πρώτον μεν 
άτόπως αύτοΐς λεγεσθαι τών στοιχείων τινά είναι 
διπλά, τό γάρ διπλοΰν σύστημά εστιν εκ δυοΐν, τό δε 
στοιχείου ούκ εστι σύστημα εκ τινώ ν άπλοΰν γάρ 
οφείλει τυγχάνειν καί ούκ εζ ετέρων συστατόν. ούκ 
άρα εστι διπλοΰν στοιχεΐον. άλλως τε, εί τά συστα
τικά τοΰ διπλοΰ στοιχείου στοιχειά εστι, τό διπλοΰν 
εκ τών στοιχείων συνεστώς ούκ έσται στοιχεΐον' 
αλλά μην τά συστατικά τοΰ διπλοΰ στοιχείου 
στοιχεία έστίν' ούκ άρα τό διπλοΰν εστι στοιχεΐον.

® This pentameter comes, perhaps,—as Fabricius sug
gests—from a lost poem of Callimachus.
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and the v in ΰ<ν νδωρ—
Out of the Sky-god’s clouds pourfed a marvellous flood.®

Of the consonants some, according to them, are “ semi- 102 
vocal,”  others “  non-vocal ”  (or mute): “  semi-vocal ”  
are all those which of themselves naturally produce at 
their utterance the r-sound or the 5-sound or the m- 
sound, or some similar sound, for example ζθ  λ μ v ξ ρ 
σ φ χφ, or, as some say, the eight which remain after 
the omission o f θ φ and χ. “  Non-vocal ”  are those 
which are not able by themselves to form syllables 
or sounds of their own, they being uttered only along 
with others, such as β  γ  δ κ π τ, or, as some say, 
with the addition of θ φ χ. Moreover, of the con- 103 
sonants again in general they say that some are 
naturally “  rough ” (or aspirated), others “ smooth ”
(or without the aspirate), the “ rough ”  being θ φ χ, 
and the “  smooth ”  κ π τ', and p alone, they say, 
admits of either breathing, the “  rough ”  or the 
“ smooth.”  They declare also that some of the 
consonants are “ twofold,” such as ζ £ φ ; for ζ, they 
say, is composed of σ and δ, £ of κ and σ, φ of π and σ.

These, then, being placed first as elements, I assert, 104 
firstly, that it is absurd of them to state that some of 
the elements are “ twofold,” for what is twofold is a 
compound of two things, but the element is not a 
compound of any things ; for it must be simple and 
not compounded of other things. Therefore a two
fold element does not exist. Again, if the components 
o f the twofold element are elements, the twofold 
compound of those elements will not be an element; 
but in fact the components of the twofold element 
are elements ; therefore the twofold (compound) is 
not an element.
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105 Kat μην ώς ταϋτα αναιρείται, οϋτω και τα 
δίχρονα, κοινήν φύσιν μήκους τε και βραχύτητος 
άξιου μένα εχειν. εΐπερ γάρ τοιαΰτα εστιν, ήτοι 
αυτό το γράμμα κατ Ιδίαν καί ό φιλάς, εί τύχοι, 
του α ι υ χαρακτήρ εμφανιστικός εστι τής δίχρονου 
φύσεως, καί νυνί μεν συστελλεσθαι νυνί δε εκτείνε-

106 σθαι δυνάμενον, (ή συν1') προσωδία, άλλ’ ο μεν 
χαρακτήρ κατ* ιδίαν ούκ εστι κοινού φύσει στοιχείου 
μηνυτικός. οϋτε γάρ οτι μηκύνεται οϋθ' ότι βρα- 
χυνεται οϋθ' οτι το συναμφότερον καί μηκύνεται 
καί βραχύνεται εμφαίνει’ άλλ’ δν τρόπον ή δι* 
αύτοϋ συλλαβήΐ, καθάπερ είρηται επί τής ρες λε- 
ξεως, ου2 χωρίς τής προστιθέμενης προσωδίας ούτ 
εί μακρά εστιν ουτ’ εί βραχεία γινώσκεται, οϋτω 
καί τό α ι υ κατ* ιδίαν λαμβανόμενα ου κοινά

107 εκατάρας εσται δυνάμεως άλλ’ ούδετερας. λείπεται 
οΰν συν προσωδία λεγειν αυτό κοινόν ύπάρχειν. 
ο πάλιν εστιν άμήχανον· προσλαμβάνον γάρ 
ταύτην ή μακρόν γίνεται, οτε εστι μακρά, ή βραχύ, 
δτε εστι βραχεία, κοινόν δε ουδέποτε, ούκ άρα

108 εστι φύσει δίχρονα στοιχεία, εί δε λεγοιεν κοινά 
φύσει ύπάρχειν ταΰτα παρόσον επιδεκτικά εστιν 
εκατερου, μήκους τε καί συστολής, λήσονται 
σχεδόν εις την αύτήν εγκυλισθεντες άπορίαν. τό 
γάρ επιδεκτικόν τίνος ούκ εσται εκείνο τό οδπερ 
επιδεκτικόν εστιν’ ώσπερ γάρ ό χαλκός επιδεκτι
κός μεν εστι τοΰ άνδριάς γενεσθαι, ούκ εστι δε 
άνδριάς εφ* δσον επιδεκτικός εστι, καί δν τρόπον 
τα ξύλα επιτήδειον μεν εχει φύσιν €ΐς τό ναΰς

1 (,η συν) addidi: rfj mss., Bekk. (προσωδία, ΐ) συν προσφδίρ 
κοινόν υπάρχει cj. Bekk.).

1 ού cj. Bekk.: η mss., Bekk.
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Moreover, just as these are destroyed, so also are 105 
the “  dichronous ”  elements which, as is claimed, are 
naturally “  common ”  in respect of length and brevity.
For if they are such, either the letter itself in itself 
and the mere character, of, say, the e, t, and v, are 
indicative of their “  dichronous ”  nature, and can be 
now shortened, now lengthened, or the “  tension ” α 
must be added. But the character is not of itself indi- 106 
cative of an element naturally “ common,” for it does 
not show clearly that it is long or that it is short or that 
it is at once both long and short; but just as it is not 
known about the syllable formed by it,—as we said 
in the case of the word *Apes—whether it is long or 
short apart from the added tension, so also the letters 
α ι and v taken by themselves will not be “  common ” 
and having either quantity, but will have neither. It 107 
remains, then, to say that the letter is “  common ” 
when conjoined with tension. But this again is im
possible ; for when the letter takes the tension it 
becomes either long, when the tension is long, or 
short when it is short, but never “  common.”  Hence, 
elements “  dichronous ”  by nature do not exist.—And 108 
if they should say that these elements are “  common ” 
by nature inasmuch as they are susceptible of either 
quantity, length or shortness, they will unwittingly 
be involving themselves in much the same difficulty.
For what is susceptible of a thing will not be that 
thing whereof it is susceptible ; for just as the bronze 
is susceptible of becoming the statue, but inasmuch 
as it is susceptible is not the statue, and just as the 
timber possesses a nature suitable for becoming a

• See note on § 113.
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γενέσθαι, οϋπω  Be έστι ναΰς, ούτω  καί τα  τοιαΰτα  
τω ν  στοιχείω ν έπιΒεκτικά μ έν  έστι μήκους τ€  
καί συστολής, οΰτ€ Be μακρά έστιν ούτε βραχέα  
οΰθ* έκάτερον πριν από προσωΒίας ποιωθήναι.

109 προς ye  μ ην το ΐς λεχθεΐσιν έναντι'ον έστίν η τε  
βρα χύτης καί η έπ έκ τα σις, καί ού συνυφίσταται* 
αναιρέσει γά ρ  τη ς  βρα χυ τη τος ή έπέκτασις συ ν - 
ίσταται, καί αναιρούμενης μακρας βραχ€Ϊα γίν€ται. 
παρ’ ήν αιτίαν άΒύνατον περισπωμένην βραχεΐαν  
yeveadai, διά το  τ ώ  π ερισπασμ ω  κ α τ’ ανάγκην

110 συνυφίστασθαι τη ν  έπέκτασιν. Βιόπερ εί φύσει 
τι Βίχρονόν earn στοιχεΐον, ήτοι ύφ’ εν π€ρί αυτό  
η τ ε  τη ς βρα χυτη τος καί η τη ς  έπ εκτάσεω ς ύπ ο -1 / ' Λ / \ / >\\> Λ \
στη σεται ονναμι,ς η τταρα μ έρος, αλλ νψ εν μεν  
ά μ ή χ α νον περί γάρ τη ν  αυτήν έκφώνησιν κατά  το  
αυτό αναιρετικοί άλλήλων Βυνάμεις ούκ άν νπ ο - 
στα ΐεν . λείπεται άρα παρά μέρος, ο πάλιν εστίν  
ά π ίθα νον ότε γαρ έστι (βρα χύ  καί ότε έσ τ ι) 
μακράν, τ ό τε  ούκ έστι κοινόν στοιχεΐον βρα χυτη τος  
καί μ ήκους, άλλα βραχύ μόνον ( καί μακρόν μ όνον).1

111 *0 δ* αυτός τή ς  έπιχειρήσεω ς τρόπ ος γ ινέσθω  
καί επί τω ν  φύσει φιλών ή Βασέων ή καθ' εκάτερον  
κοινώ ν· ήμΐν Be άπόχρη τό  γένος τή ς  έπιχειρήσεω ς  
υποΒεΐξαι.

Και μην έπεί άνήρηται τα  κοινά, καί ΒέΒεικται 
τό  έκτείνεσθαι μόνον αυτά  ή συστέλλεσθαι, 
ακολουθήσει καί τό  Βισσόν ύπαρχειν έκαστον, τό

112 μέν φύσει μακρόν τό  δ’ αΰ φύσει βραχύ. Βισσοϋ 
οΰν οντος το υ  α καί ι καί υ ούκέτι επτά  γενήσεται 
μόνον στοιχεία  φ ω νήεντα, ώ ν Βύο μεν μακρά, τό

1 (βραχύ . . . ίστι), et (καϊ μ. μόνον} addidi (Bekk. cj. (καί 
οτι βραχύ) post μακρον έΑ (μακρ&\> μ.6νον καί) post άλλά).
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ship, but is not as yet a ship, so also elements of this 
kind are susceptible of both length and shortness but 
are neither long nor short, nor either of the two, before 
they have been qualified by tension.— Moreover, in 109 
addition to what has been said, shortness and length 
are contraries and do not exist together; for length 
exists by the abolition of shortness, and when a long 
is abolished a short comes into existence. And for 
this reason it is impossible for a circumflexed letter 
io  be short, since the lengthening necessarily co
exists with the circumflex. Consequently, if an 110 
element is “  dichronous ”  by nature the quality of 
both shortness and length will subsist in it either both 
together or one at a time. But it is impossible for 
both qualities to subsist together, for qualities which 
are destructive of each other will not subsist in the 
Same utterance simultaneously. It remains, then, to 
say that they subsist “  one at a time.” But this too 
is incredible ; for when the element is short, or when 
it is long, it is not, at that time, “  common ”  as 
regards shortness and length, but is solely short or 
solely long.

Let the same method of attack be employed in the 111 
case of the elements which are “  smooth ”  or 
“  rough,”  or “  common,”  as taking either breathing.
We content ourselves here with merely indicating 
the kind of the attack.

And now that the “ common ” elements have been 
destroyed and it has been proved that they are only 
either shortened or lengthened, it will follow that 
each of them is twofold, the one sort naturally long, 
the other naturally short. As then α i and v are each 112 
twofold, there will no longer be only seven “  vocal ”  
elements (or vowels), o f which two are long, namely
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re η καί τό ω, δύο δε βραχέα, τό τε ε καί τό ο, 
τρία δε δίχρονα, τό τε α καί ι καί υ, αλλά τά 
σύμπαντα δέκα, καί τούτων τά πέντε μεν μακρά, 
το τε η και το ω καί τό μακρόν α καί ι καί ν, 
ισάριθμα δε τά βραχέα, τό ο καί τό ε καί τό βραχύ

113 α και ι και υ . άλλ’ έπεί ού δυο μόνον ύπειληφασιν 
εΐναι προσωδίας γραμματικών παΐδες, την τε 
μακραν καί βραχείαν, αλλά καί όξεΐαν βαρεΐαν 
περισπωμένην δασεΐαν φίλην, έκαστον των ύπο- 
δεδειγμένων φωναέντων έχον τινά τούτων κατ' 
ιδίαν προσωδίαν γενησεται στοιχεΐον καί ω λόγω 
ονδέν ην κοινόν μήκους τε καί βραχυτητος στοι
χείου, άλλ' η μακρόν μόνον, ότ είχε την μακράν, 
η βραχύ, οτ* είχε την βραχεΐαν, τω αύτω λόγω 
ουδέ ν έσται κοινόν όζυτητος καί βαρύτητας, άλλ* 
η οξύ μόνον, δτε προσειληφει την όξεΐαν, η βαρύ, 
δτε την βαρεΐαν. καί επί των άλλων τό ανάλογου, 
έπεί οΰν τά μεν βραχέα δύ' οντα άνά πέντε επιδέ
χεται προσωδίας, βραχεΐαν όξεΐαν βαρεΐαν δασεΐαν

114 φίλην, δέκα γενησεται. τά δε μακρά πάλιν δύο 
οντα εί εκ περισσού προσλαμβάνει καί την προσ
ωδίαν την περισπωμένην (μηκύνεται γάρ ταΰτα 
καί όξύνεται καί βαρύνεται καί δασύνεται καί 
φιλοϋται καί ιδιαίτερον περισπασθαι πέφυκε), 
γενησεται δώδεκα, τά δε κοινά τρία καθεστώτα 
(εί)1 τάς επτά προσωδίας καθ' έκαστον επιδέχεται,

1 <«> add. cj. Bekk.
° προσωδία  (c/. § 119) “ comprises accent, breathing, and 

quantity—all the elements in the spoken word which in the 
ancient mode of writing were left to be supplied by the 
reader” (Bywater, Aristotle on Poetry, p. 336). The 
symbols were invented to help foreigners. See Rhys Roberts, 
Demetrius on Literary Composition, glossary. The τόνοτ,
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η and ω, and two short, namely e and o, and three 
“  dichronous,” namely a i and r>, but the total will be 
ten ; and of these five will be long, namely t/ and ω and 
the long a and i and v, and the short will be equal in 
number, namely o and e and the short a and i and v.
But since the School of Grammarians have assumed 113 
that there are not only two tensions,® the long and the 
short, but also the acute, the grave,6 the circumflex, 
the rough and the smooth, each of the vowels in
dicated having some one of these tensions peculiar to 
itself will become an element; and just as we found 
that an element was never “  common ”  in respect of 
length and brevity but was either long only, when it 
had the long tension added, or short when it had 
the short, so, by the same reasoning, an element 
will never be “  common ” in respect of acuteness 
and gravity, but will be acute only, when it has 
received the acute added, or grave, when it has 
received the grave. So also with the others. Since, 
then, the short elements, being two, admit of five 
tensions apiece,—the short, the acute, the grave, 
the rough and the smooth,—they will become ten. The 114 
long ones, again, which are two, if they receive the 
further addition of the circumflex,—for these elements 
can naturally take the circumflex as their own special 
tension as well as the long, the acute, the grave, the 
rough and the smooth,—will become twelve. And 
if the “  common,” being three, each admit of the

which we call accent, is explained by Demetrius as a musical 
pitch of about a musical fifth, what we call the acute, all the 
rest is what we call grave accent. The circumflex is a drawl 
when a vowel with acute slides into one with an unaccented 
vowel (e.g. when όο-μαι becomes ον-μαί).

* The grave is, then, the general monotone of the 
speaker’s voice.
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και ταΰτα γίνεται είκοσι και ε ν  ώστε πάντα 
τεσσαράκοντα και τρία τύγχαναν" οΐς των δεκαεπτά 
συμφώνων προστιθέμενων εξήκοντα γίνεται1 στοι
χεία, άλλ* ονκ είκοσιτεσσαρα.

115 Έ στι δε και ετερος λόγος καθ' ον άξιοΰται 
διαφόρως τα φωνάεντα πάλιν στοιχεία ελασσόνα 
είναι των παρά τοΐς γραμματικοΐς θρύλον μόνων 
επτά, εί γάρ το α κατ’ αυτούς εκτεινόμενον και 
συστελλόμενον ούχ ετερόν εστι στοιχεΐον άλλ* εν 
κοινόν, ωσαύτως δε καί το ι καί το υ, ακολουθήσει 
καί το ε καί το η εν είναι στοιχεΐον κατά την 
αυτήν δνναμιν κοινόν ή γάρ αυτή δύναμις επ’ 
άμφοτερων εστί, καί συσταλεν μεν το η γίνεται 
ε, εκταθέν δε το ε γίνεται η. κατά δε τον αυτόν 
τρόπον καί το ο καί το ω μία στοιχείου γενήσεται 
φνσις κοινή, εκτάσει καί συστολή διαφερουσα, 
επείπερ το μεν ω μακρόν εστιν ο, το δε ο βραχύ

116 εστιν ω. τυφλώττουσιν οδν οι γραμματικοί καί 
τό ακόλουθον αντοΐς ου συνορώσι, λεγοντες επτά

. φωνάεντα τνγχάνειν, πεντε μόνων δντων προς 
την φύσιν.

Και άναστρόφως εσεσθαί τινά φασιν ενιοι των 
φιλοσόφων πλείονα στοιχεία, διάφορον εχοντα 
δύναμιν των συνήθως παραδιδομενών, οΐον καί 
τό αι καί τό ου καί παν δ της όμοιας εστί φύσε ως. 
τό γάρ στοιχεΐον κριτεον μάλιστα, ότι στοιχεΐον 
εστιν, εκ τοΰ άσύνθετον καί μονόποιον εχειν 
φθόγγον, οΐός εστιν ο τοΰ α καί ε καί ο καί των

117 λοιπών, επεί οδν ο τοΰ αι καί ει φθόγγος απλούς 
εστί καί μονοειδής, εσται καί ταΰτα στοιχεία, 
τεκμήριον δε τής άπλότητος καί μονοειδείας τό

1 γίνεται c j .  Bekk. s γίνΐσθαι MSS., Bekk.
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seven tensions, they become twenty-one. Hence 
their total is forty-three ; and when to these are 
added the seventeen consonants, the elements turn 
out to be sixty and not twenty-four.

There is, on the other hand, a different argument 115 
by which it is made out that the vowels are fewer in 
number than the seven which are so much talked 
about by the Grammarians. For if the a when long 
and when short is not, according to them, a different 
element but one “  common ” element, and so likewise 
both the i and the υ, then it will also follow that e and 
η are one “ common ”  element as having the same 
potency ; for in the case of both there is the same 
potency, and η when shortened becomes e, while e 
when lengthened becomes η. In the same way o and 
ω will also become one “ common ” element, differing 
in length and brevity, since ω is long o, and o is short 
ω. The Grammarians, then, are blind and fail to 116 
perceive the consequence, when they assert that there 
are seven vowels, whereas in actual fact there are 
only five.

Contrariwise, some philosophers declare that there 
will be some more elements which possess a potency 
different from those which are usually handed down,
—at, for instance, ov and every one which is of 
similar nature. For the “ element ” must be judged 
to be an element mainly on the ground that it has a 
sound which is non-composite and of single quality, 
such as that of a and e and o and the rest. Since, then, 117 
the sound of at and of ei is simple and of one kind 
only, these, too, will be elements. And a proof of 
the simplicity of their sounds and that they are of 
one kind only is to be found in the following state-
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λεχθησόμενον. ό μεν γάρ σύνθετος φθόγγος ούχ 
οΐος άπ αρχής προσπίπτει τή αίσθήσει, τοιοΰτος 
άχρι τέλους παραμένειν πέφυκεν, άλλα κατά 
παράτασιν ετεροιοΰται, ό 8ε άπλοΰς και όντως 
τον στοιχείου λόγον έχων τουναντίον άπ* άρχής 
μέχρι τέλους άμετάβολός εστιν. οϊον του μεν ρα 
φθόγγον εν παρατάσει προφερομένου, 8ήλον ώς 
ούχ ωσαύτως αύτοϋ κατά την πρώτην πρόσπτωσιν 
άντιλήφεται ή αΐσθησις καί κατά την τελευταίαν, 
αλλά κατ' άρχάς μεν υπό τής του ρ εκφωνήσεως 
κινηθήσεται, μετανθις 8ε εξαφανισθείσης αυτής 
ειλικρινούς τής τού α 8υνάμεως ποιήσεται την 
άντίληφιν. όθεν ονκ αν εΐη στοιχεΐον τό ρα καί

118 παν το εοικός αύτω. εί 8ε τον τού αι φθόγγον 
λέγοιεν, ούδέν εσται τοιοΰτον, άλλ’ οΐον άπ’ άρχής 
έξακούεται τής φωνής 18ίωμα, τοιοΰτον καί επί 
τελεί, ώστε στοιχεΐον εσται τό αι. τούτον δε 
ούτως εχοντος, επεί καί ό τού ει φθόγγος καί 
ο του οι1 μηνοειδής καί ά σύνθετος καί άμετάβολος 
εξ άρχής άχρι τέλους λαμβάνεται, εσται καί οδτος 
στοιχεΐον.

119 Ά λλα  άφεμενοί γε ταύτης τής ζητήσεως εκείνο 
αν λέγοιμεν, δ μάλλον 8ύναται θλίβειν τούς γραμ
ματικούς. εί γάρ κοινά λέγεται στοιχεία τρία, 
α ι υ, διά το επιδεκτικά τύγχανειν μήκους τε καί 
συστολής, άκολουθήσει παν στοιχεΐον κοινόν είναι 
λέγειν επιδεκτικόν γάρ έστι των τεσσάρων προσ
ωδιών, βαρύτητος όξύτητος φιλότητος δασύτητος. 
τ] εΐπερ ούχ ύπομένονσι παν στοιχεΐον κοινόν είναι 
λέγειν, μηδ* εκείνα λεγέτωσαν κοινά παρόσον 
εκτάσεως καί συστολής εστιν επιδεκτικά.

120 "ΙΙρκει μέν οδν ήπορημένων των στοιχείων τής 
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m ent: the composite sound does not naturally re
main to the end just the same in quality as when it 
first strikes the sense-organ, but is altered through 
its prolongation, whereas the simple sound, which 
really has the character of “ element,” is on the 
contrary unchanged from beginning to end. Thus, 
when the sound pa is prolonged in utterance, it is 
plain that the sense will not perceive it alike at the 
first impression and at the last, but will be stirred at 
first by the utterance of the p and afterwards, when 
this sound has vanished, it will gain the perception of 
the a sound in its purity. Hence, pa and all similar 
vocables will not be elements. But if they should 118 
pronounce the sound at, the result will not be at all 
similar, but its peculiar tone, as heard at the begin
ning, is just the same at the end, so that at will be an 
element. And such being the case in respect of αι, 
since the sound ei and the sound oi are received from 
beginning to end as of single quality and non-com
posite and unaltered, these too will be elements.

But letting go this line of inquiry we may state 119 
another which is capable of pressing the Grammarians 
still harder. If the three elements a, i, and v are 
termed “ common ” because they are receptive of 
length and brevity, it will follow that we must say 
that every element is common, for it is receptive of 
the four tensions, gravity, acuteness, smoothness, 
roughness. Else, if they cannot endure to say that 
every element is common, neither let them term 
those three common on the ground that they are 
receptive of length and brevity.

It would have been sufficient to have put an end to 120

1 oi Coraes: ov m ss ., Bekk.; (και ό του αυ) add. cj. War- 
mington.
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γραμματικής πέρας επιτεθεικέναι τη ζητήσει' τις 
γάρ απολείπεται λόγος περί των μετά τάς άρχάς 
τοΐς τάς άρχάς ούκ έχουσι γραμματικοί?; όμως 
δ* οΰν ένδοτέρω προχωροΰντας ούκ έστιν άλλότριον 
κάκείνων δείγματος χάριν άποπειραθήναι. και
έπεί εκ στοιχείων αι συλλαβαί είσι, (τα )1 περί 
τούτων επισυνάπτω μεν.

Γ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΣΥΛΛΑΒΗΣ
121 Πάσα ούν συλλαβή ή μακρά εστιν ή βραχεία, 

μακρά δε γίνεται, φασί, δίχως, φύσει τε και θέσει, 
φύσει μεν τριχώς, ή όταν εχη στοιχειον φύσει 
μακράν ως επί τής ήώς λέξεως, έκατέρα γάρ 
τούτων των συλλαβών εστί μακρά διά το την μεν 
το η την δε το ω φύσει έχειν μακράν, ή όταν εκ 
δυοΐν φωναέντων συνεστήκη ώς επί τής αίεί λέζεως, 
αι γάρ δύο συλλαβαί μακραί τω εκατέραν εκ δυοΐν 
φωναέντων ύπάρχειν, ή όταν κοινόν εχη το στοι- 
χεΐον μα κροτόνως παρειλημμένον ώς επί τής 
*Αρης· τδ γάρ α δίχρονον νυν μα κροτόνως έκ-

122 φέρεται, ούκοΰν φύσει τριχώς μηκύνεται συλλαβή, 
θέσει δε πενταχώς, ήτοι όταν εις σύμφωνα των 
απλών λήγη δύο, ή όταν ή μετ αυτήν συλλαβή 
από συμφώνων δύο άρχηται, ή όταν εις σύμφωνον 
λήγη καί από συμφώνου ή εξής άρχηται, ή όταν 
εις διπλοΰν λήγη στοιχειον, ή όταν μετ’ αυτήν

123 διπλοΰν επιφέρηται. εί δή πάσα συλλαβή ήτοι 
μακρά εστιν ή βραχεία κατά τούς ύποδεδειγμένους 
τής τεχνολογίας τρόπους, εάν παραστησωμεν 
μηδετέραν οΰσαν αυτών, δήλον ώς ουδέ λέξιν

1 <τά) add. Heintz.
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our investigation at this point, now that the “  ele
ments ”  of the Art of Grammar have been shown to 
be doubtful; for what is left for the Grammarians to 
say about what comes after their principles when they 
do not possess those principles ? None the less, it is 
not irrelevant to penetrate further and, as a sample,, 
to test also what follows the principles. And since the 
“  syllables ”  are formed from the “  elements/’ let Us 
subjoin a discussion of these.

Chapter VI.— Concerning the Syllable

Every syllable is either long or short. It is long, 121 
they say, in two ways, by nature and by position : by 
nature it is long in three cases, either when it has an 
element which is naturally long, as in the word ι)ω?, · 
for each of these syllables is long since the one 
contains η, the other ω, which are naturally long ; or 
when it is composed of two vowels, as in the word 
aid, for the two syllables are long since each is made 
up of two vowels ; or when it has its element “ com
mon” and pronounced with a long tension, as in the 
case ο ΐ ’Άρψ  ; for the “ dichronous ” a is now uttered 
with a long tension. Thus the syllable is long by 122 
nature in three ways, but by position in five ways, 
either when it ends with two of the simple consonants; 
or when the next syllable begins with two consonants; 
or when it ends with a consonant and the next begins 
with a Consonant ; or when it ends with a double 
element; or when a double element is inserted after 
it.—If every syllable is either long or short in the ways 123 
indicated in their ”  technology,” then if we shall 
establish that neither of these syllables exists, it is 
plain that the Grammarians will not have a “ word ”

7$
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εξουσιν  ol γραμ μ ατικοί· καθα γά ρ  τω ν  στοιχείω ν  
αναιρούμενων σνναναιροΰνται καί αί συλλαβαί, 
οντω  καί τ ω ν  συλλαβών μη ούσώ ν ούτε αΐ λεξεις  
γενησονται ούτε κοινώς τ α  τ ο ν  λόγου μ έρη, Βιά 
Βέ το ΰ τ ' ούΒε λόγος.

124 *1ν' οΰν ή  τις  βραχεία  συλλαβή, Βει π ρ οω μ ο-  
λογησθαι ότι ελάχιστος καί βρα χύς εστι χρόνος, 
εν ω  ύφίσταται. ούκ εστι Βέ ελάχιστος χρόνος' 
πας γά ρ  εις άπειρον τεμ νεται, ώ ς  εν το ΐς ύστερον  
Βείξομεν’ εί Βε εις άπειρον τεμ νετα ι, ούκ εστιν  
ελάχιστος. ούκ άρα εσται βραχεία  συλλαβή  
βραχύν εχουσα χρόνον, εί Βε λεγοιεν νυν βραχεΐαν  
καλεΐν καί ελαχίστην συλλαβήν ού τη ν προς φύσιν 
ελαχι'στην οΰσαν άλλα τη ν  προς αΐσθησιν, εαυτοΐς

125 προσαυξουσι τη ν απορίαν, τ ά ς  γάρ λεγομενας 
παρ' αύτοις βραχείας συλλαβάς εύρησομεν ώ ς  
προς αΐσθησιν μ εριστάς, οΐον τη ν  ερ. α ίσθητώ ς  
γάρ επιβάλλομεν επ ' αυτής ότι προεκφωνείται τη ς  
τοΰ  ρ Βυνάμεως η του  ε Βύναμις. καί εναλλάξαντες  
εί λεγοιμεν ρε , πάλιν άντιληφόμεθα ότι π ρώ τη  
μ εν εστι κατά  τη ν τά ξιν  ή του  ρ Βύναμις, Βεντερα

126 δε η του  ε. επεί οΰν παν ο π ρώ τον καί Βεύτέρον 
μέρος εχει προς αΐσθησιν, ούκ εστιν ελάχιστον  
προς αΐσθησιν, φαίνεται Βε ή κατά τούς γρ α μ 
μ ατικούς βραχεία  συλλαβή π ρώ τον καί Βεύτερον 
εχουσα , ούκ άν εΐη προς αΐσθησιν ελάχιστη1 καί 
βραχεία  συλλαβή, μουσικοί μ εν γάρ ίσω ς αλόγους 
τινάς χρόνους καί φω νώ ν παραυξήσεις Βυνησονται 
ά π ολιπ εΐν το ΐς  Βέ μη χω ροϋσι το  τοιοΰτον βάθος  
[γραμματικοΐς] τή ς  απειρίας,* άλλ* αύτο μονον

1 ίλαχίστη cj. Bekk. : Ελάχιστος mss., Bekk.
* άπαρίας Fabr. s απορίας Bekk.
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either ; for just as when the elements are destroyed 
the syllables, too, are destroyed with them, so also, if 
the syllables are non-existent, neither the words will 
exist nor the parts of speech in general, nor, conse
quently, speech itself.

In order that a short syllable may exist, it must 124 
be settled beforehand that there is a minimal and 
a short time wherein it exists : but there is not a 
minimal time, for every period of time is divided to 
infinity,® as we shall prove later on ; and if it is 
divided to infinity it is not minimal. Hence, there 
will not exist a short syllable occupying a short time.—  
And if they should now say that what they are calling 
a short and minimal syllable is not that which is 
minimal by nature but that which is minimal for 
sense, they will be adding to their difficulty. For we 125 
shall find that what are termed by them short 
syllables are divisible for sense,—for example the 
syllable ep. For in its case we perceive by sense that 
the sound e is uttered before the sound p. And 
conversely, if we were to say pe, we shall again 
perceive that the sound p comes first in order and the 
sound c second. Since, then, everything which has 126 
for sense a first part and a second is not a minimal for 
sense, and since the short syllable of the Grammarians 
evidently has a first part and a second, there will not 
exist for sense a minimal and short syllable. Musi
cians perhaps will be able to leave us certain irra
tional times and extensions of tones ; but to those 
who have no room for such a depth o f infinitude, but 

• Of. Adv. Mus. 62.
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εις βραχείαv καί μακράν διαιρουμενοις την γενικήν 
συλλαβήν, ούκ εστι συγγνωμονεΐν δίκαιον. ονκοΰν 
ανυπόστατος εστιν ή βραχεία συλλαβή.

127 Και μην η μακρά πάλιν εσται ανύπαρκτος- 
δίχρονον μεν γάρ αυτήν είναι λεγουσι, δύο δε 
χρόνοι ου συνυπάρχουσιν άλληλοις. εί γάρ δύο 
είσί, τούτω διορίζονται ότι είσί δύο, τώ  τον μεν 
ενεστηκεναι τον δε μη- εί δε ος μεν ενεστηκεν 
ος δε ούκ ενεστηκεν, ου συνυπάρχουσιν άλληλοις.

128 διόπερ και η μακρά συλλαβή εΐπερ εστι δίχρονος, 
οφείλει, ότε μεν αυτής ενεστηκεν ό πρώτος χρόνος, 
τότε ό δεύτερος μη ενεστηκεναι, και ότε ό δεύτερος 
ενίσταται, τότε 6 πρώτος μηκετι είναι, άσυνυπ- 
άρκτων δε αυτής οντων τών μερών όλη μεν ούχ 
ύφεστηκε, μέρος δε τι αυτής, αλλά τό γε μέρος 
αυτής ούκ ήν αύτή, επεί ού διοίσει τής βραχείας

129 ή μακρά συλλαβή, ούκ άρα ούδε μακρά τις εστι 
συλλαβή. εί δε λεγοιεν κατά συμμνημόνευσιν 
νοεΐσθαι μακράν συλλαβήν (του γάρ π ρόλε χθ εντός 
φθόγγου μνημονεύοντες και του νυν λεγομένου 
άντιλαμβανόμενοι τό εζ άμφοτερων συντιθεμενον 
μακράν ενενοήσαμεν συλλαβήν)—εί δή τούτο λε
γοιεν, ούδεν άλλο ή άνυπόστατον όμολογήσουσιν

130 εΐναι την τοιαύτην συλλαβήν, εί γάρ ύφεστηκεν, 
ήτοι εν τώ προαναφωνουμενω φθόγγω ύφεστηκεν 
ή εν τώ  επαναφωνουμενω. ούτε δε εν τώ προανα
φωνουμενω ούτε εν τώ  επαναφωνουμενω- εκάτερος 
γάρ αύτών κατ* ιδίαν μη ύφεστώς ούδε την αρχήν 
συλλαβή εστιν- ώστε ούδε ύφεστηκεν. ύφεστώσα1 
δε βράχεΐά εστιν άλλ* ού μακρά συλλαβή, ούτε

1 ίφεστώσα c j .  Bekk. t ύφεστώς mss., Bekk.
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merely divide the class of syllables into short and 
long, it is not right to extend pardon. Wherefore the 
short syllable is non-existent.

Moreover, the long syllable, too, will be non- 127 
existent; for they say that it is “  dichronous ”  (or 
two-timed), but two times do not co-exist with each 
other. For if they are two, they are distinguished as 
being two by the fact that the one is in present exist
ence, the other n o t ; but if one is present and the 
other is not present, they do not co-exist with each 
other. Consequently, if the long syllable is “  di- 128 
chronous,”  it must follow that when its first time is 
present, then its second is not present, and when the 
second becomes present, then the first no longer 
exists. And as its parts are not co-existent the whole 
syllable does not exist but only a part of i t ; but the 
part of it is not itself, since otherwise the long 
syllable will not differ from the short. Therefore no 129 
long syllable exists. And if they should say that the 
long syllable is perceived through “  joint memory ”  e 
(that is to say, that it is by remembering the sound 
already uttered and sensing that which is now being 
uttered that we have perceived the combination of 
both as a long syllable),—if they should say this, they 
will simply be confessing that a syllable such as this 
is non-existent. For if it exists, it exists either in the 130 
sound pronounced first or in that pronounced later ; 
but it does not exist either in the sound pronounced 
first or in that pronounced later ; for as neither of 
these exists by itself, it is not a syllable at a ll; so that 
the long syllable does not exist. But if it exists, it is a 
short, and not a long, syllable. Nor, again, does it

* Or “ concurrent recollection,” a Stoic term, cf. P.H. iii.
108.
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Se εν άμφοτεροις- 6 γάρ ετερος αυτών τοΰ ετέρου 
ύφεστώτος ούχ ύφέστηκεν, εκ δε τοΰ ύπάρχοντος 
και μη ύπάρχοντος ονδέν έστιν επινοήσαι συγ
κείμενον ώς εκ μερών, οΰκ άρα εστι τις μακρά 
συλλαβή.

131 *Ανάλογον δε τουτοις εστι και τα περί λεξεως 
και τών τοΰ λόγου μερών άπορεΐσθαι όφείλοντα, 
πρώτον μεν γάρ, ώς μικρώ πρότερον ύπεδείκνυμεν, 
μή οϋσης συλλαβής μηδέ λεξιν είναι δυνατόν' εκ 
συλλαβών γάρ αί λέξεις λαμβάνουσι την ύπόστασιν. 
ειτα και κατά την αυτήν έφοδον εξέσται προηγου
μένως έπ* αυτής τής λέξεως τάς αντάς χειρίζειν 
απορίας, ή γάρ συλλαβή έστιν η εκ συλλαβών 
συνεστηκεν όπως δ ’ αν έχη, τάς εκκειμενας ήμΐν

132 επί τής συλλαβής απορίας επιδέξεται. άλλ’ όμως 
ινα μή καινότερων ελέγχων άπορεΐν δοκώμεν, 
προσφωνητεον τι κάνταΰθα τοΐς γραμματικοΐς.

"Οταν γάρ μέρη τινά λόγου καλώσιν, οΐον όνομα 
ρήμα άρθρον καί τά λοιπά, πόθεν λαβόντες; ήτοι 
γάρ ταΰτα ολον1 τον λόγον καλοΰσιν, ή ταϋτα μέρη 
εκείνον, μήτε δ* εκείνου ώς όλου νοεΐσθαι δυνα- 
μενου μήτε τούτων ώς μερών εκείνου, λαμβανεσθω 
δε τά εις τήν ύπόθεσιν παραδείγματα, ώς μή 
άπίωμεν2 τών τής γραμματικής θεωρημάτων.

133 έστω τοίνυν ύποθεσεως χάριν λόγος μεν 6 συμπας 
οΰτος ό στίχος,

μήνιν άειδε θεά ΙΙηληιάδεω *Αχιλήος,
μέρη δε αύτοΰ ταϋτα, το τε μήνιν προσηγορία

1 δλον cj. Bekk.: άλα m ss., Bekk.
* άπίωμεν scripsi: άπώμεν m ss., Bekk. (άποστώμεν cj. Bekk.).
~  · Cf. $ 123.
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exist in both the sounds ; for when the one of them 
exists the other does not exist, and from an existent 
and a non-existent it is impossible to conceive any
thing compounded as though from parts. Hence no 
long syllable exists.

Analogous to these are the difficulties which ought 131 
to be raised regarding the “  word ”  and the “  parts 
of speech.”  For in the first place, as we showed a 
short while ago,® if the syllable does not exist, the 
"  word ”  cannot exist either ; for words derive their 
substance from syllables. And next, in the same line 
of attack, it will be possible to employ the same 
objections directly against the “  word ” itself. For 
either it is a syllable or it is composed of syllables ; 
but in either case it will be open to the objections we 
set forth against the syllable. All the same, lest we 132 
should appear to be at a loss for fresh arguments, 
we must have something to say on this point also to 
the Grammarians.

When they term certain things “  parts o f speech,”
—such as the name (or noun), the verb, the article, 
and the rest,—whence do they derive the designa
tion ? For they designate them thus either as being 
the whole o f speech or as being parts o f it, when 
neither can speech be conceived as a whole nor these 
as its parts. Let us take examples which bear on 133 
their assumption, so that we may not depart from the 
theorems of Grammar. Let us suppose, then, that 
the whole of this verse is a “  speech ”  (or sentence)—  
μήνιν άειδε θεά ΙΙηληιάδεω Ά χιλήος

(Sing, Ο goddess, the wrath of the son of Peleus, 
Achilles),6—

and that its parts are these,—μήνιν, which is a noun,
6 This is the first verse of the Iliad: cf. Adv. Phyt. i. 350.
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καθεστώς, και τό άειδε ρήμα προστακτικόν, και 
το θεά προσηγόρία πάλιν θηλυκή, καί το ΙΙηληιάδεω 
ονομα πατρωνυμικόν, προς Βέ τουτοις και το

134 Αχιλήος όνομα κύριον, ονκοΰν ήτοι άλλο τι' εστιν 
6 λόγος .παρά τά μέρη αύτου και άλλα τα μέρη 
παρά τον λόγον, ή το άθροισμα των μερών 6 λόγος 
ύπείληπται. και el μεν άλλο τι των μερών εστιν 
ο Aoyos·, αιρόμενων δηλονότι των εκ κείμενων τοΰ, 
λόγον μερών ύπολειφθήσεται 6 λόγος, τοσοΰτον 
δέ άπέχει 6 προειρημένος στίγος τον μένειν πάντων 
αιρόμενων αυτού των μερών, ώς καν εν όδηποτοΰν 
αύτοΰ μέρος άνέλωμεν, οΐον το μήνιν ή το άειδε,

135 μηκετι στίχος ύπαρχειν. εί δε το άθροισμα των 
τοΰ λόγου μερών νοείται λόγος, τώ μηδέν είναι

' τον άθροισμόν παρά τά ήθροισμενα καθάπερ καί 
τό διάστημα παρά τά διεστηκότα, όύδέν υπάρξει 
ό λόγος' όΰ νοηθήσεταί τινα μέρη, μήδενός δε 
όντος όλου λόγου ουδέ μέρη τινά τούτον γενήσεται. 
ώσπερ ουν εί μηδέν εστιν αριστερόν, ουδέ δεξιόν 
εστιν, ούτως εί μη έστι τι ολον λόγος, ουδέ τά

136 μόρη υπάρξει, καθόλου τε, εί τον άθροισμόν τών 
τοΰ λόγου μερών όλον ήγήσονται λόγον, ακολου
θήσει αύτοΐς τά μέρη τοΰ λόγου άλλήλων λεγειν 
είναι μέρη, εί γάρ μηδέν νπόκειται όλ ον παρ' 
αυτά οΰ γενήσεται μέρη, άλλήλων έσται μέρη*

137 τούτο δε ώς εστιν άλογώτατον, σκοπώ μεν. τά  
γάρ μέρη πάντως εμπεριέχεται έκείνοις τοΐς 
(όλοις)1 ών λέγεται μέρη, ίδιον τόπον επέχοντα, 
και ιδίαν ύπόστασιν έχοντα, εν άλλήλοις δε ονκ 
εμπεριέχεται. οΐον άνθρωπον μεν μέρη χεΐρες

1 {όλου) addidi.
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and άειδε an imperative verb, and θεά also a noun 
and feminine, and Ίϊηληιάδεω a patronymic noun, and 
besides these ’Αχιλήος a proper noun. Then either 134 
the sentence is something else than its parts and 
the parts something else than the sentence, or the 
aggregate of the parts is assumed to be the sentence. 
And if the sentence is something else than its parts, 
then it is plain that when the expressed parts of the 
sentence are removed the sentence will be left. But 
the verse we have given above is so far from remain
ing when all its parts are removed that, if we should 
remove even any one single part, such as μήνιν or 
άειδε, the verse ceases to exist. But if the aggre- 135 
gate of the parts of the sentence is conceived to be a 
sentence, then because the aggregation is nothing 
apart from the parts aggregated, just as distance is 
nothing apart from the objects which are distant, the 
sentence of which any parts shall be conceived will 
not be anything. And when the whole sentence is 
nothing, neither will any parts of it exist. Thus, just 
as, if mere is no left-hand, neither is there a right- 
hand, so too if a sentence does not exist as a whole, 
neither will its parts exist.— If, then, they shall regard 136 
the aggregation of the parts of the sentence as the 
whole sentence, the general consequence will be that 
they will have to say that the parts of the sentence 
are parts of one another. For if no whole subsists 
other than themselves whereof they may be parts, 
they will be parts of one another. But let us consider 
how extremely irrational this is. For the parts are 137 
certainly included in the wholes of which they are said 
to be parts, each occupying its own place and having 
its own reality, but they are not included in one 
another. For example, the hands are parts of the
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καθεστάσι, χαρών δε δάκτυλοι και δακτύλων 
όνυχες. διόπερ εν μεν άνθρώττω χεΐρες περιεχονται, 
εν χερσί δε δάκτυλοι, εν δακτυλοις δε όνυχες, 
καί ούχ ή μεν δεξιά χειρ την άριστεράν συμπληροΐ, 
ο δε λιχανός τον άντίχειρα δάκτυλον απαρτίζει, 
ή δε κεφαλή τούς πόδας συντίθησι καί οι πόδες

138 τον θώρακα, δθεν καί τα μέρη τοΰ λόγου ου 
ρητεον άλληλων είναι μέρη, επεί εν άλληλοις αυτά 
δεήσει περιεχεσθαι, το μεν μήνιν εν τώ άείδε, τό 
δε άειδε εν τώ  θεά, καί καθόλου πάντα εν πάσιν, 
δπερ αδύνατον, ου τοίνυν άλληλων τών τοΰ λόγου 
μερών δυναμενων είναι μερών διά τό άνόητον τοΰ 
πράγματος, ούτε όλου τίνος ευρισκομένου λόγου 
παρά τά εαυτοΰ μέρη, μηδενός τε ευρισκόμενόν 
πράγματος παρ' αυτά τά μέρη οΰ λεξομεν είναι 
τά μέρη, λείπεται λεγειν ώς ονδεν εστι μέρος 
λόγου, διά δε τοΰτ ουδέ λόγος.

139 Έπακτεον δε καί ούτως, ειπερ τό μήνιν μέρος 
εστί τοΰ στίχου, ήτοι όλου τοΰ στίχου μέρος εστίν 
η τοΰ “  άειδε θεά Π^λψάδεω Ά χιλήος”  άλλ* 
εί μεν τοΰ όλου στίχου μέρος εστίν, επεί όλος 
συν αύτώ τώ μήνιν νοείται, καί εαυτοΰ μέρος 
συμπληρωτικόν γενήσεται τό μήνιν, διά δε τοΰτο 
καί μεΐζον εαυτοΰ καί ήττον, μεΐζον μεν εαυτοΰ 
ή συμπληροΰται ύφ* εαυτοΰ (τό γάρ υπό τίνος 
συμπληρουμενον μεΐζόν εστι τοΰ συμπληροΰντος 
αύτό), ελασσον δε ή συμπληροΐ εαυτό· τδ γάρ 
τίνος συμπληρωτικόν ελασσόν εστι τοΰ συμπληρου- 
μενου. ου πάνυ δε ταΰτα πιθανά· ούκ άρα τοΰ

140 όλου στίχου μέρος εστί τό μήνιν. καί μην ουδέ 
τοΰ λειπομενου, φημί δε τοΰ “  άειδε θεά ΤΙη- 
ληιάδεω Άχιλήος.”  πρώτον μεν γάρ τό μέρος 
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man, the fingers o f the hand, and the nails of the 
fingers. Hence the hands are included in the man, the 
fingers in the hand, and the nails in the fingers ; but 
the right hand does not help to fill up the left, nor 
does the forefinger complete the thumb, nor the head 
compose the feet, nor the feet the chest. Hence also 138 
we must not say that the parts of the sentence are 
parts of one another, for if so they will have to be 
included in one another,—μήνιν in άειδε, άειδε in θεά, 
and in short all in all,—which is impossible. Since, 
then, the parts of the sentence cannot be parts of one 
another, because the thing is inconceivable, and since 
no whole sentence is found other than its own parts, 
and nothing is found other than the parts themselves 
whereof we can say that they are the parts, it re
mains to say that no part of the sentence exists. Con
sequently, neither does the sentence exist.

We may also make the following attack. If μήνιν 139 
is a part of the verse, it is either a part of the whole 
verse or of αειδί θεά Π^λ^ιάδεω Άχιλ^ο?. But if it is 
a part of the whole verse, then, since it is with the 
inclusion of μήνιν itself that the verse is conceived as 
a whole, μήνιν will come to be a supplementary part of 
itself, and therefore both greater and less than itself; 
it will be greater than itself inasmuch as it is supple
mented by itself (for that which is supplemented by 
anything is greater than the thing which supplements 
it), and it will be less inasmuch as it supplements 
itself (for that which supplements anything is less 
than the thing supplemented). But these results are 
by no means credible ; therefore μήνιν is not a part of 
the whole verse. Nor, in fact, is it a part of the re- ]40 
mainder of the verse,— I mean of άειδε θεά Πηλψάδεω 
Ά χιλήος. For, firstly, the part is included in that
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περιέχεται έν τ ώ  οΰ  εστι μ έρος, το  δε μήνιν ούκ  
έμπεριέχεται έν τ ώ  “  άειδε 0εά Τίηληιάδεω  
Α χ ιλ ή ος,”  ώ σ τε  ονκ αν εΐη μ έρος τούτου , εΐτα  
Se ουδέ τδ “ άειδε θεά Τίηληιάδεω Ά χ ιλ ή ο ς ” 
χρή ζει σνμ π ληρώ σεω ς· κατά γά ρ  τον ίδιον λόγον  
συμ πεπλήρω ται. αλλά ολος ο λόγος, λέγω  δε δ 
στίχ ος, ούκ έστι το  “  άειδε θεά Πηλψάδεω 
*Α χ ιλ η ος.”  τοίνυν ουδέ τούτου  μέρος έστι το  
μήνιν. άλλ' el μ ή τε  το ΰ  όλου στίχου μέρος έστι 
τδ μήνιν μ ή τε τοΰ  απολειπόμενου μέρους, παρά  
δε τα ΰ τα  ονδέν άλλο ύπόκειται, ούδενος λόγου  
μέρος έστι τδ μήνιν.

141 Τ α ΰτα  μεν ονν καθολικώτερον προς τά  μέρη  
Τοΰ λόγον ρητέον' έμ βάντες δε εις τά ς  κατά μέρος  
παρ' αύτοΐς περί τούτω ν τεχνολογίας πολνν λήρον 
εΰρήσο μεν. καί τοΰτο  πάρεστι μαθεΐν ούκ έπι 
τη ν  πάσαν ύλην φ οιτήσαντας (άδόλεσχον γάρ έστι  
και γραμ μ ατικής γραολογίας πλήρες), άλλ' όμοιόν 
τ ι  τοΐς οίνοκαπήλοις π οιήσαντας,1 και ον τρόπον  
έκεΐνοι έ ξ  ολίγου γεύμ ατος τον  ολον δοκιμάζουσι 
φόρτον, οΰτω  και αυτοί έν λόγου μέρος προχειρισά- 
μενοι, καθάπερ τό  ονομα, έκ τή ς  περί τούτον  
τεχνολογίας συνοφόμεθα καί τη ν  έν το ΐς άλλοις 
τ ω ν  γραμ μ ατικώ ν έντρέχειαν.

Ζ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΟΝΟΜΑΤΟΣ
142 Α ύ τίκ α  τοίνυν όταν τ ω ν  όνομΑτων τά μέν  

αρσενικά φύσει λ έγω σι τά  δε θηλυκά τά  δε ου 
δέτερα , και τ ά  μεν ενικά τ ω  αριθμώ τά δε δυϊκά  
τ ά  δε πληθυντικά, και ήδη τ ά ζ  άλλας έπισυνείρωσι 
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whereof it is a part, but μήνιν is not included in άειδε 
θεά Πηληιάδεια Ά χιληος, so that it will not be a part 
thereof. And next, the phrase άεώε θεά ΤΙηληιάδεια 
Ά χιλήος does not need supplementing ; for it is a 
complete sentence in itself. But the whole sentence,
— I mean the verse,—is not άειδε θεά ΤΙηληιάδεω 
Αχιληος. Thus μήνιν is not a part o f this (remainder) 
either. But if μήνιν is a part neither of the whole 
verse nor of its remaining part, and nothing else 
besides these exists, then μήνιν is not a part of any 
sentence.

These are the objections to be stated against the 141 
parts of speech (or of the sentence) in general; and 
when we go on to their particular technical theories 
regarding them we shall find much idle talk. This 
we may learn not by roving over the whole field (for 
it is empty verbiage and full of the old wives’ prattle 
of the Grammarians), but rather by doing much as 
the wine-merchants do ; for just as they judge of the 
whole cargo from a little taste, so too we, when we 
have first dealt with a single part of speech, such 
as the noun, will gain, from their “  technology ”  con
cerning this, a general view of the skill of the 
Grammarians in treating of the other parts.

Chapter VII.—Concerning the Noun

When, for instance, they say that some nouns are 1*2 
"  naturally ”  masculine, some feminine and some 
neuter, and some singular in number, some dual and 
some plural, and link on to these all their other

1 ποιησανταί Fabr. ϊ 7Γ0Μ}σαντ«$ m ss ., Bekk.
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διαιρεσεις, επιζητήσωμεν τι 7τότε ίστι to im -
143 φωνούμενον τοΰτο φύσει. η γάρ ότι οί πρώτοι 

αναφθεγξάμενοι τά ονόματα φυσικήν εποιήσαντο 
την άναφώνησιν αύτών ώς και την επί τώ άλγεΐν 
κραυγήν και την επί τώ ηδεσθαι η τώ θαυμάζειν 
εκβόησιν, οϋτω λεγουσι φύσει τα μεν τοιαΰτα είναι 
τών ονομάτων τά δέ τοιάδε- η ότι και επί τοΰ 
παρόντος έκαστον αύτών φυσικώς ημάς κινεί ότι 
άρρενικόν, καν ημείς μη νομίζωμεν αυτό άρρενικόν 
εΐναι, καί πάλιν φυσικώς αυτό ενδείκνυται ότι

144 θηλυκόν εστι, καν ημείς μη θέλω μεν. αλλά τό 
μεν πρώτον ούκ αν είποιεν. πόθεν γάρ γραμ
ματική παχύτητι διαγινώσκειν πότερον φύσει η 
θεσει τά ονόματα, η τινά μεν ούτως τινά 8ε εκείνως; 
ότε ουδέ τοΐς επ’ άκρον ηκουσι φυσιολογίας εύ-

146 μαρες είπεΐν διά τάς εκατέρωθεν ίσολογίας. άλλως 
τε καί ισχυρός άντικάθηται τούτιρ λόγος, προς 
ον ούδ’ εί καταπέλτην ύπομενοιεν, φασίν, οι γραμ
ματικοί δυνησονταί τι συνιδεΐν ίκνούμενον. ειπερ 
γάρ φύσει τά ονόματα ήν καί μη τη καθ' έκαστον 
θεσει σημαίνει, εχρην πάντας πάντων ακούειν, 
"Ελληνας βαρβάρων καί βαρβάρους *Έιλληνων καί 
βαρβάρους βαρβάρων, ούχί δε γε τούτο· ούκ άρα 
φύσει σημαίνει τά ονόματα, ώστε τούτο μεν ούκ

146 εροΰσιν· εί δ* ότι φυσικώς διαδείκνυσιν έκαστον 
όνομα ότι άρρενικόν εστιν η θηλυκόν η ούδετερον, 
φασί τά μεν τοιάδε τά δε τοιαΰτα τυγχάνειν, 
ίστωσαν λειότερον αύτοΐς τρίβοντες τον κλοιόν.

147 πάλιν γάρ φησομεν ότι τό φύσει κινοΰν ημάς
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distinctions, let us inquire what exactly is meant by 
the designation “  naturally.”  Either it means that 143 
those who first gave utterance to the nouns produced 
their “  natural ”  sound ; and just as crying is natural 
in pain and shouting in joy or in admiration, so some 
nouns, they say, are “ naturally ”  of this sort and 
others of that sort. Or else it means that at the 
present moment each of them naturally affects us as 
being masculine, even if we do not consider that it 
is masculine, or again naturally indicates that it is 
feminine, even if we are not willing. But they will 144 
not declare for the first alternative; for how could the 
Grammarians’ stupidity decide whether names are 
due to nature or to convention, or some to the one 
and some to the other, when even for those who have 
attained the summit of natural science it is no easy 
matter to settle because of the equipollence of the 
arguments on either side ? Moreover, this view is 145 
confronted by a strong argument to which the Gram
marians—even if they could (as men say) stand up 
against a bolt from a cross-bow—will be unable to 
discover any fitting reply. If nouns exist “  by 
nature”  and are not significant in each instance by 
reason of convention, then all men ought to under
stand the speech of all, Greeks that of barbarians 
and barbarians that of Greeks and barbarians that of 
(other) barbarians.® But this is not the case; there
fore nouns are not ‘ ‘ naturally ”  significant. This, then, 
they will not assert.—But if it is because each noun 146 
“ naturally”  indicates that it is masculine or feminine 
or neuter that they assert that some are of this sort 
and others of that sort, let them know that they are 
rubbing their collar smoother. For we shall tell them 147 
again that what affects us “  naturally ”  affects all men
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ομοίως πάντας κινεί, και ούχ ους μεν ούτως οΰς 
δε εναντίως. οΐον φύσει το πΰρ άλεαίνει, βαρβάρους 
“Ελληνας, ίδιώτας εμπείρους, και ούχ “Ελληνας 
μεν άλεαίνει βαρβάρους δε φύχει· και η χιών φύσει 
φύχει, και ού τινάς μεν φύχει τινάς δέ θερμαίνει, 
ώστε το φύσει κινούν ομοίως τούς άπαραποδίστους

148 έχοντας τάς αισθήσεις κινεί, τα δε αυτά ονόματα 
ού πάσίν εστι τα αυτά, άλλα τοΐς μεν άρρενικά 
τοΐς δε θηλυκά τοΐς δέ ουδέτερα, οΐον *Αθηναίοι 
μεν την στάμνον λέγουσι θηλυκώς, Π ελοποννήσιοι 
δέ τον στάμνον άρρενικώς, καί οί μέν την θόλον 
οι δέ τον θόλον, και οί μέν την βώλον οί δε τον

149 βώλον, καί ού διά τοΰτο οΰτοι ή εκείνοι λέγονται 
άμαρτάνειν έκαστος γάρ, ώς τεθεμάτικεν, οΰτω 
χρήται. καί οί αύτοί δέ διαφόρως ταύτά ότέ μέν 
άρρενικώς εκφέρουσιν ότέ δέ θηλυκώς, λέγοντες 
τον λιμόν καί την λιμόν, ούκ άρα φύσει τών 
ονομάτων τά μέν άρρενικά τά δέ θηλυκά, άλλά 
κατά θεματισμόν τά μέν τοιαΰτα γίνεται τά δέ

150 τοιαΰτα. καί μην ειπερ φύσει τών ονομάτων τά 
μέν ήν άρρενικά τά δέ θηλυκά, ώφειλον αί άρρε- 
νικαί φύσεις άεί ποτέ άρρενικοΐς όνόμασι προσ- 
αγορεύεσθαι καί αί θηλυκάί θηλυκοΐς καί μήτε αί 
άρρενικαί φύσεις μήτε αί θήλυ καί ούδετέρως.

151 ούχί δέ τοΰτο, άλλα καί τάς άρρενικάς φύσεις 
θηλυκώς καλοΰμεν καί τάς θηλυκάς άρρενικώς 
καί τάς ούτε άρρενικάς ούτε θηλυκάς ήτοι άρρε
νικώς ή θηλυκώς, ούχί δέ ούδετέρως. οΐον κόραξ 
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alike, and not some in one way and others in an op
posite way.® Fire, for instance, “  naturally ”  warms 
barbarians and Greeks, unskilled and skilled, and 
does not warm Greeks but chill barbarians ; and snow 
“  naturally ”  chills, and does not chill some but heat 
others. Thus, that which affects us “ naturally ” 
affects in a similar way those who have their senses 
unimpaired. But the same nouns are not the same 148 
for all, but are masculine for some, feminine for 
others, and for others neuter. The Athenians, for 
example, speak of ή στάμνος (“ the jar ” ) in the 
feminine,6 but the Peloponnesians of ο στάμνον in 
the masculine, and some of ή θόλος (“ the ro
tunda ” ), others of 6 θόλος, and some of ή βώλος 
(“  the lump ” ), others of ό βώλος; and neither the 149 
one set nor the other is said to be wrong because 
of this; for each treats the word as laid down by 
custom. And even the same people utter the same 
nouns differently, at one time as masculine, at an
other as feminine, saying both 6 λιμός (“ the 
hunger ” ) and ή λιμός. So it is not “  by nature ”  
that some nouns are masculine, others feminine, but 
it is by conventional usage that some are of one sort 
and some of the other. Moreover, if some nouns had 150 
been masculine and others feminine by nature, male 
objects ought to have been called always by masculine 
names and female by feminine names, and objects 
neither male nor female by neuters. This, however, 151 
is not so, but we call male objects by feminine names, 
and female by masculine, and objects which are 
neither male nor female by names which are either 
masculine or feminine, and not by neuters. Thus, 
even in the case of the female, the masculine name is

* Cf. P.H. iii. 179. * Cf. § 187, infra.
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μεν λεγεται αετός κώνωψ κάνθαρος σκόρπιός μΰς 
άρρενικώς καί επί του θήλεος, καί πάλιν χελιδών 
χελώνη κορώνη άκρίς μυγαλή εμπις και επι του

162 άρρενος την φύσιν θηλυκώς. ωσαύτως δε κλίνη 
θηλυκώς επι της μήτε άρρενος μήτε θηλείας την 
φύσιν, καί στύλος άρρενικώς επί του ουδέτερον, 
τοίνυν εί φύσει ούδεν εστιν άρρενικόν η θηλυκόν 
όνομα, ζητώ πώς 6 γραμματικός επιλήφεται του 
διαστρόφως λεγοντος ό χελιδών καί η αετός, 
ήτοι γάρ ώς φύσει τον ονόματος της χελιδόνος 
θηλυκού όντος, εκείνου δε άρρενικόν αυτό τώ  
άρθρω βιαζομενου γενεσθαι, η ώς της κοινής 
συνήθειας θηλυκόν αυτό θεματισάσης άλλ* ούκ

163 άρρενικόν. άλλ* εί μεν ώς φύσει θηλυκού καθ
εστώτος, επεί ουδεν φύσει θηλυκόν εστι καθώς 
παρεστήσαμεν, άδιάφορον τό όσον επι τουτω εαν 
τε ούτως εάν τε εκείνως εκφερηταν εί δ ’ ώς υπό 
της κοινής συνήθειας άντί θηλυκού θεματισθεν, 
γενησεται τού τε εΰ λεγομένου καί μη κριτηριον 
ονχί τεχνικός τις καί γραμματικός λόγος άλλ* ή 
άτεχνος καί άφελης τής συνήθειας παρατήρησις.

164 Τά δε αυτά ταύτα μετακτεον καί επί τα ενικά 
καί πληθυντικά τών ονομάτων. Άθήναι γάρ λέ
γονται πληθυντικώς ή μία πόλις καί Πλαταιαι, 
καί πάλιν &ήβη ενικώς καί Θήβαι πληθυντικώς, 
καί Μυκήνη καί Μυκήναι. ρηθήσεται δε επι- 
μελεστερον περί τής εν τούτοις ανωμαλίας προ- 
βαινούσης τής ζητήσεως.

Τά νΰν δε επεί καί ύποδειγματικως κατωπτευ-

• C/. §§ 195 £Γ.
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given to κόραξ (“ raven ” ), αετό? (“  eagle ” ), κώνωψ 
(“  gnat ” ), κάνθαρος (“  beetle ” ), σκόρπιος(“  scorpion ” ), 
μνς (“ mouse ” ), and conversely the feminine, even 
when they are of the male sex, to χελιδών (“ swal
low ” ), χελώνη (“ tortoise ” ), κορώνη (“ crow ”), άκρίς 
(“ locust ” ), μνγαλή (“  shrew-mouse ” ), εμπίς (“  mos- 
quito ” ). So likewise κλίνη (“ couch ” ) is feminine, 162 
though the object itself is neither o f the male nor of 
the female sex, and στύλος (“  pillar ” ) is masculine, 
though applied to what is neuter. If, then, no noun 
is masculine or feminine by nature, I ask how the 
Grammarian will censure the man who perversely 
says ό χελιδών and 17 αετός. Either (he will do so) on 
the ground that the noun χελιδών is feminine by 
nature, whereas the man forces it to become mascu
line by means of the article, or else on the ground 
that common usage has ruled it to be feminine and 
not masculine. But if he takes the ground that it is 153 
feminine by nature, then, since none is feminine by 
nature, as we have established, it is, so far as this goes, 
a matter of indifference whether it is expressed in 
this way or in that. If, on the other hand, he assumes 
that the noun is ruled to be feminine by common 
usage, the criterion of correct and incorrect speech 
will not be any technical and grammatical theory but 
untechnical and simple adherence to actual usage.

We may use the same arguments against singular 164 
and plural names. Thus ’Αθήναι in the plural is the 
name given to one city, as is Πλαταιαι, and θηβη  
conversely in the singular as well as θήβαι in the 
plural, and both Μ,νκήνη and Ήίνκήναι. But with 
these anomalies we shall deal more carefully as our 
inquiry proceeds.0

For the present, now that by means of examples
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καμεν τη ν εν τούτοις τ ω ν  γραμ μ ατικώ ν ακρίβειαν, 
φερε κάκεΐνο, πριν επ ’ άλλον τρόπον άπελθεΐν,

155 εξετά σ ω  μ εν, φημι Be τίνα λόγον καλοΰσιν η μόρη 
λόγου, ήτοι γάρ αυτήν τη ν σω ματικήν φωνήν 
εροΰσιν η άσώ μ ατον λ€κτόν, διαφερον τα υ τή ς, 
ούτε Be τη ν  φωνήν εροΰσιν* το ύ τη ς  μεν γαρ  
ρηθείσης π άντες άκούουσιν, “Ελληνες τ ε  καί 
βάρβαροι, και ΙΒιώται και οι παιΒείας εντός, το ΰ  
Be λόγου και τω ν  τούτου  μ ερώ ν “Έλληνες μόνοι 
και οι τούτου  έμπειροι, τοίνυν ούχ ή φωνή εστιν

156 ό λόγος και μέρη λόγου, και μ ην ουδέ το  ά σ ώ 
μ ατον λεκτόν. π ώ ς  γα ρ  ά σώ μ ατον ετι εστι τι 
άλλο τοιοΰτο παρά τό  σώ μ α  και το  κενόν, πολλής 
και άνηνύτου γενομενης παρά τοΐς φιλοσόφοις 
περί αύτοϋ Βιαμάχης; εί μεν γάρ κινείται, σώ μ α  
εσ τιν· τό  γά ρ  κινούμενον σ ώ μ α■ el Be μενει, δεχ ό - 
μενον μεν τ ά  εις αυτό φερόμενα σώ μ ατα  καί μη  
άντιτυποΰν κενόν γενήσεται, κενοΰ γάρ ίδιον τό  
μη άντιτυπεΐν, άντιτυποΰν δε το ΐς είς αυτό φερο- 
μενοις σώ μ α  εστιν, Ιδίωμα γάρ σώ μ ατος τό  ά ντι-

157 τυπεΐν. άλλως τε ό λεγων άσώματον τι λεκτόν 
ύπάρχειν ήτοι φάσει μόνον άρκούμενος λεγει ή 
άπόδειξιν παραλαμβάνων. άλλα φάσει μεν άρκού
μενος εν άντιφάσει επισχεθήσεταί" άπόδειξιν δε 
παραλαμβάνων, επει και αυτή Βί* άναμφισβητήτων 
οφείλει λημμάτων προάγειν, τά  δε λήμματά εστι 
λεκτά, προαρπαζων τό ζητούμενον ώς όμολογού-

158 μενον ά π ιστος εστα ι. παρ' ήν αιτίαν λοιπον, εί 
μ ή τε ή φωνή λόγος εστι μ ή τε  τ ό  σημαινόμενον

• Cf. § 78.
* The only two “ reals ” admitted by the Epicureans.
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we have gained an insight into the precision of the 
Grammarians in regard to these matters, come and 
before we turn away to another subject let us in
vestigate this point too,— I mean what, in their view, 155 
is speech or the parts of speech. Either they will say 
that it is the corporeal sound of the voice, or that 
it is the incorporeal “ lekton ” (or meaning) α which 
differs from the sound. But they will not say that it 
is the sound ; for when this is uttered all men hear 
it, Greeks and barbarians, plain people and people of 
culture, but speech and the parts of speech are heard 
(and understood) only by the Greeks and those who 
are skilled therein. So, then, speech and the parts of 156 
speech are not the sound.—Neither indeed are they 
the incorporeal “  lekton.”  For how can there still exist 
any other incorporeal of the sort beside body and 
void,6 when there has been a great and endless dispute 
about it amongst the philosophers ? For if it moves 
it is a body ; for what moves is corporeal; and if it is 
stationary, it will be void if it admits the bodies which 
move into it without resistance (for not to resist is the 
property of void), but, if it resists the bodies moving 
into it, it is body, for resistance is the property of 
body.—Moreover, he who says that an incorporeal 157 
“  lekton ”  exists, in saying so relies only on assertion 
or else adduces a proof.® But if he relies on assertion 
he will be rebutted by a counter-assertion ; and if he 
adduces proof, then, since the proof itself must pro
ceed by means of unquestioned premisses, and the 
premisses are “  lekta,”  by begging o f the question, 
a$ though it were settled, he will be discredited. And 158 
for this reason, if neither the sound of the voice is 
speech, nor yet the incorporeal “ lekton ”  signified by

• Cf. § 188.
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νπ αυτής άσώματον λεκτόν, ιταρα δε ταύτα νοειν 
ουδέν ενδέχεται, ουδέν εστι λόγος.

νΕστω δε νυν καί 6 λόγος καί μέρη τούτου 
όπόσα θέλουσιν οΐ γραμματικοί ύπάρχειν. άλλ* 
είπάτωσάν γε ήμΐν πώς τον λόγον μερίζουσιν.

Η'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΜΕΡΙΣΜΟΥ
159 Έπει γάρ τον μερισμόν τον των μέτρων iv δυσι 

μάλιστα τοΐς άναγκαιοτάτοις κεΐσθαι συμβέβηκεν, 
εν τε τώ βαίνειν, τουτέστι τή εις τούς πόδας 
διανομή, και iv τή εις τα του λόγου μέρη διαιρέσει, 
ακόλουθον μεν ήν τοΐς τελέως προς αυτούς άντιλέ- 
γουσιν έκάτερον κινεΐν, τόν τε τρόπον τού βαίνειν, 
σκελίσαντας αυτών άπαντας τούς οΐς βαίνουσι 
πόδας ώς ανυπάρκτους, και ετι τον τρόπον της 
τών του λόγου μερών διανομής, δειί-αντας τό

160 αδύνατον τής διαιρέσεως. άλλ’ επεί καν τοΐς προς 
τούς μουσικούς προηγουμένως περί ποδών ζητοΰ- 
μεν, ινα μη προλαμβάνωμεν τα μελλήσοντα προς 
εκείνους λέγεσθαι ή μη δις τα αυτά λέγωμεν, 
ταύτην μεν την απορίαν εις τόν δέοντα καιρόν 
ύπερθησόμεθα, περί δε τής διαιρέσεως τών τού 
λόγου μερών σκεφώμεθα.

161 Ό  οΰν μερίζων τινά στίχον τα μεν άφαιρεΐ τά 
δε προστίθησι, καί άφαιρεΐ μεν τό μήνιν, εί τύχοι, 
χωρίζων τού παντός στίχου, καί πάλιν τό άειδε 
καί τά λοιπά μέρη, προστίθησι δε τοΐς κατά συν
αλοιφήν εκφερομένοις, οΐον τώ “  αΐμ* εμέων ”  το 
α, τό γάρ πλήρες ήν “  αίμα εμέων,”  καί πάλιν 
τώ  “  βή δ’ άκέων ”  τό ε, κατά γάρ εκπλήρωσαt 
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the sound, and no alternative other than these can 
be conceived, nothing is speech.

But for the present let it be granted that both 
speech exists and as many parts of it as the Gram
marians desire. Yet let them tell us how they divide 
speech into parts.

Chapter VIII.—Concerning D ivision of Speech 
into Parts

Since it happens that the division o f metres is 159 
mainly into the two most necessary parts, namely, 
scansion,—that is, the division into feet,—and distin
guishing the parts of the sentence, it follows that 
those who are completely refuting the Grammarians 
attack each of these,—both the method of scansion, 
by upsetting all the feet with which they scan as 
being non-existent, and also their method of dis
tinguishing the parts of the sentence, by showing 
the impossibility o f their distinctions. But seeing 160 
that in our treatise Against the Musicians we are 
specially discussing “ feet,”  in order to avoid fore
stalling what will then be said against them, or 
saying the same things twice, we shall postpone this 
difficulty to the proper time and consider now the 
question of the division of the parts o f the sentence.

Now he who divides a verse subtracts some words 161 
and adds others : he subtracts, let us say, μήνιν, 
separating it from the whole verse, and likewise 
άειδε and the rest of the partsa ; but he adds to 
words uttered with elision,— a, for example, to αΐμ 
εμίων (”  vomiting blood ”), for the full expression is 
αίμα εμεων,* and likewise ε to βή 8’ άκέων (“ he went

• Cf. §§ 133 ff. » Cf. Horn. It. xv. 11.
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όντως είχε “  βη δε άκέων.”  μηδενός μέντοι μήτε 
άφαιρεΐσθαι δυναμένου άπό τίνος μήτε προστί- 
θεσθαί τινι πεφυκότος αδύνατος γίνεται ο κατα

162 γραμματικήν μερισμός, το δε ότι ούδέν ούδενός 
άφαιρεΐται μάθοιμεν αν τόνδε τον τρόπον, εΐ γάρ 
άφαιρεΐταί τι από τίνος, ή ολον άφ* όλου άφαι- 
ρεΐται ή μέρος από μέρους ή όλον από μέρους ή 
μέρος από όλου, όλον μεν ονν από όλου ούκ 
άφαιρεΐται· ενός γάρ υποκείμενου στίχου, εί όλον 
εστι τό άφαιρουμενον, όλον στίχον άφελοϋμεν. 
και ούτως εί μεν ετι μένει 6 στίχος άφ’ ου ή 
άφαίρεσις, ουδέ όλως εσται γεγονυΐά τις άφαίρεσις 
απ’ αυτόν ‘ πώς γάρ έτι μένειν οΐόν τέ εστι τό 
όλον, εϊπερ άφήρηται; εί δε μη μένει, δήλον ώς 
εκ του μη όντος ούκ εστι πάλιν γεγονυΐά άφαίρεσις.

163 ώστε όλον άπό όλου ούκ άφαιρεΐται. καί μην ούδέ 
όλον άπό μέρους· εν μεν γάρ τω μέρει ούκ εμπερι
έχεται τό όλον, οΐον τω μηνιν τό “  (μήνιν)1 άειδε 
θεά ΪΙηληιάδεω Άχιληος,”  τό δε άφαιρουμενον 
οφείλει έμπεριέχεσθαι τω την άφαίρεσιν επιδεχο- 
μένω. λείπεται άρα η μέρος άφ* όλου η μέρος 
άπό μέρους άφαιρεΐσθαι. άλλα καί. τοΰτ άπορον, 
τό γάρ μηνιν εί μεν άφ’ όλου άφαιρεΐται τοΰ 
στίχου, καί άπό αύτοΰ άφαιρεΐται· σύν αύτω γάρ 
όλος 6 στίχος ενοεΐτο. καί άλλως, εί άφ* όλου 
άφαιρεΐται, τό  δ* όλον ήν “  μηνιν άειδε θεά Πι?- 
ληιάδεω Άχιληος,”  ώφειλεν ηλαττώσθαι καί το 
“  άειδε θεά ΪΙηληιάδεω *Αχιληος ”  καί μη μένειν 
εν τω  αύτω, παντός τοΰ άφαίρεσιν επιδεξαμένου

164 μη μένοντος έν ταύτω. έχρην δε καί αύτό τό
1 (μψιν) add. Heintz.

”  ° Cf. Horn. II. i. 34.
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in silence ” ), for when fully expressed it is βη δε 
άκεων.α Since, however, nothing can really be sub
tracted from anything or added to anything,& gram
matical division becomes impossible. And we may 162 
learn the fact that nothing is subtracted from any
thing in this way : if anything is subtracted from 
anything, either a whole is subtracted from a whole, 
or a part from a part, or a whole from a part, or a part 
from a whole. But a whole is not subtracted from 
a whole; for when a single verse is set down, if it 
is the whole that is subtracted we shall be subtracting 
the whole verse. And thus, if the verse from which 
the subtraction is made still remains, no subtraction 
at all will have been made from it ; for how is it 
possible for the whole still to remain when it has been 
subtracted ? And if it does not remain, clearly no 
subtraction has taken place from what does not exist. 
Consequently a whole is not subtracted from a whole. 163 
Nor, again, is a whole subtracted from a part. For 
the whole is not included in the part,— μηνιν aeiSe θεά 
ΪΙηληιάδεω Ά χιληος, for instance, in μηνιν,—but what 
is subtracted ought to be included in that which 
suffers the subtraction. It remains, then, to say that 
either a part is subtracted from a whole or a part 
from a part. But this too is questionable. For if μηνιν 
is subtracted from the whole verse, it is also sub
tracted from itself; for the whole verse was conceived 
as including it. Besides, if it is taken from the whole, 
and the whole was μηνιν άειδε θεά ΪΙηληιάδεω Ά χιληος, 
then άειδε θεά ΪΙηληιάδεω Άχιληος ought also to have 
been diminished and not to have remained unaltered, 
since nothing which suffers subtraction remains un
altered. And μηνιν itself, too, when being sub- 164

* Cf. P.H. iii. 85, Adv. Phys. i. 280 ff., 308 ff.
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μήι>ιν, άφ* ολου εκείνου λαμβάνον την άφαίρεσιν, 
εχειν τι εξ έκαστου των iv έκείνω, ο πάλιν έστι 
φεΰδος. εί ουν μήτ€ ολον στίχον από στίχου 
δυνατόν μ€ρίζ€ΐν μήτε μέρος στίχου από μέρους 
μήτε ολον από μέρους μήτ€ μέρος άφ* όλου, καί 
παρά ταϋτα ουδόν ενδέχεται ποΐ€Ϊν, αδύνατος τώ  
γραμματικά) ό μ€ρισμός.

165 Ου μην άλλα και ή κατά τάς συναλ€ΐπτικώς 
εκφερομένας λέξεις τινών πρόσθεσις ούκ έσται. 
και τοϋτ εσται σαφές, αν μη επί συλλαβών η 
στοιχείων χειρίζηται ό λόγος, ών μάλιστα τάς 
προσθέσεις εν τοΐς μερισμοΐς ποιούνται οι γραμ
ματικοί, άλλ* επί όλων λέξεων. υποκειμένου 
τοίνυν ημιστιχίου τού “  άειδε θεά ΙΙηληιάδεω 
Άχιλήος ”  (έστω γάρ προς το παρόν τουτϊ ημι- 
στίχιον, και προσλαμβανέτω τό μηνιν, ώστε το 
εξ άμφοτέρων ηρωικόν γενέσθαι μέτρον) ζητοΰμεν

166 τίνι ή πρόσθεσις γίνεται; ήτοι γάρ έαυτω τό 
μηνιν προστίθεται η τώ προϋποκειμένω ημιστιχίω 
η τω εξ άμφοτέρων άποτελεσθέντι ηρωικώ μέτρω. 
και έαυτω μεν ούκ αν προστεθείη· μη ον γάρ έτε
ρον έαυτού και μη διπλασιάζον έαυτό ούκ αν λέ- 
γοιτο έαυτω προστίθεσθαι. τω  δε προϋποκειμένω 
ημιστιχίω πώς ενδέχεται; δλω μεν γάρ αύτώ 
προστιθέμενον και αύτό παρισαζόμενον έκείνω

167 ημιστίχιον γενησεται, ταύτη τε άκολουθησει και τό 
μέγα ημιστίχιον λέγειν είναι βραχύ, βραχεί συνεξ- 
ισούμενον τώ μηνιν, και τό βραχύ μέγα, μείζονι 
άντιπαρήκον τώ ημιστιχίω, εΐπερ τώ παντι ημι- 
στιχίω προστίθοιτο τό μηνιν, οΐον τώ άειδε (και 
τά λοιπά).1 και εί μέν μόνον αύξησει τό άειδε, 
τό ολον ού ποιήσει στίχον, λείπεται ουν φάσκειν 
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tracted from that whole verse ought to have extracted 
something from each of the parts of that whole ; and 
that again is false. If, then, it is not possible to 
divide the whole verse from the whole or a part of 
the verse from a part or the whole from a part or a 
part from the whole, and no other operation besides 
these is feasible, division is impossible for the Gram
marian.

Moreover, even in phrases which contain elisions 165 
there will be no addition of any letters. And this will 
be clear if language be treated not as a matter of 
syllables or elements,—and it is mainly these which 
the Grammarians use as additions in their divisions,— 
but as a matter of whole phrases. So if the half-verse 
άειδε θεά ΐΐηληιάόζω Ά χιληος is set down (for let it be 
granted for the present that this is a half-verse, and 
let it have μηνιν added to it so that the combination 
forms a hexameter), to what, we ask, is the addition 
made ? For μψ ιν  is added either to itself or to the 166 
half-verse already set down or to the hexameter made 
up of the two together. But it will not be added to 
itself; for as it is not other than itself and does not 
double itself it will not be said to be added to itself. 
And how can it be added to the half-verse already 
set down ? For as it is added to the whole of it, it too 
being made equal to the half-verse will become a half- 
verse, and thus it will follow that we must say that the 167 
large half-verse is short, being made equal to the 
short one, μψιν, and the short one large, as being 
equal in extent to the larger half-verse, if in fact 
μψ ιν is added to the whole half-verse, such as άειδε 
etc. But if it shall increase άειδε only, the whole will 
not make a verse. It remains then to assert that

1 (και τά λοιπά) addidi.
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τώ  εξ άμφοΐν, αύτοΰ τε του μ/ijviv και του 7τ/>ο- 
νποκειμενου ημιστιχίου, άποτελουμενω εξαμετρω 
και ήρωικώ στίχω προστίθεσθαι. ο τελεω? ην

168 άπίθανον το γάρ imδεχόμενου πρόσθεσιν ιτρο- 
ϋπόκειται της ιτροσθεσεως, ού μην το γινόμενον 
εκ της 77ροσθεσεως προϋπόκειται ταντης. ούκ 
άρα οΰν τώ γινομενω εκ της προσθεσεως του 
μηνιν εξαμετρω στίχω προστίθεται το μήνιν δτε 
μεν γάρ γίνεται η πρόσθεσις, ουπω εξάμετρος 
εστιν, δτε δε εστιν εξάμετρος, ούκετι γίνεται η 
πρόσθεσις. πλήν συνηκται τδ προκείμενον, και 
μήτε προσθεσεως μήτε άφαιρεσεως οϋσης αναιρείται 
ό προειρημένος του μερισμού τρόπος.

Ά λλα δη πάλιν την εν τούτοι? των γραμματικών 
ακρίβειαν κατανοήσαντες, φάρε και τής εν τώ  
γράφειν αυτών δυνάμεως άποπειραθώμεν.

Θ'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΟΡΘΟΓΡΑΦΙΑΣ

169 Την γάρ ορθογραφίαν φασίν εν τρισί κεΐσθαι 
τρόποις, ποσότητι ποιότητι μερισμώ. ποσότητι 
μεν οΰν, δταν ζητώμεν εΐ ταΐς δοτικαΐς προσθετεον 
το ι, καί εύχάλινον και ευώδινας τώ  ι μόνον 
γραπτεον ή τή ει· ποιότητι δε, δταν σκεπτώμεθα 
πότερον διά του ζ γραπτεον εστί τδ σμιλίον και 
την Σμύρναν ή διά του σ ’ μερισμώ δε, επειδάν 
διαπορώμεν περί τής δβριμος λε'^εω?, πότερόν 
ποτέ τδ β τής δευτερας εστι συλλαβής αρχή ή 
τής προηγούμενης πέρας, και επί του *Αριστίων

170 ονόματος που τακτεον τδ σ. πάλιν δ* ή τοιαντη 
τεχνολογία, ΐνα μηδέν τών άπορωτερων κινώμεν, 
μάταιος είναι φαίνεται, πρώτον μεν εκ τής δια- 
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μηνιν is added to the combination of the two,—of 
μηνιν itself and the previously stated half-verse,— 
which is the complete hexameter and heroic verse. 168 
But this is wholly incredible ; for that which receives 
addition subsists before the addition, but that which 
results from the addition certainly does not subsist 
before it. Therefore μηνιν is not added to that which 
results from the addition of μηνιν to the hexameter 
verse ; for when the addition is being made, it is not 
as yet a hexameter, and when it is a hexameter the 
addition is no longer being made. Howbeit the task 
we proposed is now concluded, and, as neither addi
tion exists nor subtraction, the method of division 
stated above is destroyed.

But now that we have again had an insight into the 
precision of the Grammarians in these matters, come 
and let us make trial of their power in the matter of 
writing.

Chapter IX.—Concerning O rthography

Orthography, they say, is to be found in three 169 
modes,—quantity, quality, division. In quantity 
when we inquire if ι should be added to datives and 
whether εύχάλινον and ενώδινας should be written 
with an ι only or with « .  And in quality when we 
consider whether σμιλίον and Σμύρναν are to be 
written with a £ or with a σ. And in division when 
we question regarding the word δβριμος whether the 
β  is the beginning of the second syllable or the end 
of the first, and in the case of the name JΑριστίων 
where we should place the σ. But here again, not to 170 
raise any worse objections, technology o f this sort 
appears to be useless, firstly because of the disagree-
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φωνίας, επειτα δε καί εξ αυτών τών αποτελε
σμάτων. καί εκ μεν της διαφωνίας, επείπερ οι 
τεχνικοί μάχονται τε καί εις αιώνα μαχήσονται 
προς αλλήλους, τών μεν ούτως τών δε εκείνως

171 τδ αυτδ γράφειν άξιουντων. δθεν καί ούτως 
αύτούς ερωτητεον. εί χρειώδης εστίν η περί 
ορθογραφίας τεχνολογία τώ  βίω, όχρήν ημάς τε 
καί έκαστον τών διαφωνούντων περί αυτής γραμ
ματικών, άνεπικρίτου ακμήν καθεστώσης τής κατά 
ταυτην διαφωνίας, παραποδίζεσθαι εις ά αν δεη

172 γράφειν. ούτε δε ημών ούτε τούτων έκαστος 
παραποδίζεται, άλλα συμφώνως πάντες τυγχάνουσι 
τής προθεσεως, άτε δη μη απ' εκείνης άλλ' από 
κοινοτερας τίνος καί συμφώνου όρμώμενοι τριβής, 
καθ' ήν τα μεν κατ' ανάγκην όφείλοντα παραλαμ- 
βάνεσθαι στοιχεία προς την μήνυσιν του ονόματος 
πάντες παραλαμβάνουσι, καί οι γραμματικοί καί 
οι μη γραμματικοί, περί δε τών μή κατ' ανάγ
κην άδιαφοροΰσιν. ούκ άρα χρειώδης εστίν ή περί 
ορθογραφίας παρά τοΐς γραμματικοις ύφήγησις.

173 ΆΛΑ’ 6 μεν από τής διαφωνίας ελεγχος τοιοΰτος, 
ό δε από τών αποτελεσμάτων εμφανής, ούδεν 
γάρ βλαπτόμεθα, εάν τε συν τώ ι γράφωμεν την 
δοτικήν πτώσιν εάν τε μή, καί εάν τε διά του σ 
τό σμιλίον καί την Σμύρναν εάν τε διά τοΰ ζ, καί 
επί τοΰ Άριστίων ονόματος εάν τε τή προηγούμενη 
συλλαβή τό σ προσμερίζωμεν εάν τε τή επιφερο-

174 μενη τοΰτο συντάττωμεν. εί μεν γάρ παρά τό διά 
τοΰ σ αλλά μή διά τοΰ ζ γράφειν τό σμιλίον ούκετι 
σμιλίον γίνεται άλλα δρεπανον, καί εί παρά τό τοΰ 
*Αριστίων ονόματος ούτως αλλά μή εκείνως συν- 
τάσσεσθαι τό σ 6 Άριστίων, καθώς φησί τις τών 
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ments about it, and next because of its actual re
sults themselves. Because of the disagreements, 
inasmuch as the technicians fight and will fight to 
eternity with one another, some insisting on writing 
the same word in this way and some in that. Hence 171 
we must question them in this wise : If the tech
nology which deals with orthography is profitable for 
life, both we and each of the Grammarians who 
dispute about it ought to have been in a tangle as 
to what we ought to write, seeing that the dispute 
about it is still unsettled. But neither any of us nor 172 
any of them is in a tangle, but we all achieve our 
purpose without dispute, inasmuch as we set out not 
from this technology but from more general and un
disputed practice, in accordance with which we all 
—Grammarians and non-Grammarians alike—adopt 
the elements which necessarily must be adopted for 
the indication of the noun, while as to such as are 
not necessary we are indifferent. Therefore the 
instruction given by the Grammarians regarding 
orthography is not profitable.

Such, then, is the refutation based on their disagree- 173 
ment, and that based on the actual results is obvious.
For we are in no wise injured whether we write the 
dative case with an i or without one, and whether we 
write σμιλίον and Σμύρναν with a σ or with a ζ, and 
whether, in the case of the name Ά ριστίω ν , we attach 
the σ  to the preceding syllable or assign it to that 
which follows. For if σμιλίον, because it is written 174 
with a σ  and not with a ζ, no longer is σμιλίον (“ a 
scalpel ” ) but όρίπανον (“  a sickle ” ), and if, because 
the σ  in the name Ά ριστίων is assigned to this syllable 
rather than to that,’Αριστίων (“ the breakfaster ” )—  
as one o f the witty fellows says—becomes Δειπνιων
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χαριεντιζόμενων, Δει ττνίων γίνεται, ήρμοζε μη 
άδιαφορεϊν. el δ ’ δπως αν εχη τα τής γραφής, 
το σμιλίον (έστι σμιλίον),1 εάν τε διά τον σ εάν 
τε διά τον ζ κατάρχηται, δ τε Αριστίων αεί ποτέ 
έστιν 'Αριστίων, εάν τε τώ ι εάν τε τω τ  το σ 
προσμερίζωμεν, τις χρεία τής πολλής και ματ αίας 
παρά τοΐς γραμματικοΐς περί τούτων μωρολογίας ;

175 Κεφαλαιωδέστερον δή και περί ορθογραφίας 
διεξιόντες, ίδωμεν εις σνμπλήρωσιν τής προς το 
τεχνικόν μέρος αυτών άντιρρήσεως πδτερον εχονσί 
τινα προς το έλληνίζειν σννεστώσαν μέθοδον η 
ονδαμώς.

Γ.— ΠΕΡΙ ΕΛΛΗΝΙΣΜΟΝ

176 *0τι μεν δει τινά φειδώ ποιεΐσθαι τής περί τάς 
διαλέκτονς καθαριότητος, αντόθεν σνμφανες · ο 
τε γάρ έκάστοτε βαρβαρίζων και σολοικίζων ώς 
άπαίδεντος χλενάζεται, δ τε ελληνίζων ικανός 
έστι προς το σαφώς άμα και ακριβώς παραστήσαι 
τά νοηθέντα τών πραγμάτων, ήδη δε τον ελλη
νισμού δύο είσι διαφοραί' δς μεν γάρ εστι κεχωρι- 
σμένος τής κοινής ημών σννηθείας και κατα 
γραμματικήν αναλογίαν δοκεΐ προκόπτειν, δς δε 
κατά την έκάστον τών 'Ελλήνων σννήθειαν εκ 
παραπλασμον και τής εν ταΐς δμιλίαις παρατηρή-

177 σεως αναγόμενος, οΐον ο μεν τής Ζεύς ορθής 
πτώσεως τάς πλαγίονς σχηματίζων τον Ζεός τω  
Ζεΐ τον Ζέα κατά τον πρότερον τον ελληνισμού 
χαρακτήρα διαλέλεκται, 6 δε άφελώς τού Ζηνός 
λέγων και τω  Ζηνί και τον Ζήνα κατά τον δεύ
τερον και σννηθύστερον ήμΐν. πλήν δνοΐν δντων 
τών έλληνισμών ενχρηστον μεν είναι φαμεν τον 
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(“  the diner ” ), then it would be fitting not to be 
indifferent. But if, whatever be the form of writing, 
σμιλίον is σμιλίον, whether it begins with a σ or with 
a ζ, and JΑριστίων is always ’Αριστίων, whether we 
attach the σ  to the t or to the τ, what is the use of the 
long, vain and stupid disputation about these points 
which is carried on by the Grammarians ?

And now that we are discussing orthography in 175 
rather a summary fashion, in order to complete our 
confutation of their technical section let us consider 
whether or not they have any systematic method of 
dealing with “  hellenism ”  (or “  Greek idiom ” ).

Chapter X.—Concerning G reek Idiom

That one must preserve with some care purity of 176 
speech is at once plain ; for the man who is constantly 
using barbarisms and solecisms is jeered at as one of 
no culture, whereas he who speaks good Greek is cap
able of presenting his ideas both clearly and exactly.
But now there are two distinct kinds of “ hellenism ” : 
one stands apart from our common usage and 
seems to proceed in accordance with grammatical 
analogy ; the other conforms to the common usage of 
each of the Greeks and is derived from framing words 
and from observation in ordinary converse. For 177 
example, the man who forms from the nominative 
Zcvs the oblique cases Ζεός, Ζεΐ, Ζεα, frames the de
clension in accordance with the first kind of “ hellen
ism,” but he who simply says Ζψός, Ζηνί, Ζήνα frames 
it in accordance with the second, the one more usual 
with us. Only, as two forms of “ hellenism ” exist, 
we declare, for the reasons already stated, that the

<«m σμιλίον) addidi (σμιλίον post γραφής add. cj. Bekk.).
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δεύτερον διά τάς προειρημένας αιτίας, άχρηστον
178 δε τον πρώτον διά τάς λεχθησομένας. ώσπερ γάρ 

εν πόλει νομίσματος τίνος προχωροΰντος κατά το 
εγχώριον 6 μεν τουτω στοιχών δυναται και τάς 
εν εκείνη τη πόλει διεζαγωγάς άπαραποδίστως 
ποιεΐσθαι, 6 δε τούτο μεν μη παραδεχόμενος άλλο 
δε τι καινόν χαράσσιον εαυτώ και τοντιρ νομι- 
στευεσθαι θέλων μάταιος καθέστηκεν, ουτω καν 
τώ βίω 6 μη βουλόμένος τη συνήθως παραδεχθείση, 
καθάπερ νομίσματι, όμιλίμ κατακολονθεΐν άλλ’

179 ιδίαν αύτω τέμνειν μανίας εγγύς έστιν. διόπερ εί 
οι γραμματικοί ύπισχνοΰνται τέχνην τινά την καλόν 
μένην αναλογίαν παραδώσειν, δι ής κατ εκείνον 
ημάς τον ελληνισμόν άναγκάζουσι διαλέγεσθαι, 
ύποδεικτέον ότι ασύστατός έστιν αυτή ή τέχνη, δει 
δε τούς όρθώς βουλομένους διαλέγεσθαι τη άτέχνω 
καί άφελεΐ κατά τον βί'ον και τη κατά την κοινήν 
των πολλών συνήθειαν παρατηρήσει προσανέχειν.

180 Ειπερ οΰν εστι τις περί ελληνισμόν τέχνη, ήτοι 
έχει άρχάς έφ’ αΐς συνέστηκεν ή ούκ έχει, καί 
μη έχειν μεν ούκ αν φαΐεν οι γραμματικοί· πάσα 
γάρ τέχνη από τίνος αρχής οφείλει συνίστασθαι. 
εί δε έχει, ήτοι τεχνικάς ταυτας έχει ή άτέχνους. 
καί εί μεν τεχνικάς, πάντως τ) άφ* εαυτών η 
απ’ άλλης τέχνης συνέστησαν, κάκείνη πάλιν από 
τρίτης, καί ή τρίτη από τετάρτης, καί τοΰτ εις 
άπειρον, ώστε άναρχον γιγνομένην την περί ελλη-

181 νισμόν τέχνην μηδέ τέχνην ύπάρχειν εί δε άτέχνους, 
ούκ άλλαι τινες εύρεθήσονται παρά την συνήθειαν, 
ή άρα συνήθεια του τι τέ έστιν ελληνικόν καί τί 
άνελλήνιστον γίνεται κριτήριον, καί ούκ άλλη τις

182 περί τον ελληνισμόν τέχνη, άλλως τε, έπεί τών 
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second is of great use, but the first useless, for reasons 
now to be stated. For just as in a city where a certain 178 
local coinage is current, he who makes use of this is 
able to carry on his business in that city without 
hindrances, but he who does not adopt it, but coins 
for himself some new money and desires to have this 
passed, is a fool, so also in ordinary intercourse the 
man who refuses to follow the mode of converse— 
like the coinage—which is usually adopted, and cuts 
out a new way of his own, is near to madness. Where- 179 
fore, if the Grammarians promise to present us with 
an art described as “  analogy,”  by which they compel 
us to discourse in accordance with that kind of 
“  hellenism,”  one must point out that this art has no 
foundation, and that those who wish to discourse 
correctly must cleave to the non-technical, simple and 
ordinary style and to the observing o f the rules which 
accord with the usage of the majority.

I f  there does exist any art concerned with “  hellen- 180 
ism,”  it either has or has not principles upon which it 
is based. That it has none the Grammarians would 
deny, for every art must be based on some principle.
But if it has some, the principles it has are either 
technical or non-technical. If they are technical, 
they certainly are constructed either from themselves 
or from another art, and that again from a third, and 
the third from a fourth, and so on to infinity, so that 
the art dealing with “ hellenism ”  is found to have 
no beginning (or principle) and thus to be no art. And 181 
if its principles are untechnical, none will be found 
other than common usage. Thus common usage 
becomes the criterion of what is “  hellenic ”  and what 
is not “  hellenic,”  and not some other art concerning 
“  hellenism.”—Again, since some arts—such as 182
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τεχνών αί μεν τώ όντι είσϊ τεχναι, ώς ή άνδριαντο- 
7τοιική καί ζωγραφία, al δε επαγγελματι μεν εισι 
τεχναι, ού πάντως 8ε και κατ αλήθειαν, ως 
Χαλδαϊκή τε και θυτική, ΐνα μάθωμεν πότερόν 
ποτέ και ή περί τον ελληνισμόν λεγομενη τέχνη 
νπόσχεσις μόνον εστιν ή και υποκείμενη δύναμις, 
δεήσει κριτήριόν τι ημάς εχειν είς την ταυτης

183 δοκιμασίαν, τούτ οΰν το κριτήριόν πάλιν ήτοι 
τεχνικόν τί εστι και περί ελληνισμόν, εΐγε καί τής 
περί τον ελληνισμόν κρινουσης, εί νγιώς κρίνει, 
δοκιμαστικόν καθεστηκεν, ή άτεχνον. άλλα τε
χνικόν μεν περί ελληνισμόν ονκ αν εϊη διά την 
προειρημενην είς άπειρον εκπτωσιν' άτεχνον δ’ 
εί λα μβάνοιτο το κριτήριόν, ονκ άλλο τι ευ ρήσο μεν 
ή την συνήθειαν, ή άρα συνήθεια καί αυτήν την 
περί ελληνισμόν τέχνην κρίνουσα ού δεήσεται 
τέχνης.

184 Έιΐπερ δε ονκ άλλως εστιν ελληνίζειν εάν μη 
παρά γραμματικής μάθωμεν τό ελληνικόν, ήτοι 
εναργες εστι τούτο καί εξ αύτοϋ βλεπόμενον η 
άδηλότερον. άλλ’ εναργες μεν ούκ εστιν, επεί 
σύμφωνον αν ήν παρά πάσιν ώς τά λοιπά των

185 εναργών, καί άλλως προς μεν την τοΰ εναργούς 
άντίληφιν ονδεμιάς τέχνης εστι χρεία, καθάπερ 
ουδέ προς τό λευκόν όράν ή γλυκέος γεύεσθαι ή 
θερμού θιγγάνειν προς δε τό ελληνίζειν μεθόδου 
τίνος καί τέχνης κατά τούς γραμματικούς εστι 
χρεία. ονκ άρα εναργες εστι τό ελληνίζειν.

186 άδηλον δε εΐπερ εστι, πάλιν επεί τό άδηλον εκ 
τίνος ετερου γνωρίζεται, ήτοι φυσικω τινί κατ- 
ακολουθητεον κριτηρίω, εξ ον διαγιγνώσκεται τί 
τό ελληνικόν καί τί τό άνελλήνιστον, ή τή ενός 
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statuary and painting—are really arte, but others 
which are claimed as arts—such as astrology and the 
art of the haruspex— are not wholly and truly arts, 
in order that we may learn whether the so-called art 
of “  hellenism ”  is merely a profession or a sub
stantial power, it will be necessary for us to possess 
some criterion by which to test it. Then this criterion, 183 
too, is either a technical one and deals with “  hellen
ism ”—since it is to test whether the art which judges 
“ hellenism ” judges soundly—or it is non-technical.
But it will not be a technical one concerning “ hellen
ism ”  because of the regress ad infinitum already 
stated a ; and if the criterion is to be taken as non
technical, we shall find no other criterion than 
common usage. Common usage, then, as judging 
the art of “ hellenism ”  itself, will not need art.

But if it is not possible to speak good Greek other- 184 
wise than by learning good Greek from the Art of 
Grammar, either it is something evident and seen of 
itself or it is obscure. But it is not evident, since then 
it would have been agreed upon by all men, like all 
other evident things. And besides, there is need o f 185 
no art for the perception of what is evident, any more 
than for seeing the white object, tasting the sweet, 
or feeling the h o t; but for speaking good Greek there 
is need, according to the Grammarians, o f a certain 
method and art. Therefore, speaking good Greek 
is not evident.—But if it is obscure, then again, since 186 
what is obscure is revealed by something else, we 
must either be guided by some natural criterion by 
means o f which it is determined what is good Greek 
and what is not, or we must employ, in order to grasp

• Cf. § 180.
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συνήθεια ώ ς  άκρω ς ελληνίζοντας χρηστεον προς
187 την τούτον κατάληφιν, η τη  π άντω ν. άλλα 

φυσικόν μεν κριτήριου εις τ ο  ελληνικόν καί το 
μη τοιοντον ονΒεν ε χ ο μ εν  το υ  γάρ *Α τ τικ ό ν  τό  
τάριχος λεγοντος ώ ς ελληνικόν καί του Πελοπον- 
νησίου ό τάριχος προφερομενου ώ ς άΒιάστροφον, 
καί τ ο ν  μ εν τη ν  στάμνον όνομ άζοντος του δε τον  
στάμνον, ούΒεν εχει ε ζ  εα ντοΰ  κριτήριου π ιστόν  
6 γραμματικός εις τό  ού τω ς άλλα μη ού τω ς Βεΐν 
λεγειν, εί μ η  άρα τη ν  έκαστον συνήθειαν, η τις

188 ούτε τεχνική ούτε φυσική εστιν . τη  δε τίνος  
συνήθεια Βεΐν άκολουθεΐν εΐπερ εροϋσιν, ήτοι 
φάσει μόνον εροϋσιν η εμμεθόΒοις άποΒείζεσι 
χρησάμενοι. άλλα φάσιν μεν λεγουσι φάσιν άντι- 
θήσομεν περί του τοΐς πολλοΐς μάλλον η τ ω  ενί 
Βεΐν άκολουθεΐν εμμεθόΒως Βε άποΒεικνύντες δτι 
οΰτος ελληνίζει, άναγκασθήσονται εκείνην τη ν  
μεθοΒον κριτήριου ελληνισμόν λεγειν Βι* ήν καί 
οΰτος ελληνίζων ΒεΒεικται, άλλ* ονχί τούτον.

189 λείπεται οΰν τη  π ά ντω ν συνήθεια πρόσεχειν. εί 
δε το ύ το , ού χρεία τη ς  άναλογίας άλλα παρατηρή- 
σ εω ς το υ  π ώ ς  οί πολλοί διαλέγονται καί τι ώ ς  
ελληνικόν παραδέχονται η ώ ς  ον τοιουτον εκκλί- 
νουσιν. τ ό  γ ε  μην ελληνικόν ή τοι φύσει εστιν η  
θε'σει. καί φύσει μ εν ονκ εστιν , επεί ονκ αν π οτέ  
τα ύτόν τοΐς μ εν ελληνικόν εΒόκει τνγχάνειν το ΐς

190 δε ονχ  ελληνικόν θεσει δε εΐπερ εστι καί νόμω  
τ ω ν  ανθρώ πω ν, 6 σννασκηθείς μ άλιστα  καί τριβείς  
εν τη  συνήθεια, οΰτος ελληνίζει, και ονχ  ό τη ν  
αναλογίαν επιστάμ ενος. καί γά ρ  άλλως ενεστι
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it, either the habit of speech of one man, as being 
pre-eminent in “ hellenism,” or that of all men. But 187 
we possess no natural criterion regarding what is good 
Greek and what is n o t ; for when the man of Attica 
uses το τάριχος (“ the dried fish ” ) as being good 
Greek,® while the Peloponnesian enounces 6 τάριχος 
as being correct, and the one speaks o f ή στάμνας 
(“  the jar ” ), the other of ό στάμνος, the Gram
marian possesses no criterion which is of itself reliable 
for deciding that one ought to speak in this way rather 
than in that way, unless indeed it be each man’s prac
tice, and this is neither technical nor natural. And if 188 
they shall declare that we must follow the customary 
practice of a certain person, they will declare this 
either by mere assertion or by employing methodical 
proofs. But to their assertion we shall reply by the 
counter-assertion that one ought to follow the many 
rather than the one ; and if they try to prove method
ically that this man speaks good Greek, they will be 
forced to say that that method by which this man has 
been proved to speak good Greek is the criterion, and 
not this man himself. It remains, then, to hold fast 189 
by the common usage of all men. And if so, there is 
no need of analogy but of observing how most men 
converse and what they adopt as good Greek or avoid 
as not good.—However, good Greek exists either by 
nature or by convention. But it does not exist by 
nature,6 since then the same phrase would never have 
seemed good Greek to some and not good Greek to 
others ; and if it exists by convention and human 190 
enactment, the man who speaks good Greek is he 
who is most practised and versed in common usage, 
and not he who understands analogy.—By another

• Cf. § 148. * Of. § 145.
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7ταραστήσαι on  ού δεόμεθα προ? τό ελληνίζειν
191 τής γραμματικής, εν γάρ ταΐς άνά χεΐρα όμιλίαις 

ήτοι άντικόφονσιν ήμΐν οί πολλοί επί τισι λεξεσιν 
ή ούκ άντικόφονσιν. και εί μεν άντικόφονσιν, 
ευθύς και διορθώσονται ή μας, ώστε παρά των εκ 
τοΰ βίον καθ€στώτων άλλ’ ονχί παρά γραμματικών

192 £χειν τδ ελλήνιζε tv. εί δ’ ου δυσχεραίνουσιν άλλ* 
ώς σαφεσι και όρθώς εχουσι σνμπεριφεροιντο τοΐς 
λεγόμενόις, καί ημείς αυτοί? επιμενοΰμεν. κατά 
τε ταντην την άναλογίαν ήτοι πάντες ή οί πλεΐστοι 
ή οί πολλοί διαλέγονται* ούτε δέ πάντε? οϋθ’ οί 
πλεΐστοι ονθ' οί πολλοί’ μόλις γάρ δυο ή τρεις 
τοιοΰτοι ευρίσκονται, οί δε πλεΐστοι ουδέ ΐσασιν

193 αυτήν, τοίννν επεϊ τή των πολλών συνήθεια και 
ου τή τών δυοίν αναγκαίου κατακολουθεΐν, ρητεον 
την παρατήρησιν τής κοινής σννηθείας χρησι- 
μευειν προς τό ελληνίζειν, άλλα μη την αναλογίαν, 
επί πάντων γε μην σχεδόν τών χρησιμενόντων τώ  
βίω μετρον εστίν ικανόν τό μη παραποδίζεσθαι

194 προς τάς χρείας, διόπερ εί και 6 ελληνισμός διά 
δυο μάλιστα προηγούμενα ετυχεν άποδοχής, την 
τε σαφήνειαν και την προσήνειαν τών δηλουμενων 
(τούτοι? γάρ εζωθεν κατ επακολούθησιν συνε- 
ζενκται τό μεταφορικώς καί εμφατικώς καί κατά 
τούς άλλους τρόπους φράζειν), ζητήσομεν ούν εκ 
ποτερας ταϋτα μάλλον περιγίνεται, άρα γε τής 
κοινής συνήθειας ή τής άναλογίας, ΐνα εκείνη

195 προσθώμεθα. βλεπομεν δε γε ώς εκ τής κοινής 
συνήθειας μάλλον ή δτι εκ τής άναλογίας. εκείνη 
άρα άλλ* ου ταύτη χρηστεον. τό μεν γάρ τής 
ορθής πτώσεως ό Ζευς ονσης τάς πλάγιους προ- 
φερεσθαι Ζηνός Ζηνί Ζήνα καί τής κυων κυνός 
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argument also it is possible to establish the fact that 
we do not require the Art of Grammar in order to 
speak good Greek. In familiar intercourse ordinary 191 
people will either oppose us about certain phrases or 
will not oppose us. And if they oppose us, they will 
at once correct us, so that we have good Greek from 
those who live ordinary lives and not from the Gram
marians. And if they are not vexed but concur in the 192 
phrases we use as being clear and correct, we too 
shall abide by them.—Further, either all men, or 
most, or many converse in accordance with this 
“  analogy ”  of theirs ; but neither all, nor most, nor 
many do so ; in fact hardly two or three are found to 
do so, and most men do not even know of it. Since, 193 
then, we must necessarily follow the customary usage 
of the many and not that of the two, one must declare 
that the observing of the common usage is useful for 
speaking good Greek, and not analogy. Certainly, 
in the case of nearly all the things which are of use in 
ordinary life, the fact that one is not hindered in 
supplying one’s needs is a sufficient criterion. Where- 194 
fore, if “ hellenism ”  has met with acceptance for 
two main reasons, its clear and agreeable presentation 
of the things described,®—and following on these 
qualities and externally joined to them is the employ
ment of metaphor and emphasis and the other figures 
o f speech,—we shall inquire by which of the two are 195 
these qualities better secured, by common usage or 
by analogy, so that we may adhere to it. And we 
clearly see that they are better secured by common 
usage than by analogy. So then the former and not 
the latter must be employed. Now when the nomin
ative case is Zeus the formations Ζηνός, Ζηνί, Ζήνα

■ Cf. § 176.
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κυνί κυνα σαφ ές, άλλα και άπρόσκοπον το ΐς  
πολλοΐς είναι φαίνεται· τούτο  δέ εστι το  τη ς  
κοινής συνήθειας, το  δε από τή ς  Ζ ευς ορθής 
Ζ εός λέγειν καί Ζ ει καί Ζ έα , και από τή ς  κύων  
σχη μ ατίζειν  κύωνος κύωνι κύωνα, ή από τή ς  
κυνός γενικής άζιοΰν τή ν  ορθήν κΰς ύπάρχειν, 
καί επί τ ω ν  ρηματικώ ν φ ερήσω λέγειν καί β λ ε -  
π ή σω  ώ ς  ποιήσω  καί θελήσω , ου μόνον ασαφές 
άλλα καί γέλ ω τος ετι δε προσκοπής άζιον είναι

196 δοκεΐ’ τούτο δε γίνεται άπό άναλογίας. τοίνυν, 
ώ ς έφην, ου τα ύ τη  χρηστέον άλλα τή  συνήθεια.

Μήποτε δε καί περιτρέπονται, καί εάν τ ε  θελή- 
σω σιν  εάν τ ε  καί μ ή , άναγκασθήσονται χρήσθαι 
μ εν τή  συνήθεια παραπέμπειν δε τήν άναλογίαν. 
σκοπώ μ εν δ ’ εντεύθεν το  λεγόμενον, τουτέστιν  εκ

197 τή ς προς αυτούς άκολουθίας. ζητουμένου γάρ  
του  π ώ ς δει λέγειν, χρήσθαι ή χράσθαι, φασίν ότι 
χράσθαι, καί άπαιτουμενοι τουτου  τήν πίστιν  
λέγουσιν ότι χρήσις καί κ τήσις άνάλογά έστιν· 
ώ ς ούν κτάσθαι μεν λέγεται κτήσθαι δε ου λέγεται, 
ουτω  καί χρασθαι μεν ρηθήσεται χρήσθαι δε ου

198 π ά ντω ς, άλλ’ εϊ επακόλουθών τ ις  αύτοΐς πυθοιτο  
“  αυτό δε τούτο  τό  κτάσθαι ότι ορθώ ς είρηται, 
άφ’ οΰ καί τό  χράσθαι άποδείκνυμεν, πόθεν ισμ εν; ” 
φήσουσιν ότι εν τή  συνήθεια λέγεται, τούτο  δε  
λέγοντες δώ σουσι τδ τή  συνήθεια δείν ώ ς κριτή -

199 ρίω  προσέχειν, άλλα μή τή  άναλογία. εί γάρ ότι 
εν τή  συνήθεια λέγεται κτάσθαι, ρητέον καί χ ρ ά 
σθαι, οφείλομεν παρέντες τή ν  άναλογικήν τέχνην  
επί τή ν  συνήθειαν άναδραμεΐν, άφ’ ή ς κάκείνη 
ήρτη ται.

Και μ ήν ή άναλογία όμοιων πολλών ονομάτω ν  
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as the oblique cases,— and κυνός, κννί, κύνα, from the 
nominative κύων (“  dog ” )—are clear and also appear 
to ordinary men unobjectionable ; and these are the 
formations in common use. But to derive Ζεός, Ζει,
Ζέα from the nominative Ζεύς, and from κύων to form 
κύωνος, κύωνι, κύωνα, or from the genitive κυνός to 
claim that the nominative is κυς, and in the case of 
the forms of verbs to speak of φερήσω and βλεπήσω, 
like ποιήσω and θελήσω, seems to be not only obscure 
but also deserving of ridicule and objectionable ; and 
these are formations due to analogy. So then, as 1 196 
have said, we should not employ this, but common 
usage.

Perhaps they may shift their ground; but whether 
they wish it or not, they will be forced to employ 
customary usage and to dismiss analogy. Let us 
examine what they say by the method of pres
sing their own argument against themselves. When 197 
it is asked whether one should say χρήσθαι or 
χράσθαι, they reply χράσθαι, and on being asked 
for a proof of this, they assert that χρήσις and κτήσις 
are analogous ; as then we say κτάσθαι and do not 
say κτήσθαι, so we shall say χράσθαι and never 
χρήσθαι. But if one should press them further and 198 
ask how do we know that this word κτάσθαι itself, 
from which we deduce χράσθαι, is a correct form, 
they will reply that it is the form customarily used. 
And in so saying they will be granting that one 
should adopt common usage as the criterion and 
not analogy. For if one ought to say χράσθαι be- 199 
cause κτάσθαι is the customary form, we ought to 
give up the art of analogy and go back to customary 
usage upon which the former depends.

Now analogy, in fact, is the comparison of many
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εστί παράθεσις, τα δε ονόματα ταΰτα εκ τής 
συνήθειας, ώστε και ή σύστασις της αναλογίας

200 από της συνήθειας πρόεισιν. τούτου δε ούτως 
εχοντος ερωτητεον τρόπω τωδε. ήτοι εγκρίνετε 
την συνήθειαν ώς πιστήν προς διάγνωσιν ελλη
νισμού ή εκβάλετε, εί μεν εγκρίνετε, αύτόθεν 
συνήκται τό προκείμενον, και ού χρεία τής ανα
λογίας* εί δε εκβάλλετε, επεί και ή αναλογία εκ 
ταυτής συνίσταται, εκβάλλετε και την αναλογίαν. 
και πάλιν, άτοπον τό αυτό καί ώς πιστόν προσ-

201 ίεσθαι καί ώς άπιστον παραιτείσθαι. οί δε 
γραμματικοί θελοντες την συνήθειαν ώς άπιστον 
εκ βάλλε ιν καί πάλιν ταύτην ώς πιστήν παραλαμ- 
βάνειν, τό αυτό πιστόν άμα καί άπιστον ποιήσουσιν. 
ΐνα γάρ δείζωσιν ότι ού διαλεκτεον κατά τήν 
συνήθειαν, είσάγουσι τήν αναλογίαν· ή δε αναλογία 
ούκ ισχυροποιείται, εί μή συνήθειαν εχοι την

202 βεβαιοΰσαν' τή  άρα συνήθεια εκβάλλοντες τήν
συνήθειαν τό αυτό πιστόν άμα καί άπιστον ποιή- 
σουσιν. εκτός εί μή τι φήσουσι μή τήν αυτήν 
συνήθειαν εκβάλλειν άμα καί προσίεσθαι, άλλ’ 
άλλην μεν εκβάλλειν άλλην δε προσίεσθαι. δπερ 
καί λεγουσιν οί από Πινδαρίωνος. αναλογία,
φασίν, όμολογουμενως εκ τής συνήθειας όρμάται·

203 εστι γάρ όμοιου τε  καί άνομοίου θεωρία, τό δε 
δμοιον καί άνόμοιον εκ τής δεδοκιμασμενης λαμ- 
βάνεται συνήθειας, δεδοκιμασμενη δε καί αρχαίο- 
τάτη εστίν ή 'Ομήρου ποίησις- ποίημα γάρ ούδεν 
πρεσβύτερον ήκεν εις ημάς τής εκείνου ποιήσεως. 
διαλεξόμεθα άρα τή  *Ομήρου κατακολουθοϋντες

204 συνήθεια. άλλα πρώτον μεν ούχ υπό πάντων 
όμολογεΐται ποιητής αρχαιότατος είναι "Ομηρος· 
116

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, I. 199-204

similar nouns, and these nouns are taken from 
customary speech, so that the substance of analogy is 
derived from customary speech. This being so, one 200 
must question them in this way : Either you accept 
customary usage as reliable for the distinguishing of 
“  hellenism ”  or you reject it. If you accept it, the 
problem before us is settled of itself, and there is no 
need of analogy ; but if you reject it, you reject 
analogy as well, since from it analogy derives its 
substance.—Again, it is absurd to admit a thing as 
trustworthy and to dismiss it as untrustworthy. But 201 
the Grammarians, in their desire to reject common 
usage as untrustworthy and contrariwise to accept it 
as trustworthy, will cause the same thing to be at 
once trustworthy and untrustworthy. For in order to 
prove that we should not converse in accordance with 
common usage, they introduce analogy ; but analogy 
is not made secure unless it has common usage to 
support i t ; so by rejecting common usage by means 202 
of common usage, they will cause the same thing to 
be at once trustworthy and untrustworthy. Unless, 
indeed, they shall declare that they do not accept 
and reject simultaneously the same common usage, 
but reject one sort and accept another sort. And 
that is what is said by the School of Pindarion. 
Analogy, they say, confessedly sets out from common 
usage ; for it is the consideration of the like and the 203 
unlike, and the like and the unlike are derived from 
approved common usage, and the poetry of Homer is 
that which is approved and most ancient; for no 
poem older than his poetry has come down to us. 
Thus we shall converse following the usage of Homer. 
But, in the first place, it is not agreed by all that 204 
Homer is the most ancient p oet; for some say that
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eviot γά ρ ‘Ησίοδον προήκειν το ΐς χρόνοts λεγουσιν, 
Α ίνον τ ε  καί Ό ρ φ εα  και Μ ουσαίον και άλλους 
παμπληθείς, ου μην άλλα και πιθανόν εστι γ ε γ ο -  
νεναι μεν τινας προ αύτοΰ και κατ αυτόν π οιητάς, 
επε'ι και αυτός π ού φησι

τη ν  γάρ άοιΒην μάλλον επικλείουσ* άνθρωποι 
η τις άκουόντεσσι νεω τάτη  άμφιπεληrat,

τούτους Be υπό τη ς  περί αυτόν λαμπρότητος
205 επεσκοτησθαι. και εί αρχαιότατος Βε όμολογοΐτο  

τύγχανειν 'Ό μ η ρ ος, ούΒεν εΐρηται υπό του Πιν- 
Βαρίωνος ίκνούμενον. ώ σπ ερ  γά ρ  προηποροϋμεν  
περί το ΰ  πότερόν π οτέ  τη  συνήθεια η τη  αναλογία  
χρηστεον, ου τω  και νυν Βιαφορησομεν πότερον  
τη  συνήθεια η  τη  αναλογία, και εί τη  συνήθεια, 
άρα τη  καθ’ 'Ό μ η ρ ο ν  η τη  τω ν  άλλων α ν θ ρ ώ π ω ν

206 προς οπερ ουΒεν εΐρηται. εΐτα κάκείνην μάλιστα  
Βει τη ν συνήθειαν μεταΒιώκειν fj προσχρώ μενοι 
ου γελασθησόμ εθα- τη  Βε Ό μ η ρικ η  κατακολου- 
θοΰντες ου χω ρίς γέλ ω τος ελληνιοΰμεν, μάρτυροι 
λεγοντες και “  σπ άρτα  λελυνται ”  και άλλα τ ο ύ 
τω ν  ά τοπ ώ τερα . τοίνυν ούΒ’ οΰτός εστιν ό λόγος  
υγιής, μ ετά  το ΰ  συγκεχω ρησθαι τό  κατασκευα - 
ζόμενον ύφ' ημ ώ ν, το υ τεσ τι τό  μη χρήσθαι άνα-

207 λόγια, τ ί  γάρ Βιηνεγκεν εΐτ επί τη ν τω ν  πολλών 
εΐτ επί την Ό μ η ρ ο υ  συνήθειαν ελθεΐν; ώ ς  γάρ  
επί τη ς των πολλών τηρησεώ ς εστι χρεία άλλ* 
ου τεχνικής αναλογίας, ουτω  καί επί τη ς  Ό μ η ρ ο υ ·  
τηρησαντες γά ρ  αυτοί π ώ ς εΐω θε λεγειν, ουτω  καί

208 Βιαλεζόμεθα. τό  Βε ολον, ώ ς  αυτός "Ο μηρος ούκ  
αναλογία προσεχρησατο άλλα τη  τώ ν  κ α τ* αυτόν  
ανθρώ πω ν συνήθεις, κατηκολούθησεν, ουτω  ' 
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Hesiod preceded him in time, Linos, too, and Orpheus 
and Musaeus and a host of others. And, in fact, it is 
probable that there were some poets before Homer 
and in his time (since he himself says somewhere α—

Surely that song above all by men is most loudly applauded
Which to their listening ears as the newest of songs re- 

soundeth),

and that these poets were eclipsed by his own brilli
ance. And even if it should be agreed that Homer 205 
is the most ancient, what Pindarion has asserted is 
not convincing. For just as we questioned before 
whether one should adopt common usage or analogy, 
so, too, now we shall be in doubt whether to adopt 
common usage or analogy ; and if usage, is it to be 
that of Homer or that of all other men ; and as to this 
Pindarion has said nothing. Further, we should 206 
follow that usage above all the adoption of which will 
not bring ridicule upon us ; but if we follow Homer’s, 
our Greek speech will not escape ridicule, when we 
say μάρτυροι (for μάρτυρες) 6 and σπάρτα λελυνται (for 
σπάρτα λελυταΐ),0 and other things still more absurd. 
Neither, then, is this argument sound, besides the 
fact that our contention is conceded, namely, that 
analogy should not be used. For what’s the odds 207 
whether we have recourse to the usage of the many 
or to that of Homer ? For just as there is need of 
observation, but not of technical analogy, in the case 
of the usage of the many, so there is also in the case 
of that of Homer ; for when we have observed how he 
is wont to speak, we ourselves too will converse in the 
same way. To sum up, just as Homer himself made 208 
no use of analogy but followed the usage of the men of

• Cf. Horn. Od. i. 851 f. * Cf. Horn. II. ii. 302.
* Of. Horn. U. ii. 135.
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ημείς ούκ αναλογίας πάντως έξόμεθα βεβαιωτην 
έχούσης * *Ομηρον, άλλα την συνήθειαν των καθ' 
αυτούς ανθρώπων παραπλασόμεθα.

209 “Αρτι μεν ούν εκ της προς τούς γραμματικούς 
ακολουθίας συνήκται τό παρελκειν μεν την ανα
λογίαν προς ελληνισμόν, εύχρηστεΐν δε την της 
συνήθειας παρατήρησιν δήλον δε ίσως εσται εκ

210 των ρητών, οριζόμενοι γάρ τόν τε βαρβαρισμόν 
και τόν σολοικισμόν φασί “  βαρβαρισμός εστι 
παράπτωσις εν απλή λέξει παρά την κοινήν συνή
θειαν ”  και “  σολοικισμός εστι παράπτωσις ασυν
ήθης κατά την δλην σύνταξιν και ανακόλουθος

211 προς α δυνάμεθα λεγειν ευθύς, άλλ' εί 6 μεν βαρ- 
βαρισμός εστιν εν απλή λέξει 6 δε σολοικισμός 
εν συνθέσει λέξεων, δέδεικται δε έμπροσθεν ώς 
ούτε απλή εστι λέξις τις ούτε σύνθεσις λέξεων,

212 ούδέν εστι βαρβαρισμός ή σολοικισμός, πάλιν εί 
εν λέξει μια 6 βαρβαρισμός νοείται και εν συνθέσει 
λέξεων ό σολοικισμός, άλλ* ούκ έν τοΐς ύποκει- 
μένοις πράγμασι, πώς ήμαρτον είπών “  ουτος,”  
οα,κννμι θ€ γυναίκα, η αχττη, οεικννμι θ€ 
νεανίαν; ούτε γάρ έσολοίκισα' ου γάρ σύνθεσιν 
πολλών ακαταλλήλων λέξεων προηνεγκάμην, άλλ*

213 απλήν την οΰτος λέξιν ή αύτη· ούτ έβαρβάρισα- 
ούδέν γάρ άσύνηθες εΐχεν ή ουτος λέξις, ώς ή παρά 
τοΐς Άλεξανδρεΰσιν ελήλυθαν καί άπελήλυθαν.

Πλήν τοιαϋτα μεν πολλά προς τούς γραμμα-
214 τικούς ενδέχεται λέγειν ΐνα δε μη δοκώμεν εν 

πάσιν άπορητικοί τυγχάνειν, επί την εξ αρχής 
πρόθεσιν άναδραμόντες φήσομεν ώς ειπερ 6 βαρ-

β Cf. § 231. * Cf. §§ 131, 165 ff.
* Instead of the regular 3 pers. plur. endings in -θασι.
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his age, so too will we by no means cleave to an ana
logous form which has the authority of Homer, but 
will conform our speech to the usage of the men of 
our own age.

So it has just been concluded by the method of 209 
pressing the Grammarians’ arguments against them
selves, that analogy is superfluous for “ hellenism,” 
whereas the observance of common usage is service
able ; and this will, no doubt, be plain from their 
own assertions. Thus in defining “ barbarism ” and 210 
“ solecism ”  they say that “  barbarism is a blunder in 
a single word contrary to common usage,” ® and 
“ solecism is a blunder contravening common usage 
in respect of the whole construction, and incoherent.”
To this we can at once reply, that if the “ barbarism ”  211 
is in a single word and the “ solecism ”  in a combina
tion of words, and it has been shown above6 that 
no simple word nor any combination o f words exists, 
then neither “  barbarism ” nor “  solecism ”  is any
thing. Again, if the “  barbarism ”  is perceived in 212 
one word and the “ solecism ”  in a combination of 
words, but not in the underlying objects, how am 
I wrong in saying ουτος when I point to a woman, 
or αύτη when I point to a young man ? For I have 
not committed a solecism, since I have not uttered 
a combination of many incongruous words, but only 
the single word ουτος or αύτη ; nor have I been 213 
guilty o f a barbarism, for the word ovros contains 
nothing contrary to common usage, as does the 
Alexandrians’ ελήλυθαν and άπελήλυθαν.6

However, it is possible to bring many such argu
ments against the Grammarians. But lest we should 214 
seem to be sceptical about everything, returning to 
the original theme we shall assert that if a “  bar-

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, I. 208-214

VOL. IV 121



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

βαρισμός παράπτωσίς εστι παρά την κοινήν συν
ήθειαν εν μια λεξει θεωρούμενος, ωσαύτως δε καί 
6 σολοικισμός εν πολλαΐς λεξεσι την ύπόστασιν 
λαμβάνων, και εστι βάρβαρον μεν τδ  τράπεσα 
διά το  μη σύνηθες είναι το  ρήμα, σόλοικον δε το  
“  πολλά περιπατήσας κόπια μου τά σκέλη ”  διά  
το  μη λεγεσθαι τη κοινή συνήθεια, ώμολόγηται 
οτι η μεν άναλογιστικη τέχνη όνομα κενόν εστι 
προς το μη βαρβαρίζειν η σολοικίζειν, δει δε την 
συνήθειαν παρατηρεΐν και ακολούθως αυτή δια-

215 λεγεσθαι. εί μεν γάρ μετακαθίσαντες λεγοιεν 
βαρβαρισμόν απλώς παράπτωσιν εν απλή λεξει, 
δίχα του προσθεΐναι το  παρά την κοινήν συνή
θειαν, και σολοικισμόν παράπτωσιν κατά την δλην 
σύνταξιν και ανακόλουθου, χωρίς του παραλαβεΐν το  
άσύνηθες, ετι1 χείρον τι κινήσουσιν εαυτοΐς πράγμα, 
τά γάρ τοιαΰτα καθ' δλην την σύνταξιν άνακολου- 
θοΰντα* εξουσιν, “  Άθήναι καλή πόλις, *0ρέστης 
καλή τραγωδία, η ρουλη οι εξακόσιοι * α  θ€ησ€ΐ 
σολοικισμούς λεγειν, ούχί δε γε σολοικισμοί

216 τυγχάνουσι διά τ ο  σύνηθες. ούκ άρα ψιλή τή 
ακολουθία κριτεον τον σολοικισμόν, αλλά τή 
συνήθεια.

Ευ δ’ αν εχοι καί μετά την εκ τής ακολουθίας 
καί των ρητών ενστασιν ετι καί από τής κατά το

217 δμοιον μεταβάσεως αυτούς δυσωπεΐν. ειπερ γάρ 
του όμοιου θεωρητικοί καθεστήκασιν, επεί τώ  
εις άντικνήμιον τύπτεσθαι άνάλογόν εστι το  εις

1 ε τ ι  scripsi: ή m s s . ,  Bekk.: ή  Fabr.
* άνακολουθοΰντα Fabr. : άκολουθοΰντα m s s . ,  Bekk.

β The usual construction would have περιπατήσαντος, geni
tive agreeing with μου  (“ My legs ache from walking much ” ).
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barism ”  is a blunder contrary to common usage and 
observed in a single word, and likewise a “ solecism” 
finds its existence in a number of words, and the 
word τράπεσα (for τράπεζα, “ a table ” ) is a barbarism 
because it is contrary to common usage, and the 
sentence πολλά περιπάτησα? κοπι<£ μον τά σκίλη α is a 
solecism because it is a construction not employed in 
common usage,—then, if so, it is conceded that the 
art of analogy is an empty name, useless for the 
avoidance of barbarisms or solecisms, and one ought 
to observe the rules of common speech, and converse 
in accordance therewith. For if they were to change 215 
their ground and say simply that “  barbarism ”  is a 
“  blunder in a single word,” without adding “  con
trary to common usage,”  and that “ solecism ” is “  a 
blunder in respect of the whole construction and 
incoherent,”  without the addition o f “  contravening 
common usage,”  they will bring upon themselves a 
still worse consequence. For “  in respect of the whole 
construction ”  they will have such “  incoherent ”  
sentences as these,—Άθήναι καλή πάλι?, Όρέστης 
καλή τραγωδία, ή βουλή οι εξακόσιοι,6 which they will 
have to term “  solecisms,”  whereas they are not 
solecisms because in common use. Hence, the sole- 216 
cism is not to be judged by grammatical concord 
alone but by common usage.

After our objection based on pressing their argu
ments and on their rules 0 it would be well also to 
put them to shame in respect of transition based on 
analogy. For if they are observant of similarity, inas- 217 
much as εί? τήν ρίνα τνπτΐσθαι (“ to be struck on the

6 Termed “ solecisms ” because (1) Άθήναι is plur. in 
agreement with the sing, καλή πόλις; (2) Όρόστης masc. with 
fem. καλή τραγωδία; (3) ή βουλή fem. sing, with masc. plur. 
oi εξακόσιοι. * Cf. § 209.
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την ρίνα τύπτεσθαι καϊ το εις την γαστέρα, λέγεται 
8έ το πρώτον άντικνημιάζειν, άναλόγως και τδ 
γαστρίζειν η μυκτηρίζειν. τδ δε αύτδ και επί 
του Ιππάζεσθαι και κατακρημνίζεσθαι και ήλιά- 
ζεσθαι ύποδεικτεον. ον λέγομεν δε ταυτα διά τδ 
παρά την κοινήν είναι συνήθειαν τοίνυν ουδέ τδ 
,κυήσω ουδέ τδ φερήσω καί τά άλλα πάντα, άπερ 
αναλογίας εστιν δφειλόμενα λέγεσθαι, διά τδ μη

218 κατά την συνήθειαν λεγεσθαι. ού μην άλλ* εΐπερ 
άριστα μέν θρακιστί διαλεγεσθαί φαμεν τδν ώς 
σύνηθές έστι θραζί διαλεγόμενον, και κάλλιστα 
ρωμαϊστί τδν ώς συνηθες 'Ρ ωμαίοις, ακολουθήσει 
καί τδ ελληνιστί ύγιώς διαλεγεσθαί τδν ώς συνηθες 
*Έιλλησι διαλεγόμενον, εάν τή συνήθεια άλλα μη 
τη διατάζει κατακολουθώ μεν. τη άρα συνήθεια, 
ού τή αναλογία κατακολουθοϋντες ελληνιούμεν.

219 καθόλου τε ήτοι σύμφωνός εστι τή συνήθεια ή 
αναλογία ή διάφωνος. καί εΐ μέν σύμφωνος, 
πρώτον μέν ώς εκείνη ούκ εστι τεχνική, όντως ουδέ 
αυτή γενήσεται τέχνη· το γάρ άτεχνία συμφωνούν 
πάντως καί αυτό εστιν άτεχνον. καί άλλως τδ 
κατ εκείνην ελληνικόν καί κατά ταυτην1 εκείνη 
συμφωνούσαν γενήσεται ελληνικόν, καί το κατ

220 εκείνην έσται τοιοΰτον. τούτου δ ’ ούτως εχοντος 
ού δεησόμεθα της αναλογίας πρδς διάγνωσιν τού 
ελληνισμού, έχοντες εις τούτο την συνήθειαν, 
εί δέ διάφωνος εστιν αυτή, πάντως ετέραν εισ- 
ηγουμένη συνήθειαν παρ εκείνην καί οιονεί βάρ
βαρον αδόκιμος γενήσεται καί ώς προσκοπην 
εμποιούσα τελέως άχρηστος.

1 κ α τ ά  ταύτψ  scripsi: κατ' αυτήν Μ  S 3 ., Bekk. ( ?  < « >  τ ο  κ α τ ά  
ταυτην, deletis κ α τ ’  εκ. « λ λ . ) .
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nose ” )  and eis τήν γαστέρα ( “  on the belly ” )  are 
analogous to εις αντικνημίου τνπτεσθαι (“  to be struck 
on the shin ” ), and this is expressed by άντικνημιά- 
ζειν, we must also say by analogy γαστρίζειν or μυκτήρι
ζαν. Other examples of the same rule are Ιππάζεσθαι 
(“ to be driven ” ) and κατακρημνίζεσθαι (“  to be 
thrown down headlong ” ) and ήλιάζεσθαι (“  to sun 
oneself But we do not employ these words 
since they are contrary to common usage. So, too, 
we do not use the forms κνήσω or φερήσω, or any of 
the other formations which by analogy ought to be 
used, because they do not conform to the common 218 
usage. If, however, we declare that he talks the best 
Thracian who talks as is customary with the Thracians, 
and he the best Latin who talks as is customary with 
the Romans, then it will follow that he who talks as is 
customary with the Greeks is talking good Greek, if 
we are to follow customary usage and not an artificial 
system. Thus by following common usage and not 219 
analogy we shall speak good Greek.— In general, too, 
analogy either agrees with common usage or dis
agrees. And if it agrees, then, firstly, since the latter 
is not a matter of art, so too the former will not be an 
a rt; for what agrees with the artless must certainly 
be artless itself.—Further, what is Greek according 
to common usage will also be Greek according to ana
logy which agrees therewith, and the Greek com
monly used will be of that kind. This being so, we 220 
shall not need analogy for distinguishing good Greek, 
since for this purpose we possess common usage. If, 
on the other hand, analogy disagrees, then, since it 
introduces another usage beside the common,—that 
of barbarians, as it were,—it will be disapproved and, 
as causing offence, it will be completely useless.
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221 Έ 7τιχειρητέον δε καί από τής συστάσεως της 
τέχνης αυτών, θέλουσι μεν γάρ καθολικά τινα 
θεωρήματα συστησάμενοι από τούτων πάντα τά 
κατά μέρος κρίνειν ονόματα, είτε ελληνικά εστιν 
εΐτε και μη' ού δννανται δε [και] τούτο ποιεΐν διά 
το μήτε το καθολικόν αύτοΐς σνγχωρεΐσθαι ότι 
καθολικόν εστι, μήτ άλλως άναπτνσσόμενον τούτο

222 την του καθολικού σώζειν φύσιν. λαμβανεσθω 
δε εις τούτο παράδειγμα απ' αυτών τών γραμμα
τικών. ζητησεως γάρ οϋσης επί τίνος τών κατά 
μέρος ονομάτων, οΐον επί τοΰ ευμενής, πότερον 
χωρίς τοΰ σ προενεκτεον εστι την πλάγιον πτώσιν, 
εύμενοΰ λέγοντας, ή συν τώ σ, εύμενοΰς, πάρεισιν 
οι γραμματικοί καθολικόν τι προφερόμενοι καί από 
τούτου τό ζητούμενου βεβαιοΰντες. φασί γάρ 
“  παν όνομα άπλοΰν, εις ης λήγον, οξύτονου, 
τουτί εξ ανάγκης συν τώ σ κατά την γενικήν 
εξενεχθήσεται, οΐον ευφυής εύφυοΰς, ευσεβής 
ευσεβούς, ευκλεής ευκλεούς, τοίνυν καί τό ευ
μενής όξυτόνως εκφερόμενον παραπλησίως τούτοις 
διά τοΰ σ επί τής γενικής προενεκτεον, ευμενούς

223 λέγοντας.”  ούκ ήδεσαν δε οι θαυμάσιοι πρώτον 
μεν ότι ό εύμενοΰ αξιών λεγειν ού δώσει αύτοΐς 
καθολικόν εΐναι τό παράπηγμα' τούτο γοΰν αύτό 
τό εύμενής άπλοΰν όνομα καθεστώς καί όξύτονον 
ού φήσει συν τώ σ εκφέρεσθαι, αλλά εκείνους τό

224 ζητούμενον ώς όμολογούμενον συναρπάζειν. άλλως 
τε, εί καθολικόν εστι τό παράπηγμα, ήτοι πάντα 
τά κατά μέρος ονόματα επελθόντες καί την εν 
αύτοΐς αναλογίαν κατανοήσαντες συνέθεσαν αύτό, 
ή ού πάντα, αλλά πάντα μεν ούκ επεληλύθασιν’ 
άπειρα γάρ εστι, τών δε απείρων ούκ εστι τις 
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One may argue also from the structure of their Art. 221 
For after constructing certain universal rules they 
desire to judge by these all the particular words, as 
to whether they are good Greek or n o t ; but this they 
are unable to do since it is not conceded to them that 
their “  universal ”  is universal, nor yet that it retains 
its nature as universal when applied in detail. To 222 
make this clear let us take an example from the Gram
marians themselves. When an inquiry is made re
specting one of the particular words, such as ευμενής, 
as to whether one should form the genitive case with
out the σ, and say εύμενον, or with the σ, ευμενούς, the 
Grammarians come forward and propose a universal 
rule, and by this establish the point in question. For 
they assert that “  every simple word ending in ης 
and oxytone must necessarily be declined in the 
genitive with σ, as for instance ευφυής ευφυούς, ευ
σεβής ευσεβούς, ευκλεής ευκλεούς. Hence, as εύμενής, 
like these, is pronounced as oxytone, we must de
cline it in the genitive with σ, and say ευμενούς ”
But our estimable friends failed to notice that, in 223 
the first place, he who claims to say εύμενοΰ will not 
grant them that their rule is universal: he will 
assert that this very word εύμενής, which is a 
single word and oxytone, is not declined with a σ ; 
but they, by taking as settled the point in doubt,
“  beg the question.”—Furthermore, if the rule is 224 
universal, they have constructed it either after 
surveying all the particular words and noting the 
analogy they present, or else not all o f them. But 
they have not surveyed all o f them, for they are 
infinite in number, and there is no knowledge of
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γνώσις. εί δε τινά, πόθεν δτι παν δνομα τοιοΰτόν 
εσην; ον γάρ ο η  τισϊ συμβεβηκεν όνόμασι, τοΰτο

225 και πάσιν. άλλ* είσί τινες οί προς τοΰτο γελοίως 
άπαντώντες καί λεγοντες δτι εκ πλειόνων εστι 
τδ καθολικόν παράπηγμα, ονχ εώρων γάρ δτι 
πρώτον μεν άλλο τ ί  εστι το καθολικόν καί άλλο 
το ώς επί το πολύ, καί το μεν καθολικόν ουδέ
ποτε ημάς διαφεύδεται, το δ’ ώς τό πολύ κατά

226 τό σπάνιον εϊθ* δτι καί εΐ εκ πολλών εστι τό 
καθολικόν, ού πάντως τό τοϊς πολλοΐς δνόμασι 
συμβεβηκός, τοΰτο εξ ανάγκης καί πασι τοΐς 
όμοειδεσι συμβεβηκεν, άλλ’ ον τρόπον εν πολλοΐς 
καί άλλοις φόρει τινά κατά μονοείδειαν η φνσις, 
οΐον εν δφεσι μεν άπείροις ονσι τον κεράστην 
κερασφόρον, εν τετράποσι δε τον ελέφαντα προ- 
βοσκίδι κεχρημενον, εν ίχθυσι δε τον γαλέον 
ζωοτόκον, εν λίθοις δε τον μάγνητα σιδηραγωγόν, 
όντως εύλογον εστι καί εν πολλοΐς δμοιοπτώτοις 
δνόμασιν είναι τι δνομα δ μη ομοίως τοΐς πολλοΐς

227 όνόμασι κλίνεται. δθεν παρεντες ζητεΐν ει άνά- 
λογόν εστι τοΐς πολλοΐς, σκοπώμεν πώς αντώ 
χρηται ή συνήθεια, πότερον άνάλογον εκείνοις ή 
κατά ίδιον τύπον καί ώς αν ή χρωμενη, οντω καί 
ημείς προοισόμεθα.

ΤΙεριδιωκόμενοι δη ποικίλως οί γραμματικοί
228 θελουσιν ανάστρεφειν την απορίαν, πολλάί γάρ, 

φασίν, είσί συνήθειαι, καί άλλη μεν Αθηναίων 
άλλη δε Αακεδαιμονίων, καί πάλιν Αθηναίων 
διαφερουσα μεν ή παλαιά εξηλλαγμενη δέ ή νΰν, 
128

AG AINST TH E PROFESSORS, I. 224-228

infinites. And if they have surveyed some, how do 
they know that every word is of a like kind ? For 
that which is a property of some words is not a 
property of all. But to this there are some who make 225 
an absurd reply, saying that the universal rule is 
based on the majority of cases. For they have failed 
to see that, firstly, what is “  universal ” is one thing 
and what holds good “  for the most part ”  is another, 
and that which is universally true we never find false, 
but what is true “  for the most part ”  is false occa
sionally ; nor, secondly, have they seen that even if 226 
the universal is composed of many, it is not always 
the case that the property of the many words is 
necessarily the property of all words similarly formed, 
but just as in many other things nature produces 
some with a unique form,—as, for instance, the 
horned “  cerastes ”  among the infinite number of 
serpents, and amongst quadrupeds the elephant 
furnished with a proboscis, and amongst fish the 
viviparous shark, and amongst stones the magnet 
which attracts iron,—so also it is reasonable that 
amongst the many words of similar declension there 
should exist a certain word which is not declined like 
the many words. Hence, let us forgo any inquiry 227 
as to its analogy with the many and consider how it 
is treated by common usage, whether as analogous 
to the many or as a peculiar type ; and whichever 
way it is treated, in that way we too will pronounce it.

The Grammarians, then, being chased around by 
various means, desire to reverse the Sceptics’ argu
ment. The usages o f  speech, they say, are many,— 228 
there is one of the Athenians, another of the Lace
daemonians ; and of the Athenians, again, the old 
usage is of one sort and the present usage of a differ-
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καί ούχ ή αυτή μεν των κατά, την αγροικίαν η 
αυτή δε των iv άστει διατριβόντων, παρό και 
6 κωμικός λεγει 'Αριστοφάνης

διάλεκτον εχοντα μεσην πόλεως, 
οϋτ' άστείαν ύποθηλυτεραν 
ουτ ανελεύθερου ύπαγροικοτεραν.

229 πολλών οΰν ούσών συνηθειών, [ώ?] φασί, ποια 
χρησόμεθα; οϋτε γάρ πάσαις κατακολονθεΐν δυ
νατόν διά το μάχεσθαι πολλάκις, οϋτε τινϊ εζ 
αυτών, εάν μη τις τεχνικώς προκριθή. αλλά 
πρώτον μεν, φήσομεν, τδ ζητεΐν ποια χρηστεον 
συνήθεια εστιν ίσον τώ  είναι τινα τέχνην περί 
ελληνισμόν. αυτή γάρ, φημί δ* η αναλογία, 
όμοιου και άνομοίου εστί θεωρία' τό δε δμοιον 
και άνόμοιον λαμβάνετε από της συνήθειας' καν 
μεν η τετριμμένου, χρησθε αυτώ, εί δε μη, ουκετι.

230 πευσόμεθα οΰν καί ημείς, από ποιας συνήθειας 
λαμβάνετε τό δμοιον καί τό άνόμοιον; πολλαϊ 
γάρ είσι καί πολλάκις μαχόμεναι. δπερ δε απο
λογούμενοι προς τούτο ερεΐτε, τούτο καί παρ'

231 ημών άκούσεσθε. καί πάλιν δταν λεγητε τον 
βαρβαρισμόν παράπτωσιν εν απλή λεξει παρά την 
συνήθειαν, άνταπορήσομεν λεγοντες ποιαν φάτε 
πολλών ούσών, καί ή αν εΐπητε, ταύτη φήσομεν

232 καί ημείς άκολουθεΐν. κοινής ουν οΰσης απορίας
ούκ άπορος ή παρ' ημών ταΰτης εστί λΰσις. τών 
γάρ συνηθειών αί μεν είσι κατά τάς επιστήμας 
αί δε κατά τον βί'ον. καί γάρ εν φιλοσοφία
ονομάτων τινών εστιν αποδοχή καί εν ιατρική 
εζαιρετως, καί ήδη κατά μουσικήν καί γεωμετρίαν, 
εστι δε και βιωτική τις αφελής συνήθεια τών 
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ent sort; and that of country folk is not the same 
as that o f townspeople, so that Aristophanes the comic 
poet says,®—

Speaking like middle-class citizens all,
Not with the fop’s effeminate drawl,
Nor with the rustics’ vulgar bawl.

The usages, then, being many, which of them (they 229 
ask) are we to adopt ? For it is not possible to follow 
them all, since they often conflict, nor yet some one of 
them, unless some one be preferred on grounds of art.
But firstly, we shall reply, to inquire which usage 
should be adopted is equivalent to asserting the exis
tence of an art of “  hellenism.”  And this art,—I mean 
“  analogy,”—is the consideration o f the similar and 
dissimilar6; and you take over the similar and dis
similar from common usage; and if it be a form in cur
rent use you employ it, otherwise you do not. So we 230 
too shall inquire from which usage do you take over 
the similar and dissimilar. For usages are many and 
often conflicting. And the answer you give, in self- 
defence, to this question is what you shall hear in turn 
from us. And again, when you say that a “  barbar- 231 
ism ”  is a blunder in a single word contrary to common 
usage, we shall retort with the question, “  Which of 
the many usages do you mean ? ”  and whichever you 
mention, that, we will say, is the one we too follow. 
The doubt, then, being shared by us both, the solution 232 
we give of it is not open to doubt. O f usages in speech 
some are found in the sciences, some in ordinary con
verse. Thus in philosophy and in medicine especially 
certain terms are in favour, and so too in music and 
geometry. And there is the plain untechnical usage of

• Of. Arist. Frag. 552 iDindorf). * Of. $ 202.
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233 ιδιωτών, κατά πόλαις και αθνη διαφάρουσα. όθαν 
αν φιλοσοφία μαν rfj των φιλοσόφων στοιχησομαν, 
αν ιατρική δα τη ίατρικωτάρα, £ν δα τώ βίω τη 
συνηθασταρα και άπαρίττω και απιχωριαζονση.

234 τταρό και διχώς του αυτόν πράγματος λεγομένου 
παιρασόμαθα προς τά παρόντα άρμοζόμανοι πρόσ
ωπα τό μη γαλώμανον προφάρασθαι, όποιον ποτ* 
άν η κατά την φνσιν. 61ον τό αυτό άρτοφόριον 
καί πανάριον λέγεται, καί πάλιν τό αυτό σταμνίον 
καί άμίδιον καί ΐγ8ις καί θνια. αλλά στοχαζό- 
μβνοι τοΰ καλώς άγοντος καί σαφώς καί τον μη 
γαλάσθαι υπό τών διακονούντων ημϊν παιδαρίων 
καί ιδιωτών πανάριον αροΰμαν, καί αί βάρβαρόν 
αστιν, άλλ’ ονκ άρτοφορί8α, καί σταμνίον, άλλ*

235 ούκ αρίδα, καί θυΐαν μάλλον η ϊγ8ιν. καί πάλιν 
£ν διαλάζαι αποβλέποντας προς τούς παρόντας τάς 
μαν ιδιωτικά? λάξαις παραπάμφομαν, την 8α 
άσταιοτάραν καί φίλο λόγον συνηθαιαν ματαδιώζομαν 
ώς γάρ η φιλολόγος γαλάται παρά τοΐς 18ιώταις, 
ούτως ή ιδιωτική παρά τοΐς φιλολόγοις. δαξιώς 
οΰν ακάστη παριστάσαι τό πράπον αποδίδοντας 
δόζομαν άμάμπτως αλληνίζαιν.

236 νΑλλω? τα, απαί αγκαλοΰσιν ώς άνωμάλω καί 
πολυαιδαΐ τη σννηθαία, καί ημαΐς από της αυτής 
αφορμής αύτοΐς αγκαλάσομαν. αί γάρ ή αναλογία 
όμοιου παράθασίς αστι, τό δα όμοιον ακ της συνη- 
θαίας, η δα σννηθαία ανώμαλός τα καί άστατος, 
δαησαι καί την αναλογίαν μη αχαιν αστώτα παρα-

237 πήγματα, καί τούτο πάραστι διδάσκαιν απί τών 
ονομάτων καί τών ρημάτων καί ματοχών καί
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ordinary folk which differs from one State or Nation to 
another. Hence,in philosophy we shall fall in with the 233 
usage of the philosophers, and in medicine with that 
proper to that science, and in ordinary intercourse 
with that which is more usual, free from affectation, 
and native to the district. Consequently, when the 234 
same object is indicated by two names we shall try to 
suit ourselves to the persons present by employing the 
name which they do not laugh at, whatever the ob
ject’s natural name may be. For instance, the same 
object is called άρτοφόριον (“ bread-basket ” ) and πανά
ριον or again σταμνίον and όμίόιον (“  chamber-pot ” ), or 
ίγδις and θυΐα (“  mortar ” ). But, aiming at propriety 
and clearness and the avoidance o f ridicule from our 
serving lads and ordinary folk, we shall use the terms 
πανάριον (even if it is barbarous ®), not άρτοφορίς, and 
σταμνίον, not apis, and θνΐα rather than ίγδις. And 235 
again, in serious discussion, having regard to the 
company present, we shall put aside commonplace 
phrases and pursue after a more refined and cultured 
manner of speech ; for just as the cultured manner is 
ridiculed by ordinary folk, so is the ordinary manner 
by men of culture. Thus, by discreetly adapting our 
style to suit each occasion, we shall be held to be 
speaking Greek faultlessly.

Moreover, when they charge common usage with 236 
being inconsistent and multiform, we too will make 
our charge against them on the same grounds. For 
if “  analogy ”  is “  the juxtaposition of the similar,” 
and the similar is taken from common usage, while 
common usage is inconsistent and variable, it must 
follow that analogy, too, has no invariable rules. And 237 
one can show this in the case of nouns and verbs and
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καθόλου τω ν  άλλων απάντω ν, οΐον επί μεν τω ν  
ονομάτω ν παρόσον τα  κατά τά ς  όρθάς π τώ σ εις  
ανάλογα οντα καί όμοια, τα ΰ τα  κατά τά ς πλαγίους  
άνομοίω ς τ ε  καί ούκ άναλόγως σχ η μ α τίζετα ι, 
οΐον "Α ρ η ς Χ ά ρ η ς χάρτης— "Α ρ εω ς Χ ά ρη τος χάρ
του , καί Ήίεμνων Θ εώ ν λέων—Μεμνονος Θ εω νος  
λεοντος, Σ κ όπ ας μέλας "Α β ά ς— Σ κόπα  μελανός

238 "Α β α ντο ς . επί δε τω ν  ρηματικώ ν πολλά ομοίω ς  
κατά τον  ενεσ τώ τα  χρόνον λεγάμενα ούκ άναλόγως  
εν το ΐς άλλοις χρόνοις σχ η μ α τίζετα ι, ενίων δε 
συζυγία ι τινες εκλελοίπασιν, οΐον αύλεΐ άρεσκει 
— ηΰληκεν άρηρεκεν. καί κτείνεται μεν λεγεται, 
εκτανκε δε ου λεγεται' άλήλιπται μεν εΐποι τ ις  
αν, ηλειπται δε ούκετι. επί δε τώ ν  μ ετο χώ ν  
βοώ ν σαρώ ν νοώ ν— β οώ ντος σαροΰντος νοοΰντος, 
καί επί τώ ν  προσηγοριώ ν ά ναξ ά βα ξ— άνακτος 
άβακος, γραϋς ναΰς— γραός νηός. ω σα ύ τω ς 8ε

239 καί επί τώ ν  τοιούτω ν. άρχω ν γάρ λεγεται και 
όνοματικώ ς καί 6 τη ν  αρχήν ά ιεπ ω ν  άλλ* "Α ρ χω νος  
μ εν γίνεται κατά πλάγιον π τώ σ ιν  το ονοματικόν, 
άρχοντος δε τ ο  μετοχικόν, καί κατά  δμοιον τροπον  
μ ενώ ν θεώ ν νέω ν μετοχικά  όντα  καί ονοματικά  
Βιαφερουσας λαμβάνει τά ς  κλίσεις' Μενωνος μεν  
γάρ γίνεται τ ο  ονοματικόν, μενοντος δε ή μ ετο χή , 
καί Θ εω νος μ εν τ ο  ονοματικόν, θέοντος δε η

240 μ ετοχή  εστιν. πλην εκ το ύ τω ν  συμφανες ώ ς  τη ς  
συνήθειας ανωμάλου κ α θεστώ ση ς ονχ  εστηκε τά 
π αραπ ήγμ ατα  τη ς  αναλογίας, άλλ* ανάγκη α π ο - 
στάντα ς α υτώ ν το ΐς κατά τη ν συνήθειαν σ χ η μ α -  
τισμ οΐς προσεχειν, παρέντας τ ο  άνάλογον.
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participles and all the other forms without exception.
For example, in the case of nouns, inasmuch as those 
which are analogous and similar in the nominative 
case are formed dissimilarly and not by analogy in 
the oblique cases,—for instance "Αρης Χάρης χάρτης 
—"Αρεως Χάρητος χάρτον, and Μεμνων θεών λέων— 
Μεμνονος θεωνος λεοντος, and Σκόπας μελας *Αβάς —  
Σ κ οπ α  μελανός"Αβαντος. And in the case of verbs, 238 
many which are of similar formation in the present 
tense are not formed by analogy in the other tenses, 
and the conjugations of some are partly defective,— 
for instance, αύλεΐ άρεσκει—ηνληκεν άρηρεκεν. And 
the form κτείνεται is used, but not εκτανκε, and one 
may say άληλιπται, but not ηλειπται. In the case of 
participles we find βοών σαρών νοων—βοωντος σαρονν- 
τος νοονντος : and in the case of substantives άναξ 
άβαξ—άνακτος άβακος, γρανς vavs— γραός νηός. So too 
with similar cases. Thus, άρχων is used both as a 239 
proper name and as meaning the holder of office, but 
the proper name becomes Άρχωνος in the genitive 
case, whereas the participial becomes άρχοντος. And 
in like manner μενών, θεών, νέων, which are participial 
and also proper nouns, take different declensions ; for 
the proper noun becomes Μενω^ο? but the participial 
μενοντος, and the proper noun θ εω ν ο ς  but the parti
cipial θεοντος. In short, it is evident from all this 240 
that, as common usage is inconsistent, the rules of 
analogy are not fixed, but we must necessarily depart 
from them and hold by the forms used in common 
speech, forsaking analogy.
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ΙΑ'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΕΤΤΜΟΛΟΓΙΑΣ

241 Τά δε αυτά λεκτεον προς αυτούς καί όταν δι* 
Ετυμολογίας κρίνειν θέλω σι τον  Ελληνισμόν, πάλιν 
γάρ ήτοι σύμφω νός Εστι τη  συνήθεια η Ετυμολογία  
η Βιάφωνος· και εί μΕν σύμφω νος, παρέλκει, εΐ 
δέ Βιάφωνος, ού χρηστΕον αυτή  ώ ς  προσκοπήν  
Εμποιούση μάλλον του  βαρβαρίζειν η σολοίκιζαν, 
και καθόλου μ ετακτεον τά ς  όμοιας αντιρρήσεις

242 ταΐς Εμπροσθεν ήμΐν άποΒοθείσαις. ίΒιαίτερον 
δε Εκείνο λεκτεον. τό  Ετυμολογία κρινόμενον όνο
μ α  ότι ελληνικόν Εστιν, ήτοι ετυμα π ά ντω ς εχειν  
οφείλει τά  προηγούμενα αύτοΰ ονόματα ή εις τινα  
τω ν  φυσικώς άναφωνηθεντων καταλήγειν. καί 
εί μεν από Ετύμων π ά ντω ν, κατά τοΰτο  εις άπειρον 
τή ς Εκπτώ σεω ς γινόμενης άναρχος εσται ή Ετυμο
λογία, καί ούκ είσόμεθα εί ελληνικόν Εστι τό  
έσχατον λεγόμενον όνομα, άγνοοΰντες ποιον ήν

243 τό άφ* ου π ρώ τον κ ατάγεται, οΐον εί ο λύχνος 
εΐρηται από του  λύειν τό  νύχος, όφείλομεν μαθειν  
εί καί τό  νύχος από τίνος ελληνικού εΐρηται, καί 
τοΰτο πάλιν απ' άλλου· καί ούτω ς εις άπειρον 
γινόμενης τή ς ανόδου, καί άνευρετου κ α θεστώ τος  
του π ρώ τον άναφωνηθεντος ονόματος, συνακατα- 
ληπτεΐται καί τό  εί ελληνικώς 6 λύχνος εΐρηται.

244 el δέ Επί τινα τώ ν  άνετύμ ω ς κείμενων ονομάτω ν  
καταλήγοι τ ό  Ετυμολογούμενου όνομα, ον τρόπον  
Εκείνα τά  εις ά κατεληζεν ού διότι εστιν ετυμα  
παραΒεξόμεθα, άλλα διότι τετρ ιπ τα ι κατά  τη ν  
συνήθειαν, ού τω  καί τό  Βι Ετυμολογίας κρινόμενον 
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Chapter XI.—Concerning E tymology

We must also use the same arguments against them 241 
when they propose to judge “ hellenism ” by “ ety
mology.” Once again, etymology either agrees or 
disagrees with common usage ; and if it agrees it is 
superfluous, while if it disagrees one should not make 
use of it, as that would cause more offence than using 
barbarisms or solecisms. And in general one may 
transfer and apply counter-arguments similar to those 
already set forth. But this special objection should 242 
be stated:—The word which is adjudged to be 
“  hellenic ”  by etymology must either have the words 
which precede it as in all cases its etyma (or “  true 
roots ” ), or be traced back to some word naturally 
pronounced. And if it is derived in all cases from 
etyma, since in this respect there is a regress ad 
infinitum, the etymology will be without a beginning, 
and we will not know whether the ultimate word is 
good Greek, seeing that we do not know the nature of 
the word from which it is first derived. Thus, if the 243 
word λύχνος ( “  lamp ” )  comes from Xveiv rb νύχος 
(“  dissolving the darkness ” ), we ought to find out 
whether νΰχο? comes from a Greek word, and this in 
turn from another ; and as the regress thus goes on 
ad infinitum and the word first pronounced is indis- 
coverable therewith it is rendered impossible to ascer
tain whether λιιχνο? is a good Greek word. If, on the 244 
other hand, the word of which the etymology is sought 
should be traced back to some words which are with
out etyma (or “  roots ” ), just as we shall admit the 
words from which they are derived not because they 
are etyma but because they are current in common 
usage, so also we shall admit the word judged to be

im
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παραδεζόμεθα ού διά την ετυμολογίαν άΛΛά διά 
το σύνηθες. οΐον προσκεφάλαιον από του τη 
κεφαλή προστίθεσθαι εΐρηται, ή δε κεφαλή και 
τό 7τρός, ο εστι πρόθεσις, άνετύμως κεκληται.

245 τοίνυν ώς ταντα χωρίς ετυμολογίας πεπίστευται 
ότι εστιν ελληνικά, της συνήθειας αύτοις χρωμενης, 
οϋτω και το προσκεφάλαιον δίχα ετυμολογίας 
εσται πιστόν, άλλως τε ενίοτε τό αυτό πράγμα 
δυσίν όνόμασι καλείται, τω μεν ετυμολογίαν 
επιδεχομενω τω δε άνετυμολογήτω, καί ού διά 
τούτο τό μεν ετυμον λεγεται ελληνικόν τό δε 
άνετυμον βαρβαρικόν, άλλ’ ώς εκείνο ελληνικόν,

246 οϋτω και τούτο, οΐον τό ύφ* ημών καλούμενον 
ύποπόδιον * Αθηναίοι και Κώοι χελωνίδα καλοΰσιν 
άλλ’ εστι τό μεν ύποπόδιον ετυμον, η δε χελωνίς 
άνετυμον, και ού διά τούτο οι μεν ’Αθηναίοι 
λέγονται βαρβαρίζειν ημείς δέ ελληνίζειν, άλλ’

247 άμφότεροι ελληνίζειν. τοίνυν ώς εκείνοι διά την 
συνήθειαν και ού διά την τού ονόματος ετυμοτητα 
λέγονται ελληνίζειν, οϋτω και ημείς διά τό εν τή 
αυτών συνήθεια τετριμμενον εχειν τό τοιούτον 
όνομα και ού διά την τής ετυμολογίας πίστιν 
ελληνι οΰμεν.

’Αλλ’ ότι μεν τό τεχνικόν μέρος τής γραμματικής 
άνυπόστατόν εστιν, αύτάρκως εκ των ειρημενών 
δεδεικται· χωρώμεν δε ακολούθως καί επι τό 
ιστορικόν.

IB'.— ΕΙ ΣΤΣΤΑΤΟΝ ΤΟ ΙΣΤΟΡΙΚΟΝ

248 "Ότι μεν οϋν ά^ιουται τούτο όλοσχερώς είναι 
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Greek by etymology not because of its etymology 
but because it is commonly used. προσκεφάλαιον 
(“  pillow ” ), for instance, is so named from being 
placed at the κεφαλή (“ head ” ), but κεφαλή, and the 
πρόs (“  at ” ) which precedes, are words without 
etyma (“  roots ” ). So then, as these words are be- 245 
lieved to be good Greek apart from etymology, 
since they are used in common speech, so too προσ- 
κεφάλαιον will be believed apart from etymology.— 
Again, the same object is sometimes called by two 
names, the one admitting of etymology, the other 
void of etymology, but neither is the etymon said to 
be good Greek for this reason nor the non-etymon to 
be barbaric, but as the former is good Greek so also 
is the latter. For example, that which is called by us 246 
ύποπόδιον (“  foot-stool ” ) the Athenians and Coans 
call χελωνίς : but ύποπόδιον is an etymon, whereas 
χελωνίς is a non-etymon, yet the Athenians are not 
said on this account to be using a barbarism, and we 
to be speaking good Greek, but rather both are said 
to be speaking good Greek. Since, then, they are 247 
said to be speaking good Greek not because the word 
they employ is an etymon but because it is in common 
use, so too we shall be speaking good Greek because 
the word we employ is current in our own customary 
speech and not because of our trust in etymology.

That the technical section of the Art of Grammar is 
without foundation has been proved sufficiently by 
what has now been said. Let us proceed in the next 
place to deal with the “  historical ” section.

Chapter XII.—Is the H istorical Part
CONSISTENT ?

Now it is evident that “  history ”  is regarded as 248
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μέρος γραμματικής, συμφανές. Τ ανρίσκος γοΰν 
6 Κράτητος ακουστής, ώσπερ οι άλλοι κριτικοί, 
ύποτάσσων τή κριτική την γραμματικήν, φησι 
της κριτικής είναι το μεν τι λογικόν το  8ε τριβικόν

249 το δ’ ιστορικόν, λογικόν μεν το  στρεφόμενον περί 
την λέξιν και τους γραμματικούς τρόπους, τριβικόν 
8έ το περί τάς Βιαλέκτους καί τάς 8ιαφοράς των 
πλασμάτων καί χαρακτήρων, ιστορικόν 8ε τό περί

250 την προχειρότητα τής άμεθόΒου ϋλης. Αιονυσιος 
8ε ο Θραξ εξ μέρη γραμματικής είναι λέγων, 
άπερ ημείς άνώτερον όλοσχερώς τρία προση- 
γορευσαμεν, εν τουτοις καί τό ιστορικόν άποδί- 
δωσιν είναι γάρ φησι γραμματικής μέρη άνά- 
γνωσιν εντριβή κατά προσωδίαν, εξήγησιν κατά 
τους ενυπάρχοντας ποιητικούς τρόπους, λέξεων 
καί ιστοριών άπόδοσιν, ετυμολογίας εύρεσιν, ανα
λογίας εκλογ ισμόν, κρίσιν ποιημάτων, άτόπως 
διαιρούμενος καί τάχα μεν άποτελέσματά τινα 
καί μόρια γραμματικής [οτ5] μέρη ταυτης ποιων,

251 όμολόγως δε την μεν εντριβή άνάγνωσιν καί την 
εξήγησιν καί την κρίσιν των ποιημάτων εκ τής 
περί ποιητάς καί συγγραφείς θεωρίας λαμβάνων, 
την δε ετυμολογίαν καί αναλογίαν εκ τοΰ τεχνικού, 
τοΐς δε τό ιστορικόν άντεκτιθείς, εν ιστοριών

252 καί λέξεων άποδόσει κείμενον. Άσκληπιάδης 
δε εν τώ περί γραμματικής τρία φήσας είναι τά 
πρώτα τής γραμματικής μέρη, τεχνικόν ιστορικόν 
γραμματικόν, δπερ άμφοτέρων εφάπτεται, φημί 
δέ τοΰ ιστορικού καί τοΰ τεχνικοΰ, τριχή υποδι
αιρείται τό ιστορικόν* τής γάρ ιστορίας την μέν 
τινα αληθή είναι φησι την δε φευδή την δέ ώ ? 
αληθή, καί αληθή μέν την πρακτικήν, φευδή δέ 
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entirely a division of the Art of Grammar. Tauriscus, 
at least, the disciple of Crates, like the other critics, 
in subordinating grammar to criticism, declares that 
of the critical art one part is literary, another prac
tical, and another historical; that which deals with 249 
language and the grammatical tropes is literary, that 
concerned with dialects and the distinctions of forma
tions and characters is practical, and that which treats 
of readiness in handling unarranged material is his
torical. And Dionysius the Thracian, in asserting 250 
that there are six parts of grammar,—which we have 
described above a as three in all,—includes amongst 
them the historical; for he says that “ the parts of 
grammar are skilled reading according to the scansion, 
explanation concerning the tropes which the poems 
contain, exposition of the phrases and histories, the 
discovery of etymologies, the reckoning of analogy, 
the judging of compositions,” —thus making absurd 
divisions and perhaps making out to be parts of gram
mar what are only certain results and particles of it, 
and avowedly taking away from the art which treats 251 
o f poets and composers the skilled reading and the ex
planation and the judgement of their compositions, 
and from the technical part etymology and analogy, in 
opposition to which he sets the historical part which 
consists of the exposition of phrases and histories. 
And Asclepiades, after stating in his treatise on 252 
grammar that the primary parts of grammar are 
three, the technical, the historical and the grammati
cal (which has contact with both, I mean with the 
historical and the technical), subdivides the historical 
into three ; for he says that “ of history one division 
is true, one false, one as if true : the factual is true,

• Cf. § 91.
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την περί πλάσματα και μνθονς, ώς αληθή δε οΐα
253 εστίν ή κωμωδία και οι μίμοι, τής δε άληθοΰς 

τρία πάλιν μέρη· ή μεν γάρ εστι περί τα πρόσωπα 
θεών καί ηρώων καί άνδρών επιφανών, ή δε περί 
τούς τόπους καί χρόνους, ή δε περί τάς πράξεις, 
τής δε φευδοΰς, τουτεστι τής μυθικής, εν είδος 
μόνον ύπάρχειν λεγει τό γενεαλογικόν. ύπο- 
τάσσεσθαι δε τώ ιστορικψ κοινώς φησί, καθώς 
καί Αιονύσιος, τό περί τάς γλώττας· ιστορεί γάρ 
οτι κρήγυον αληθές εστιν ή αγαθόν, ωσαύτως 
δε καί τό περί παροιμιών καί ορών.

ΆΛΑ’ οτι μεν γραμματικής είναι μέρος βού
λονται τό Ιστορικόν, εκ τούτων εστί συμφανες ·

254 λοιπόν δε, επεί οι πλείους ώμολογήκασιν αυτό 
άτεχνον είναι καί εκ τής αμέθοδου ύλης τυγχάνειν, 
άπολελύκασι μεν ημάς τής επί πλεΐον προς αυτούς 
άντιρρήσεως, όμως δ’ οΰν ύπερ τοΰ μη άνεπισή- 
μαντον παρελθεΐν τον τόπον ούτως ερωτητεον. 
ήτοι τέχνη εστίν ή γραμματική ή ούκ εστι τέχνη, 
καί εί μεν ούκ εστιν, αύτόθεν συμβεβίβασται τό 
προκείμενον* εί δε τέχνη εστίν, επεί τά τής τέχνης 
μόρη πάντως εστί τεχνικά, τό  δ’ ιστορικόν αμέ
θοδου ώμολόγηται τυγχάνειν, ούκ αν εϊη τής

255 γραμματικής μέρος τό ιστορικόν, καί οτι τώ  
αντί τοιοΰτόν εστιν, αύτόθεν σχεδόν ύπεπιπτεν. 
ον γάρ ώσπερ από καθολικής τίνος μεθόδου καί 
τεχνικής δυνάμεως λεγει 6 μεν ιατρός οτι τόδε 
τό επί μέρους υγιεινόν εστι καί τδδε νοσερόν, ο 
δε μουσικός οτι τόδε ήρμοσμενον καί τόδε ανάρμο
στου, καί ήρμοσμενον μεν κατά τήνδε τήν συμφω
νίαν άλλ’ ούχί κατά τήνδε, ούτω καί ό γραμματικός
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that o f fictions and legends is false, and as if true are 
such forms as comedy and mimes.”  And of true 253 
history, again, there are three parts : one sort is that 
about the persons of gods and heroes and notable 
men, another about places and times, the third about 
actions. And of false history (that is, the legendary) 
there is, he says, one kind only, the genealogical. 
And he says, like Dionysius, that the section dealing 
with “  glosses ”  (rare or obsolete words) commonly 
comes under the head of the historical part; for 
it reports that κρήγνον a means “  true ”  or “  good.”  
And so too the section about proverbs and definitions.

From all this it is plain that they wish the “  histori
cal ”  to be a part of the Art of Grammar. Moreover, 254 
since the majority of them have agreed that it is non
technical and consists of unmethodical matter, they 
have relieved us from having to argue further against 
them ; notwithstanding, in order not to pass over the 
topic and leave it unnoticed, we must argue with 
them in this wise :—Grammar either is or is not an 
art. And if it is not an art, the question before 
us is settled of itself. But if it is an art, since the 
parts o f an art must certainly be technical, and it 
is agreed that the historical part is without method, 
the historical will not be a part of the Art o f 
Grammar. And it is almost self-evident that this 255 
is really so. For whereas, arguing from a general 
method and a technical faculty, the physician pro
nounces that this particular thing is healthy, this 
other diseased, and the musician that this is in 
harmony and that out of harmony,—in harmony 
because of this note, out of harmony because of that 
note,—it is not so with the Grammarian : he cannot

• C/. Horn. Jl. i. 106.
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δυναται από επιστημονικής τίνος καί καθολικής 
θεωρίας άπαγγελλειν δτι 6 μέν ΐίελοπος ώμος 
ελεφάντινος ήν υπό του ‘Ά ρεω ς ή υπό Αήμητρος 
βρωθείς, ή δε του 'Ηρακλεους κεφαλή εφέδνωτο 
ρυεισών αυτοΰ των τριχών δτε υπό τοΰ εφορμώντος 

256 τύ) 'Ησιόνη κήτους κατεπόθη, άλλ’ ίνα τούτων  
ποιήσηται την εκθεσιν, οφείλει πάσι τοΐς καπά 
μέρος ιστοροΰσι περί αυτών εντυχεΐν. τό 8ε
πάντων τών κατά, μέρος ποιεΐσθαι την άνάληφιν 
αύτοΐς εντυγχάνοντα τοΐς κατά μέρος ούκ εστι 
τεχνικόν, ούκ άρα εκ τέχνης τίνος μεθοδεύεται 

2δ7 τοΐς γραμματικοΐς τό Ιστορικόν, και μην επει 
της ιστορίας η μεν τις εστι τοπική η δε χρονική 
ή δε περί τα πρόσωπα η δε περί τάς πράξεις, δήλον 
ώς εί μη τεχνική εστιν η τώ ν τόπων και η τώ ν  
χρόνων άπόδοσις, οΰθ* η τώ ν προσώπων ούθ’> η 
τώ ν πράξεων τεχνική γενησεταί' τ ί  γάρ διηνεγκε 
τούτων η εκείνων άποκρατεΐν; άλλα μην ούδεν 
εχει τεχνικόν τό άποδιδόναι τοπικήν ιστορίαν, 
λέγοντας ότι, εί τύχοι, Βριλησός μεν καί Ά ρ ά -  
κυνθος τής ’Αττικής εστιν όρος, Άκάμας δε τής 
Κύπριας ακρωτήριου, ή χρονικήν εκτ ίθεσθαι, 
καθάπερ ότι Άενοφάνης Κολοφώνιος εγενετο περί 
την τεσσαρακοστήν ολυμπιάδα, τοΰτο γάρ καί 
6. μή ών γραμματικός άλλως δε περίεργος δυνή- 

258 σεται ποιεΐν. τοίνυν ουδέ τό περί προσώπων και 
πράξεων άπαγγελλειν τεχνικόν γενησεταί, οΐον 
ότι Πλάτων μεν ό φιλόσοφος *Αριστοκλής πρό- 
τερον εκαλείτο καί ετετρητο τό οΰς ελλόβιον 
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declare, on the ground of any scientific and general 
consideration, that the shoulder of Pelops, after it 
was devoured by Ares or by Demeter, was of ivory 
and that Heracles’ head became bald as his hair fell 
off when he was swallowed by the sea-monster which 
was attacking Hesione,0 but in order that he may 256 
record these events he must have met with all the 
particular historians of these events. But to repeat 
all the particular events by meeting the particular 
historians is not a technical method. Therefore the 
historical part is not methodically derived by the 
Grammarians from any art. Moreover, since one 257 
kind of history deals with places, another with times, 
another with persons and another with actions, it is 
plain that if the exposition of places and times is not 
technical, neither will that of persons and actions be 
technical; for what difference is there to make you 
prefer these rather than those ? But, in fact, there is 
nothing technical about recounting a “  history ” of a 
place, as when we assert (shall we say ?) that Brilesus, 
and Aracynthus too, is a mountain of Attica, and 
Acamas a headland of Cyprus ; or about a statement 
of time, as that Xenophanes of Colophon was bom in 
the fortieth Olympiad.6 For even the man who is 
no Grammarian but otherwise occupied will be able 
to do this. Neither, then, will the making announce- 258 
ments about persons and actions be technical, as for 
instance that Plato the philosopher was first called 
Aristocles and that, when a youth, he had an ear

“ The story is that Heracles, in rescuing Hesione, spent 
three days (like Jonah) in the monster’s belly, hacking it to 
pieces.

b i.e. 620 b .c . ,  but as this date is too early, we ought 
perhaps to read πεντηκοστήν, “  fiftieth ”  {i.e. Ν ' for M ') ; 
cf. Diog. Laert. ix. 20.
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φορήσας or* fjv μειρακίσκος, Πυ0ιά? δε ή Ά ρ ι σ τ ο -  
τέλους θυγάτηρ τρισίν άνδράσιν έγαμήθη , π ρώ τον  
μεν Νικάνορι τω Σταγειρίτη , οϊκείω οντι Ά ρ ι -  
στοτέλους, δευτέρω  δε Προκλεΐ Α ημαράτου του  
Α ακεδαιμονίων βασιλέω ς άπογόνω , δς καί δυο 
ε ζ  αυτής τεκνοϋται παΐδας, ΪΙροκλέα τε και Α η -  
μάρατον τούς παρά Θ εοφ ράστω  φιλοσοφήσαντας, 
τρ ίτω  δε Μ ητροδώριρ ίατρώ , Χ ρύσιπ π ού μ εν του  
Ενιδίου μ αθητή  Έ ρα σισ τρ ά του δε υφ ηγητή, ω

259 γίνεται παΐς *Α ρ ισ το τέλ η ς. τα ϋ τα  γάρ και τά  
τούτοις δμοια προς τ ω  τελ έω ς άχρηστεΐν έτι 
ούδεμίαν εμφαίνει τεχνικήν δυναμιν, ώ σ τε  ουδέ 
ή τω ν  ιστοριώ ν1 άπόδοσίς έστιν έντεχνος, άλλως 
τ ε  καθώ ς2 άνώ τερον ύπεδείζαμεν, ούτε τ ω ν  
απείρων ούτε τώ ν  άλλοτε άλλως γινομένων έστι

260 τ ις  τεχνική γνώ σ ις . αί δ έ  γ ε  κατά  μέρος ιστορίαι 
άπειροί τε  διά τό  πλήθος είσι, και ούχ έστώ σαι  
διά το  μή τά  αυτά περί το ϋ  αύτοϋ παρά πάσιν  
ίστορεΐσθαι. οΐον (ούκ άτοπον γάρ ΐνα συμφυέσι 
τ ε  καί οίκείοις χρησώ μ εθα  τ ώ ν  π ραγμ άτω ν π αρα- 
δείγμασιν) ύπόθεσιν γά ρ  έαυτοΐς φευδή λαμβάνον- 
τ ε ς  οι ιστορικοί τον  αρχηγόν ή μ ώ ν τή ς  επιστήμ ης  
* Α σκληπιόν κεκεραυνώσθαι λέγουσιν, ούκ άρκού- 
μενοι τ ω  φ εύσματι, εν ω  καί ποικίλως αυτό

261 μ ετα π λά ττουσι, Σ τη σίχορος μ εν έν ’Εριφύλη είπ ώ ν  
δτι τινάς τώ ν  επί θ ή β α ις  π εσόντω ν άνιστα, Πο- 
λύανθος δέ 6 Κυρηναΐος εν τ ω  περί τή ς  Ά σ κ λ η -  
πιαδώ ν γενέσ εω ς δτι τ ά ς  ΙΙροίτου θυγατέρας

1 ιστοριών cj. Bekk.: ιστορικών m ss., Bekk.
1 καθώς cj. Bekk.: και ώ ς  m ss., Bekk.
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pierced and wore an earring, and that Pythias, the 
daughter of Aristotle, was married to three men, 
first to Nicanor of Stageira, a connexion of Aristotle, 
secondly to Procleus, a descendant of Damaratus the 
Lacedaemonians’ king (who had by her two sons, the 
Procleus and Damaratus who studied philosophy with 
Theophrastus), and thirdly to Metrodorus the physi
cian, a disciple of Chrysippus ° of Cnidos and teacher 
o f Erasistratus, whose son was Aristotle.6 For these 259 
stories and those like them, besides being perfectly 
useless, evince no technical faculty, so that the recital 
of histories too is void of art.—Furthermore, as we 
have shown above, there is no technical knowledge 
either of things infinite or of things which vary from 
hour to hour. But particular histories are both in- 260 
finite, because of their great number, and without 
fixity, because the same facts are not recorded by all 
respecting the same person. For instance (for it is 
not out of place to use familiar and appropriate 
examples of the facts), the historians adopting a false 
assumption say that Asclepius, the founder of our 
science, was struck by lightning,® and not content 
with this falsehood they invent many variations of 
it,—Stesichorus d saying in EriphyU that it was be- 261 
cause he had raised up some of the men who had 
fallen at Thebes,— Polyanthus of Cyrene, in his work 
on the origin of the Asclepiades, that it was because 
he had cured the daughters of Proetus who had

* A  physician, circ. 350 b .c . ,— not the famous Stoic 
philosopher.

* i.e. Aristotle junior, called after his grandfather.
* Cf. Virgil, Aen. vii. 770 IF. Sextus, as a medical man, 

calls Asclepius “  the founder of our Science.”
* Stesichorus was a famous lyric poet of Sicily, cire.

580 B.c.
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κατά χόλον 'Ή ρα? εμμανεΐς γενομενa? ίάσατο, 
Πανύασις δε διά το  νεκρόν Τ υνδάρεω άναστήσαι, 
Σ τ άφυλος δε εν τω  περί ’Αρκάδων ότι Ιππόλυτον 
εθεράπευσε φεύγοντα εκ Τροιζήνος κατά τάς 
παραδεδομενας κατ’ αυτού εν τοΐς τραγωδουμενοις

262 φήμας, Φύλαρχο? δε εν τή  εννάτη διά το του? 
Φινε'ω? νΐούς τυφλωθεντας άποκαταστήσαι, χαρι- 
ζόμενον αυτών τή μητρί Κλεοπάτρα τ$ Έ ρεχ0εω?, 
Τελεσαρχο? δέ εν τω  Άργολικώ ότι τον ’Ο,ρίωνα 
επεβάλετο άναστήσαι. ου τοίνυν τής ούτως άττό 
ψευδούς ύποθεσεως άρχομενης καί άδιεξιτητου 
κατά πλήθος και προς την έκαστου προαίρεσιν 
μεταπλαττομενης γενοιτ’ άν τις τεχνική θεωρία.

263 Προ? τούτοις επει τω ν ιστορούμενων το μεν 
εστιν ιστορία το δε μΰθος το δε πλάσμα, ών 17 μεν 
Ιστορία αληθών τινών εστι και γεγονότων εκθεσις, 
ώς ότι ’Αλέξανδρος εν Βαβυλώνι δι’ επίβουλων 
φαρμακευθείς ετελεύτα, πλάσμα δε πραγμάτων 
μη γενομενών μεν ομοίως δέ τοΐ? γενομενοις 
λεγομένων, ώς αί κωμικαϊ υποθέσεις καί οι μίμοι,

264 μΰθος δέ πραγμάτων άγενήτων καί ψευδών 
εκθεσις, ώς ότι το μεν τώ ν φαλαγγίων καί όψεων 
γένος Τιτήνων ενεπουσιν άφ’ αίματος εζωγονήσθαι, 
τον δε Πήγασον λαιμοτομηθείσης τής Τοργόνος 
από τής κεφαλής εκθορεΐν, καί οι μεν Διομήδους 
εταίροι εις θαλασσίους μετεβαλον όρνις, 6 δε

265 Ό δυσσευ? εις ίππον, ή δέ 'Εκάβη εις κυνα,—τοι- 
αυτης δε ουσης τώ ν ιστοριών διαφοράς, επει ούκ 
εστι τέχνη τις  περί τά  ψευδή καί ανύπαρκτα, * *

° An epic poet, of Halicarnassus, circ. 480 b .c .
* A  Boeotian hunter, slain by Artemis; and placed, after 

death, among the stars.
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become mad owing to the wrath of Hera,—Panyasis,® 
that it was owing to his raising up the dead body 
of Tyndareos,—Staphylus, in his book about the 
Arcadians, that it was because he had healed Hippo- 
lytus when he was fleeing from  Troezen, according to 
the reports handed down about him in the tragedies,
-— Phylarchus, in  his ninth book, th at it was because 262 
he restored their sight to  the blinded sons o f  Phineus, 
as a favour to  their m other C leopatra, th e  daughter  
o f  E rechtheus,— Telesarchus in his Argolicum, th a t it  
was because he set h im self to  raise up O rion .6 T h u s, 
o f  an assum ption which begins with a falsehood and is 
so m ultiform  th at it cannot be  checked, and changes 
its shape at each m an ’s fancy, there can be no tech
nical treatm ent.

M oreover, since o f the subjects o f  history one part 263 
is history, another legen d , another fiction,— and o f  
these history is th e recording o f certain things which  
are true and have happened, as th a t A lexan d er died  
at Babylon through having been poisoned b y  plotters ; 
and fiction is th e narrating things which are not real 
events b u t are similar to  real events in th e telling, 
such as th e hypothetical situations in com edies and  
m im es ; and legen d  is the narrating o f  events which 264 
have never happened and are false, like th e story that 
th e species o f  venom ous spiders and snakes w ere  
born alive from  th e blood o f  the T itan s, and that  
Pegasus sprang from  the head o f th e G orgon when  
her throat was cut,® and th at th e companions o f  
D iom ede were changed into sea-birds, Odysseus into  
a horse, and H ecuba into a d og ,— such then being 265 
the variety in histories, since there exists no art 
which deals with things false and unreal, and the

• Cf. Hesiod, Theog. 280.
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ψευδή δε εστι καί ανύπαρκτα τα  περί τους μύθους 
και τά  πλάσματα, περί α μάλιστα τοΰ ιστορικού 
μέρους ή γραμματική καταγίνεται, ούκ αν ειη 
τις τέχνη περί τό Ιστορικόν μέρος τής γραμμα-

266 τικής. δθεν καταγελάν άξιον τω ν λεγόντων δτι 
εί και ή ϋλη τής ιστορίας εστιν αμέθοδος, η μεντοι 
κρίσις ταύτης γενήσεται τεχνική, δι' ής γινώσκομεν

267 τ ί  τε ψευδώς ίστόρηται και τ ί  αληθώς, πρώτον 
μεν γάρ ου παραδεδώκασιν ήμΐν οί γραμματικοί 
τής αληθούς ιστορίας κριτήριου, ΐνα και εξετά
ζω μεν πότε αληθής εστιν αυτή και πότε ψευδής, 
εΐτα και μηδεμιάς οϋσης αληθούς ιστορίας παρά 
τοΐς γραμματικοΐς ουδέ τό τοΰ αληθούς κριτήριου 
υποστατόν εστιν, επεί πώς ούκ εργον, τίνος μεν 
λέγοντος δτι Ό δυσσεύς υπό Ύηλεγόνου παιδός 
κατά άγνοιαν άνήρηται, τίνος δε δτι Χάρου κέντρου 
θαλασσίας τρυγόνος άφέντος αυτού τή κεφαλή 
διεφώνησεν, άλλου δε δτι εις ίππον μετέβαλε την 
μορφήν, θέλειν εν ούτως άπερρωγόσι πράγμασιν 
εύρεΐν τάληθές; πρότερον γάρ δει ύποστήναι έν 
τοΐς διαφωνούσι τον άληθεύοντα, και τότε ζητεΐν

268 τ ί  εσ τ ιν  πάντων δε απίθανα καί ψευδή λεγόντων 
ουδέ τεχνικώ τινί κριτηρίω δίδοται πάροδος.

Και μην ουδέ δι ών αν ιστορία καλώς γραφείη 
διδάσκουσιν οί γραμματικοί, ίνα κατ' αναφοράν 
την ώς επί τά  τοιαΰτα θεωρήματα λέγωμεν 
τεχνικόν τι μέρος ύπάρχειν παρ' αύτοΐς τό  ίστο-

269 ρικόν' τούτο γάρ ρητορικών έστί τό  εργον. ώστε 
εί καί αυτοί εξομολογούνται άμέθοδόν τι είναι 
παράπηγμα την ιστορίαν καί ημείς επελογισάμεθα, 
καί άλλως ουδέν τεχνικόν θεώρημα προς την 
γνώσιν αυτής ή σύστασιν παραδεδώκασι, ρητέον 
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legends and fictions, which form the main subjects of 
the historical part with which grammar is concerned, 
are false and unreal, it will follow that there exists no 
art which deals with the historical part of grammar. 
Hence they deserve to be laughed at who assert that 266 
even if the subject-matter of history lacks method, 
yet the judging of it will be a matter of art, by means 
of which we ascertain what is falsely related and 
what truly. For, firstly, the Grammarians have not 267 
furnished us with a criterion of true history, so that 
we might determine when it is true and when false.
In the next place, as the Grammarians have no history 
that is true, the criterion of truth is also non-existent; 
for when one man says that Odysseus was killed in 
ignorance by his son Telegonus,a and another that he 
breathed his last when a sea-gull 6 dropped on his 
head the spike of a roach, and yet another that he was 
transformed into a horse, surely it is a hard task to 
try to discover the truth in such incoherent accounts.
For we must establish first which of these dissentient 
narrators is telling the truth, and then inquire as 
to the facts; but when all relate what is improb- 268 
able and false no opening is given for a technical 
criterion.

Nor yet do the Grammarians instruct us as to how 
history should rightly be written, so that by a refer
ence to such rules we might declare that with them 
the historical part is a technical one ; for this is the 
task of the Rhetoricians. So that, if even they them- 269 
selves confess that history is a chronicle without 
method and we have confirmed this by logic, and if, 
moreover, they have provided no technical rule for 
understanding or constructing it, we must declare

• His son by Circ6. * Of. Horn. Od. xi. 134.
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καί κατά to Ιστορικόν μέρος ασύστατον είναι την 
γραμματικήν.

Ι Γ .— ΤΟ ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤΣ ΠΟΙΗΤΑΣ ΜΕΡΟΣ

270 "Ηδί? μεν δυνάμει καί τό περί ποιητάς καί 
συγγραφείς μέρος της γραμματικής ήμΐν άνήρηται, 
δείξασι τό αδύνατον τον κατά τάς τεχνολογίας 
καί τοΰ ιστορικού1, χωρίς γάρ τούτων ούκ απευ
θύνεται τις ποιήσεως έξήγησις. όμως δ* ούν καί 
τά  εν τοντω  τω  μερει πειρασόμεθα κοινότερου 
δυνάμενα λέγεσθαι σκοπεΐν, καί μάλιστα ότι όντως 
επιτεθαρρήκασιν αν τω  οι γραμματικοί ώς καί τό 
βιωφελες τής γραμματικής καί προς ευδαιμονίαν 
άναγκαΐον εξ αύτοΰ τολμάν πιστοΰσθαι. φασί 
γοΰν ώς ή ποιητική πολλάς δίδωσιν άφορμάς προς 
σοφίαν καί εύδαίμονα βίον, άνευ δε τοΰ από γραμ
ματικής φωτός ούχ οΐόν τε τά  παρά τοΐς ποιηταϊς 
διοράν όποια ποτέ εστίν· χρειώδης άρα ή γραμ-

271 ματική. τό  δ* ότι σνχνάς δίδωσιν ή ποιητική 
άφορμάς προς εύδαιμονίαν δήλον εκ τοΰ τήν όντως 
κρατίστην καί ηθοποιόν φιλοσοφίαν από τής παρά 
τοΐς ποιηταϊς γνωμολογίας τήν αρχήν ερριζώσθαι, 
καί διά τούτο τούς φιλοσόφους, εί ποτέ παραι- 
νετικώς τι λε'γοιεν, ταΐς ποιητικαΐς φωναΐς ώσπερει 
σφραγίζεσθαι τό ύπ* αυτών λεγόμενον, καί 6 μεν 
επ' αρετήν παρακαλών φησίν

αρετή δε καν θάνη τις ούκ άπόΧλυταί'
6 δε φιλαργυρίαν φενγειν εγκελευόμενος προφερε- 
ται τό

μή ΤΙλοΰτον ε’ίπης· ούχί θαυμάζω θεόν 
ον χώ κάκιστος ραδίως εκτήσατο ·
1 τοΰ ιστορικού scripsi: το Ιστορικόν MSS., Bekk.
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that as regards its historical part also the Art of 
Grammar is without foundation.

Chapter XIII.—T he Part dealing with
W riters

The part of Grammar which deals with poets and 270 
prose-writers we have virtually abolished already by 
showing the impossibility of the technological part 
and of the historical; for without these no exposition 
of composition can proceed rightly. Nevertheless, 
we shall endeavour to examine also what can be said 
in a general way of this part, especially because the 
Grammarians are so confident about it that they dare 
to prove from it the practical usefulness of grammar 
and its necessity for happiness. They assert, at least, 
that poetry furnishes many aids to wisdom and a 
happy life, but without the light of grammar it is not 
possible to discern clearly what the poets’ sayings 
really mean ; therefore grammar is useful. And that 27] 
poetry furnishes many aids to happiness is plain from 
the fact that the best and character-forming philo
sophy had its original roots in the gnomic sayings of 
the poets, and on this account the philosophers, when 
giving exhortations, always stamped, as it were, 
their injunctions with phrases from the poets. Thus 
one of them, in exhorting to virtue, says—

Yet virtue doth not perish though one die.®
And another, enjoining us to flee covetousness, pro
claims—

Speak not of Wealth : I honour not a god
Whom e’en the basest makes his own with ease.*

® Of. Eurip. Temen. (Frag. 734 Nauck).
* Qf. Eurip. Aeolus (Frag. 20 Nauck).
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6 δε αύτάρκειαν υπαγόμενω ν συμ π ιστοΰται τ ό  
Ζόγμα εκ του  τον  Ε ύριπίδην λεγειν

τ ί  γάρ δεει βροτοΐσι πλήν δυοΐν μόνον, 
Α ήμ ητρος ακτής π ώ μ α τό ς θ' ύδρηχόου, 
α δη πάρεστί καί πεφυχ ημάς  τ ρεφειν;

272 καί τό  μεν τούς άλλους φιλοσόφους τούτο  ποιεΐν 
ού παράδοξον, αυτούς δε εύρησομεν τούς τη ς  
γραμματικής κατηγόρους, ΐΐυρρω νά τ ε  και Ε π ί 
κουρον, εξομολογούμενους τό  άναγκαΐον αυτής' 
ών 6 μεν ΙΙυρρω ν ιστορείται την  *Ομηρικήν διά 
παντός ποίησιν άναγινώ σκω ν, μη αν π οτέ τούτο  
ποιήσας εΐπερ μη εγίνω σκεν αυτήν χρησίμην και

273 διά τούτο  την γραμματικήν άναγκαίαν, ο δε 
Ε π ίκ ουρος φωράται τα  κράτιστα  τω ν  δογμ ά τω ν  
παρά π οιητώ ν άνηρπακώς. τόν  τε  γάρ όρον τού  
μ εγέθους τω ν  ηδονώ ν, ότι ή παντός εστι τού  
άλγοΰντος ύπεξαίρεσις, ε ξ  ενός στίχου δεδεικται 
λαβών,

αύτάρ επεί πόσιος και εδητυος ε ξ  ερον εν το *

τόν τ ε  θάνατον, ότι ούδεν εστι προς ημ άς, 'Ε π ί
χαρμος αύτώ  προμεμήνυκεν, είπών

άποθανεΐν ή τεθνάναι ου μοι διαφέρει.

ω σα ύ τω ς δε και τά  νεκρά τώ ν  σ ω μ ά τω ν άναισθη- 
τεΐν  παρ' Ό μ η ρ ο υ  κεκλοφε, γράφ οντος

κωφήν γάρ δή γαΐαν άεικίζει μενεαίνων.

274 και μήν ού τα ύτα  μόνον τοΐς ποιηταΐς δε ξιώ ς είρή - 
σθαι φαίνεται αλλά και τ ά  περί θεώ ν, οΐόν εστι και 
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And another, in recommending self-sufficiency, 
supports his doctrine by a quotation from Euri
pides 0—

What do men need save only these two things,
Earth’s corn and draughts of water from the spring ?
These are to hand, our natural nutriment.

That the rest of the philosophers do this is not 272 
paradoxical, but we shall find even those accusers of 
grammar, Pyrrho and Epicurus, acknowledging its 
necessity. Of these it is recorded that Pyrrho was 
constantly reading Homer’s poetry, which he would 
never have done unless he knew that it was useful, 
and that grammar therefore was necessary ; and 273 
Epicurus has been detected as guilty of having 
filched the best of his dogmas from the poets. For 
he has been shown to have taken his definition of 
the intensity of pleasures,—that it is “  the removal 
o f everything painful,”—from this one verse—

When they had now put aside all longing for drinking 
and eating.6

And as to death, that “  it is nothing to us,”  Epichar- 
mus had already pointed this out to him when he 
said,—

To die or to be dead concerns me not.

So, too, he stole the notion that dead bodies have no 
feeling from Homer, where he writes,®—
’Tis dumb clay that he beats with abuse in his violent fury.

Moreover, it is evident that is it not only these things 
which have been happily expressed by the poets, but 274 
also notions about the gods, such as that expressed by

• Cf. Eurip. Frag. 884 (Nauck).
* Cf. Horn. H. i. 469. · Cf. Horn. Π. xxiv. 54.
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τό παρά, τώ  Ευριπίδη λεχθεν εν Φρίξω,
όσης δε θνητών οϊεται καθ' ημέραν 
κακόν η  πράσσων τούς θεούς λεληθεναιί 
δοκεΐ πονηρά, και δοκών άλίσκεται 
όταν σχολήν άγουσα τυγχάνη δίκη.

άλλ’ εΐπερ ταΰτα και τα  τούτοις εοικότα χρειώδη 
εστί, λαμβάνεται δ* ον χωρίς γραμματικής, εσται

275 καί η γραμματική τώ ν βιωφελών. εχοι δ’ αν τινα, 
φασίν, εξαιρετως καί ταΐς τών μανθανόντων 
αυτήν πατρίσιν αναγκαία. Αεβεδίων γοΰν δια- 
φερομενων προς τούς άστυγείτονας περί Καμανδω- 
δου 6 γραμματικός τό (Ιππωνάκτειον παραθεμενος 
ενικά,

μηδε . . . μοι μΰ
λαλεΐν Αεβεδίην ίσχάδ* εκ Καμανδωδοΰ.

ομιλητικούς τε παρεχόμενη τούς προσέχοντας αυτή 
ευθύς καί ταύτη  [/cat] τοΐς πελας κατά πολλάς

276 περιστάσεις όνησιφόρος γίνεται, πάρεστι δε τό 
λεγόμενον σκοπεΐν εξ αυτών τώ ν αποτελεσμάτων. 
Έώστρατος γάρ, ώς φασίν, αποστολείς υπό I I toAc-  
μαίου προς τον  *Αντίγονον βασιλικής τίνος ενεκα 
χρείας, κάκείνου είκαιότερον άποκρινομενου, επ- 
ετυχεν είπών

ούτω δη κελεαι, γαιηοχε κυανοχαΐτα; 
τόνδε φέρω Δ α  μύθον άπηνεα τε κρατερόν τε ; 
η τι μεταστρέφεις; στρεπτοί μεν τε φρενες 

εσθλών.
ταΰτα γάρ άκονσας *Αντίγονος μετεβαλετο.

• Cf. Eurip. Phrixue (Frag. 832 Nauck).
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Euripides in his Phrixusf—
Whoe’er of mortals, sinning day by day,
Deemeth the gods are blind to his misdeeds,
Thinks wrongly, and in thinking thus is caught 
When Justice, haply, has some leisure time.

But if these and similar sayings are useful, and are 
not apprehended without the Art of Grammar, then 
grammar too will be profitable for life. And it will 275 
also contain, they say, some things which are especi
ally necessary for the countries of those who learn it. 
Thus, when the Lebedians 6 were quarrelling with 
their neighbours about Camandodus, the Grammarian 
won the victory by quoting from Hipponax 0—

Mutter not to me
O f figs Lebedian from Camandodus.

Also, by rendering those who attend to it sociable, in 
this way too it obviously becomes helpful to their 
neighbours in many circumstances. The truth of this 276 
statement one can judge from the actual results. For 
when Sostratus,d as they say, was sent to Antigonus 
by Ptolemy to make some request for the king, and 
the former gave a rather hasty reply, Sostratus gained 
his point by saying,—

Biddest thou thus, Earth-shaker, whose locks are the blue
of the sea-waves ?

Shall I bear unto Zeus this harsh and stubborn answer ?
W ilt thou not alter at all ? Yet the minds of the good may 

be altered.*
For on hearing this Antigonus changed his mind.

* i.e. inhabitants of the (Ionian) Greek city Lebedos, on 
the coast of Lydia.

* Hipponax of Ephesus wrote satirical verse in iambics, 
circ. 530 b.c.

a Famous architect under Ptolemy I, King of Egypt, who 
was opposed by Antigonus (“ King of Asia ”  Minor), circ. 
320-310 b.c. * Cf. Horn. II. xv. 201 if.
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277 Πολλών δή τοιούτω ν λεγομένω ν εις το χ ρη σι-  
μ ώ τα τον  είναι το  τη ς  γραμματικής μέρος το  περί 
ποιητάς και συγγραφ είς καταγιγνόμενον, δείγ 
μ α τος χάριν τοΐς έκκειμένοις άρκεσθέντες λέγω μ εν  
προς έκαστον αυτώ ν, το  τοίνυν βιωφελή είναι 
την ποιητικήν γνω μολογίαν και φιλοσοφίας αρχήν, 
ταύτη ς  δε αποδοτικήν ύπάρχειν την γραμματικήν,

278 όντω ς γραμματικόν έστιν. π ρώ τον μεν γά ρ , ϊνα 
συνδράμωμεν αύτοΐς μηδέν ποιητικής κατειπόντες, 
άλλ* οΰν γ ε  εκείνο πρόδηλόν έστιν οτι όπόσα μεν  
βιωφελή και αναγκαία εύρίσκεται παρά ποιηταΐς, 
οΐά εστι τά  γνω μικά και παραινετικά, τα ΰτα  
σαφ ώ ς αύτοΐς πέφρασται καί ου δεΐται γραμ μ α
τικ ή ς, (όπ όσα  δε δεΐται γραμ μ ατικής)* καθάπερ  
τά  εν ξέναις ίστορίαις κείμενα ή α ίνιγμ ατω δώ ς  
έκφερόμενα, τα ύ τ έστιν άχρηστα , ώ σ τε  και τή  
άπ ’  εκείνων ώφελεία μή συνεισέρχεσθαι αυτώ ν το  
χρειώ δες τή ς  γραμματικής και τή  τού τω ν  μ α τα ι-

279 ότητι συμπεριφέρεσθαι. είτα φάσις μόνον έστιν  ή  
γνώ μ η , καθάπερ το  τοιοϋτο,

σοφόν γ ά ρ  έν βούλευμα τά ς  πολλάς χέρας  
νίκα, συν όχλω  δ* άμαθία πλεΐστον κ α κ ό ν

φάσει δέ ου πείθεται 6 νους περί το ΰ  καλώς είρή - 
σθαι ή μή [είρήσθαι], άλλ* αποδείξεω ν δεΐται. αί 
δέ αποδείξεις τώ ν  καθηκόντω ς λεγομένω ν ή μή  
ου γραμ μ ατικής είσίν αλλά φιλοσοφίας' τοίνυν  
καί τα ύτη  περισσήν καί ματαίαν συμβέβηκεν είναι 
τη ν  γραμ μ ατικήν, καί μήν εϊπερ διά τ ο  πολλά  
καλώς είρήσθαι τοΐς ποιηταΐς καί βιω φ ελώ ς

1 {όπόσα δέ δεΐται γραμματικής) addidi: (όπόσα δ* ασαφή)  
add. Shorey.
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Seeing th at m an y such argum ents are used to  277 
prove th at the part o f  gram m ar which deals with  
poets and prose-writers is m ost useful, le t us content 
ourselves with th e sam ples w e have now  set forth and  
reply to  each one o f  th em . T hus, the statem en t that 
the gnom ic sayings o f  the poets are useful for life  
and the origin o f  philosophy, and th at gram m ar is 
expository o f  th em , is truly w orthy o f  the G ram m ar
ians. F or, in the first place,— to concur with th em  in 278 
m aking no charge against poetry ,— it is certainly  
plain th at all th e sayings in the poets which are found  
useful for life and necessary,— such as are those o f  a 
gnom ic and hortatory character,— are expressed b y  
th em  clearly and have no need o f  gram m ar ; while 
all those which have need o f  it,— such as those which  
consist o f  foreign stories or are enigm atically ex 
pressed,— are useless ; so that th e usefulness o f  
gram m ar both  fails to  accom pany th e  benefit o f  th e  
form er sayings and spins round w ith th e  idle ta lk  o f  
the latter. Secondly, th e gnom ic sentence is only 279 
an assertion, such as this,®—

For one wise head excels a hundred hands,
But crowd-clapp’d folly is a monstrous ill.

But reason does not put trust in an assertion, as to 
whether it is rightly stated or not, but demands 
proofs. And proofs of fair statements or unfair are 
matters for philosophy and not for grammar ; so that 
it turns out that in this respect also grammar is super
fluous and idle.—Furthermore, if it is because of the 
many fine and profitable sayings of the poets that

• Cf. Eurip. AntiopS (Frag. 220 Nauck).
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χρησίμη icrrlv ή προφήτις γραμματική αυτών, 
€7τεί πολλαπλασίονα τούτων διαστρόφως και επί 
λύμη του βίου παρ' αύτοΐς εξενήνεκται, άχρηστος 
γενήσεται. καθά γάρ earn τις 6 είπών

μη ΪΙλοΰτον εΐπης· ονχί θαυμάζω θεάν 
δν χώ κάκιστος ραδίως έκτήσατο,

ούτως εστι και 6 τουναντίον άποφαινόμενος,
ώ χρυσέ δεξίωμα κάλλιστον βροτοΐς, 
ώς ούτε μήτηρ ήδονάς τοίας έχει, 
ού παΐδες άνθρώποισιν, ου φίλος πατήρ, 
οιας συ χοί σε δώμασιν κεκτημένοι. 

καί πάλιν
ευ πράσσε· τα  φίλων δ ’ ούδέν ήν τις δυστυχή, 

καί
κάλλιστα μουσών φθέγγεται πλουτών άνήρ.

280 άναποδείκτως μεν ουν λεγομένων τών ούτως 
εναντίων επιρρεπέστερου έχουσιν άνθρωποι προς 
την του χείρονος εκλογήν, καί διά τούτο βλαπτική 
αναφαίνεται ή ποιητική" διακρινομένων δε αυ τώ ν, 
καί τών μεν άθετουμένων τώ ν δε προκρινομένων, 
χρειώδης γίνεται ονχ ή γραμματική άλΧ ή δια- 
κρίνειν δνναμένη φιλοσοφία, ποιητικοΐς τε μαρτύ
ριο ις χρώνται ούχ οι γνησίως φιλοσοφοΰντες 
(τούτων γάρ 6 λόγος αυτάρκης εστί προς πειθώ) 
<χλλ* οί τον πολύν καί άγοραΐον φενακίζοντες

281 όχλον· ού γάρ δυσχερές ποιητάς μαχομένους καί 
εις δ τι αν θέλωσιν άδοντας δεΐξαι, δτε καί οι 
προηγουμένως φιλοσοφοΰντες πολλά μαχομένως 
λέγουσιν. τώ ν δε γραμματικής κατηγόρων ο μεν 
Πυρρων παρ* έκαστα τήν ‘Ομηρικήν διετυλισσε 
160

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS AG AIN ST TH E PROFESSORS, I. 279-281

grammar, their interpreter, is useful, it will be useless 
when they utter sentiments, much more numerous 
than the former, of a perverse character and ruinous 
for practical life. For just as there is one who de
clares,®—

Speak not o f W ealth; I honour not a god 
Whom e’en the basest makes his own with ease;

so there is another who asserts the opposite,
Hail, gold, thou boon most fair to mortal men !
For neither mother doth such joys provide 
To men, nor children, no, nor father dear,
As thou, and whoso hold thee in their homes.*

And again,—
Fare w ell! The luckless man finds friendship naught.0

And,—
Sweetest of music is the rich man’s voice.

However, as statements so contrary as these are 280 
made without proof, men are more prone to choose 
that which is worse, and for this reason poetry is 
openly seen to be injurious ; and if they are being 
distinguished, and the one sort set aside and the 
other preferred, what is useful is not grammar but 
that which is capable of making the distinction, 
namely philosophy. Further, it is not the genuine 
philosophers who make use of testimonies from the 
poets (for with them the argument is sufficient of 
itself to carry conviction), but those who humbug the 
vulgar crowd ; for there is no difficulty in showing 281 
that the poets are at odds and sing to whatever tune 
they please, when even the leading philosophers 
make many conflicting statements. O f the accusers 
of grammar, Pyrrho used to unroll the poems of

0 Cf. § 271. 6 Cf. Eurip. DanaS {Frag. 326 Nauck).
* Cf. Eurip. Phoeniss. 403.
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ποίησιν ού πάντως διά την είρημενην αιτίαν, άλλα 
τάχα μεν ψυχαγωγίας χάριν καί ώς εί κωμωδών 
ήκροάτο, τάχα δε καί τούς ποιητικούς παρατηρών

282 τρόπους καί χαρακτήρας· λεγεται γάρ αυτόν και 
ποίησιν εις τον Ήίακεδόνα * * Αλέξανδρον γράψαντα 
μυρίοις χρυσοΐς τετιμήσθαι. ούκ άπεοικε δε και 
άλλα? αιτίας ύπάρχειν, περί ών εν τοΐς ΤΙυρρωνείοις

283 διεξήλθομεν. ό δε Επίκουρος ούκ εκ τω ν 'Ομη
ρικών εΐληφε τον όρον τοΰ μεγέθους τω ν ηδονών, 
μακρώ γάρ διαφέρει τό λεγειν ότι επαυσαντό τινες 
πίνοντες καί εσθίοντες καί την αυτών επιθυμίαν 
πληροΰντες (τοΰτο γάρ εστι τό

αύτάρ επεί π όσιος καί εδητυος εξ ερον εντο)
τοΰ φάναι δρον είναι τώ ν περί τάς ήδονάς μεγεθών 
την τοΰ άλγοΰντος ύπεξαίρεσιν τοΰτο γάρ ού 
πάντως κρεασι καί οΐνω άλλα καί τοΐς λιτοτάτοις

284 πεφυκε γίνεσθαι. άλλως τε  ο μεν ποιητής επί 
προσφερομένων μόνων εποιήσατο την άπόφασιν, 
'Επίκουρος δε επί πάντων τώ ν άπολαυστών, εν 
οΐς εστί καί ή αφροδίσιος μΐξις, περί ής πάντες 
ΐσασιν οΐαν εσχε γνώμην ’Όμηρος, τό τε τον  
θάνατον [μεν] μηδέν είναι προς ημάς εϊρηται μεν 
ΐσως τώ  Σιώφρονι, άποδεδεικται δε *Επικουρώ, 
καί εστιν ού τό είπεΐν άλλα τό άποδεΐξαι θαυμαστόν.

285 εΐτα ουδέ κατά τοΰτο εφησεν ό 'Επίκουρος τον  
θάνατον μηδέν είναι προς ημάς, καθό άδιάφορόν 
εστιν η ζην ή μή· πολλώ γάρ αίρετώτερον τό ζην 
διά τό αισθανόμενων είναι τό  αγαθόν άλλ* εν 
αναισθησία ούτε κακόν τι είναι ούτε αγαθόν, τό

° Cf. § 272. * Cf. § 273.
* Sophron o f Syracuse, writer o f Mimes, circ. 440 b.c. : for 
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H om er one b y  on e, and that n ot altogether for the  
reason stated ,0 b u t possibly because o f  the pleasure 
th e y  gave him , as if  he were listening to  a com edy, 
and perhaps w ith  an eye  to  his poetic tropes and 
characters ; for Pyrrho him self, it is said, wrote a 282 
p oem  for A lexan d er o f M aced on  and was rew arded  
w ith thousands o f  gold  pieces. A n d  it is n ot unlikely  
th a t there w ere also other reasons which w e have dis
cussed in our Pyrrhonea. A n d  Epicurus did not take 283 
his definition o f  th e intensity o f  pleasures from  the  
H om eric p oem s.6 F or there is a vast difference 
betw een  saying th a t certain persons ceased from  
drinking and eating and satisfying their appetite (for 
th a t is the m eaning o f

When they had now put aside all longing for drinking 
and eating)

and saying that the definition of the intensities of 
pleasures is “  the removal of the painful ”  ; for this is 
the natural effect not of meats and wine only but also 
of the simplest foods. Moreover, the poet made his 284 
statement about viands only, but Epicurus about all 
enjoyable things, amongst which is sexual inter
course, and all know what opinion Homer held 
about it. That “ death is nothing to us ”  was 
said, no doubt, by Sophron,® but was proved by 
Epicurus, and it is not the saying but the proving 
that is admirable. Moreover, Epicurus did not 285 
assert that “  death is nothing to us ” in the sense 
that to be alive or not is a matter of indifference ; 
for it is far preferable to be alive because the good 
belongs to the sentient; his meaning was that 
where sense is absent there is nothing evil or good.
the sentiment cf. “  nil igitur mors est ad nos neque pertinet 
hilum ”  (Lucret. iii. 830), and P.H. iii. 229.
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μεν γάρ αναισθητεΐν τά  νεκρά τώ ν  σω μ ά τω ν ούχ  
6 ποιητής μόνος οΐδεν άλλα και 6 σόμπας βίος, 
μήτηρ γοΰν πολλάκις υιόν θρηνούσα φησίν “  άλλα 
συ μεν τού τω ν  ούκ επαισθάνη, εγώ  δε ταλαι
π ω ρώ  ’ · και ενατενίζονσα επιφ θέγγεται “  τ ις  hi

286 ianv ετι σοι τούτω ν ό'νησις; ”  ου μην  άλλ* εάν 
εξετά ζη  τις , την εναντίαν εχοντα δόξαν εύρησει 
τον ποιητήν, αί μεν γάρ φυχαΐ κοινώς διφώσιν 
αίματος

(άλλ’ άποχάζεο βόθρου, άπισχε  δε φάσγανον ο ξύ  
αίματος, οφρα πιω  καί τοι νημερτεα εΐπω),

6 δε Τ ιτϋ δ? υπό γυπ ώ ν διά τη ν  επιθυμίαν ή π α το -  
φ αγεΐται, 6 δε Τ άνταλος εστηκεν εν λίμνη,

ή δε προσεκλυζε γενείω  · 
στεύτο  δε διφάων, πιεειν δ* ούκ εΐχεν ελεσθαι.

287 και μην όσον επί τ ώ  ύπ* Ε ύριπίδου λεχθεντι περί 
θεώ ν, την αυτήν και οι ίδιώται δόξαν εχουσιν. 
ίσον γάρ εστι τ ώ

δστις δε θνητώ ν  οιεται τούφήμερον  
κακόν τ ι π ράσσω ν τού ς θεούς λεληθεναι, 
δοκεΐ πονηρά, και δοκώ ν άλίσκεται 
όταν σχολήν άγουσα τυγχάνη  δίκη

καί τ ό  οϋτω  παρά τοΐς πολλοΐς λεγόμενον, 

όφε θεώ ν άλεουσι μόλοι, άλεουσι δε λεπτά '

288 μόνω  δε διενηνοχε τ ω  μέτριο, αν δε καί εξετά ση  
τ ις , πολλω χείρονα τή ς  τώ ν  ιδιω τώ ν νπολήφεως 
εύρησει τά  τώ ν  π οιητώ ν καί δ μεν σκηνικοί

« Of. Horn. Od. xi. 95 ff.
* Cf. Horn. Od. xi. 583 f . ; Adv. Phy». i. 69.
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And that dead bodies are devoid o f sense is a fact 
known not only to the poet but also to all mankind. 
Thus, a mother in her frequent laments over her son 
cries—“ But thou perceivest not these things, it is I 
that am in distress ” ; and as she gazes at him fixedly 
she cries—“ What benefit from these things hast thou 
still ? ”  Nevertheless, if one searches he will find the 286 
poet holding the opposite opinion. For the souls 
commonly are thirsty for blood,—

Nay, keep away from the trench, from its blood averting 
thy snarp sword,

So shall I drink my draught and announce to thee tidings 
unerring.®

And Tityos, because of his lust, has his liver eaten by 
vultures, and Tantalus stands in a lake,—

Against his chin was it dashing :
Hard strove he in his thirst, but failed to catch any for 

drinking.®

Furthermore, as regards what is said by Euripides 287 
about the gods, ordinary folk too hold the same 
opinion. For the sentencec—

Whoe’er of mortals, sinning day by day,
Deemeth the gods are blind to his misdeeds,
Thinks evil thoughts and thinking thus is caught 
When Justice, haply, has some leisure time—

is matched by the sentence commonly quoted—
The mills of God grind slowly, but they grind exceeding 

smalld ;

for the difference is only in the metre. And if one 288 
investigates one will find that the sentiments of the 
poets are much worse than the notions of ordinary 
folk. Yet he who has been proclaimed the philo-

• Cf. § 274, * Cf, Plutarch, p. 549 d .
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άναγορευθεις φιλόσοφος in  μετριώτερος φαίνεται, 
λόγων μη είδεναι ώ προσεύχεται.

ώ γης όχημα κάπι γης εχων έδραν, 
όσης ποτ εΐ συ, Βυστόπαστος είσιΒεΐν,
Ζευς, εΐτ ανάγκη φυσεος είτε νους βροτών, 
προσευξάμην σε.

289 "Ομηρος δε και ‘ Ησίοδο? κατά τον Κολοφώνιον 
Ξ,ενοφάνη

ώς πλεΐστ εφθεγξαντο θεών άθεμίστια έργα, 
κλεπτειν μοιχένειν τε και άλλήλους άπατευειν. 

Κρόνος μεν γάρ, εφ’ ον τον εύΒαίμονα βίον 
γεγονεναι λεγουσι, τον πατέρα ήνδροτόμησε καί 
τα τέκνα κατεπιεν, Ζευς τε ό τοντου παΐς άφελό- 
μενος αυτόν τής ηγεμονίας 

γαίης νερθε καθεΐσε και άτρυγετοιο θαλάσσης, 
τήλε μάΧ ήχι βάθιστον υπό χθονός εστι βερεθρον.

290 τω Βε Αιί επιβουλενουσιν οι συγγενείς, παρό και 
υπό 0 e r t8 o ?  βοηθεΐται,

όππότε μιν ξυνδήσαι * Ολύμπιοι ήθελον άλλοι, 
*11ρη τ  ήδε Π οσειΒάων και ΠαΑλά? Άθήνη ·

ωμότατος γάρ εστι, και την μεν άΒελφήν και 
γυναίκα ιερόσυλου τρόπον κρεμάσας ούκ άρκεΐται, 
άλλα και ονειδίζει λεγων 
ή ού μεμνη δτε τ ’ εκρεμω ύφόθεν, εκ δ« ποΒοΐιν 
άκμονας ήκα δνω, περί χερσι δε δεσμόν ϊηλα 
χρνσεον άρρηκτον, συ δ* εν αίθερι και νεφελησιν 
εκρεμω, ήλάστεον Βε θεοί κατά μακρόν *Όλυμπον;

α Cf. Eurip. Troad. 884.
* Cf. Adv. Phys. L 193. * Cf. P.H. iii. 210.

* Cf. Horn. 71. xiv. 204, and viii. 14.
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sopher of the Stage seems still rather moderate when 
he says that he does not know to whom he is 
praying,a—

Thou stay of earth, who hast on earth thy throne,
To see and know thee, who thou art, O Zeus,
Doth baffle w it! Art thou Necessity 
O f Nature ? Or mankind’s Intelligence ?
Howbeit, I invoke thee.

But H om er and H esiod , according to X enophanes o f  289 
C olophon,6—

Tell full many a tale of the lawless deeds of immortals, 
Thieving and wenching and dealing deceitfully one with 

another.
For Cronos,® in whose time, they say, was the life of 
blessedness, castrated his father and swallowed his 
children ; while Zeus, his son, after robbing him of 
his dominion,—

Under the earth he flung him and under the barren ocean,
Far away, under the earth where the pit of destruction is 

deepest.d
But Zeus’ own brethren conspire against Zeus, and 290 
so he is helped by Thetis,—
Whenas the other Olympians all were wishful to bind him,
Hera along with Poseidon, with Pallas Athene to aid them.*

For he is most savage, and when he had hung up his 
sister and wife like a temple-robber, not satisfied with 
that he also reviles her, saying /—

Hast thou already forgot how from heav’n thou didst 
hang, with two boulders

Tied to thy feet, and about thy hands a chain did I fasten 
Gold-wrought, not to be broken, and thou wast suspended 

in heaven
High in the clouds ; and the gods were enraged through- 

out lofty Olympus ?
* Cf. Horn. II. i. 399 f.

1 Cf. II. XV. 18 ff. (addressing Hera).
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291 τον δέ "Ήφαιστον όργισθείς ρίπτει από τοϋ ούρα- 
νοΰ, ό δε
κάππεσεν εν Αήμνω, ολίγος δ’ ετι θυμός ενήεν. 

τον δε αδελφόν νπερορα
y /> >/οικι €χοντα

σμερδαλε* ενρώεντα, τα τε στυγέουσι θεοί περ.
πρόσεστι δε αντω προς τή άιτοτομία καί άκρασία, 
δς θεασάμενος την "Hpav επι της "Ιδης κεκοσμη- 
μενην ού καρτερεί μέχρι των αποδεδειγμένων 
αύτοΐς θαλάμων ελθεΐν, άλλ’ επι τοϋ ορούς χαμαί 
ρίφας εαυτόν σνγκνλίνδεται τη γυναικί,

τοΐσι δ’ υπό χθων δια φνεν νεοθηλεα ποίην, 
λωτόν θ* ερσήεντα ίδε κρόκον ήδ* υάκινθον.

292 ποικίλης ούν πεφωραμενης τής ποιήσεως ανω
φελής ή γραμματική μή δνναμενη άποδεΐξαι τίσι 
πιστευτεον εστιν ώς άληθεσι και τίσιν άπιστητεον 
ώς μυθικοΐς φεύσμασιν.

293 Ά λλα πόλει φασϊ χρησίμην είναι τήν γραμμα
τικήν, επεϊ και Αεβεδίοις νίκης αίτιον εγενετο εκ 
ποιητικής μαρτύριον. ενεκα δε τούτον και τήν 
ορχηστικήν άναγκαίαν λεγομεν είναι, επει Σ ώ -  
στρατος ό Άντιόχου ορχηστής, λαβόντος υπο
χείριον τήν ΐΐριήνην τοϋ βασιλεως πατρίδα οΰσαν 
αύτοΰ, και παρά τό συμπόσιον τήν ελευθερίαν 
αναγκαζόμενος όρχεΐσθαι, ον καλόν εφη τής 
πατρίδος αύτοΰ δουλευονσης αυτόν ελευθερίαν 
όρχεΐσθαι· και διά τούτο ελενθερωθήναι τήν πόλιν.
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A  Greek city in Caria. Antiochus was king of Syria.
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And in his rage he hurls Hephaestus out of heaven, 291 
and he—

Crashed in Lemnos, and little of life was remaining within 
him.·

And he treats his brother with contempt, as—
Having for dwelling

Grim halls, dismal and dank, detested e’en by immortals.6

And in addition to his ruthlessness he is given to 
incontinence, for on beholding Hera finely decked 
out on Ida he cannot bear waiting to retire to their 
appointed chamber, but flings himself to the ground 
on the mountain and rolls over with his wife,—

Grass, fresh grass, for their couch did the earth shoot 
forth ever kindly,

Hyacinths, too, with the crocus, and lotus besprinkled with 
dewdrops.0

The varied nature o f poetry being thus exposed, 292 
grammar becomes useless since it cannot show us 
which parts of it we should believe as being true, and 
which we should disbelieve as mythical falsehoods.

Still, they declare that the Art of Grammar is useful 293 
for the State, seeing that even for the Lebedians d a 
testimony from poetry was the cause of victory. But 
we reply that for the same reason the art of dancing 
is necessary since Sostratus, the dancer of Antiochus,
—when the king had subjugated Priene,e which was 
his homeland, and he was being forced at the banquet 
to dance “  the liberty dance,” f— declared that it 
was not right for him to dance a “  liberty-dance ”  
while his country was enslaved ; and because o f this

f Danced at the Feast of “  Eleutheria ”  (“  Liberty ” ) held 
at Plataea in memory of the victory over the Persians.
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294 ε?τα άλλο μεν εστι τό πόλει χρήσιμον, άλλο δε 
τ ό  ήμΐν αύτοΐς. σκυτοτομική γοΰν και χαλκευτική 
πόλει μεν εστιν αναγκαίου, ήμΐν δε χαλκεΰσι 
γενεσθαι και σκυτοτόμοις προς ευδαιμονίαν ούκ 
άναγκαΐον. διόπερ και ή γραμματική ούκ επει 
πόλει χρησίμη καθεστηκεν, εξ ανάγκης και ήμΐν 
εστιν [ή] τοιαύτη. ή μεν γάρ ομιλητική ούκ από

295 γραμματικής περιγίνεσθαι πεφυκεν άλλ* από κοινής 
τίνος εντρεχείας, εί μη τι και Αημάδης 6 ρήτωρ 
γραμματικός ήν,1 πολλοΐς των Αθηναίων μετά 
τήν εν Χαιρωνεία ήτταν συναιχμαλωτισθείς, καί 
είπών προς τον Φίλιππον άναγκάζοντα εύωχεΐσθαι

τις γάρ κεν άνήρ, ος εναίσιμος εΐη, 
πριν τλαίη πάσασθαι εδητύος ήδε ποτήτος, 
πριν λϋσαί Θ’ ετάρους και εν όφθαλμοΐσιν 

ίδεσθαι;

296 Ύαΰτα μεν οΰν προς τάς των γραμματικών 
επιχειρήσεις λεγεσθω · προηγουμένως δε ρητεον 
ώς εί μεν μόνοι ήσαν οι ποιηται βιωφελεΐς, τάχα 
άν ή γραμματική βιωφελής εγίνετο περί τούτους 
πονουμενη, νυν δε επει οΰτοι μεν ή ανωφελείς 
ε'σιν ή όλιγωφελεΐς, φιλόσοφοι δε και οι λοιποί 
συγγραφείς διδάσκουσι τα ωφέλιμα των πραγμά- 
των, ού δεόμεθα γραμματικής, καί οτι οι συγ
γραφείς μάλλον ή οι ποιηται τα χρήσιμα τω βίω 
δηλοΰσιν, εύεπιλόγιστον, οι μεν γάρ τοΰ αληθούς 
στοχάζονται, οι δε εκ παντός φυχαγωγεΐν εθελου- 
σιν, ψυχαγωγεί δε μάλλον τό ψεύδος ή ταληθές, 
τοίνυν εκείνοις ή οτι τούτοις προσεκτεον τοΐς

1 ήν cj. Bekk. s ων m ss., Bekk.
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his city was set free. Moreover, usefulness for the 294 
State is one thing, usefulness for ourselves another 
thing. Thus the arts of the cobbler and the copper
smith are necessary to the State, but it is not necess
ary for our happiness that we should become copper
smiths and cobblers. Hence, the Art of Grammar is 
not necessarily useful to us because it is useful to the 
State. For the art of conversation is not usually 
gained from grammar but from a general quickness of 
wit,—unless, indeed, Demades,® the orator, was a 295 
Grammarian, who (when he was captured along with 
many Athenians after the defeat at Chaeronea) said 
to Philip who was forcing him to join in a feast,—

W as there ever a man with a feeling for justice
Who in his heart could endure to share in eating and 

drinking
Ere he had freed his companions and seen them standing 

before him ? 6

Let thus much, then, be said in opposition to the 296 
arguments of the Grammarians; but before all it 
should be stated that if the poets only were useful for 
life, then perhaps grammar, as occupied with them, 
had been useful for life, but as it is, seeing that the 
poets are either useless or of little use, whereas the 
philosophers and the other prose-writers instruct us 
in things that are useful, we do not need grammar. 
And the fact that the prose-writers rather than the 297 
poets show what is useful for life is easy to demon
strate. For the former aim at the truth, but the 
latter seek by every means to attract the soul, and 
the false attracts more than the true. They, there
fore, who expressly pursue what is false must listen to

• Demades, the Athenian orator, opponent of Demosthenes, 
captured at Chaeronea in 338 b .o.

• Cf. Horn. Od. x. 383 ff.
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298 επίτηδες το φεΰδος μεταδιώκουσιν. καθόλου τε, 
όσον επί τοΐς ποιηταΐς, ούχ οϊον ανωφελής τω 
βίω { ή γραμματική) χ άΛΛά και βλαβερωτάτη. 
επιτείχισμα γάρ ανθρωπίνων παθών ή ποιητική 
καθέστηκεν’ και ώς

γέρων γάροντι γλώσσαν ήδίστην εχει,
ούτως οί μεν ερωτομαν εις καί μέθυσοι τάς * Αλκαίου 
και *Ανακρεοντος ποιήσεις άναγνόντες προσεκ- 
καίονται, οί δε οργίλοι 'Ιππώνακτα καί * Αρχίλοχον 
άλείπτας εχουσι τής περί αυτούς κακίας.

299 Τά μεν οΰν ύπό των άλλων λεγάμενα κατά τον 
τόπον, καί μάλιστα των Επικούρειων, εστί τοιαϋτα- 
ημείς δε μηδέν κατειπόντες τής ποιητικής άλλως 
ποιώμεθα τάς αντιρρήσεις προς τούς άξιονντας 
γραμματικήν εχειν τέχνην των παρά ποιηταΐς καί

300 συγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων διαγνωστικήν, επεί τοίνυν 
παν σύγγραμμα καί πάσα ποίησις εκ λεζεων των 
δηλονσών καί πραγμάτων των δηλουμενών συνά
στηκε, δεήσει τον γραμματικόν, είπερ εχει τέχνην 
διαρθρωτικήν των παρά συγγραφεΰσι καί ποιηταΐς 
λεγομένων, ήτοι τάς λεξεις μόνον ή τά υποκείμενα 
πράγματα γινώσκειν ή το συναμφότερον. αλλά 
τά μεν πράγματα, καν ημείς μή λέγω μεν, φαίνεται 
μή γινώσκειν. τούτων γάρ τά μεν εστι φυσικά 
τά δε μαθηματικά τά δε Ιατρικά τά δε μουσικά, 
καί δει τον μεν φυσικοΐς επιβάλλοντα πράγμασιν 
ευθύς φυσικόν είναι καί τον μουσικοΐς μουσικόν 
είναι καί τον μαθηματικοΐς ευθύς είναι μαθηματι
κόν, καί επί των άλλων ομοίως. 6 μεντοι γραμ
ματικός ότι ούκ εστιν εν τω αύτω πάνσοφος καί

1 (η γραμματική) add. cj. Bekk.
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these rather than to those.—Further, to generalize, 298 
so far as regards the poets, grammar is not merely 
useless for life but even most injurious. For poetry 
is a stronghold of human passions, and as

To ancient men an ancient’s is the tongue most sweet,®
so too the love-maddened and the wine-bibbers are 
further inflamed by reading the poems of Alcaeus 
and Anacreon, while the irascible have for aliptae (or 
“  trainers ”) in their vice Hipponax and Archilochus.

Such, then, are the things said by the rest, and 299 
especially by the Epicureans, regarding this top ic; 
but let us, without decrying poetry at all, set forth 
our counter-arguments against those who claim that 
there is an Art of Grammar capable of making 
distinctions in the statements of poets and prose- 
writers. Now since every composition and every 300 
poem consists of indicating words and things indi
cated, it will be necessary for the Grammarian, if 
he possesses an art capable of discriminating among 
the things said by poets and prose-writers, to under
stand either the words only or the objects behind 
them or both. But that they do not understand the 
objects, even if we do not say so, is evident. For some 
of these are physical, some mathematical, some medi
cal, some musical, and he who deals with the physical 
must of course be a physicist, he who deals with the 
musical a musician, and of course he who deals with 
the mathematical a mathematician, and similarly with 
the other sciences. That the Grammarian, however, 
is not simultaneously all-wise and skilled in every

® Cf. Meineke, Com. Or. 5, p. 668.
173



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

πάσης επιστήμης δαήμων, συν τώ  και αύτόθεν 
προσπίπτειν, ετι κάκ των αποτελεσμάτων ελε-

301 γχεται. ποϋ γάρ τις δυναται των ώφρυωμενων 
γραμματικών * Ηράκλειτον σννεΐναι και Πλάτωνι 
παρακολουθήσαι λεγοντι “  τής άμερίστου και 
αεί κατά ταύτά εχουσης ουσίας καί τής περί τά 
σώματα μεριστής τρίτον εξ άμφοΐν σννεκεράσατο 
ουσίας είδος, τής τε ταύτοϋ φνσεως καί τής 
θατερου ”  καί ήδη τά εξής περί την λεξιν, ά πάντες 
οι Πλάτωνος εξηγηταί εσίγησαν. ή που τοΐς 
Χρύσιππού διαλεκτικοΐς θεωρήμασιν ή Άρχιμήδους 
τε καί Εύδόξου μαθηματικοΐς επιβάλλειν ισχύσει;

302 καί μην ώς εν τουτοις εστί τυφλός, οϋτω καν τοΐς 
περί αυτών γραφεΐσι ποιήμασιν, οΐον Έμπεδο- 
κλεους λεγοντος

χαίρετ, εγώ δ* ύμΐν θεάς άμβροτος, ούκετι 
θνητός,

πωλεΰμαι μετά πάσι τετιμενος, 
καί πάλιν

αλλά τί τοΐσδ* επίκειμ ώσεί μεγα χρήμα τι 
πράσσων

εί θνητών περίειμι πολυφθερεων ανθρώπων;

303 ό μεν γάρ γραμματικός καί ο ιδιώτης ύπολήφονται 
κατ’ αλαζονείαν καί την προς τούς άλλους ανθρώ
πους υπεροψίαν ταϋτ άνεφθεγχθαι τον φιλόσοφον, 
οπερ άλλότριόν εστι του καν μετρίαν εξιν εν φιλο
σοφία εχοντος, ούχ δτι γε τοΰ τοσουτου άνδρός' 
6 δε από φυσικής όρμώμενος θεωρίας, σαφώς 
γινώσκων ότι άρχαΐον όλως το δόγμα εστί, τοΐς 
ομοίοις τά όμοια γινώσκεσθαι, όπερ άπο Πυθα- 
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science is proved by the results of experience, besides 
being obvious of itself. For how can any of the grave 301 
Grammarians comprehend Heracleitus or follow 
the meaning of Plato where he says,0—“ Between 
the Being which is indivisible and remains always 
the same and the Being which is divisible in bodies,
He blended a third form of Being compounded of 
the twain, that is to say, out of the Same and the 
Other,”  and the rest of the context, about which all 
the interpreters of Plato keep silence ? Or how will 
he be able to deal with the dialectical investigations 
of Chrysippus or the mathematical o f Archimedes and 
Eudoxus ? Moreover, as he is blind in respect of 302 
these things, so he is also in respect of the poems 
written about them, as when Empedocles says,—

Hail ye, but I as a deathless god, no longer a mortal,
W alk in your midst and am honoured by all.

And again,—
W hy do I urge these things, as though it were some great 

matter
If I do far surpass all mortals doomed to destruction ?

For the Grammarian and the ordinary man will 303 
suppose that the philosopher gave utterance to these 
sayings out of boastfulness and contempt for the rest 
of mankind,—a thing alien to one who is even 
moderately versed in philosophy, not to speak of a 
man of such eminence. But the man who sets out 
from physical investigation knows clearly that the 
dogma “  like is known by like ” is nothing but an 
old one b which is thought to have come down from

“ Cf. Timaeus 35 a .
► Cf. Adv. Log. i. 92, 121.

175



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

γάρον δοκονν κατεληλυθέναι κεΐται μεν και παρά. 
ΪΙλάτω νι iv  τ ώ  Τ ιμ α ίω , εΐρηται δε πολύ πρότ€ρον  
νπ ’ αντοΰ Έ μ π εδοκλέους,

γαίη μεν γά ρ  γαΐαν όπ ώ παμ εν, νδατι δ’ ύδω ρ, 
ήέρι δ ’ ήέρα δΐον, άτάρ πνρΐ πΰρ άίδηλον, 
στοργήν  δε στοργή , νεΐκος δε τε νείκεϊ λυγρώ ,

συνήσει οτι 6  ’ Εμπεδοκλής θεόν εαυτόν π ροση - 
γόρευσεν, επει μόνος καθαρόν από κακίας τηρήσας  
τον  νοΰν και άνεπιθόλωτον τ ώ  εν  εαυτό) θεώ  τον

304 εκτός κατείληφεν. Ά ρ ά τ ο ν  τ ε  μην γράφοντας

άσσον απ ’ όφθαλμοΐο βολής άπολάμπεται α υγή , 
εζάκις αν τόσ ση  μιν ύποδράμοι· αντάρ έκάστη  
Ιση μετρηθεΐσα δύω  περιτέλλεται άστρα

ού γραμματικόν τοΰτο  νοήσαι, οτι ήλίκη εστιν ή 
από τή ς  ημ ώ ν δφεως προς την ανατολήν εκβαλλό
μενη ευθεία, έζάκις αυτή ληφθεΐσα τον  ζω διακόν  
καταμετρήσει κύκλον ώ σ τε  δύο αυτήν άποτεμνεσθαι 
ζώ δ ια , άλλα μ αθηματικόν, γραμ μ ικώ ς αυτό ά π ο- 
δεικνύντος, άτι τό  εκτον του ζω διακού κύκλου 
μέρος από τ ή ς  μέχρι τή ς  ανατολής εκβαλλόμενης

305 ευθείας καθέστηκεν. Ύ ίμω νός τ ε  το ν  Φλιασίον 
τον  ΪΙύρρω να ήλίω άπ εικάζοντος εν οΐς φησι

μοΰνος δ* άνθρώποισι θεοϋ τρόπον ηγεμονεύεις, 
δς περί π άσαν ελών1 γαΐαν άναστρέφ εται, 

δεικννς εντόρνου σφαίρας πνρικαύτορα κύκλον,

δόξει μ εν το ΐς γραμματικοΐς κατά  τιμ ήν αυτό λέ
γ ε  ιν και διά τή ν  περί τον  φιλόσοφον επιφάνειαν’ 
άλλος δε επ ιστήσει μ ή π οτε και μ άχεται [τά

1 ελών c j. B ek k .: ελών m ss . ,  Bekk.
17β
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Pythagoras and is found also in Plato’s Timaeus; and 
it was stated much earlier by Empedocles himself,—

Verily earth by earth we behold, and water by water,
Aether divine by aether, and fire the destructive by fire,
Love, moreover, by love, and hate by dolorous hatred.

Such a m an will understand th at E m pedocles called  
him self a god  because he alone had k ept his m ind  
free from  evil and unm uddied and b y  m eans o f  the  
god  within him  apprehended the god  without. A gain , 304 
when A ratus writes,®—

Far as the gleam of the ray from the eye doth reach in its 
shining,

Full six times such a space would he intercept; of the spaces
Each being equal in measure contains two signs of the 

star-world,—
it is not the part of the Grammarian to conceive that 
when the length of the straight line extending from 
our eye to the sun-rise is taken, six times this length 
will measure out the circle of the zodiac, so that it cuts 
off two of its Signs ; rather it is the part of the mathe
matician, who proves by geometry that the sixth part 
of the circle of the zodiac is formed by the straight line 
which extends to the sun-rise. Also, when Timon of 
Phlius compares Pyrrho to the sun,6 where he says,—  305

Thou, thou alone, art the guide of mankind, most like to 
the Sun-god,

Who the whole earth surveys as he revolves in his course,
Showing his globe well-turn’d, as a circle all-fiery and 

flaming,—
he will seem to the Grammarians to be saying it by 
way of commendation and on account of the philo
sopher’s brilliance. But another man will ponder

0 Cf. Aratus, Phaenom. 541.
6 Of. Lucretius (iii. 1043 f.), of Epicurus,— “ omnes Prae- 

stinxit stellas, exortus ut aetherius Sol.”
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παραδείγματα]1 τώ σκεπτικώ βουλή μάτι τά υπό 
του Φλιασίου εις τον ΐΐύρρωνα λεχθεντα, εΐγε 6 
μεν ήλιος τά πρότερον μή βλεπόμενα τώ φωτϊ 
καταυγάζων δείκνυσιν, 6 δε ΪΙνρρων και τά προ- 
δήλως ήμΐν ληφθεντα των πραγμάτων els άδηλό-

306 τητα περιιστάναι βιάζεται, τό δε ούχ ούτως 
εχειν φαίνεται τώ φιλοσοφώτερον επιβάλλοντι, άλλ’ 
ήλιου τρόπον επεχειν φησϊ τον ΪΙυρρωνα καθόσον 
ώς 6 θεός τάς των ακριβώς εις αυτόν άτενιζόν- 
των οφεις αμαυροί, ουτω και ό σκαπτικός λόγος 
τό ~ης διανοίας ομμα των επιμελεστερον αύτώ 
πρ< σβχόντων συγχεΐ, ώστε άκαταληπτεΐν περί εκά- 
σ7 ου τών κατά δογματικήν θρασυτητα τιθέμενων.

307 el δε δει περί ιατρικής διεξερχεσθαι θεωρίας, και 
παρισταν (εστιν)2 ώς και επίθετον πολλάκις προσ- 
ριφεν υπό ποιητοΰ βαθύν εμφαίνει και, επιστημονι
κόν νουν, ο ιόν εστι τό “  βαθύσχοινον λεχεποίην ”  
παρ’ 'Ομήρω. σημαίνει γάρ δ μή δυναται νοήσαι 
γραμματικός, (οτι)Ζ παραστατικόν προς συνου
σίαν εστι τό της σχοίνου σπέρμα, λεχος καλοΰντος

308 του ποιητοΰ την μΐζιν. ή τό παρά τώ Ευριπίδη 
επί τη Αυκομήδους θυγατρί Αηιδαμεία λεγόμενον,

ή παΐς νοσεί σου κάπικινδυνως εχει. 
προς του; τίς αυτήν πημονή δαμάζεται; 
μών κρυμός αυτής πλευρά γυμνάζει χολή;*

πυνθάνεται γάρ μή τι πλευριτική γεγονε διά τό 
τούς πλευριτικούς βήσσοντας ύπόχολον άνάγειν. 
ών ούδεν οΐδεν ό γραμματικός.

1 [τά παραδείγματα] del. Heintz.
* ( ίσ τ ιν )  addidi (adduci potest Herv.).

8 (ό τ ι )  add. cj. Bekk. 
χολί} Valckenaer: χολής m s s . ,  Bekk.
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whether the statements made by the man of Phlius 
about Pyrrho do not conflict with the Sceptics’ 
doctrine, since the sun exposes things not previously 
seen by illuminating them with its light, whereas 
Pyrrho forces the things we have already perceived 
clearly to revert into obscurity. Yet it is plain to 306 
him who considers it more philosophically that this 
is not the case, but that he is declaring that Pyrrho 
is suspending judgement like the sun, in so far as that 
god dims the vision of those who gaze at him intently, 
and the Sceptics’ argument likewise confuses the eye 
of the intellect in those who carefully attend to it, so 
that they fail to apprehend every one of the things 
postulated by the rash Dogmatists. And if one has 307 
to discuss medical doctrine, one can show how an 
epithet thrown out by a poet often conveys a deep 
and scientific meaning, as for instance Homer’s βαθύ- 
σχοινον λεχεποίην (“  deep in rushes, with bed of 
grass ” ).e For it signifies what the Grammarian is 
unable to perceive,—namely that the seed of the 
rush (σχοΐνος) is conducive to venery, as the poet 
gives the name of “  bed ”  (λεχο?) to sexual inter
course. Another example is the saying in Euripides 6 308 
about Deidameia, the daughter of Lycomedes,—
Thy daughter’s ill and her condition’s dangerous.
Because of what ? What sort of plague doth hold her down ?
Is it a chill which thus torments her side with bile ?

For he is inquiring whether she is suffering from 
pleurisy, since sufferers from pleurisy bring up bile 
when they cough. But none of these things is known 
to the Grammarian.

* Cf. Π. iv. 383. 8 Of. Eurip. Frag. 683 (Nauck).
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309 Καιτοι περιττόν ίσ ω ς Εστιν από τώ ν  αρχαιότερων  
καί τά χ α  Επιστημονικών δυσω πεΐν τούς από τή ς  
γραμ μ ατικής, οτε και τ ό  τυχόν Επιγραμμάτων ονχ  
61οί τΕ εισι νοήσαι, καθάπερ και τό  υπό τ ο ν  
Καλλίμαχου εις Δ ιόδω ρον τον  Κρόνον συγγραφΕν,

ήνίδε κου κόρακας τεγΕων επι κοΐα συνήπται 
κρώ ζουσιν, και κ ώ ς αύθι γενησόμ εθα.

310 ότι γά ρ  διαλεκτικώ τατος ήν ό Κρόνος και Εδίδασκε 
πώς κριτΕον Εστϊ τ ό  ύγιΕς συνημμΕνον, ώ σ τε  διά  
τ ό  επικρατεΐν ήδη τη ν  διδασκαλίαν καί τούς Επί 
τ ώ ν  δω μ ά τω ν κόρακας Εκ πολλής τή ς  κ α τηχήσεω ς  
κράζειν τη ν κατ αυτόν του συνημμΕνον κρίσιν, 
ειποι άν ό  γραμ μ ατικός, καί μΕχρι τούτον συνήσει

311 τό  καί παιδίοις γνώ ριμον· Ελθών δε καί Επί τ ό  
“  και κώ ς αύθι γενησόμεθα ”  ησυχάσει, μη ενρί
σκω ν τό  δηλονμενον π ράγμ α , φιλοσόφου γά ρ  ήν  
είπεΐν οτι άρΕσκει τ ώ  Δ ιοδώ ρω  μηδέν κινεΐσθαι. 
τό  γάρ κινονμενον ήτοι Εν φ  εστι τό  π ω  κινείται 
ή Εν φ  μη ε σ τ ιν  ούτε δε τό  π ρώ τον ούτε τ ό  
δ εύ τερ ο ν  ούκ άρα κινείται τ ι . τ ώ  δε μηδέν κι-

312 νεΐσθαι τό  μηδέν φθείρεσθαι ακολουθεί, ώ ς  γάρ  
διά τό  μ ή τε Εν ω  εστι τό π ω  κινεΐσθαι τ ι  μ ή τε  
Εν ω  μη εστιν ονδεν κινείται, ού τω ς Επεί τ ό  ζώ ον  
ούτε Εν ω  ζή  χρόνιο αποθνήσκει ούτε Εν φ  μη ζή , 
ονδΕποτε άρα αποθνήσκει, εί δε το ύτο , αεί ζώ ντες  
κ α τ’ αυτόν καί αύθις γενησόμ εθα. * *

° See vol. i. ρ. χνϊ.
* Cf. Ρ.Η. ii. 242, Adv. Phys. ii, 48, For Diodorus on the 

syllogism cf. P.H. ii. Π 0,
180

However, it is perhaps superfluous to put the 809 
Grammarians to shame in respect of antiquated, or 
perhaps of scientific, diction when they are incapable 
of understanding even any chance epigram, such as 
that composed by Callimachus referring to Diodorus 
Cronos,®—

Lo and behold how the daws on the roof-tops tell us by  
croaking

What things are conjoined, also how we shall live on.

For the fact that Cronos was a great dialectician and 310 
taught us how the logical validity o f a hypothetical 
syllogism is to be judged, so that because of the 
influence of his doctrine even the daws on the houses, 
from hearing it constantly repeated, croak out his 
criterion of the valid “  syllogism ”  (or “  conjunction ” ),
— all this the Grammarian might relate, and so far he 
will understand what is common knowledge even to 
children. But when he comes to “  also how we shall 311 
live on,” he will be dumbfounded, through not 
detecting what is indicated. For it belongs to the 
philosopher to explain that it is a tenet of Diodorus 
that nothing moves.6 For that which moves, moves 
either in the place where it is or in the place where it 
is n o t ; but neither the first nor the second (is true); 
therefore nothing moves. And that nothing perishes 312 
follows from the fact that nothing mo ves. For j ust as 
nothing moves because a thing moves either in the 
place where it is or in the place where it is not, so too, 
since the living creature does not die either during 
the time in which it lives or during that in which it 
does not live, consequently it never dies. And if this 
is so, since we are ever-living, according to him, “  we 
shall live on.”

AG AINST TH E PROFESSORS, I. 309-312
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313 Ούκοΰν τα  μεν πράγμ ατα  ού νοοΰσιν οι γρα μ 
μ ατικ οί. λείπεται τοίνυν τα  ονόματα νοεΐν αντους. 
ο πάλιν εσ τί ληρώδες. π ρώ τον μεν γάρ ούδεν 
εχουσι τεχνικόν εις το λεξιν γινώ σκειν. ούτε γάρ  
εκ τέχνη ς τίνος μεμαθήκασιν ότι οι παρά τ ώ  
Έοφοκλεΐ ποιμένες “  ίώ  βαλλήν ”  λεγοντες ίώ  
βασιλεΰ λεγουσι φ ρνγιστί, αλλά παρ' άλλων άκ ου- 
σ α ντες. διήνεγκε δε ούδεν η  βαρβάρου λ εξεω ς  
ερμηνευτάς γίνεσθαι η τη ς  κ ατά  γλώ σσα ν π ρο-

314 ενεχθείσης, ομοίω ς ουσης ασυνήθους ήμΐν. εΐτα  
και το υ τ  αδύνατόν εστιν απείρων ούσώ ν λ εζεω ν  
και άλλως παρ' άλλοις όνοματοποιηθεισών η επί 
πράγμασιν οΐς ημείς ούκ ΐσμεν τεθεισώ ν. οΐόν 
εστι τ ο  (εβα ρβά ριζε  το όλον, έλκη εχον εν τη  
χειρί, τού  μ ε ν }1 εβαρβάριζεν αντί το ύ  εσυριζε  
κείμενου, βάρβαροι γάρ οι Σ υροι, τού  δε όλου 
αντί το ύ  π αντός, όλον γάρ καί παν συνώνυμον, 
τού  δε έλκους αντί τή ς  συρ ιγγος , είδος γά ρ  έλκους 
ή σ υρ ιγξ. ώ σ τ ε  το  όλον γίνεσθαι τοιοϋτον “  εσ υ -

315 ριζεν  ο Παν, σύριγγας εχω ν εν τή  χειρί.”  άλλως 
τ ε  καί που ίσασιν ενίας τ ώ ν  επιστημονικών λ εξεω ν  
οι γραμματικοί, καθάπερ την παρά Ά ρ ισ το τελ ει  
εντελεχειαν ή  το τι ήν είναι; ή πού συνησουσι 
τίνα δύναμιν εχει παρά σκεπτικοΐς ή “  ούδεν  
μάλλον ”  φωνή, πότερον πυσματική εστιν ή 
αξιω μ ατικ ή , καί επί τίνος τά σσ ετα ι, άρά γ ε  το ύ

316 εκτός υποκείμενου ή το ύ  περί ημάς π ά θο υ ς ; τ ι  
δε καί εροΰσιν εκ λ εξεώ ν τινω ν συντεθεντός τίνος  
π οιή μ α τος;

1 (εβαρβάριζε . . . μ εν ) add. cj. Fabr. •

• Of. Soph. Frag. 144, Aesch. Per». 658.
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So then, the Grammarians do not understand the 313 
objects (behind the words). It only remains, then, 
that they understand the words. And that again is 
nonsense. For, firstly, they have no technical means 
for getting to know terms. For it is not by any art, 
but by hearing it from others, that they have learnt 
that when the shepherds in Sophocles0 say “ ίώ 
βαλλήν ” what they say is the Phrygian for ίώ βασιλεύ  
(“  O king ” ). And there is no difference between 
interpreting a barbarous word and one which is 
obsolete, as they sound equally strange to us. And, 314 
secondly, even this is impossible, as words are 
infinite in number and are constructed differently by 
different people, or applied to objects of which we 
have no knowledge. For instance, εβαρβάριζε το όλον, 
έλκη εχον εν τή χειρί, where εβαρβάριζε stands for 
εσυριζε (“  piped ” ), for the Syrians 6 are barbarians, 
and δλον stands for irav (“ all ” ), παν and δλον being 
synonyms, and έλκος (“  sore ” ) for σ νρ ιγ ξ  (“  pipe ” or 
“  fistula ” ), for a fistula is a kind of sore. So the 
whole phrase amounts to this— έσνριζεν 6 ΐίά ν , σύριγ
γας εχων εν τή  χειρί (“  Pan played the pipe, holding 
the pipes in his hand ” ). Further, how do the Gram- 315 
marians know some of the scientific terms, such as 
Aristotle’s εντελεχεια (“  entelechy ” ) or τb τ ί  ήν είναι 
(“  essence ” ) ? Or how will they comprehend the 
meaning of the Sceptics’ formula οΰδέι̂  μάλλον (“ no 
more ” ),c whether it is interrogative or declaratory, 
and to what it refers,—whether to the external object 
or to our subjective feeling ? Or what will they say 310 
when a poem is composed of certain obscure expres
sions ?

6 Note the word-play on Συροι-ε-σΰριζε.
« Cf. P.H. i. 191.
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ή γάρ σοι δισσοΐσιν υπ' οϋρεσι δισσός εραστής 
εφθιτο, καί νεάτην μοΐρ' άνεθηκε φύσιν. 

άρθρω εν άσπιδόεντι βεβηκότα γύΐα καθ' δλμον 
βλαισά1 τροχαντήρων άχρι περιστρέφεται, 

σμερδαλεαι δ' ύπενερθεν αλώπεκες, άχρι δοχαίης 
αίώνος χαλαρά σύνδραμον άρμονίη.1 2

317 τούς γάρ εραστάς οΐτινες είσι καί τά δρη καί το 
άσπιδόεν άρθρον καί τούς τροχαντήρας, ετι δε 
καί τον δλμον καί τάς άλώπεκας δοχαίην τε καί 
αιώνα καί αρμονίαν, μήτε τροπικώς μήτε κατά 
ιστορίαν αλλά κυρίως εξενεχθεντα ονόματα, καν 
μυριάκις επιστήσωσιν, ου συνήσουσιν.

318 Εί οδν μήτε τά πράγματα μήτε τάς λεξεις 
ισασιν, παρά δ€ ταΰτα ούδεν εστιν ή ποίησις ή το 
σύγγραμμα, ούκ αν εχοιεν τέχνην εξηγητικήν 
των παρά ποιηταΐς καί συγγραφεΰσι λεγομένων. 
άλλως τε καί εί χρήζομεν γραμματικής, επί των 
αρίστων ποιημάτων χρήζομεν άλλ' ου των μοχθη
ρών. άριστον δε ποίημά εστι κατ' αυτούς το

319 σαφές' αρετή γάρ ποιήματος ή σαφήνεια, καί 
μοχθηρόν τό ασαφές παρά γραμματική. ούτε 
οδν επί άρίστου εστί ποιήματος χρειώδης διά τό 
μή δεΐσθαι εξηγήσεως σαφές δν, ούτε επί του

320 μοχθηρού διά τό αύτόθεν είναι μοχθηρόν, τό τε 
άνεπικρίτως διαφωνούμενου άκατάληπτόν εστιν,

1 βλαισά scripsi : βάσα  m s s . ,  Bekk. (βαιά  Hermann).
2 σμερδαλίαι . . . αλώπεκες . . . χαλαρά σΰνόραμον άρμονίβ 

Hermann: σμεράαλία . . . άλώπεκος . . . χαλαράν σννΰρομον 
άρμονίης M SS., Bekk.
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Under a twofold mountain a twofold lover did perish s 
Destiny, nevertheless gave them a strange new form.

Set in joints like a serpent’s the crooked limbs of the body 
Turn’d and twisted around down to the joints of the 

hips;
Dread to behold were the foxes beneath, lax Harmony’s 

race-mates,
Down to the secret hold storing the ages to come.®

For who the Ιρασ-ται (“  lovers ” ) are, and the ορη 317 
(“ mountains ” ), and άσπιδόβν άρθρον (“ serpent-like 
joint ” ), and τροχαντήρες (“ hip-joints ” ), and also 
όλμος (“ trunk ” of the body), and άλώπεκες (“ foxes ”
= “  loins” ), and δοχαίη (“ receptacle,”  “ store
house ” ), and αιών (“  age,” “  posterity ” ), and αρμονία 
(“ harmony ” ),—words used neither metaphorically 
nor as technical terms but in their proper sense,— 
these the Grammarians will not understand though 
they ponder them ten thousand times.

If, then, they know neither the objects nor the 318 
words, and the poem or the treatise is nothing beyond 
these, they will not possess an art capable of explain
ing what is said by the poets and prose-writers.— 
And further, if we have need of the Art of Grammar, 
we need it to deal with the best poems and not with 
the bad ones. But, according to them, the clear 
poem is the best; for the excellence o f a poem is its 319 
clearness, and, for the Art of Grammar, want of 
clearness is bad. Thus grammar is not needed 
either in the case of the best poem, since it, being 
clear, requires no explanation, nor in the case of the 
bad poem because it is obviously bad.—Also, that 320 
which is disputed without a decision is non-appre-

“ “ The secret hold ” etc. means “ partes genitales, quibus 
spes posteritatis continetur ”  (Fabr.); and “ Harmony ”  
means “  venerei amores ”  (Fabr.). The lovers were Cadmus 
and his wife Harmonia, who were both turned into serpents. 
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άνεπικρίτως δ’ ετι διαφωνοΰσιν εν ταΐς εζηγήσεσιν 
οι γραμματικοί περί της του συγγραφεως διάνοιας· 
ακατάληπτος άρα εστίν ή του συγγραφεως διάνοια, 
και διά τούτο άχρηστος η γραμματική.

’Αλλά γάρ προς μεν τούς από τούτου του μαθή
ματος αναγόμενους επί τοσοϋτον είρήσθω· άπ’ 
άλλης δε αρχής σκεφώμεθα και προς τούς ρήτορας 
α δει λεγειν.
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hensible ; but the Grammarians, in their explanation; 
regarding the writer’s meaning, still dispute without 
coming to a decision ; the writer’s meaning, there
fore, is non-apprehensible, and on this account 
grammar is useless.

Well then, let thus much be said in reply to those 
whose studies are based on this branch of learning ; 
and, making a fresh start, let us also consider what 
we ought to say in reply to the Rhetoricians.
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ΠΡΟΣ ΡΗΤΟΡΑΣ

1 Tot? περί γραμματικής διεξοδευθεΐσιν ήμΐν 
ακόλουθον αν εΐη καί περί ρητορικής λέγειν, 
άνδρικωτέρας ήδη καθεστώσης καί το πλέον επ* 
αγοράς καί βημάτων εξεταζόμενης. άλλ’ έπεί 
κοινόν V7τάρξεώς τε καί ανυπαρξίας εστίν ή έννοια, 
καί ούδέν τούτων έτερον οΐόν τε εστι ζητεΐν μη 
προλαβόντας ο εστι τό ζητούμενον, φέρε πρώτον 
σκεφώμεθα τι αν εΐη ρητορική, τας επιφανεστάτας 
εις τούτο των φιλοσόφων αποδόσεις παρατιθέμενοι.

2 ΐΐλάτων μέν οΰν εν τω Γοργία κατά διοριστικήν 
έφοδον τοιοΰτον έοικεν εξ επισυνθέσεως όρον τής 
ρητορικής άποδιδόναι “  ρητορική εστι πειθοΰς 
δημιουργός διά λόγων, εν αντοΐς τοΐς λόγοις τό 
κύρος έχουσα, πειστική, ού διδασκαλική,”  τό μέν 
“  διά λόγων ”  προστιθείς τάχα παρόσον πολλά 
εστι τά πειθώ τοΐς άνθρώποις ένεργαζόμενα χωρίς 
λόγου, καθάπερ πλοΰτος καί δόξα καί ηδονή καί

3 κάλλος, οι γοΰν παρά τω ποιητή δημογέροντες, 
καίπερ έκπεπολεμωμένοι καί τελέως άπηλλοτριω- 
μένοι προς την Ελένην ώς κακών αιτίαν γενομένην 
αντοΐς, όμως υπό του περί αυτήν κάλλους πείθονται,
188
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AGAINST THE RHETORICIANS

Following on our discussion of the Art of Grammar 1 
we shall speak of the art of Rhetoric,—in itself a 
more manly art, and one which is for the most part 
tested in the Assembly and the Law-courts. But 
since the notion of a thing holds of it equally whether 
it be existent or non-existent, and it is impossible 
to investigate either o f these states without having 
grasped beforehand what the object of investiga
tion is, come and let us consider first what Rhetoric is 
by comparing the most notable accounts of it given by 
the philosophers.

Now Plato in the Gorgias,a using his method of de- 2 
finition, seems to set forth a composite definition of 
Rhetoric such as this,—“ Rhetoric is the creator of 
persuasion by means of words, having its efficacy in 
the words themselves, and being persuasive, not in
structive ”  ; and he added the phrase “  by means of 
words ”  probably because there are many things 
which effect persuasion in men without speech, such 
as wealth and glory and pleasure and beauty. Thus 3 
the elders of the folk (in the poet Homer), although 
exhausted by war and wholly estranged from Helen 
as the cause of their woes, are yet persuaded by her

* Of. Oorg. 453 a .
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και προσιούσης τοιαΰτά τινα προς άλλήλους δι- 
εξίασιν,

ού νεμεσις Τρώας καί ευκνήμιδας * Αχαιούς 
τοιήδ’ άμφί γυναικί πολύν χρόνον άλγεα πάσχαν.

4 Φρυνη τε, ώς φασίν, επεί συνηγοροΰντος αντί} 
'Υπερίδου εμελλε καταδικάζεσθαι, καταρρηξαμενη 
τούς χιτωνίσκους και γυμνοΐς στήθεσι προκυλιν- 
δουμενη των δικαστών πλεΐον ισχυσε διά το κάλλος 
τούς δικαστάς πεισαι της τοΰ συνηγοροΰντος 
ρητορείας, το δε αυτό και επί χρημάτων εστίν 
ηδονής τε καί δόξης· τούτων γάρ έκαστον εύρή- 
σομεν ούτω πεΐθον ώς πολλάκις τινά τών καθη
κόντων ύπερβαίνειν. ού τοίνυν ασκό πως 6 Π λάτων 
άποβλεπων εις την δι* αυτών γινομενην πειθώ 
ελεξεν ότι ρητορική εστι πειθοΰς δημιουργός ονχ

5 όπωσοΰν άλλα διά λόγων. και μην ονκ επεί 
λόγοις πείθει, πάντως εστί ρητορική (καί γάρ ή 
ιατρική καί αί όμοειδεΐς ταύτη τεχναι διά λόγου 
πείθουσιν), άλλ’ ει τις εν αύτοΐς προηγουμένως 
τοΐς λόγοις ύποκειμενην εχει την ίσχυν, καί ού 
κοινώς, επείπερ καί ή γεωμετρία καί αριθμητική 
καί πάσα ή τω γενει θεωρητική τέχνη εν λόγοις 
προηγουμένως εχει το κύρος, άλλ’ όταν σύν τον- 
τοις μή διδασκαλικήν, ώσπερ γεωμετρία, άλλα 
πειστικήν ποιήται τήν πειθώ· οπερ ήν ίδιον 
ρητορικής.

β Έενοκράτης δέ ό ΐΐλάτωνος ακουστής καί οι 
από τής στοάς φιλόσοφοι ελεγον ρητορικήν ύπάρ- 
χειν επιστήμην τοΰ ευ λεγειν, άλλως μεν Ξβνο- 
κράτους την επιστήμην λαμβάνοντος καί άρχαΧκώ
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beauty, and at her approach they address one another 
in this wise,®—

Cause for anger is none that the Trojans and weU-greav’d 
Achaeans

Suffer for many a year sad woes for a woman so beauteous.
Phryne too, as they say, when Hypereides was plead- 4 
ing for her and she was on the point of being con
demned, tore asunder her garments and with her 
breasts bare flung herself at the feet of the judges, 
and because of her beauty had more power to per
suade her judges than the rhetoric of her advocate. 
The same, too, holds good of money and pleasure and 
glory ; for we shall find each one o f these so per
suasive as often to make men overstep some of the 
moral duties. It was not without reason, then, that 
Plato, having regard to the persuasion they induce, 
declared that rhetoric is “  the creator o f persuasion,”  
not by any means you choose but “  by means of 
words.”  It is not, however, always rhetoric when 6 
there is persuasion by words (for the art of medicine 
also and arts similar to it persuade by speech), but 
only if it is an art which has its efficacy dependent 
mainly on words alone, and that not like the rest, 
—since geometry, too, and arithmetic and every art 
classed as theoretical depends for its efficacy mainly 
on words,—but whenever, in addition, it employs 
persuasion not in order to instruct, like geometry, 
but to induce belief; for that is the special mark of 
rhetoric.

But Xenocrates, the disciple of Plato, and the β 
Stoic philosophers asserted that rhetoric is “  the 
science of good speech ”  ; though Xenocrates took 
the word “  science ”  in one sense,—i.e. in the old way,

• Horn. II. iii. 156 f.
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νόμω, αντί τής τέχνης, άλλως δε των στωικών, 
άντϊ του βεβαίας έχειν καταλήφεις, iv σοφώ μόνω 
φυομένην. το  δε λέγειν άμφότεροι παραλαμ- 
βάνουσιν ώς Βιαφέρον τοΰ Βιαλέγεσθαι, επειΒήπερ 
το μεν iv συντομία κείμενον καν τω  λαμβάνειν

7 και ΒιΒόναι λόγον 8ιαλεκτικής εστ'ιν έργον, τό  δε 
λέγειν εν μηκει και ΒιεξόΒω θεωρουμενον ρητορικής 
ετυγχανεν ίδιον, ένθεν γοΰν και Ζήνων 6 Κιτιεύς 
ερωτηθείς ότω Βιαφέρει Βιαλεκτική ρητορικής, 
συστρέφας την χεΐρα καί πάλιν εξαπλώσας έφη 
“  τουτω ,”  κατά μεν την συστροφήν τό στρογγυλόν 
καί βραχύ τής διαλεκτική? τάττω ν ίΒίωμα, διά 
δε τής εζαπλώσεως καί εκτάσεως τω ν  δακτύλων 
τό πλατύ τής ρητορικής Βυνάμεως αΐνιττόμενος.

8 * Αριστοτέλης δε εν τω  πρωτιό των ρητορικών 
τεχνών άπλουστερον παραΒίΒωσι την ρητορικήν 
τέχνην λόγων, καί ζητούμενου προς αυτόν ότι 
καί ή ιατρική τέχνη εστί λόγων ιατρικών, απο
λογούμενοι τινές φασιν ότι ή ιατρική τούς λόγους 
εφ’ έτερόν τι αναφέρει τέλος, καθάπερ τήν υγείαν,

9 ή Βέ ρητορική άντικρυς εστι λόγων τέχνη, και 
άλλους δε εκτίθεται 6 άνήρ ούτος όρους, περί ών 
ούκ άναγκαιόν εστιν ήμΐν λέγειν τοΐς μή προη
γουμένως τον περί ρητορικής ΒιεζοΒεύουσι λόγον, 
άλλ’ όσον του τήν ιδιότητα ταυτης περινοήσαι προς 
τήν χειρισθησομένην ήμΐν άντίρρησιν. ής αρχή 
γένοιτ αν ευθέως από τής εκκειμένης νοήσεως. 
επεί γάρ τέχνην ή επιστήμην λόγων ή τοΰ λέγειν 
καί πειθοΰς περιποιητικήν βούλονται τύγχανειν τήν  
ρητορικήν οι τήν έννοιαν αυτής άποΒιΒόντες, πει- 
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as a synonym for “  art,”—whereas the Stoics took 
it in another, as meaning “  the holding firm appre
hensions,”  which is inherent only in the Sage. But 
both parties assume that “  speech ”  differs in sense 
from dialectical discussion, since speaking which is 
concise and consists in giving and receiving an 
account is the task of dialectic, but to speak on a 7 
given subject at length and with detailed exposition 
is the special characteristic of rhetoric. Hence, Zeno 
of Citium, when asked what is the difference between 
dialectic and rhetoric, clenched his fist and then 
opened it out and said, “  This,” —comparing the 
compact and short character of dialectic to the 
clenching, and suggesting the breadth of the rheto
rical style by the opening and extension of his 
fingers.®

In the first of his books on The Art o f  Rhetoric 8 
Aristotle describes rhetoric more simply as “  the art 
of speech.”  And when it is objected against him that 
the art of Medicine also is the art of medical speech, 
some say by way of defence that the medical art 
directs its speech to another end, such as health, 
whereas rhetoric is precisely the art of words alone. 
And Aristotle puts forward other definitions also, 9 
which it is unnecessary for us to mention as we are 
not primarily discussing the description of rhetoric, 
but only in so far as it enables us to perceive its 
special character with a view to the refutation we 
propose to take in hand. And a beginning of this 
may be made at once from the concepts already 
stated. For since those who offer a concept of 
rhetoric assert that it is an art, or a science, of speech, 
or productive of speech and persuasion, holding fast

“ Cf. Cicero, de Fin. ii. 6, Orat. 32.
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ρασόμεθα καί ήμεΐς των τριών τούτων εχόμενοι 
διδάσκειν το ανυπόστατου αυτής.

10 Πάσα τοίνυν τέχνη σύστημά εστιν εκ καταλή- 
φεων συγγεγυμνασμενων και επί τέλος εϋχρηστον 
τω βίω λαμβανονσών1 την αναφοράν· ή δε ρητορική 
ούκ εστι σύστημα εκ καταλήφεων, ώς παρα-

11 στήσομεν ούκ άρα εστιν ή ρητορική, των γάρ 
φευδών ούκ εισϊ καταλήφεις, φευδή δε εστι τά 
λεγάμενα τής ρητορικής είναι θεωρήματα, τοιαΰτα 
όντα “  οΰτω παραπειστεον τούς δικαστάς και 
οργήν κινητεον ή ελεον και μοιχω συνηγορητεον 
ή ιεροσνλω (oV)* εμφαίνει τό καθήκειν ούτω 
τους δικαστάς παραπείθειν καί οργήν ή ελεον 
κινεΐν άπερ ούκ εστιν αληθή, καί διά τούτο α
κατάληπτα. ού τοίνυν αύτών είσίν αί καταλήφεις· 
ω συνεισερχεται τό μηδε τήν ρητορικήν ύπαρχειν.

12 καθάπερ οΰν ούκ αν εϊποιμεν τήν τοιχωρυχικήν 
είναι τινα τέχνην παραινούσαν τό “  ούτω δει τοίχον 
διορύττειν,”  καί τήν κλεπτικήν τό “  ούτω καθήκει 
κλεπτειν καί βαλαντιοτομεΐν ”  (φευδή γάρ εστι 
ταΰτα, καί ούτε καθήκοντα ούτε θεωρήματα), 
ούτως ούδε τήν ρητορικήν ύποληπτεον όχειν 
τεχνικήν ύπόστασιν, επί τοιουτοις παραγγελμασι 
σαλεύουσαν. αμελεί γε τοι καί οί περί Κριτόλαον 
τον περιπατητικόν, καί πολύ πρότερον οί περί 
Πλάτωνα, εις τούτο άπιδόντες εκάκισαν αύτήν ώς

13 κακοτεχνίαν μάλλον ή τέχνην καθεστηκυΐαν. καί 
μήν επεί πάσα τέχνη ήτοι εστηκός εχει τό τέλος 
καί πάγιον, ώς φιλοσοφία καί γραμματική, ή τού 
ώς τό πολύ εχόμενον, καθάπερ ιατρική τε καί 
κυβερνητική, δεήσει καί τήν ρητορικήν, ειπερ
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to these three descriptions we shall endeavour to 
show its unreality.

Now every art is "  a system composed of co- 10 
exercised apprehensions directed to an end useful 
for life ”  α ; but, as we shall establish, rhetoric is not 
a system of apprehensions ; therefore rhetoric does 
not exist. For of things false there are no appre- 11 
hensions, but what are said to be the rules of rhetoric 
are false, being such as these,—“ The judges must be 
misled by persuasion in this way,” “  One must excite 
anger or pity,” “  One must plead the cause of the 
adulterer or temple-robber,”—rules which declare 
the duty of thus misleading the judges and exciting 
anger or pity ; but these are not true and conse
quently are not apprehensible. So there are no 
apprehensions of them ; whence it follows that 
neither does rhetoric exist.—As, then, we would not 12 
say that burgling is an art which advises—“ This is 
the way one ought to burgle a house,”  or thieving an 
art which instructs us that “  This is the right way to 
steal and to cut purses ” (for these things are false, 
and neither duties nor rules), so we must not suppose 
that rhetoric has any technical foundation when it is 
based on such shaky injunctions. And in fact Crito- 
laiis the Peripatetic, and Plato long before him, in 
consideration of this, condemned rhetoric as being 
a base artifice rather than an art.— Moreover, since 13 
every art has an end which is either stable and fixed, 
like philosophy and grammar, or holds good for the 
most part, like medicine and piloting, rhetoric too,

* Cf. P.H. iii. 188 for this Stoic definition.

1 λαμβανουσων scripsi: λαμβανόντων m s s . ,  Bekk.
S /^t»\ / 1_i_ ____  \
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ι4 έστι τέχνη, το έτερον τούτων επαγγέλλεσθαι. ούτε 
δέ εστηκός έχει παν τέλος1 (ουδέ γάρ αεί περί- 
γίνεται [πβ/η] τής των άντιδίκων νίκης, άλλ’ έσθ' 
δτε έτερον μεν προτίθεται 6 ρήτωρ έτερον δέ

15 εξακολουθούν έχει τέλος) ούτε τον ώς τό πολύ 
έφιέμενον, επεί πας ρήτωρ έαυτω συγκρινόμενος 
πολλάκις ελείφθη μάλλον ή ένίκησεν, ατε δια 
παντός ετέρου τάς επιχειρήσεις αυτού διαλνοντος.

16 ούκ αρα τέχνη εστίν ή ρητορική, εϊπερ τε ενδέχεται 
γενέσθαι ρήτορα μη μετασχόντα τής ρητορικής 
τέχνης, ούκ αν εΐη τις τέχνη ρητορική, ενδέχεται 
δέ γε Ικανώς και κατά τρόπον ρητόρευειν μη 
μετασχόντα ρητορικής, ώς και περί Αημάδου 
παρειλήφαμεν· κωπηλάτης γάρ ών όμολογεΐται 
άριστος γεγονέναι ρήτωρ, και συν τουτω άλλοι 
παμπληθείς, τοίνυν ούκ έστι τέχνη ή ρητορική.

17 άλλως τε και επεί τούτοις άπιστούμεν ώς τοιουτοις 
γεγονόσι και εν έξει κάκ2 τοιαντης τίνος τριβής 
επί τό ρητορενειν παρεληλνθόσιν, άλλ* οΰν γε εν 
τω  καθ* ημάς βίω πολλούς πάρεστιν όράν λέγοντας 
μεν εύφνώς επί δικαστηρίων καί εν εκκλησίαις, 
τα δε τεχνικά τής ρητορικής παραγγέλματα μη

18 γινώσκοντας. και άντιστρόφως, εί οι εξηκρι- 
βωκότες [επί πλεΐον] και επί πλεΐον εκπονήσαντες 
τον τεχνικόν τής ρητορικής λόγον άδννατούσι 
ρητορεύειν επί δικαστηρίων καί αγοράς, ού ρητέον 
τεχνικήν μέθοδον είναι την ρητορικήν, αλλά μην 
ώς ό σόμπας οΐδε βίος, οι σοφιστευοντες επ' άκρον 
μεν την ρητορικήν εξήσκησαν τεχνολογίαν, ιχθύων 
δέ άφωνότεροι επί τής υπαίθρου θεωρούνται.

1 an παντελώς το) reXos Ρ (καί πάγιον το τ. Herv.).
2 κάκ c j. Bekk.: καί m ss., Bekk.
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if it is an art, will have to profess one or other of 
these. But it has not an end which is always stable 14 
(for it does not always avoid being worsted by the 
opponents, and sometimes the rhetor proposes one 
end but finds the resultant end to be different) ; nor 15 
does it attain its end for the most part, since every 
rhetor, when his own experiences are compared, turns 
out to have been often defeated rather than victorious, 
because the opponent constantly rebuts his argu
ments. Rhetoric, therefore, is not an art.—Also, if 16 
it is possible to become an orator without being ac
quainted with the art of rhetoric, there will be no art 
of rhetoric. But it is possible to make a speech quite 
successfully and well without having studied rhetoric, 
as we have been told in the case of Demades ° ; for 
though he was a boatman, it is agreed that he be
came a very fine orator; and besides him there are 
numerous other instances. Hence, rhetoric is not an 
art.— Moreover, if we do not believe that these men 17 
were such as we have described and that they 
attained to oratory by experience and by practice, 
yet still we may see many in our daily life who speak 
admirably in the law-courts and assemblies though 
they have no knowledge of the technical rules of 
rhetoric. And conversely, if those who have studied 18 
closely and worked hard at the technique of rhetorical 
speech are incapable of making a speech at the law- 
courts and assembly, one must deny that rhetoric is 
a technical method. But in fact, as all the world 
knows, our lecturers, though they have studied the 
technology of rhetoric to the utmost point, are seen 
to be more mute than fishes in open court. Thus none 19

• Of. Adv. Gram. 295.
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19 τοίνυν ού κατά. τέχνην είσί rives ρήτορες. οθεν 
και γελάν εστιν επ’ αυτούς, όταν προς τούτον 
απολογούμενοι τον ελεγχον φασκωσιν οτι, ώσπερ 
αί άκόναι τεμνειν μεν ού πεφύκασιν οξύνουσαι δε 
την μάχαιραν τεμνειν παρασκενάζονσιν, ουτω και 
αυτοί άδννατοΰσι μεν είπεΐν υπό της άηθείας, 
άλλους δε διά τέχνης προάγοντες λεγειν ποιουσιν. 
ούκ ηδεσαν γάρ οι θαυμάσιοι την άνομοιοτητα 
ταύτης της είκόνος, εΐ γε η μεν άκόνη ούχ ην 
είχε δύναμιν, ταύτην τω  σιδηρω εμποιεΐν πεφυκεν, 
αυτοί δε επαγγέλλονται ώς προηγούμενου εργον, 
ην εχουσι τέχνην, ταύτην τω  πελας περιποιήσειν.

20 Οί δε περί τον Κριτόλαον και οι από της ’Ακα
δημίας, εν οΐς εστι Κλειτόμαχος και Καρμίδας, 
εΐώθασι καί οΰτοι τοιαΰτά τινα λεγειν, οτι τάς μεν 
τεχνας ούκ εκβάλλουσιν αί πόλεις πάνυ τι βιω- 
φελεΐς ούσας επιστάμενat, ώς ούδε τούς μεν 
οικονομικούς τω ν οίκων εκβάλλομεν τούς δε 
βουκόλους εκ της αγέλης, την μεντοι ρητορικήν 
πάντες πανταχόθεν ώς πολεμιωτάτην έδιωξαν, 
ώσπερ 6 μεν Κρητικός νομοθετης εΐρξας επι- 
βαίνειν της νήσου τούς εν λόγοις άλαζονευσαμενους,

21 ο δε Σπαρτιάτης Αυκοΰργος, ώς αν ζηλωτης 
θάλητος του  Κρητός γενόμενος, τον αυτόν τοΐς 
Σπαρτιάτου νόμον είσηγησατο · παρ ην αιτίαν 
πολλοΐς ύστερον χρόνοις τον επί ξένης ρητορικήν 
εκπονησαντα νεανίαν επα νελθόντα ε κόλασαν οι 
έφοροι, την αιτίαν πρόσθετες της καταδίκης ώς 
δολερούς λόγους επί παρακρούσει τάς Σπάρτας 
εμελετησεν. και αύτοι δε διεμειναν ρητορικήν

22 μισοΰντες, άφελεΐ δέ βραχυλογία χρώμενοι. οθεν 
και 6 άντιχειροτονηθεις *Αθηναίοις ιτπ αύτών 
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are orators by reason of art. Hence one may well 
laugh at them when, in defending themselves against 
this confutation, they assert that just as whetstones 
are not made to cut but by sharpening the knife 
enable it to cut, so also they themselves are incapable 
o f making speeches through want of practice, yet they 
enable other men to do so by helping them to improve 
by means of art. For our fine gentlemen failed to 
notice the lack o f similarity in this comparison, in that 
the whetstone is not of a nature to implant its own 
quality in the iron, whereas they profess, as their 
primary task, to convey to their neighbour the art 
which they themselves possess.

And Critolaiis and the men of the Academy, 20 
including Cleitomachus and Charmidas,0 are wont to 
argue like this,—that the cities do not expel the arts 
knowing them to be extremely useful for life, just as 
we do not expel skilled domestics from our houses or 
cowmen from our herds, but all men in every quarter 
have hunted down rhetoric as most inimical; for 
example, the Cretan lawgiver forbade those who 
prided themselves on their oratory to land on his 
island, and the Spartan Lycurgus, having become an 21 
admirer of Thales the Cretan, introduced the same 
law for the Spartans ; and for this reason, many years 
later, the Ephors punished on his return a young man 
who had studied rhetoric abroad, alleging as the cause 
o f his condemnation that he practised a deceitful 
mode of speaking in order to lead Sparta astray. 
And the Spartans themselves continued to loathe 
rhetoric and to employ speech which is simple and 
short. Hence, too, the man whom they had elected 22

e Both disciples of Carneades ; <?/. vol. i. p. xxxiii.
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προ? Τισσαφερνήν πρεσβευτής, των  ’Αθηναίων 
μακράς καί ποικίλας ρήσεις διεξιόντων, δυο τή  
βακτηρία γραμμάς κατά του εδάφους χαράξας, 
την μεν ευθείαν καί μικράν την Βε επιμήκη καί 
σκολιάν, “  τούτων ”  εΐπεν, “  ώ βασιλεύ, όποτεραν 
θελεις ελοΰ,”  αίνιττόμενος διά μεν τής επιμήκους 
καί σκολιας γραμμής την τερθρείαν την ρητορικήν, 
διά δέ τής βραχείας άμα καί ευθείας την αφελή

23 καί συντόμων εύθυρρημοσύνην, δι ήν ούκ εν 
οίκείοις μόνοις αλλά καί ξενοις την άπεριττότητα 
του λόγου μεταδιώκουσιν. εκ μέσων μεντοι γε  
καί τον Χίων πρεσβευτήν περί εξαγωγής πυροΰ 
δεόμενον, επεί μακρώς ήρμήνευσε τήν δεησιν, 
άπρακτον εξαπεστειλαν, ετερου δε πεμφθεντος 
συντομωτερου (ήπειγε γάρ ανάγκη τούς Χίους) 
εδοσαν κενόν γάρ θύλακον αύτοΐς ουτος άνατείνας 
αλφίτων αυτόν εφη δεΐσθαι. όμως δ’ οΰν καί 
τούτον ως άδολεσχην εμεμφαντο · άποχρώντως 
γάρ κενός δειχθείς 6 θύλακος εσήμηνε τήν τω ν

24 Χίων αΐτησιν. ενθεν 6 τραγικός "Ιων κινηθείς 
εΐπεν επ’ αυτών

ού γάρ λόγοις Αάκαινα πυργοΰται πόλις, 
άλΧ ευτ ’Άρης νεοχμός εμπεση στρατώ, 
βουλή μεν άρχει, χειρ δ* επεξεργάζεται,

άτε βουλευομένων μεν τά κράτιστα, στυγουντων  
δε τήν ρητορικήν, δθεν εί μή τάς τεχνας εκβάλ- 
λουσιν αί πόλεις, εκβεβλήκασι δε τήν ρητορικήν,

25 ούκ αν εϊη τω ν τεχνών ή ρητορική, τό μεν γάρ 
άναστρεφειν, καί λεγειν ώς καί φιλοσόφους εξώ- 
ρισάν τινες τώ ν 'Έιλληνίδων πόλεων, εϋηθες εστιν. 
πρώτον μεν γάρ ούκ αν εχοιεν τούτω  παρασχεΐν
βοο
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by vote as ambassador to Tissaphernes in order to 
oppose the Athenians, while the Athenians were 
making long and complicated harangues, drew two 
lines on the ground with his staff, the one straight 
and short, the other long and crooked, and said 
“  Choose, O king, whichever of these two you 
please,”  with a riddling reference in the long and 
crooked line to the claptraps of rhetoric, and in the 
line that was at once both short and straight to simple 
and concise straightforwardness of speech ; and to 23 
secure this they aim at speech void of superfluity not 
only amongst their own people but also amongst 
foreigners. And when the Chian ambassador made 
a request for the export of grain, they sent him 
away out of their assembly empty-handed because 
he made his request at great length ; but when an
other man was sent who was more concise (for the 
Chians were hard pressed by necessity), they granted 
his request; for he held up before them an empty 
sack ® and said, “  This needs barley-meal.”  All the 
same, they censured this man, too, as a chatterbox ; 
for the showing of the empty sack sufficiently indi
cated the petition of the Chians. Hence, the tragic 24 
poet Ion was moved to say about them,—

The battlements of Sparta are not words;
But when the War-god strikes its host afresh,
The head doth plan and rule, the hand perform,—

meaning that they are excellent in planning and detest 
rhetoric. Consequently, if the cities do not expel the 
arts but have expelled rhetoric, rhetoric will not be one 
o f the arts. For to reverse the argument and allege 25 
that some of the Greek cities have also banished philo
sophers is stupid. For, firstly, they will not be able to

• Cf. Herod, iii. 46.
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μαρτυρίαν ώσπερ επί ρητορικής οι τουναντίον 
συναγαγόντες· επειτα εί καί εζεβαλόν τινες των 
πόλεων φιλοσοφίαν, ου κατά γένος πάσαν εξεβαλον 
άλλα τινάς αιρέσεις, οΐον την *Έπικουρειον ώς 
ηδονής διδάσκαλον, την Σωκρατικήν δε ώς εκφαυ- 
λίζουσαν το θειον, at μεντοι γε προειρημέναι 
πόλεις ου τινά μεν παρητήσαντο ρητορικήν τινά 
δε προσήκαντο, αλλά κοινώς πάσαν περιεστησαν.

26 ΙΙρός γε μήν τοΐς είρημενοις, καί εί τέχνη πάντως 
εστιν ή ρητορική, ήτοι τώ εχοντι ή ταΐς πόλεσιν 
εσται χρειώδης ώς καί αί λοιπάί των τεχνών* 
ούτε δε τώ εχοντι ούτε ταΐς πόλεσιν εστιν ώφε- 
λιμος, ώς παραστήσομεν ούκ άρα τέχνη κάθε-

27 στηκεν. καί δή τώ μεν εχοντι ούκ εστιν ωφέλιμος, 
επεί πρώτον μεν εν άγοραΐς καί γραμματο- 
φυλακείοις άναγκαΐόν εστι καλινδεΐσθαι, καν τε 
θελη καν τε μή θελη, μετά μοχθηρών καί παλιμ- 
βόλων καί συκοφαντών διατρίβειν, εις τούς αυτούς 
εκείνοις τόπους κατερχόμενον, εΐτα καί τής αίδοΰς 
ολίγην ποιεΐσθαι φειδώ, ΐνα μή ευκαταφρόνητος

28 είναι δοκή τοΐς πανουργοτεροις, θρασεως δε λεγειν 
καί τήν τόλμαν ώσπερ δπλον προβεβλήσθαι, Ϊνα 
φοβερός ή τοΐς άντιδίκοις, άπατητικόν τε καί 
γόητα τυγχάνειν καί χειρίστοις εντεθραμμενον 
πράγμασι, μοιχείαις τε καί κλοπαΐς καί ταΐς προς 
τούς γονείς άχαριστίαις, εις το πραγματικώς ταΰτα

29 διελεγχειν ότε δει, καί πάλιν επιθολοΰν, εχειν δε 
εχθρούς πολλούς καί μίσος προς πάντας, τούς 
μεν ότι άντηδικήθησαν, τούς δε είδότας οτι του 
μισθωσαμενου εστι, καί ο άλλους διεθηκε, τούτο 
καί αύτους ποτέ πλείονι λημματι δελεασθεις
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furnish evidence for this, as do those who have come to 
the opposite conclusion in the case of rhetoric ; and 
secondly, if indeed some of the cities did expel philo
sophy, they did not expel it all without exception but 
certain sects such as the Epicurean, as teaching 
pleasure, and the Socratic, as slighting the Divinity. 
But the cities mentioned above did not reject one 
sort of rhetoric and admit another but shunned it all 
without exception.

In addition to what has been said, if  rhetoric is an 26 
art at all, it will be o f use either to its possessor 
or to the cities, like the rest o f the arts ; but it 
is not o f use either to its possessor or to the cities, 
as we shall establish ; therefore it is not an art. 
Now to its possessor it is not useful, since, firstly, 27 
he is compelled—whether he wishes or not—to spend 
his time at the assemblies and record offices, and to 
consort with knavish and double-dealing slanderers 
by going down to the same places as they ; and, 
secondly, he has to be very sparing o f modesty, lest 
he should seem to the more unscrupulous to be a 
contemptible fellow ; and he has to speak out boldly 28 
and thrust his audacity before him like a spear, so as 
to be terrible in the eyes of his opponents, and to be 
a cheat and a juggler and reared up amidst the worst 
kinds of conduct,—adulteries and thefts and acts of 
ingratitude towards parents,—so as to expose them, 
when necessary, in a practical way, or again to be
cloud them ; he must also have many enemies and 29 
hatred towards them all,—some because they have 
suffered retaliation, others because they are aware 
that it is the habit of one who has been hiring, when 
enticed by a larger fee, to treat themselves in the 
same way that he has treated others. Besides all 30
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30 διαθήσει, μετά τοΰ διά παντός αγωνίαν καί 
πειρατοΰ τρόπον ότε μεν φεύγειν ότε δε διώκειν, 
ώστε κοπούμενον νύκτωρ και μεθ' ημέραν υπό τω ν  
πράγματα εχόντων όχλεΐσθαι, μεστόν δε εχειν τον  
βίον θρήνων τε καί δακρύων, και τινών μεν εις 
δεσμώτηριον τινών δε επί τύμπανον άπαγομενών, 
ώστε τώ  μεν εχοντι επιβλαβής η ρητορική.

31 Και μην ουδέ ταΐς πόλεσίν εστιν ωφέλιμος· οί 
γάρ νόμοι πόλεων είσι σύνδεσμοι, καί ώς φυχή 
σώματος εκφθαρεντος φθείρεται,1 οϋτω νόμων 
άναιρεθεντων καί αί πόλεις διόλλυνται. παρο 
καί ό θεολόγος Όρφεύς τό άναγκαΐον αυτών 
υποφαίνων φησίν

ήν χρόνος ήνίκα φώτες απ’ άλλήλων βίον εΐχον 
σαρκοδακή, κρείσσων δε τον ήττονα φώτα  

δάιζεν—
32 μηδενός γάρ επιστατοΰντος νόμου έκαστος εν 

χερσί τό δίκαιον είχε, καί ώς
ίχθύσι (μεν) καί θηρσί καί οίωνοΐς πετεηνοΐς 

επιτετραπται
εσθειν άλλήλους, επεί ου δίκη εστι μετ αύτοΐς—

μεχρις ότου ο θεός οϊκτείρων μογοΰσιν αύτοΐς 
θεσμοφόρους θεάς εξαπεστειλεν, ας επί τώ  την 
άλληλοφάγον ανομίαν καταλϋσαι πλέον ή επί τώ  
καρποϊς ήμερώσαι τον βίον εθαυμασαν άνθρωποι.

33 εντεύθεν καί οί ΐίερσών χαρίεντες νόμον εχουσι 
βασιλεως παρ' αύτοΐς τελευτήσαντος πεντε τάς 
εφεξής ημέρας ανομίαν άγειν, ούχ ύπερ τού δυσ- 
τυχεΐν αλλ' ύπερ τοΰ εργω μαθεΐν ήλίκον κακόν

1 φνχήί σώματος εκφθαρείσ-ης (άνθρωπος) φθείρεται cj. Bekk.
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this, he must be engaged continually in contests and, 
like a pirate, now be fleeing and now pursuing, so 
that he is wearied and worried night and day by 
those in trouble, and has his life filled with tears 
and lamentations, as some are led away to prison 
and others to the whipping-post. Thus rhetoric is 
injurious to its possessor.

Furthermore, it is not useful to cities either. For 31 
the laws are what bind cities together, and as the 
soul perishes when the body has perished, so the 
cities are destroyed when the laws are abolished. 
Hence, the theologian Orpheus ° hints at their 
necessity when he says,—

There was a time when every man liv’d by devouring his 
fellow

Cannibal-wise, and the stronger man did feast on the 
weaker,

(for when no law was in control each man maintained 32 
nis right by force of hand, even as it is permitted to

Fishes and beasts of the wild and the winged ravens and 
vultures,

Each to devour the other, for justice exists not among 
them),6

until God in his pity for their misery sent to them law
bearing goddesses, and men admired these for the way 
they stopped the lawless cannibalism more than for 
the way they civilized life by means of the fruits of 
the earth. Hence, too, the shrewd Persians have a 33 
law that on the death of their king they must practise 
lawlessness for the next five days, not in order to be 
in a state of misery but in order to learn by experience

0 Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 15.
* Cf. Hesiod, Op.D. 275 f.
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εστιν ή ανομία, σφαγάς καί άρπαγάς καί εΐ τι 
χείρον εστιν επ άγουσα, ΐνα πιστότεροι των βασι-

34 λέων φύλακες γενωνται. άλλ* ή γε ρητορική κατα 
των νόμων είσκεκύκληται. τεκμήριον 8ε παμμε- 
γεθες τό παρά μεν τοΐς βαρβάροις, παρ’ οΐς η ούδ* 
όλως η σπανίως εστι ρητορική, τους νομούς 
ασάλευτους μενειν, παρά 8ε τοΐς προσιεμενοις 
αύτήν όσημεραι νεοχμοΰσθαι, ώσπερ και παρ

35 Άθηναίοις, καθάπερ και Πλάτων 6 τής αρχαίας 
κωμωδίας ποιητής λεγει· και γάρ τρεις εάν τις, 
φησίν, εκδημήση μήνας, ούκετι επιγινώσκει την 
πόλιν, αλλά παραπλησίως τοΐς νυκτος περιπατοΰσι 
παρά τά τείχη καθάπερ τινάς άγγάρους κατάγεται,1 
τό όσον επί τοΐς νόμοις μη τής αυτής ούσης

36 πόλεως. πρόδηλον δε εστι τό κατά των νόμων 
αύτήν ύπάρχειν καί εξ ών εν ταΐς κακοτεχνοις 
τεχναις υποτίθενται. ότε μεν γάρ παραινοϋσι 
τω ρητω καί ταΐς φωναΐς του νομοθετου προσεχειν 
ώς σαφεσι καί μηδεμιάς εξηγήσεως δεόμεναις, 
ότε δε άναστρεφαντες μήτε τω ρητω μήτε ταΐς

37 φωναΐς αλλά τή διανοία κατακολουθεΐν ουδέ γάρ 
6 κολάζειν αξιών τον επανατεινάμενόν τινι σίδηρον 
τον όπωσοΰν επανατεινάμενόν, οΐον δακτύλιον, η 
όποιον, καθάπερ βελόνην, κολάζειν ήξίωσεν, άλλ’ 
εάν τήν διάνοιαν αύτοϋ πολυπραγμονώ μεν, τον 
άνδροφονήσαι τολμήσαντα τεθεληκεναι τιμωρεΐσθαι.

38 κελεύουσι δε ενίοτε καί κατά αποκοπήν άναγινώ- 
σκειν τούς νόμους καί εκ τών λειπομενων ετερόν 
τι νόημα συντιθεναι. πολλάκις δε καί αμφιβόλους 
λεξεις διαστελλουσι, πρόσφορον εαυτοΐς κατα-

1 κατάγεται cj. Bekk.: κατάγεσθαι mss., Bekk.
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how great an evil lawlessness is, inflicting, as it does, 
murders and rapine and things which are, if possible, 
worse, so that they may become more trusty guardians 
of their kings. But rhetoric was brought to the front 34 
in opposition to the laws. A  very strong proof of this 
is the fact that amongst the barbarians, amongst 
whom there is either no rhetoric at all or very little, 
the laws remain unmoved, whereas amongst those 
who cultivate rhetoric they are altered daily, as is the 
case with the Athenians, as Plato, the poet of the 35 
Old Comedy, affirms.α For he says that if a man has 
been absent abroad for three months he no longer 
recognizes the city, but on his return (like walkers by 
night) he goes past the walls, as foreign couriers 
might do, since so far as regards the laws it is not the 
same city. And that rhetoric is against the laws is 36 
already plain from the statements they make in their 
mal-artful arts. For at one time they advise us to 
attend to the ordinance and words of the lawgiver as 
being clear and needing no explanation, at another 
time they turn round and advise us to follow neither 
the ordinance nor the words but the intention ; for 37 
he who proposes to punish the man who holds an iron 
instrument over anyone does not propose to punish 
the man who holds it over him in any and every way, 
(as, for example, one might hold a ring), or of what
ever form if may be (a needle, for instance), but, 
if we inquire closely as to his intention, it is his 
desire to take vengeance on the man who has dared 
to commit murder. And sometimes they bid us cut 38 
out bits as we read the laws, and construct a different 
sense from what remains. Often, too, they make 
distinctions in ambiguous phrases and support the

• Cf. Meineke, Com. Gr. 3 p. 692.
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σκενάζοντες τό σημαινόμενον, καί άλλα μύρια 
προς ανατροπήν των νόμων ποιοΰσιν. δθεν καί 6 
Βυζάντιος ρήτωρ ερωτηθείς πώς ο Βυζαντίων

39 εγει νόμος εΐπεν “  ώς εγώ θέλω.”  καθά γάρ οι 
φηφοπαΐκται τάς των θεωμενών οφεις δι' όξυ- 
χειρίαν κλεπτουσιν, όντως οι ρήτορες διά πανουρ
γίαν τάς των δικαστών Βιανοίας άμαυρώσαντες

40 τώ  νόμω συγκλεπτουσι τάς φήφους. το γε μην 
τώ ν παρανόμων φηφισμάτων είδος ούδείς ετόλμησε 
γράφειν άλλ' η οί ρήτορες, τον γοΰν γραφεντα 
κατά Κτησιφώντος Δημοσθένης πολλά βοών και 
τερατευόμενος ηρπασεν. δθεν και 6 Αισχίνης 
“  κακόν έθος ”  φησιν “  εις τά δικαστήρια παρ- 
ήλθεν· ό μέν γάρ κατήγορος απολογείται, ο δε 
φευγων την γραφήν κατηγορεί, οί δε δικασται ών 
μη είσί κριταί, περί τούτων φηφοφορεΐν άναγκά-

41 ζονται.”  άλλ’ εΐ κατά τών νόμων εστίν ή ρητο
ρική, προς τώ  μή χρησιμευειν τι καί βλαβερά 
καθεστηκεν. ον μην άΛΛ’ ουδέ οί δημαγωγοΰντες 
ρήτορες επ' άγαθω τών πόλεων προβαίνουσιν, 
άΛΛ’ ον λόγον εχει φαρμακοπώλης προς ιατρόν,

42 τούτον 6 δημαγωγός προς τον πολιτικόν, κακο- 
διδασκαλεΐ γάρ τούς πολλούς τά  κεχαρισμενα 
λεγων, καί διαβολαΐς αυτούς εξαλλοτριοΐ προς 
τούς άρίστους. λόγω μεν γάρ καί τώ  δοκεΐν υπέρ 
τοΰ  κοινή συμφέροντος ύπισχνεΐται πάντα ποιήσειν, 
ταΐς δε άληθείαις απ' ονδενός ύγιοϋς τροφήν 
πορίζεται, εοικότως ταΐς τ ίτθαις, αι μικρόν τον  
φωμίσματος τοΐς παιδίοις διδοΰσαι το ολον κατα- 
πίνουσιν.

43 Ύοσαΰτα μεν οΰν καί τοΐς Άκαδημαϊκοΐς εν 
καταδρομής μερει λεγεται περί ρητορικής, ώστε 
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signification which suits themselves; and they do 
thousands of other things which tend to the up
setting of the laws. Hence also, the Byzantine orator, 
when asked “ How goes the Byzantians’ law ? ” , 
replied “ As I choose.”  For just as jugglers deceive 39 
the eyes of the beholders by their sleight of hand, so 
the orators by their low cunning blind the minds of the 
judges to the law and so steal away the votes. More- 40 
over, no one except the orators has dared to publish 
decrees of a kind contrary to the laws. Yet Demos
thenes by his loud shouting and talking marvels 
snatched away the law which indicted Ctesiphon. 
Hence Aeschines saysα—“ An evil custom has 
entered the law-courst; for the accuser defends 
himself, while the defendant acts as accuser, and 
the jurors are obliged to cast their votes concerning 
matters of which they are not judges.”  But if 41 
rhetoric is against the laws, it is not only of no use but 
actually harmful.—Furthermore, even the demagogic 
orators do not come forward for the good of the cities, 
but the demagogue bears to the statesman the rela
tion which the druggist bears to the physician. For 42 
he depraves the crowd by his doctrines, using flatter
ing words, and sets them against the better class by 
his slanders. By word and in seeming he promises 
to do everything for the public benefit, but in reality 
he provides nourishment from no wholesome source, 
like nurses who offer the babes a morsel of the pap 
and then swallow the whole themselves.

Such, then, are the arguments used by the men of 43 
the Academy 6 concerning rhetoric, by way of run-

« Cf. Aeschin. Adv. Ctesiph. 193. * Of. § 20.
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el μηre τώ έχοντι μήτε rots πέλας εστιν ωφέλιμος, 
ούκ άν eh) τέχνη, άλλα προς ταΰτα άπολογουμενοι 
τινές μέν φασιν ότι διττής οϋσης ρητορικής, της 
μέν άστζίας και έν σοφοΐς της δέ έν μέσοις άνθρώ- 
ποις, την κατηγορίαν γεγονεναι ον της αστεία?

44 άλλα της των μοχθηρών, τινές δε και υποδείγ- 
μασι χρώνταί' ως γάρ ο τον πατέρα τυπτων 
παγκρατιαστης ού διά την παγκρατιαστικην τέχνην 
γίνεται πατροτυπτης άλλα διά την των τρόπων 
μοχθηρίαν, όντως 6 ρητορικήν εξασκήσας, εΐτα 
πατρίδος αυτή και νόμων χρώμενος ον διά ρητο
ρικήν τοιοΰτός εστιν αλλά διά την Ιδίαν πονηριάν.

45 λέληθε δε τούς μέν πρώτονς ότι άκοντες δεδώκασι 
την ανυπαρξίαν της ρητορικής* μηδενός γάρ 
ευρισκομένου σοφοΰ, ή σπανίως γε ενρισκομένον, 
δεήσει καί την έν αύτοΐς ρητορικήν ή ανύπαρκτον

46 ή σπάνιον εΐναι. προς δέ τούς δεντέρονς ρητέον 
ότι άνόμοιόν εστι το παράδειγμα τοΐς εν χερσί 
ζητονμένοις’ ή μέν γάρ άθλησις ούχ ύποδείκνυσι 
την προς το κακόν χρήσιν αυτής, οΐον την πατρο- 
τνφίαν, ή δε ρητορική τονθ* ώς προηγονμενον 
έργον διδάσκει, οΐον πώς άν τα μικρά μεγάλα 
ποιήσαιμεν τά δέ μεγάλα μικρά, ή πώς άν τά μέν

*7 δίκαια άδικα φάνείη τά δέ άδικα δίκαια, καθόλον 
δέ τής ρητορικής εξ εναντίων σννισταμένης λόγων 
ούκ ενδέχεται τον μέν άστεΐον λέγειν ρήτορα, τον 
δέ μή τοιοντον ούκέτι. όποιος γάρ άν ή 6 ρητωρ, 
πάντως τούς εναντίους εκμελετάν οφείλει λόγους, 
έν δέ τοΐς έναντίοις εστι καί τό άδικον· πας άρα 
ρητωρ καί του άδικου συναγωνιστής ών άδικός 
εστιν.

48 *Αλλά οτι μέν ού ρητέον τήν ρητορικήν τέχνην, 
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ping it down, so that, if it is useful neither to its 
possessor nor to his neighbours, it will not be an art. 
But in reply to all this some assert that as there are 
two forms of rhetoric, the one refined and in use 
among the wise, the other in use among inferior 
people, the accusation is not made against the refined 
kind but against that of the baser class. Some of 44 
them, too, use illustrations : just as the pancratiast 
who beats his father is a father-beater not because of 
his pancratiastic art but because of his bad morals, so 
the man who has practised rhetoric and then used it 
against his country and its laws, does so not because 
of rhetoric but because of his own wickedness. But 45 
the first group of these apologists fail to notice that, 
against their will, they have granted the nullity of 
rhetoric ; for since the wise man is never, or at least 
rarely, found, it must follow that the rhetoric in use 
among the wise is likewise either non-existent or 
rare. And in reply to the second group one must 46 
say that their example is not on a par with the matter 
now in question, for while athleticism does not suggest 
the employment of it for mischief, such as father
beating, rhetoric declares this to be its main task,— 
how, for instance, we are to make small things great 
and great things small, or how just things may be 
made to appear unjust, and the unjust just. And in 47 
general, as rhetoric consists of opposite statements, 
one cannot say that the refined speaker is an orator, 
but the unrefined no longer an orator. For the orator, 
of whatever sort he may be, must certainly practise 
himself in contradictory speeches, and injustice is 
inherent in contradictions ; therefore every orator, 
being an advocate of injustice, is unjust.

From all this it ie plain that we must not call 48
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εκ τούτων συμφανές · το δε μ,ετά τούτο καί εκ της 
ΰλης 7T€pl ήν εστι σκοπώμεν αυτής το ανυπόστατου. 
καίτοί προαποδέδοται ήμΐν το κεφαλαίου εν τώ

\ \ '/ i \ \ \ ' 'προς τους γραμματικούς· ει γαρ περί λόγον η 
ρητορική πονεΐται, οϋτε δε λέξις εστι τι οΰτε 
λόγος εκ λέξεων συγκείμενος, ώς επεδείξαμεν, 
δια τό οΰ τα μέρη μη εστιν ανύπαρκτον είναι, 
ακολουθήσει και το την ρητορικήν άνυπόστατον 

49 ύπαρχειν. όμως δ’ οΰν ρητέον πρώτον μεν ότι 
ούκ εί τον λόγον εξεπόνησεν ή ρητορική, πάντως 
εστιν έντεχνος, άλλ’ εί τον συμφέροντα, καθά 
γάρ φαρμάκων διαφόρων οντων, και τών μεν 
θανάσιμων τών δε σωτηρίων, ή μεν εν τοις θανα- 
σίμοις έξις καταγιγνομενη οΰτε τέχνη τις εστιν 
οΰτε ιατρική, ή δε περί τα σωτήρια καί τέχνη 
καί βιωφελής, οΰτω καί λόγων τών μεν συμφερόν
των τών δε βλαπτικών οντων, εί μή περί τούς 
συμφέροντος εστιν ή ρητορική άλλα τούς βλαβε
ρούς, προς τώ μή είναι τέχνη έτι καί κακοτεχνία 
γενήσεται. παρεστήσαμεν δε γε πρότερον ότι 
βλαπτικωτάτοις ενυποδύεται λόγοις· τοίνυν ουδέ 

δΟ τέχνη καθέστηκεν. καί μήν εϊπερ ή συκοφαντική 
καί ή όχλοκοπική τό λέγειν εξήσκησαν καί ούκ 
είσί τέχναι, δήλον ώς καί ή ρητορική κατά φιλάν 
τό έκπεπονηκέναι τήν εν τώ  λέγειν δύναμιν έξετα- 
ζομένη ου γενήσεται τέχνη, άλλα μήν ή συκο
φαντική καί ή όχλοκοπική τό λέγειν εξήσκησαν 
καί ούκ είσί τέχναι· τοίνυν ουδέ ή ρητορική. 

51 πρός γε μήν τοις είρημένοις, ουδέ ίδιον ρητορι
κής εστι τούτο, άλλα τό κοινόν παντός λογικού 
μαθήματος· καί γάρ ιατρική ευ λέγει περί τών
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rhetoric an a rt; and in the next place let us infer 
its unreality from the matter with which it deals. 
The sum of our argument, in fact, has been given 
already α in our treatise Against ike Grammanans, for 
if rhetoric has to do with speech, but, as we have 
shown, neither the word is anything nor the speech 
composed of words, then, as that object whose parts do 
not exist is non-existent, it will follow that rhetoric 
also is non-existent. None the less, we must affirm, 49 
firstly, that if rhetoric deals with speech it is not ne
cessarily technical, but only if the speech be beneficial. 
For just as in the case of drugs, which differ in quality, 
some being deadly, others salutary, the skill which 
busies itself with the deadly ones is neither the art of 
medicine nor any art at all, whereas that which deals 
with the salutary drugs is both an art and useful for 
life, so also in the case of speeches, o f which some are 
beneficial, others harmful, if rhetoric is not concerned 
with the beneficial but with the harmful, besides not 
being an art it will also be a mischievous artifice. 
And, in fact, we have already established 6 that it 
masks itself in most harmful speech ; so it is not 
an art.— Moreover, if sycophancy and mob-courting 50 
practise speaking but are not arts, it is evident that 
rhetoric, when examined, will not be an art by reason 
of the mere fact that it has gained by practice ability 
in speaking. But, in fact, sycophancy and mob- 
courting practise speaking and are not arts ; neither, 
then, is rhetoric an art.—In addition to what has been 61 
said, speech is not a property confined to rhetoric but 
is common to every branch of learning which uses 
words ; for the art of medicine 0 speaks well con-

« Cf. Adv. Gram. 131 ff.
* Cf. §§ 41 ff.' * Cf. § 8.
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εαυτής Θεωρημάτων καί μουσική περί μ ουσικώ ν. 
Βιόπερ ώ ς  εκάστη τούτω ν ούκ εστιν ενεκα το ΰ  
λεγειν ρητορική, ού τω ς ούΒε περί ή ς εστιν η 
ζη τη σ ις .

52 Συνελόντι Βε φάναι, ούΒε κατασκευάζει καλήν 
λεξιν ή ρητορική. ούΒε γά ρ  ύποΒείκνυσιν ήμΐν  
τη ν εις τούτο  τεχνολογίαν, οΐον οτι καλή λεξει 
χρήται π ρώ τον μεν 6 μη εκ κλινών τα  κατά τη ν  
συνήθειαν λεγάμενα, καθώ ς και εν τ ω  προς το ύ ς  
γραμματικούς ύπεΒείξαμεν, εΐτα  καί ό τοΰ  νοού
μενου π ράγμ α τος ασφαλώς κ ρ α τώ ν· ρεμβεται γάρ  
ή λεξις αγνοούμενων τούτω ν, παρό καί εις τούτο  
άποβλεποντες αγαθόν λεγομεν είναι ρήτορα έκαστον

53 τώ ν  ΙΒίων επιτηΒευμάτων. συν Βε τούτοις καί 
ό περιεσκεμμενος τίνες τώ ν  λ εξεω ν κατά τη ν  
συνήθειαν1 κεΐνται καί τίνες Β οξαστώ ς, τό  εκ ά στω  
πρόσφορον άποΒίΒωσιν. βαλανεΐον μεν γάρ άν- 
Βρεΐον κατά τη ν  συνήθειαν1 εϊρηται από τοΰ  άνΒρας 
λούειν, 6 Βε πλούσιος μακάριος καί ο θάνατος 
κακόν τώ ν  Β ο ξα σ τώ ν  τό  τ ε  γάρ τον  θάνατον τώ ν  
κακών είναι καί τον πλούτον τ ώ ν  α γαθώ ν άΒηλον

54 καί Βοξαστόν, χρώ το δ’ αν καλώς λεξει καί ό 
κατειληφώς τίνος ενεκα τά ς  μεταλήφεις ποιούμεθα  
τ ώ ν  λ εξεω ν, ήτοι ύπερ τοΰ  μη εύθυρρημονεΐν, 
προσκοπήν φεροντος τοΰ  εύθεος ρήμ ατος, ή ύπερ  
το ΰ  τι σαφηνίζειν, ώ ς όταν τό  μεν αίτιον εις τό  
ποιοΰν μ εταλαμβάνω μεν, τό δε σημεΐον εις τό

55 Βηλοΰν. εΐ μ εν οδν, ώ ς εφην, ετεχνολογεΐτό τινα  
περί τούτω ν το ΐς ρήτορσι, τά χ α  αν καί τό  καλώς

1 αλήθειαν (bis) cj. Bekk.
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ceming its own principles, and that o f music concern
ing those of music. Hence, as none of these is 
rhetoric in virtue of its speech, neither is the subject 
of our inquiry.

And, to speak succinctly, rhetoric does not create 52 
good speech. For it does not suggest to us the 
technical rules for it, as for instance that the man who 
uses good speech is, firstly, he who does not pervert 
the language in common use (as we have pointed 
out in our book Against the Grammarians),a and 
secondly, he who is securely master o f the subject in 
m ind; for if the subjects are not understood, the 
language wanders off the point, and so, in view of this, 
we say that every man is a good orator about his own 
pursuits. Besides this, the person who has carefully 53 
considered which of the words are employed accord
ing to common usage, and which have their source in 
(personal) opinion, attributes its due to each. Thus “  a 
bath ”  is called dvSpeiov according to common usage 
from the fact that it washes avSpas (men)— , but when 
we say that the rich man is “  blessed,”  or that death 
is “  an evil,”  these descriptions have their source in 
opinion ; for that death is one of the evils and wealth 
one of the goods is non-evident and a matter of 
opinion. He, too, will make a good use of language 54 
who has grasped the reason why we substitute one 
word for another, whether in order to avoid straight
forward speech, when the straightforward word 
causes offence, or in order to make a thing clear, as 
when we substitute “  agent ”  for “  cause,”  or “  in
dication ”  for “ sign.”  Now if, as I said, any tech- 55 
nical rules on these matters were observed by the 
orators, they might possibly have derived from

• Cf. Adv. Oram. 189 ff.
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λεγειν καί τήν κεκαλλωπισμενην λεξιν εκ ρητορικής 
εΐχον. νϋν δε επει ταυτής της θεωρίας ον φαύου- 
σιν, η ει φαύοιεν, ον τοί γε κατά ρητορικήν, 
λεκτεον μη ρητορικής ΪΒιον είναι τό καλλιλεκτεΐν.

56 η τε λεζις καθ' εαυτήν οΰτ€ καλή εστιν οΰτ€ 
μοχθηρά, τεκμήριον δε τό τη αυτή υπό μεν 
αστείου και σεμνού λεγομενη προσκόπτειν ήμας, 
ύπό δε μίμου γελωτοποιούντος μηΒαμώς. Βιόπερ 
όταν λεγηται 6 ρήτωρ καλής λεξεως είναι κατα
σκευαστικός, ήτοι κατά τούτο λεγεται καθό την 
τά  συμφέροντα πράγματα Βηλοϋσαν λεξιν κατα
σκευάζει, ή την οια εστίν ή τού ελλήνιζε ιν, ή 
την εναργώς και συντόμως και εγκατασκευως

57 Βηλοϋσαν τά  πράγματα, ούτε δε καθό την τά  
συμφέροντα πράγματα μηνυουσαν ονΒεν γάρ 
ϊσασι περί τούτων τω ν πραγμάτων οι ρήτορες, 
ούτε καθό την οΐα εστίν ή τού ελληνίζειν κοινόν 
γάρ ήν τούτο των τή συνήθεια καί ταίς ελευθεραις 
τεχναις προσεχόντων. ούτε καθό την σαφώς καί 
συντόμως καί εγκατασκευως μηνυουσαν τά  πράγ
ματα* τουναντίον γάρ περίοΒον καί επιφώνημα 
θελοντες λεγειν οι ρήτορες, καί μη φωνάεν φω- 
νάεντι συγκρουειν, καί όμοιοτελευτον Βιάνοιαν 
κατακλίνειν, εκκλείονται της σαφούς άμα καί

68 σύντομου τω ν πραγμάτων ερμηνείας, ουκ άρα 
ρητορικής εστί τό κατασκευάζειν καλήν λεξιν 
καί τό  εΰ λεγειν. Βοθεντος τε τούτου ουκ αν τις  
ελοιτο την τοιαύτην φράσιν, πρώτον μεν Βιά τό  
μή πίπτειν αυτήν είς τήν κοινήν τού βίου χρήσιν  
ούΒείς γάρ ημών ούτω Βιαλεγεται ώς οι ρήτορες 
επί τώ ν Βικαστηρίων, επεί καταγελασθήσεται. 
καί αυτοί δε εκείνοι πάντοτε εξελθόντες της 
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rhetoric fine speaking and refined phraseology. But 
as it is, seeing that they do not touch this subject, or 
if they touch it it is not because of rhetoric, one must 
declare that fine speech is not peculiar to rhetoric.— 
Again, language of itself is neither good nor bad. A  56 
proof of this is the fact that the same language which 
offends us when spoken by a cultivated and solemn 
person does not offend us in the least when spoken by 
the jester cracking jokes. Hence, when the orator 
is said to be capable of framing fine speech, it is either 
for the reason that he frames speech which expresses 
profitable things, or speech which is a form of good 
Greek, or speech which indicates objects clearly, 
concisely and competently. But it is not for the 57 
reason that his speech indicates things of profit; 
for orators know nothing about those things. Nor is 
it because his speech is a form of good Greek; for 
this is also shared by those who keep to customary 
usage and the liberal arts. Nor is it because his speech 
indicates objects clearly, concisely and competently; 
on the contrary, in their desire to give out their well- 
rounded periods and concluding clauses, and not to 
let vowel collide with vowel, and to avoid similar 
sentence-endings, they preclude themselves from 
expounding things at once clearly and concisely. 
Therefore it does not belong to rhetoric to produce 58 
fine phrasing and good speaking. And, this being 
granted, no one will choose a style such as theirs, 
and that because, firstly, it does not fit in with the 
common practice; for none o f us talks as do the 
orators in the law-courts, since he would be jeered 
at. And they themselves, when they come away
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διατριβής και του άγώνος άλλη χρώνται προς
59 τους πελας Ερμηνεία, εΐτα και ώς εφην, προσ- 

κοπήν εμποιεί το μετά προσοχής καί ρητορείας 
λαλεΐν. μετακτεον δε τά πρότερον προς τούς 
άναλογιστικούς τω ν γραμματικών είρημενα, καί 
διδακτεον δτι τή συνήθεια προσεκτεον μάλλον 
εστι θέλοντας εΰ λεγειν ήπερ τέχνη τινί περιεργο- 
τερα.

60 Τά νΰν δε μετελθόντες και από του τέλους τής 
ρητορικής ποιώμεθα τάς ενστάσεις. πάλιν τοίνυν 
λεκτεον ώς εϊ μηδέν εστι ρητορικής τέλος, ούδεν 
εστι ρητορική διά τό πάσαν τεχνικήν εζιν πρός τι 
τέλος λαμβάνειν τήν αναφοράν, ούχΐ δε γε εστι 
τι ρητορικής τέλος, ώς δείξομεν’ ούκ άρα εστι

61 τέχνη ή ρητορική, οί μεν οΰν πλεΐστοι και χαρίεν- 
τες έσχατον οιονται τής ρητορικής εργον είναι τό  
πείθειν. και γάρ οί περί τον Πλάτωνα εις τούτο  
άπιδόντες δυναμιν είρήκασιν αυτήν του διά λόγων 
πείθειν, και οί περί τον Έενοκράτην πειθοΰς 
δημιουργόν, καί * Αριστοτέλης δυναμιν του θεωρεΐν 
τό ενδεχόμενον πιθανόν, καί *Αρίστων ο Κριτο- 
λάου γνώριμες σκοπόν μεν εκκεΐσθαί φησιν αυτή

62 τήν πειθώ, τέλος δε τό τυχεΐν τής πειθοΰς. καί
'Έρμαγόρας τελείου ρήτορος εργον είναι ελεγε 
τό τεθεν πολιτικόν ζήτημα διατίθεσθαι κατά τό  
ενδεχόμενον πειστικώς. *Α θήναιος δε λόγων
δυναμιν προσαγορεύει τήν ρητορικήν στοχαζο- 
μενην τής τω ν άκουόντων πειθοΰς, καί Ισοκράτης 
φησί μηδέν άλλο επιτηδευειν τούς ρήτορας ή

63 επιστήμην πειθοΰς. οθεν καί ημείς στοιχοΰντες
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from their business and the trial, always use another 
mode of expression towards their companions. And 59 
secondly, talking in a studied and oratorical manner 
gives offence, as I have said. And one may transfer 
what has been said already against the Grammarians 
who rely on analogy,0 and affirm that if we wish to 
speak well we should pay attention to common usage 
rather than to any superfluous art.

For the present let us pass on and base our objec- 60 
tions on the “  end ” b of rhetoric. So we must state, 
once again, that if there is no “ end ” of rhetoric, 
rhetoric is nothing, because every technical activity 
has reference to some end. But, as we shall show, 
rhetoric has no end ; therefore rhetoric is not an art. 
Now most clever people suppose that the ultimate 61 
task of rhetoric is persuasion. For Plato, with an eye 
to this, has said that it is “  the ability to persuade by 
means of speech,”  and Xenocrates c that it is “  the 
creator of persuasion,”  and Aristotle d that it is “  the 
ability to discern the credible which is possible.” 
Ariston, also, the friend of Critolaus, declares that the 
professed aim of rhetoric is persuasion, and its end the 
securing persuasion. And Hermagoras used to say 62 
that the task of the perfect orator is to settle the 
political question proposed as persuasively as possible. 
And Athenaeus calls rhetoric a power of speech 
which aims at the persuasion of the audience ; and 
Isocrates asserts that orators pursue nothing else 
than the science o f  persuasion. Hence, w e too, 63

* Cf. Adv. Oram. 179 ff.
* “  End ”  in the sense of “  aim ”  or “  final cause.”
* But this definition is attributed by Quintilian to Iso

crates ; and the definition ascribed to Xenocrates in § 6 is 
different.

d Cf. Arist. Rhet. I. ii. 1.
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rfj τούτων φορά λέγομεν ευθύς δτι το πιθανόν 
προσαγορεύεται τριχώς, καθ’ ενα μεν τρόπον 
δπερ εναργώς τε αληθές εστι και αληθούς εμ
ποιούν φαντασίαν επισπαται ημάς είς συγκατάθε- 
σιν, καθ’ έτερον δε δπερ φεύδός εστι και αληθούς 
εμποιούν φαντασίαν επισπαται ημάς είς συγκατά- 
θεσιν (δπερ και είκός όνομάζειν είώθασιν οι 
ρήτορες από τού εοικός είναι τώ άληθεΐ), κατά 
δε τον τρίτον τρόπον το κοινόν τού τε αληθούς

64 καί ψεύδους. τοσαυταχώς δη λεγομένου τού 
πιθανού, άξιόν εστι πυθέσθαι των ρητόρων κατά 
τί τούτων των πιθανών οϊονται την ρητορικήν 
τού πείθειν εφίεσθαι, και περί ποιον αυτών τεχνι- 
τεύειν αυτήν άξιοΰσιν, περί το εναργώς αληθές 
ή περί το εοικός τούτω ψεύδος ή δ περί τήν άμφο-

65 τερών κοινότητα στρέφεται. άλλα περί μεν το 
εναργώς αληθές ούχ οιόν τε* τούτο γάρ εξ αυτού 
πείθει καί επισπαται ημάς προς συγκατάθεσιν, 
ώστε παρελκειν τήν εκ ρητορικής επ’ αυτού 
συνισταμενην πειθώ, καί καθάπερ ούδεμιας δεό- 
μεθα τέχνης προς το πείθεσθαι δτι νΰν ήμερα εστιν 
η δτι νΰν εγώ διαλέγομαι, πραγμάτων δντων 
εναργών καί αύτοφωράτων, ούτως ούδε προς το 
συγκατατίθεσθαι τώ  άνδροφόνον είναι τον επ’ 
αύτοφώρω ληφθέντα άνδροφόνον χρεία ρητορικής.

66 καί άλλως, εί τού προδήλως αληθούς, ή πιθανόν 
εστι, θεωρητική καθέστηκεν ή ρητορική, πάντως 
καί τού άπιθάνου γενήσεται θεωρητική' ταντί 
γάρ κατά τήν ώς προς αλληλα σχέσιν λαμβάνεται, 
καί φ λόγω ο το αριστερόν κατειληφώς εξ ανάγκης 
επιβάλλει καί τφ  οδ αριστερόν εστιν, ούτως ο το 
πιθανόν αληθές διακρίνων από τού μή τοιούτον 
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following in their steps, affirm straightaway that the 
term “ credible ” (or “ probable ” ) is used in three 
senses,®—in one sense of that which is plainly true 
and which, by implanting an impression of truth, 
draws us on to assent; in another sense of that which 
is false, but which, by implanting an impression of 
truth, draws us on to assent (and this the orators 
are accustomed to call “  likely,”  from the fact that 
it is like the truth) ; and in a third sense of that 
which shares in truth and falsehood alike. The term 64 
“ credible,”  then, being used in all these ways, it is 
proper to ask the orators in respect of which of these 
“ credibles ”  do they suppose that rhetoric aims at 
persuasion, and to which of them do they claim that it 
addresses itself as an art,—is it to the obviously true, 
or to the false which is like the true, or to that which 
contains both together ? But it cannot possibly be to 65 
the obviously true ; for this persuades of itself and 
draws us to assent, so that persuasion regarding it 
produced by rhetoric is superfluous. And just as we 
need no art to be persuaded that “  now it is day ”  or 
that “  now I am talking,”  these being obvious and 
self-evident facts, so too there is no need of rhetoric 
to make us assent to the fact that the murderer taken 
in the act is a murderer.—And besides, if  rhetoric 66 
has for its object the obviously true, in so far as it is 
credible, it will certainly be also concerned with the 
incredible ; for these two are conceived as being 
relative the one to the other, and for the same reason 
that he who comprehends “  left ”  necessarily con
ceives also that of which it is “  left,”  he who discerns 
the “  credible ”  which is true possesses knowledge 
also of the “  incredible,”  from the fact of its not being

• Cf. Adv. Log. i. 174.
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67 γνώ σιν  έχει και το ΰ  απίθανου, έπεί ούν παν 
αληθές, όποιον π ο τ* αν η , ή το ι πιθανόν έστιν η 
άπίθανον, ακολουθήσει τη ν  ρητορικήν παντός  
αληθούς είναι θεωρητικήν, τ ω  δε π αντός αληθούς 
εΐναι θεωρητικήν ακολουθήσει τό  και π αντός  
ψεύδους· φ  γάρ λόγω  6 διακριτικός τ ο ΰ  πιθανοΰ  
ε ζ  ανάγκης και το ΰ  απίθανου διακριτικός εστα ι, 
τ ω  αύτω  καί 6  π αντός άληθοΰς επ ιγνώ μ ω ν σ υ ν -  
επιβαλεΐ1 π αντι τ ω  άντικειμένω , το υ τεσ τι τ ω  
ψεύδει. εΐ δε το ΰ το , εσται ή ρητορική γ ν ώ σ ις  
αληθών τ ε  καί ψευδών, ου πάνυ δε γ ε  τ ο ΰ τ ο * 
τοίνυν  ούδε το ΰ  αύτόθεν άληθοΰς εσ τί θεω ρητική.

68 και μην το ΐς άντικειμενοις συναγορεύειν επ α γ 
γέλλεται, τ α  δε αντικείμενα ούκ έστιν αληθή ’ 
ούκ άρα το ΰ  άληθοΰς έφίεται ή ρητορική, και 
μην ουδέ το ΰ  ψεύδους' ούδεμία γάρ περί ψεΰδος 
ΐσταται τέχ νη , άλλ’ άναγκαϊόν εστι τη ν  ρητορικήν  
τοΰτο μεταδιώ κουσαν ή μή είναι τέχνην ή κακο
τεχνίαν ύπάρχειν, μ ετά  το ΰ  πάλιν τ ά ς  αύτάς

69 ύπαντιάζειν άπορίας. ει γά ρ  περί τό  πιθανόν  
ψεΰδος καταγίνεται, π ά ντω ς εϊσεται και τό  ά π ί- 
θανον. έπεί ούν παν ψεΰδος ήτοι πιθανόν έστιν  
ή άπίθανον, παντός ψεύδους επιστήμη γενήσεται, 
και διά τοΰτο  και παντός άληθοΰς, ώ σ τ  αυτήν  
μή διαφέρειν τή ς  διαλεκτικής· δ κατά πολλούς

70 τρόπους έστιν άτοπον. ου μήν  άλλ* εί τώ ν  αντι
κειμένων συνήγορος κ αθέστηκε, τ ά  δε άντικείμενα  
ούκ εστι ψευδή, ούκ αν εΐη ψεύδους θεω ρητική, 
ετι εΐπερ είκός εσ τι τ ό  τ ά ς  πλείστας άφορμάς 
εις τό  αληθές εΐναι παρεχόμενου, και παράλογον, 
ο δή το ύ τω  άντίκειται, τ ό  ολίγας άφορμάς καΧ

1 συι>€πιβαλ(ΐ cj. B e k k .: σννεπιβαλλΐΐ mss., Bekk.
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of the same character. Since, then, everything true, 67 
of whatsoever sort it be, is either credible or incre
dible, it will follow that rhetoric is concerned with 
everything true. But from its concern with every
thing true will follow its concern with everything 
false as w ell; since, for the reason that he who can 
discern the credible will necessarily be able to dis
cern also the incredible, for the same reason he who 
has knowledge of everything true will also perceive 
therewith everything of the contrary sort, that is 
to say, false. And if this is so, rhetoric will be the 
knowledge of things true and false. But this is cer
tainly not so ; hence, rhetoric has not the self-evi
dently true for its object.—Moreover, it professes 68 
to advocate opposite causes, but opposites are not 
(both) true ; therefore rhetoric does not aim at the 
true.— Nor yet at the false; for no art of the false 
exists, but it is necessary that rhetoric, if it pur
sues this, must either not be an art or be an evil 
technique, besides being confronted again with the 
same difficulties. For if it is concerned with 69 
the credible falsehood, it will certainly know also 
the incredible. Since, then, every falsehood is either 
credible or incredible, it will be the knowledge of 
everything false and therefore also o f everything 
true, so that it does not differ from dialectic; and 
this is in many ways absurd. If, however, it advo- 70 
cates opposites, and opposites are not (both) false,® 
it will not have the false for its object.—Further, 
if the “  likely ”  is that which furnishes the most 
numerous grounds for supposing it to be true, and 
its opposite, the “  improbable,”  that which furnishes

• i.«. of contradictory propositions one must be true.
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σπανίους έχον e ls  το  αληθές είναι, π ά ντω ς ή  
ρητορική εις τ ο  εναντίον επιχειρούσα ού μάλλον

71 του  εΐκότος η  του  αντικείμενου σ το χά ζετα ι, και 
μην ούδέ τ ο  κοινόν το ν  τ ε  αληθούς καί φευδους 
μεταδιώ κει· εν το υ τω  γά ρ  και φεϋδος κ α τεπ έ-  
πλεκτο. άτοπόν τ ε  καθεστήκει το τέχνην φευδέσι 
χρήσθαι, συν τ ω  κατά τον  προϋποδεδειγμένον  
τρόπον άκολουθεΐν τ ο  και επιστήμην αυτήν αληθών  
τ ε  καί φευδών γίνεσθαι, το ΰ  π ράγμ ατος μη ού τω ς  
έχοντος. άλλ* εί μ ή τε  αληθές μ ή τε φενδος μ ή τε  
τό  κοινόν άμφ οτέρων θεωρεΐν δυναται ή ρητορική, 
παρά δέ τα ϋ τα  ούδέν έστι πιθανόν, ούκ αν εΐη  
ρητορικής τό  πείθειν.

72 'ΙΙμ εΐς μέν ούν ταυταις άξιου μεν ταΐς ένστάσεσι 
χρησθαι π ρος τούς ρήτορας, άλλοι δέ και τά ς  
λεχθησομένας είώθασι παραλαμβάνειν, αΐς έξέστα ι  
τ ω  βουλομενω χρησθαι. φασί γά ρ , ήτοι τέχνη  
εστιν ή ρητορική ή ούκ έστιν. καί εί μέν μη εσ τι, 
μηδέ τέλος αυτής ζη τώ  μεν· εί δέ έστι, π ώ ς  κοινόν 
εχει τέλος και του  μη ρή τορ ος; τό  γά ρ  πείθειν  
πολλοΐς πάρεστι διά πλούτον ή κάλλος ή δόξαν,

73 ώ ς πρότερον ύπεδείκνυμεν. ρηθέντω ν τ ε  πολλάκις 
τώ ν  λόγω ν και επ ' αύτοΐς πεπεισμένων τώ ν  
δικαστώ ν ούδέν ή ττον  προσμένουσιν οι ρήτορες, 
έτερόν τι άπεκδεχόμενοι τέλ ος, καί προσμένοντες  
δέονται, ούκ άρα τό  πείθειν ρητορικής εστί τέλος,

74 άλλ* εί άρα, τ ό  μ ετά  τούτο  επακολουθούν, άλλως 
τε  και ενάντιος εστιν ό ρητορικός λόγος πειθοΐ. 
πρώ τον μέν γάρ περίεργος καθέστηκεν, π ροσκό-

76 π τουσι δε οί πολλοί τή  το ΰ  λόγου περιεργία- εΐτα  
ό ασαφής λόγος ούκ έστι πειστικός, ό δέ τώ ν
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few and rare grounds for supposing it to be true, then 
rhetoric, since it argues both ways, certainly aims at 
the “  likely ”  no more than at its opposite.—Nor 71 
again does it pursue after that which shares in both 
truth and falsehood; for this implies falsehood. 
And that an art should employ falsehoods is absurd, 
besides the fact that—according to our previous 
demonstration—it becomes in consequence the science 
o f things true and false, which is not the case. But 
if rhetoric cannot have for its object either the true 
or the false or that which includes both, and besides 
these there is no other “  credible,”  then persuasion 
will not belong to rhetoric.

These, then, are the objections which we deem it 72 
proper to use against the Orators, but others® are 
accustomed to adduce those which shall now be 
stated, and which anyone who likes will be able to 
use. They argue thus : Rhetoric either is or is not 
an a rt; and if it is not, let us not seek for its “  end ”  ; 
but if it is, how can it have an end which is shared by 
the non-rhetorician ? For it is in the power of many 
to persuade by means of wealth or beauty or glory, 
as we previously indicated.6— Moreover, often, when 73 
the speeches have been made and the judges in 
consequence persuaded of the facts, the Orators, 
none the less, wait on in expectation o f gaining 
some further end, and as they wait they entreat. 
The end of rhetoric, therefore, is not persuasion 
but, if anything, that which follows after it.— 
Again, rhetorical speech is opposed to persuasion. 74 
For, firstly, it is superabundant, and most people 
are offended by its superabundance ; and secondly, 75 
speech which lacks clarity is not persuasive, but

e e.g. Plato (in the Oorgias) and Epicurus. ‘  Cf. §§ 2, 5.
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ρητόρων λόγος iv περιόδοις κείμενος καί ένθυμή- 
μασιν ήττάν εστι σαφής, ούκ αρα πειστικός ο

76 από της ρητορικής εστι λόγος, ο τε έννοιαν τοΐς 
δικασταΐς εμποιών λόγος, ουτος εστι πειστικός· 
εύνοιαν δε εμποιεί ονχ 6 ρητορικός άλλ* ο αφελής 
και τον ιδιωτικόν ύποφαίνων τύπον, τω  μεν γάρ 
του ρήτορος άντίκεινται πάντες ταΐς ύπεροχαΐς 
φθονοΰντες· καν γάρ δίκαια κατασκενάζη 6 ρήτωρ, 
δοκοΰσι μη διά την των πραγμάτων φνσιν αλλά διά 
την του ρητορος πανουργίαν τά μη δίκαια τοιαϋτα

77 αύτοΐς φαίνεσθαι ■ τω δε του ιδιώτου ως ασθενεί 
πας τις συναγωνίζεται, καί τω ήττον δικαίω 
προσδοξάζει τό μάλλον δίκαιον διά το υπό αφε
λούς καί ιδιώτου κατασκευάζεσθαι. παρ' ήν 
αιτίαν 'Αθηναίοις τό παλαιόν ούκ επετετραπτο 
συνήγορον παρίστασθαι τοΐς κρινομενοις επί της 
εν 'Αρείω πάγιο βουλής, άλλ’ έκαστος ώς είχε 
δυνάμεως, άδιαστρόφως καί άπανούργως υπέρ

78 έαυτοΰ τούς λόγους εποιεΐτο. καί μην εϊπερ 
επίστευον αύτοΐς οι ρήτορες ότι πειστικήν εχουσι 
δύναμιν, έχρήν αυτούς μήτε ελεον μήτε οίκτους 
μήτε όργάς ή άλλα τινά τοιαϋτα κινεΐν, άπερ 
πείθει μεν ούδαμώς, παραλογίζεται δε την των 
δικαστών γνώμην καί άντισκοτεΐ τω δικαίω.

Ά λ λ ’ ότι μεν ούκ ενδέχεται τό πείθειν τέλος
79 είναι ρητορικής, δέδεικταί’ τινες δε τούτο μεν ού 

λέγουσιν αύτής τέλος, τό δε τούς ενδεχομένους 
εύρεΐν λόγους, οι δε τό δόξαν εμποιεΐν τοΐς δικα- 
σταΐς περί των πραγμάτων οΐαν οι λέγοντες 
θέλουσιν, άλλοι δε το συμφέρον, τινες δε το νικούν.

80 ών προς μέν τούς πρώτους ρητέον ώς εϊπερ τούς
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the speech of the Orators, which consists o f periods 
and enthymemes, is inferior in clarity. There
fore the speech derived from rhetoric is not per
suasive.—Further, the speech which arouses goodwill 76 
in the judges is that which is persuasive ; but what 
arouses goodwill is not the rhetorical speech but 
that which is simple and reflects the ordinary style. 
For to the style o f the Orator all those who detest airs 
o f superiority are opposed. For even if the Orator 
maintains what is just, they imagine that unjust 
things seem to them just, not because of the real 
nature of the things but because o f the trickery of 
the orator. But with the common man’s speech 77 
everyone sympathizes, feeling its weakness, and 
attributes greater justice to that which is less just 
because it is maintained by a plain and ordinary 
person. And for this reason the Athenians, in olden 
days, were not allowed to have an advocate to support 
those on trial at the court of the Areopagus, but each 
man, to the best of his ability, made a speech in his 
own defence without trickery or verbal jugglery.— 
Moreover, if the Orators believed their own statement 78 
that they possess a power of persuasion, they ought 
not to excite pity or lamentation or indignation, or 
other feelings o f that sort—things which do not 
persuade at all but pervert the minds of the judges 
and obscure justice.

Thus it has been shown that the ** end ”  of 
rhetoric cannot be persuasion ; and some say that 79 
its end is not this but the discovery of appropriate 
words ; others, that it is to implant in the judges 
an opinion about the facts such as the speakers 
wish; others, that it is the advantageous; and 
some that it is victory. In reply to the first of 80
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ενδεχομένους e h  τά ς  υποθέσεις λόγους εύρεΐν 
επαγγέλλεται ή  ρητορική, ήτοι τούς αληθείς η 
δυνατούς ρηθήναι επαγγέλλεται, ούτε δε του ς  
αληθείς· κανόνα γάρ καί κριτήριον τ η ς  τω ν  αληθών  
και ψευδών διαγνώ σεω ς αυτούς έχειν δει, οπερ  
ούκ έχουσιν’ ούτε τούς δυνατούς ρηθήναι* άγνοοΰν- 
τε ς  γάρ τούς αληθείς ουδέ τούς δυνατούς ρηθήναι

81 επ ιγνώ σονται. ούκ άρα ρητορικής έστι τ ο  τους  
ένόντας και δυνατούς εύρίσκειν λόγους, ή  τ ε  
ρητορική ούδέν άλλο εστίν ή το  το ύ ς  ενδεχομένους 
εύρεΐν λόγους, δθεν 6  τοΰτο  λ έγω ν τέλος δυνάμει 
τη ν  ρητορικήν τέλος είναι λέγει τή ς  ρητορικής.

82 οΰ τε  χάριν άπαντά φησι πράσσειν 6  ρ ή τω ρ , 
εκείνο αν τέλος ειη" ούχι δέ γ ε  χάριν τώ ν  εν
δεχομένων επιχειρήσεω ν π άντα  π ράσσει 6 ρή τω ρ, 
αλλά το ΰ  μ ετά  τά ς επιχειρήσεις έπακολουθοΰντος·

83 τοίνυν ούκ αν ειη τέλος εκείνο, και μήν οδπερ  
δεΐται τέλους τυχεΐν ό ρή τω ρ, τούτου  καί ό μ ισ θ ω -  
σάμενος αυτόν ιδ ιώ τη ς · το ΰ  δέ γ ε  τού ς ενδεχο
μένους εύρεΐν λόγους ού σπεύδει τυχεΐν ό ιδιώ της, 
άλλ* ετέρου τινός· εκείνο άρα τέλος γενήσεται,

84 και ού τό  τούς ενδεχομένους λόγους εύρεΐν. και 
μ ήν ούδε τό  δόξαν εμποιεΐν το ΐς δικασταΐς περί 
τ ώ ν  π ραγμ άτω ν οΐαν οι λ έγοντες θέλουσιν· τοΰτο  
γά ρ  ού διήνεγκε τοΰ  πείθειν, έπείπερ ό π επεικώ ς  
δόξαν έμπεποιηκε τοΐς δικασταΐς περί τώ ν  π ρ α γ 
μ ά τω ν οΐαν οδτος θέλει, έδείξαμεν δε ημείς ότι 
ούκ έστι τή ς  ρητορικής τέλος τ ό  πείθειν, ώ στε

85 οΰδ« τό  δόξαν εμποιεΐν. άλλά μήν ούδε τό  συμ 
φέρον, ώ ς ή ξιώ κ α σ ί τ ιν ες· ο τ ι γάρ τοΰ  μέρους

• Cf. Ρ.Η. ϋ. Η ff., Adv. Log. i. 29 if.
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these we must say that if rhetoric professes to 
discover words pertinent to the assumptions, it pro
fesses to speak either true or possible words. But not 
such as are true ; for they must possess a standard 
and criterion a for distinguishing the true and the 
false, and that they do not possess ; nor yet such as 
it is possible to speak; for not knowing the true 
words, neither will they know those which it is 
possible to speak. Therefore it does not belong to 81 
rhetoric to discover words which are pertinent and 
possible.—Again, rhetoric is nothing else than the 
discovery of appropriate words ; accordingly, he who 
states this “  end ”  is virtually stating that rhetoric 
is the end of rhetoric.—Also, that for the sake of 82 
which the orator declares that he does everything 
will be his end ; but the orator does not do every
thing for the sake of the appropriate arguments, but 
for the sake of that which follows after the arguments; 
the former, then, will not be his end.— Moreover, the 83 
end which the orator needs to attain is that which 
the private person who hired him also needs ; but 
the private person is not eager to attain the discovery 
of appropriate words, but something else; this latter, 
then, and not the discovery of appropriate words, will 
be the end.—Furthermore, neither will the end be 84 
the implanting in the judges such an opinion regard
ing the case as the speakers desire ; for this does not 
differ from persuasion, since he that has persuaded 
has implanted in the judges such an opinion regarding 
the case as he himself desires. But we have shown 6 
that persuasion is not the end of rhetoric ; neither, 
then, is implanting an opinion.—Nor, again, is “  the 85 
advantageous,”  as some have assumed c ; for that

* Cf. §§ 73 ff. · Cf. 8 79.
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έσ τί τέλ ος, τοΰ το  ούκ άν ειη του  όλου τέλος· 
μέρους  δε ye τ η ς  ρητορικής το υ  συμβουλευτικόν  
τέλος λέγουσιν οί ρήτορες είναι τ ο  συμφέρον· ούκ  
άρα τη ς  όλης ρητορικής έστί τέλ ος, δπερ τ ε  π άση ς  
τέχνης έστί τέλος κοινώς, τούτο  ούκ αν ειη τ η ς  
ρητορικής μόνης· τό  συμφέρον  δε' γ ε  ττάσης τέχνη ς  
εν τ ώ  β ίω  τέλος έ σ τ ίν  ούκ άρα τη ς  ρητορικής

86 ιδιαίτερον καθέστηκεν. λείπεται οΰν τό  νικάν 
αυτής είναι τέλ ος, δ πάλιν αδύνατόν έστιν. ό 
γά ρ  πολλάκις μ η  τυγχάνουν το ύ  κατά γραμματικήν  
τέλους ούκ αν ειη γραμ μ ατικός, και ό πολλάκις 
μη τυγχάνουν τ ο ν  κατά μουσικήν τέλους ούκ άν  
ειη μουσικός, τοίνυν και ό  μ η  τυγχάνουν πολλάκις 
το ύ  κατά ρητορικήν τέλους ούκ άν ειη ρητούρ.

87 ο δε' γ ε  ρήτουρ πλειονάκις1 [μάλλον] η νικά νικάται, 
και τοσ ού τω  πλειονάκις* δσω  δυναμικώτερός έστι, 
τ ω ν  τά  άδικα εχόντω ν π ράγμ ατα  επ ’ αύτόν  
συντρεχόντω ν. ούκ άρα ρητω ρ έστίν ό ρήτω ρ. 
δ τε  μη τυ χ ώ ν  τού  κατά ρητορικήν τέλους ούκ  
άν έπαινοΐτο, ρήτορα  δε ενίοτε νικηθέντα επαίνου-  
μεν· ούκ άρα ρητορικής τέλος έστί τό  νικάν.

88 ‘Ώ στε εί μ ή τε  ύλην εχει ή ρητορική περί ην 
τεχνιτεύει, μ ή τε  τέλος έφ' ο ανάγεται, ούκ άν 
ύπάρχοι ή ρητορική' ούτε δε ύλην εχει ούτε τέλος, 
καθώ ς π α ρ εσ τή σ α μ εν  ούκ άρα υπάρχει ή ρητορική.

89 Ή παπ ορήσειε3 δ’ άν τις  αύτοΐς καί από τω ν  
μερώ ν αύτης. μέρη δε λέγουσι ρητορικής τό  
δικανικόν τε  καί συμβουλευτικόν καί έγκ ω μ ια - 
στικόν, τούτω ν  δε τού  μεν δικανικοΰ τέλος είναι 
τ ό  δίκαιον, το ύ  δε συμβουλευτικού τό  συμφέρον,

1 πλΐΐονάκις η cj. Bekk. s πλΐΐον μάλλον ω  MSS., Bekk.
* νλαονάκ ις  scripsi: πλζΐον m ss., Bekk. (μάλλον cj. Bekk.).
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which is the end of a part will not be the end of 
the whole; but the Orators say that “  the ad
vantageous”  is the end of the deliberative part of 
rhetoric; therefore it is not the end of rhetoric as a 
whole.—Also, that which is the common end of all 
Art will not be the end of rhetoric alone; but 
“  the advantageous ”  is the end of all art in our 
experience ; therefore there is no end peculiar to 
rhetoric.— It remains, then, to say that “ victory ”  86 
is its end ; but this again is impossible. For he 
who often fails to attain the end of the Art of Gram
mar will not be a grammarian, and he who often 
fails to attain the end of the Art of Music will not be 
a musician. So also he who fails often to attain the 
end of the Art of Rhetoric will not be an orator. But 87 
the orator is more often loser than victor, and the 
more so the more capable he is, as those who have an 
unjust case join in flocking to him. Therefore the 
orator is not an orator.—Also, he who fails to attain 
the end of rhetoric will not be praised ; but we some
times praise an orator when defeated; “  victory,” 
then, is not the end of rhetoric.

Consequently, if rhetoric has neither a subject- 88 
matter a which it treats technically nor an end to 
which it is directed,6 rhetoric will not exist; but, as 
we have established, it has neither subject-matter 
nor end ; therefore rhetoric does not exist.

One may also raise difficulties for them based on 89 
the parts of rhetoric. The parts of rhetoric, they say, 
are “ the juridical, the deliberative and the lauda
tory,” and of these “ the juridical ”  has justice for 
its end, “  the deliberative ” has the advantageous,

« Cf. §§ 48 if. * Cf. §§ 60 ff.

* ΐπαπορήσείί cj. Bekk. ; έναπορησεΐΐ MSS., Bekk.
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το ύ  δε Εγκωμιαστικού τ ο  καλόν, σττερ εύθεω ς
90 άπορόν Εστιν. είπερ γά ρ άλλο τ ι καθεστηκεν η  

δικανική ύπόθεσις και άλλο τ ι ή συμβουλευτική  
και ου ταύτόν ή Εγκωμιαστική, π ά ντω ς το  τέλος  
τ η ς  δικανικής ούκ αν εϊη καί τ ή ς  συμβουλευτικής 
τέλος, και το  τα ύ τη ς ούκ εσται τ ή ς  Εγκωμιαστικής, 
και Εναλλάξ. Επει οΰν τή ς  συμβουλευτικής τέλος  
Εστϊ το συριφερον, ούκ αν εΐη τούτο  τή ς  δικανικής 
τέλος, ήν δε γ ε  τή ς  δικανικής τέλος το  δ ίκ αιον

91 ούκ άρα το  δίκαιόν Εστι συμφέρον, καί πάλιν, 
Επει ώ ς  τα  μέρη τα ΰ τα  διαφέρει άλλήλων, οϋτω  
καί τ α  τέλη διοίσει, παρόσον τή ς  Εγκωμιαστικής 
τέλος Εστι το καλόν, τή ς δε δικανικής το  δίκαιον, 
Ενδέχεται το καλόν είναι μη δίκαιον καί το

92 δίκαιον μη καλόν1, δπερ άτοπ ον. καί μην εί τή ς  
όλης ρητορικής τέλος Εστί τ ό  πείθειν, το ύ  δε 
δικανικοΰ τό  δίκαιον καί τού  συμβουλευτικού τό  
συμφέρον καί το ύ  Εγκωμιαστικού τό  καλόν, ού 
π ά ντω ς τό δίκαιον εσται πιθανόν, ούδε τό  συ μ 
φέρον, ούδε τό  κ α λ όν όπερ μ άχεται τ ω  διά π α ντός  
τη ν  ρητορικήν Εφίεσθαι τού  πείθειν.

93 "Αλλα»? τε  Επί το ύ  δικανικοΰ ήτοι διά δικαίων  
μόνον λόγω ν ελξει τούς δικαστάς Επί τό  τέλος ή  
ρητορική ή διά τ ω ν  δικαίων άμα καί αδίκω ν. 
άλλ* εί μεν διά τω ν  δικαίων μόνον, αρετή γ εν η -  
σετα ί' ούχί δε γ ε  αρετή  Εστιν ή στοχαζομ ενη  τ ή ς  
όχλικής πειθοΰς, Εν ή  πολύ τ ό  είκαΐον καί Ε ξ- 
απατητικόν' ούκ άρα διά τω ν  δικαίων μόνον Επί

94 το τέλος άγειν πεφυκε τούς ακούοντας, εΐτα  ούδε 
συστή σεται Εξ Εναντίας λόγος αεί π οτέ  τ ό  δίκαιον

1 rijs Se . . .  μη καλόν Herv. (simil. Fabr.) : μ^ν etvai καί τό  
δίκαιον καλόν mss., Bekk.
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and “  the laudatory ”  has the noble. But this is at 
once open to doubt. For if the juridical purpose is 90 
one thing, and the deliberative another, and the 
laudatory something different, certainly the end of 
the juridical will not also be the end of the delibera
tive, and the end of the latter will not be that of 
the laudatory, and vice versa. Since, then, the end 
of the deliberative is the advantageous, this will not 
be the end of the juridical. But the end of the 
juridical is the just; therefore the just is not ad
vantageous.—And again, just as these parts differ, 91 
so also the ends will differ ; and therefore, inasmuch 
as the end of the laudatory is the noble and that of 
the juridical the just, it is possible for the noble not 
to be just and the just not to be noble ; which is 
absurd.— Moreover, if persuasion is the end of rhetoric 92 
as a whole, but the just of the juridical part, and the 
advantageous o f the deliberative, and the noble of 
the laudatory, then certainly the just is not per
suasive, nor is the advantageous, nor the noble; and 
this conflicts with the notion that rhetoric aims 
wholly at persuasion.

Furthermore, in the case o f the juridical part, 93 
rhetoric will draw the jurors towards its end either 
by just speeches only or by unjust as well as by 
just speeches. But if it is by just speeches only, 
it will be virtue; but what aims at the persuasion 
of the crowd is not virtue, for it contains much that 
is rash and misleading ; it is not, therefore, of a 
nature to lead the hearers to its end by just speeches 
only.— Moreover, if it always pursues justice, no 94 
contrary argument will be forthcoming, and when
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ταύτης μεταδιωκούσης, τοΰ  δ* εναντίον μη οντος 
λόγου ούδε ρητορική τις γενήσεται, ώστε ουδέ 
ταυτη τοΐς δικαίοις μόνον χρήσεται λόγοις. καί 
μην ουδέ τοΐς άδίκοις, εττεί άδικος γενήσεται, καί 
πάλιν τοΰ εναντίου μη οντος λόγου ασύστατος 
εσται. λείπεται άρα δι* άμφοτερων αυτήν βαδί- 
ζειν. δ πολλώ των προτερων εστίν άτοπώτερον’ 
εσται γάρ άμα αρετή καί κακία, ο των αδυνάτων 
καθεστηκεν. ού τοίννν ρητεον μέρος είναι τι 
ρητορικής δικανικόν δ τέλος εχει το δίκαιον.

95 ΙΙρός γε μην τοΐς είρημενοις, εΐπερ ύποδεΐξαι 
το δίκαιον τοΐς δικασταΐς εν τώ  δικανικώ μερει 
τής ρητορικής ό ρήτωρ προτίθεται, ήτοι αύτόθεν 
εστί φαινόμενου καί ομόλογον το δίκαιον δπερ 
ύποδείκνυσιν, ή άμφισβητήσιμον. άλλα φαινό
μενου μεν ούκ αν εΐττοιεν επί τούτου γάρ ού 
συνίσταται ό ρητορικός λόγος, αναμφισβήτητου

96 καθεστώτος. λείπεται ουν τό άμφισβητήσιμον. 
δ πάλιν εστίν άπορον τοσοΰτον γάρ άπεχουσιν 
οι εις τουναντίον επιχειροΰντες την άμφισβήτησιν 
λύειν ώς καί εκ των εναντίων αυτήν επισφίγγειν, 
επιθολοΰντες τήν τω ν δικαστών γνώμην. καί 
τούτου πίστις ή περί Κόράκος φερομενη παρά

97 τοΐς πολλοΐς ιστορία, νεανίας γάρ πόθω ρητορικής 
κατασχεθείς προσήλθεν αύτώ τον όρισθησομενον 
ύπ* αύτοΰ μισθόν δώσειν Απαγγελλόμενος, αν τήν 
πρώτην νικήση δίκην, συμφωνίας δε γενομενης, 
καί τοΰ μειράκιου ικανήν εξιν εμφαίνοντος ήδη, 
6 μεν Κόραζ άπήτει τον μισθόν, 6 δ ’ άντελεγεν. 
άμφότεροι δε παρελθόντες εις τό δικαστήριον 
εκρίνοντο, δτε καί πρώτον φασι τον Κόρακα 
τοιαύτη τινί χρήσθαι επιχειρήσει, λεγοντα ώς 
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there exists no contrary speech neither will rhetoric 
exist, so that on this showing, too, it will not use just 
speeches only.—Nor, again, will it use unjust speeches, 
for if  so it will be unjust, and as the contrary speech 
is again non-existent, it will be non-existent. It 
remains, then, to say that it proceeds by means of 
both. But this is far more absurd than the former 
suppositions ; for it will be at once virtue and vice, 
which is a thing impossible. One must, then, deny 
that there is a juridical part of rhetoric which has 
justice for its end.

In addition to what has been said, if the orator 95 
proposes to explain to the judges what is just by 
the juridical part of rhetoric, the justice which he 
explains is either evident of itself and agreed or it is 
disputable. But they will not say that it is evident; 
for about this no rhetorical speech is composed, since 
it is undisputed. It remains, then, to say that it is dis- 96 
putable. But this again is open to doubt. For those 
who argue on opposite sides are so far from settling 
the dispute that they even intensify it by their contra
dictions and befog the minds of the judges. And there 
is evidence for this in the story commonly told about 
Corax.® A  young man seized with a desire for rhetoric 97 
went to him and promised that he would pay him the 
fee he would charge, if he should win his first case. 
And when the compact was made, and the youth was 
now displaying sufficient skill, Corax demanded his 
fee, but the other said “  No.”  Both then repaired 
to the court and had the case tried ; and then, it is 
said, Corax first used an argument of this kind,—

e Noted Sicilian rhetorician, circ. 460 b.c. The same 
story is told of Protagoras by Diog. Laert. ix. 56.
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εάν τε νικήση Ιόν τε μη, λαβεΐν οφείλει τον μισθόν, 
νικήσας μεν ότι ενίκησεν, λειφθείς δε κατά, τον  
της συμφωνίας λ όγον  ώμολόγησε γάρ αντώ  6 
άντίδικος άποδώσειν τον μισθόν εάν την πρώτην 
νικηστ/ δίκην, ην αύτόθεν νικησας όφείλει την

98 ύπόσχεσιν χρεωλυτεΐν. θορυβησόντων δε των  
δικαστών ώς δίκαια λεγοντος αυτόν, παραλαβών 
τούς λόγους ό νεανίας τώ  αύτώ επιχειρήματι, 
μηδέν μεταθείς, εχρητο * “  εάν τε ”  γάρ “  νικήσω ”  
φησίν “  εάν τε νικηθώ, ούκ οφείλω τον μισθόν 
άποδοΰναι 10.6ρακί, νικησας μεν ότι ενίκησα, 
λειφθεϊς δε κατά τον της συμφωνίας λόγον  
ύπεσχόμην γάρ άποδώσειν τον μισθόν εάν την 
πρώτην νικήσω δίκην, λειφθείς δε ούκ αποδώσω.”

99 εις εποχην δε και απορίαν ελθόντες οι δικασταί 
διά την ίσοσθενειαν των ρητορικών λόγων άμφο- 
τερους εξεβαλον τοΰ δικαστηρίου, επιφωνήσαντες 
τό “ εκ κακού κόράκος κακόν ωόν.”

100 Οΐος δε εστιν 6 περί τοΰ δικανικοϋ μέρους λόγος, 
τοιοΰτος γενοιτ αν καί ό περί τοΰ συμβουλευτικοΰ, 
ίνα μη μακρήγορώμεν. τό μεν γάρ εγκωμιαστικόν, 
σύν τώ  ταΐς αύταις απορίαις ύπόγεσθαι, ετι καί

101 άμεθοδόν εστιν. επεί γάρ ούτε πόντες άνθρωποι 
εγκωμιόζεσθαι θελουσιν ούτε επί τοΐς αύτοΐς, δει 
τον μέλλοντα καλώς εγκωμιόζειν είδεναι την τοΰ  
εγκωμιαζομενου διάθεσιν ου παν δε γε τό καθ’ 
ετερον κίνημα ληπτον εστιν ετερω. καί άλλως 
οι ρήτορες ου παραδεδώκασί τινα μέθοδον δ ί  ής 
είσόμεθα τό  πότε καί τίνα εγκωμιαστεον εστιν' 
ούκ άρα δυνατόν από ρητορικής ύγιώς εγκωμιόζειν.

102 ήτοι τε επί τοΐς μη οΰσιν αγαθοΐς δοκοΰσι δε είναι,
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that whether he won the case or lost it he ought to 
receive the fee ; if he won, because he had won, and 
if he lost, in accordance with the terms of the com
pact ; for his opponent had agreed to pay him the 
fee if he won his first case, so that if he did win it he 
was thereby bound to discharge the debt. And after 98 
the judges had applauded him for speaking justly the 
young man in turn began his speech and used the 
same argument, altering nothing: “  Whether I win,”  
he says, “  or whether I am beaten, I am not bound to 
pay Corax the fee ; if I win, because I have won ; and 
if I lose, in accordance with the terms o f the compact; 
for I promised to pay the fee if I should win my first 
case, but if I should lose I shall not pay.”  The judges 99 
then, thrown into a state of suspense and perplexity 
owing to the equipollence of the rhetorical arguments, 
drove them both out of the court, crying “  A  bad egg 
from a bad crow ! ”  e

To save a long account we may say that the argu- 100 
ment concerning “  the deliberative ”  part will be 
similar to that concerning the juridical. As to the 
“ laudatory,”  or eulogistic, part, besides being subject 
to the same doubts, it is also lacking in method. For 101 
since not all men wish to be eulogized, nor on the 
same grounds, he who is going to eulogize well must 
know the disposition of the person who is being 
eulogized ; but not every emotion in one man is 
perceptible by another. Moreover, the Orators have 
not furnished us with any method whereby we may 
know when and whom we ought to eulogize ; it is 
impossible, therefore, to eulogize properly by means 
o f rhetoric.—Also, the orator will eulogize on account 102

e A  play on the name Corax, which is the Greek for 
“  carrion-crow ”  (or “  daw ” ). Cf. the Latin saying “ mali 
corvi malum ovum.”

287



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

ή επί το ΐς  κατ αλήθειαν ούσιν εγκω μ ιάσει 6  
ρή τω ρ. ούτε δε επί τοΐς μή οΰσι, προσδιαφθείρει 
γάρ τούς έγ  κω μιαζο μ ένους, ούτε εττι το ΐς ούσιν· 
αγνοεί γάρ τα ΰ τα , οτε και τοΐς φιλοσόφοις δια 
την άνεπίκριτον περί αυτώ ν μάχην εστιν ά κ ατα - 
ληπτα . ούκ άρα δύναταί τινα  εγκω μ ιάζειν 6

103 ρή τω ρ. ο ΐ τ ε  μή  ειδότες εφ' οΐς εγκω μ ιαστέον  
εστιν ουδέ εγκω μ ιάζειν δύνανται· οι δε γ ε  ρήτορες  
ούκ ΐσασιν εφ' οΐς εγκ ω μ ιάζειν δει, καθώ ς π α ρα - 
σ τή σ ο μ εν  τοίνυν ουδέ εγκω μ ιάζειν δυνήσονται. 
εγκω μ ιαστέον γάρ φασιν από γένους και κάλλους 
και πλούτου και πολυτεκνίας και τ ω ν  έοικότω ν, 
άνάπαλίν τ ε  φεκτέον από δυσγενείας και δυσμ ορ-

104 φίας και ττενιχρότητος. οπερ εύηθες· δει γά ρ  
ημάς από τ ω ν  παρ' ημάς γινομένων τούς επαίνους 
έλκειν και φόγους, ευγένεια δέ και ευτυχία κάλλος 
τε  και πολυτεκνία καί τά  τοιαΰτα  ούκ έστι παρ' 
ημάς γινόμενα, ώ σ τε  ούκ επαινετέον απ' α ύτώ ν, 
έπεί το ί  γ ε  εί φιλώς επαινετέον τη ν εύγένειάν έστι 
καί πολυτεκνίαν καί παν τοιουτώ δες, έπαινετέος 
καί Βούσιρις καί "Α μ υκ ος καί Α ν τ α ίο ς  οί ζεν ο -  
κτόνοι, ότι ΪΙοσειδώ νος ήσαν υίεΐς, επαινετή δέ

105 καί ή Ν ιόβη, ότι πολύτεκνος, εναντίως τ ε  εί ή 
άμορφία καί ή πενία φεκτόν, φεκτέος μέν Ό δ υ σ -  
σεύς, οτι χερνήτου λαβώ ν σχήμα

άνδρών δυσμενέω ν κατέδυ πάλιν, 

φεκτέος δέ 6  Α ιός ΐίερ σ εύ ς , ότι πήραν περιηρτη -

238
Cf. the encomiastic Busins of Isocrates.
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of things that are not good but seem so, or else on 
account of things which are really good. But he does 
not do so either on account of things which are not 
good,—for then he is further corrupting the persons 
eulogized,—or on account of those which are ; for of 
these he is ignorant, since even for philosophers they 
are non-apprehensible owing to the unsettled contro
versy about them. Therefore the Orator is not able 
to eulogize anyone.—Also, those who do not know 103 
on what account one should eulogize are unable to 
eulogize ; but the Orators do not know on what 
account one ought to eulogize, as we shall demon
strate ; hence they will not be able to eulogize. For 
they assert that one should eulogize on the ground 
of birth and beauty and wealth and abundance o f 
children, and the like ; and conversely one should 
blame on the ground of low birth and ugliness and 
poverty. But this is silly ; for we ought to attract 104 
praise and blame from things inherent in ourselves, 
but noble birth and good fortune and beauty and 
abundance of children and things of that sort are 
not inherent in ourselves, so that we should not be 
praised on account of them ; for, to be sure, if we are 
to praise unconditionally noble birth and abundance 
o f children and everything of that kind, we must 
praise those slayers of guests, Busiris α and Amycus 
and Antaeus, because they were sons o f Poseidon, 
and also praise Niobe because she abounded in 
children. Conversely, if ugliness and penury are to 105 
be blamed, Odysseus is to be blamed because he took 
the form of a beggar 6 when

He entered the foemen’s city,

and Perseus, the son of Zeus, is to be blamed because 
* Cf Horn. Od. iv. Mi ff.
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μένος τη ν  άνυδρον ώδευε Α ιβύ η ν , καί * Ηρακλής» 
ότι λεοντήν καί ξυλον επί τούς άθλους έπ ή γετο .

106 Ίΐυνελόντι δε φάναι, Βεδόσθω τα ΰ τα  μέρη είναι 
τη ς  ρητορικής, άλλ* έπεί τ ο  δίκαιον, οτι έστι  
δίκαιον, καί το  συμφέρον, οτι έστι συμφέρον, 
καί τ ο  καλόν, ότι έστι καλόν, αποδείξει π α ρί- 
σ τα τα ι, καί ούδέν έστιν ή άπόδειξις, ουδέ ρητορική  
τι γενήσεται ή επί τοιούτοις μέρεσι συνεστώ σα . 
ότι δέ ούδέν εστιν άπόδειξις, άκριβέστερον μεν  
δείκνυται εν τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς ύπομνήμασιν, ύ π ο -

107 μ νηστικώ τερον δέ καί νΰν π α ρα σταθή σετα ι. εί 
γάρ μηδέν 6  λόγος, ουδέ ή άπόδειξις έσ τι, ποιος  
λόγος ούσα· ούδέν δ έ  γ έ  έστι λ όγος, ώ ς  π α ρ εσ τή - 
σαμεν, διά τ ο  μ ή τε εν φωναΐς μ ή τε εν ά σω μ ά τοις  
λεκτοΐς έχειν τη ν  ύ π ό σ τα σ ιν  ούδέ άπόδειξις άρα

108 έστιν. άλλως τ ε , εί έστιν, ήτοι εναργής κ α θέστη - 
κεν ή άδηλος, ούτε δέ εναργής έ σ τ ιν  άδηλον γάρ  
τ ι  περιέσχηκε, καί διά τοΰτό  έστι διάφωνος, 
παντός του διαφωνουμένου π ράγμ α τος άδήλου

109 τυγχάνοντος. λείπεται άρα άδηλον αύτήν είναι, 
άλλ* εί το ύ το , ήτοι αύτόθεν ληφθήσεται ή έ ξ  
ά π οδείξεω ς. ούτε δέ αύτόθεν ληπτή έστιν (άδηλος 
γάρ ήν, τό  δέ άδηλον αύτόθεν λαμβανόμενον 
άπιστον) ούτε έ ξ  ά π οδείξεω ς διά τη ν εις άπειρον

110 έ κ π τω σ ιν  ούκ άρα τις  έστιν άπόδειξις. μη ούσης  
τ ε  γενικής ά π οδείξεω ς ούδέ ειδική τις  έσται 
άπόδειξις, ώ σπ ερ  καί μη οντος ζώ ου  ούδέ άνθρω πος  
έ σ τ ιν  γενική δ έ  γ ε  άπόδειξις ούκ έστιν, ώ ς  π α ρα - 
σ τ ή σ ο μ ε ν  τοίνυν ούδέ άλλη τ ις  γενησεται τ ω ν  έπ* 
είδους, έπεί γάρ άδηλός έστιν , ώ ς  προεπελο- 
γισάμ εθα , οφείλει διά τίνος καταστήναι. διά 
«40
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he walked through waterless Libya with a wallet 
hung round him, and Heracles because he took with 
him on his labours a lion’s skin and a club.

To speak briefly, then, let it be granted that these 106 
are the parts o f rhetoric. But since the fact that the 
just is just and that the advantageous is advantageous 
and that the noble is noble is established by proof, 
and proof is nothing, neither will rhetoric, which is 
composed of these parts, be anything. That proof is 
nothing is shown more precisely in our Notes on 
Scepticism,a and we shall now establish it more by 
way of a note or reminder. If speech is nothing, 107 
neither does proof exist, being a kind of speech; but 
speech is nothing, as we have established,6 because it 
subsists neither in utterance nor in incorporeal lekta ; 
therefore proof does not exist.—Further, if it exists it 108 
is either evident or non-evident.c But it is not evi
dent ; for it contains something non-evident, and be
cause of this is disputable, as everything in dispute is 
non-evident. It remains then to say that it is non- 109 
evident. But if so, it will be perceived either of itself 
or after proof. But it is not perceptible of itself (for it 
is non-evident, and the non-evident, if perceived of 
itself, is not to be trusted), nor after proof, because of 
the regress ad infinitum; therefore no proof exists.— 
Further, as generic proof ̂  does not exist, no specific lio 
proof will exist, just as if “  animal ”  does not exist 
neither does “ man ” exist; but generic proof does 
not exist, as we shall establish ; so no other, specific, 
proof will exist. For since it is non-evident, as we 
previously argued, it must be confirmed by some-

■ Cf. P.H. ii. 134 ff., Adv. Log. ii. 299 ff.
6 Cf. Adv. Oram. 135 ff.

• Cf. P.H. ii. 174 182. * Cf. P.H . ii. 172
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τίνος ov v ; ήτοι γάρ διά γενικής ή ειδικής ά π ο-
111 δ είξεω ς. ούτε δε διά ειδικής διά το  μ ψ τω  βέβαιον  

είναι τη ν τή ς  γενικής ντταρξιν, ούτε διά γενικ ή ς· 
αυτή γάρ εστιν ή αμφ ισβητούμενη, ον τοίνυι 
εστι τ ις  γενική άπόδειξις. ώ  επεται το  μηδέ την  
ειδικήν ύπάρχειν. καί άλλως, ή γενική άπόδειξις  
εί μεν λήμματά τινα εχει και επιφοράν, ουδέ 
γενική εστιν, εί δε ούκ εχει, ουδέ κατασκευάσει

112 τ ι , πολύ δε μάλλον ούδέ τή ν έαυτής νπαρζιν. ή  
τ ε  τή ν  άπόδειξιν πιστουμένη άπόδειξις ήτοι ζη 
τείται ή ά ζή τη τό ς  εστιν. άλλ’ ά ζή τη το ς  μεν ούκ  
αν εϊη διά τ ά ς  έμπροσθεν είρημενας αιτίας, ζη το ύ 
μενη δε οφείλει νπ* άλλης κατασκενάζεσθαι, 
κάκείνη πάλιν ύπ ’ άλλης, καί τοΰτο  εις άπειρον, 
ούκ άρα εστι τ ις  άπόδειξις.

113 Ά λλα γάρ καί προς τά  συνέχοντα θεω ρήματα  
τή ς  ρητορικής άντειπόντες απ ’ άλλης αρχής καί 
τω ν  προς τούς γεω μ έτρ α ς καί αριθμητικούς 
αποριών ά π τώ μ εθα .

34S
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thing. By what then ? Either by a generic or by a 
specific proof. Not by a specific, since the existence 111 
of the generic is as yet unconfirmed ; nor yet by a 
generic ; for that is the matter in dispute. So then, 
no generic proof exists. From this it follows that 
neither does the specific proof exist.—And besides, 
if the generic proof has premisses and a conclusion it 
is not generic, and if it does not it will not prove any
thing, and what is much worse, it will not even prove 
its own existence.—Also, the proof which confirms 112 
the proof is either questioned or unquestioned. But, 
for the reasons stated above, it will not be un
questioned, and if questioned it must be proved by 
another proof, and this again by another, and so on 
ad infinitum. Therefore no proof exists.

So, now that we have refuted the main doctrines 113 
of Rhetoric, let us make a fresh start and deal with 
the objections to be raised against the Geometers 
and the Arithmeticians.



ΠΡΟΣ ΓΕΩΜΕΤΡΑΣ

1 *E7T€t οί γεωμέτραι συνορώντες τό πλήθος των 
επακολουθούντων αύτοΐς απόρων1 els άκίνδυνον 
είναι δοκοΰν και ασφαλές πράγμα καταφεύγουσι, 
τό εξ ύποθέσεως αΐτεΐσθαι τάς τής γεωμετρίας 
άρχάς, καλώς αν έχοι και ημάς τής προς αυτούς 
άντιρρήσεως αρχήν τίθεσθαι τον περί τής νπο-

2 θέσεως λόγον, και γάρ 6 Τ ίμων εν τοις προς 
τούς φυσικούς τοΰτο ύπέλαβε Βεΐν εν πρώτοις 
ζητεΐν, φημί δε τό εί εξ ύποθέσεως τι ληπτέον. 
διόπερ και ημάς οίκεΐόν εστιν εκείνω στοιχοΰντας 
το παραπλήσιον ποιεΐν εν τή προς τούς από των

3 μαθημάτων διεξόδω. τάξεως δε ένεκα προληπτεον 
οτι πολλαχώς μεν και άλλως ύπόθεσις προσ
αγορεύεται, τά νΰν δε άπαρκεσει τριχώς λέγεσθαι, 
καθ' ένα μεν τρόπον ή δραματική περιπέτεια, καθό 
και τραγικήν και κωμικήν ύπόθεσιν είναι λέγο- 
μεν και Αικαιάρχου τινάς υποθέσεις των Εύριπίδου 
και Σοφοκλέους μύθων, ούκ άλλο τι καλοΰντες

4 ύπόθεσιν ή τήν του δράματος περιπέτειαν, καθ' 
έτερον δε σημαινόμενον ύπόθεσις προσαγορεύεται 
εν ρητορική ή των επί μέρους ζήτησις, καθό και

1 απόρων cj. Bekk. αποριών M SS., Bekk.
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AGAINST THE GEOMETERS

S ince the Geometers, perceiving the multitude of 1 
difficulties which beset them, take refuge in a method 
which seems to be free from danger and safe, namely, 
to beg by “ hypothesis ”  the principles of geometry, 
it will be well for us, too, to begin our attack against 
them with the argument about “ hypothesis.”  For 2 
Timon, in his book Against the Physicists, assumed 
that one ought to raise this question first of all, 
— I mean, whether anything should be accepted 
from “  hypothesis.”  Hence it is proper for us, in 
conformity with him, to do likewise in our treatise 
against these Mathematicians. And, for the sake o f 3 
due order, one must premise that the word “  hypo
theses ”  is used in a number of different senses ; but 
it will be enough now to mention three : in one sense 
it means the peripeteia (or “  argument ”  or “  plot ” ) 
of a drama, as we say that there is a tragic or a comic 
“ hypothesis,”  and certain “  hypotheses ”  of Dicae- 
archus ° of the stories of Euripides and Sophocles, 
meaning by “ hypothesis ”  nothing else than the 
peripeteia of the drama. And “ hypothesis ”  is used 4 
with another signification in rhetoric, as investigation 
of particulars, in which sense the sophists are wont

• A voluminous writer, disciple of Aristotle.
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οι σοφισταί πολλάκις είώ θασιν εν ταΐς διατριβαΐς 
λεγειν “  θετεον ύ π ό θ εσ ιν ”  ού μ ην αλλά καί κατά  
τρίτην επιβολήν ύπόθεσιν καλοΰμεν αρχήν απο
δείξεω ν, αΐτησιν οΰσαν π ράγμ α τος εις κατασκευήν

5 τίνος. ουτω  γοΰν τρισϊν ύποθεσεσι κεχρήσθαι 
φαμεν τον  Ά σ κ λ η π ιά δ η ν  είς κατασκευήν τή ς  τον  
πυρετόν εμποιούσης ενστά σεω ς, μια  μεν δτι νοητοί 
τινες είσιν εν ήμΐν πόροι, μ εγεθει διαφεροντες 
άλλήλων, δεύτερα δε δτι πάντοθεν ύγροΰ μέρη  
καί πνεύμ ατος εκ λόγω  θεω ρητώ ν όγκω ν συ ν- 
ηράνισται δι αιών ο ς άνηρεμήτω ν, τρίτη δε δτι 
αδιάλειπτοι τινες εις τδ  εκτός ε ξ  ημώ ν άποφοραί 
γίνονται, π οτέ μεν πλείους π οτέ δε ελάττους προς  
τη ν  ενεστηκυΐαν περίστασιν.

β Άλλα γάρ τοσα υτα χ ώ ς νοούμενης τα  νυν τή ς  
ύπ οθεσεω ς, πρόκειται τα  νυν ζη τεΐν  ού μ ά  Α ία  
περί τή ς  δραματικής δ ια τά ξεω ς, ουδέ περί τή ς  
παρά τοΐς ρήτορσι ζη τή σ εω ς, αλλά περί τή ς  εν 
τελεί λεχθείσης ύπ οθεσεω ς, ήν αρχήν άποδείξεω ς  
συμβεβηκεν είναι’ ταύτη ν γάρ καί οι γεω μ ετραι 
λαμβάνουσι τη ν  ύπόθεσιν, βουλόμενοί τ ι γ ε ω -

7 μ ετρικώ ς άποδεΐξαι. διόπερ εύθύς ρητεον δτι 
καί επεί οι ε ξ  ύποθεσεω ς λαμβάνοντες τ ι καί 
χω ρίς ά π οδείξεω ς φιλή μόνον άρκοϋνται φάσει 
προς τη ν  τα ν τη ς  πίστιν, π εύσετα ί τ ις  αύτώ ν

8 τοιούτω  τινί χρώ μενος επιλογισμώ . ήτοι ισχυρόν 
εστι καί βέβαιον προς π ίστιν τό  ε ξ  ύποθεσεω ς τι 
λαβεΐν ή άπιστόν τ ε  καί άσθενες. άλλ’ εί μεν  
ισχυρόν, καί τό  άντικείμενον ε ξ  ύποθεσεω ς ληφθέν 
π ιστόν γενησεται καί βέβαιον, ώ σ τε  θήσομεν τά  
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to say often in their discourses, “  One must posit the 
hypothesis.”  Moreover, in a third application we 
term the starting-point of proofs “ hypothesis,” it 
being the postulating something for the purpose of 
proving something. Thus we say that Asclepiades α 5 
made use of three “ hypotheses ” to demonstrate the 
initial condition which produces fever,—the first, 
that there exist in us certain intelligible (or “ non- 
perceptible ” ) passages, differing from one another 
in size ; the second, that particles of moisture and air 
are collected from all sides out of corpuscles perceived 
by reason and eternally in motion ; the third, that 
certain unceasing effluvia are emitted from within 
us to the outside air, these being now more, now less, 
in number according to the condition prevailing at 
the moment.

Well then, “  hypothesis ”  being now conceived in β 
these three ways, we certainly do not now propose to 
inquire about the arrangement in dramas, nor about 
oratorical questionings, but about the “  hypothesis ”  
in the sense mentioned last, which was “  the starting- 
point of proof ”  ; for this is the “  hypothesis ”  which 
the Geometers adopt when they wish to prove any
thing geometrically. Consequently, we must state 7 
at once that since those who assume a thing by hypo
thesis are satisfied with mere assertion, without 
proof, for its confirmation, one will interrogate them, 
employing some such reasoning as this :—Assuming 8 
a thing by hypothesis is either a strong and firm 
confirmation or unreliable and weak.6 But if it is 
strong, its contrary, when assumed by hypothesis, 
will also be reliable and firm, so that we shall be posi-

• Of. P.H. iii. 32, ii. 140.
* Cf. P.H. i. 173.
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μαχόμενα. el δε επί του το εναντίον εξ ύποθεσεώς 
λαμβάνοντος χωρίς άποΒείξεως άπιστόν εστιν ή 
ύπόθεσις, άπιστος γενησεται καί επ' εκείνου, 
ώστε ούΒετερον αυτών θήσομεν. ού τοίνυν ληπτεον 

9 εστίν εξ ύποθεσεώς τι. καί μην τό υποτιθέμενον 
πράγμα ήτοι αληθές εστι καί τοιοΰτον όποιον 
αυτό υποτιθέμεθα η φεΰΒος. άλλ* εί μεν αληθές 
εστι, μηΒε αΐτώμεθα αυτό, είς πράγμα ύποφίας 
πλήρες καταφεύγοντες, την ύπόθεσιν, ά,ΛΛ* αύτόθεν 
λαμβάνωμεν, επείπερ ουθείς τάληθη καί όντα 
υποτίθεται, καθάπερ ούΒε τό νυν ημέραν είναι η 
εμε Βιαλεγεσθαι καί άναπνεΐν ή γάρ περιφάνεια 
τούτων των πραγμάτων αύτόθεν βέβαιον εχει 
την θεσιν καί ού Βισταζομενην την ύπόθεσιν. 
ώστε εί αληθές εστι τό πράγμα, μηΒε αιτώμεθα

10 αυτό ώς μη ον αληθές, εί δ’ ούκ εστι τοιοϋτο 
άλλα φεΰΒος καθεστηκεν, ούδεν όφελος άνακύφει 
εκ της ύποθεσεώς· καν γάρ μυριάκις αύτό ύπο- 
τιθώμεθα, σαθροΐς, ώς φασί, θεμελίοις [ου/c]1 
ακολουθήσει τό συμπέρασμα τής ζητήσεως εξ

11 ανυπάρκτων όρμωμενης αρχών, ού μην άλλ* εί 
τις οΐς αν ύποθήται, τούτοις τά άκολουθοΰντα 
πιστά τυγχάνειν αξιώσει, μήποτε πάσαν αναιρεί 
ζήτησιν. εύθεως γάρ ύποθήσεται έκαστος ημών 
τό τά τρία τεσσαρα είναι, καί τούτου Βοθεντος 
συνάξει ότι καί τά εξ οκτώ εστιν εί γάρ τά τρία 
τεσσαρά εστι, τά εξ οκτώ γενησεται· αλλά μην τά 
τρία τεσσαρά εστιν, ώς ή ύπόθεσις Βίδωσιν τά

12 άρα εξ οκτώ εστιν. πάλιν τε αίτησομεν ότι μενει 
τό κινούμενον, καί συγχωρηθεντος τοΰ πράγματος 
συνάξομεν ότι ή φλόξ ηρεμεί· εί γάρ τό κινούμενον

1 [ούκ] del. Heinti.
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ting conflicting things simultaneously. But if the 
hypothesis is unreliable in the case of the man who 
assumes the contrary by hypothesis without proof, it 
will also be unreliable in the case of the other man, so 
that we shall posit neither of the things. Nothing, 
then, must be assumed by hypothesis.— Moreover, the 9 
thing which is assumed is either true and such as we 
assume it to be, or false. But if it is true, let us not 
postulate it, fleeing for refuge to a thing which is 
highly suspicious—namely, hypothesis,—but let us 
accept it straightaway, for no one assumes ex hypothesi 
things true and actual, such as “  Now it is day,”  or 
“  I am talking and breathing ”  a ; for the very obvi
ousness of these facts does of itself make the state
ment firm and the assumption undisputed. So that 
if the thing is true, let us not postulate it as though it 
were not true. But if it is not true but is false, no 10 
help will emerge from the hypothesis ; for though we 
assume it a myriad times, on rotten foundations, as 
the saying goes, will follow the conclusion of the 
inquiry which starts from non-existent principles.— 
Moreover, if anyone shall maintain that the con- 11 
elusions which follow from whatever assumptions are 
made are trustworthy, it is to be feared that he is 
destroying all inquiry. For example, each of us will 
assume that three is four, and, this being granted, 
will infer also that six is eight; for if three is four, six 
will be eight; but in fact, as the hypothesis grants, 
three is four; therefore six is eight. Again, we shall 12 
postulate that what moves is at rest, and this being 
agreed we shall infer that the flame is stationary ; 
for if what moves is at rest, the flame is stationary;

• Cf. Adv. Log. i. 242, it. 144; Adv. Rhet. 65.

VOL. IV I 249



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

μενει, ή φλόξ ηρεμεί' τό 8ε γε κινούμενον μενει· 
ή άρα φλόξ ηρεμεί, άλλ’ ον τρόπον οι γεωμετραι 
άτοπους εροΰσιν είναι ταύτας τάς υποθέσεις (βέ
βαιον γάρ είναι 8εΐν τον θεμέλιον, ΐνα συνομολογηθή 
και τό ακόλουθον), οϋτω και ημείς πάντα τά 
ύποθετικώς αύτοΐς λαμβανόμενα ου προσησόμεθα

13 X<*>pis άποΒείξεως. άλλως τε, εΐ βέβαιόν εστι και 
πιστόν τό υποτιθέμενον ή υποτίθεται, μη ταΰτα 
ύποτιθεσθωσαν εξ ών άποΒείξουσίν τι, άλλ* αυτό 
τό άποΒεικνύμενον, τουτεστι μη τά λήμματα της 
άποΒείξεως άλλα την επιφοράν ο γάρ Βύναται 
προς πίστιν αύτοΐς επί των εκκαλυπτόντων ή 
ύπόθεσις, τούτο Βυνήσεται καί επί των εκκαλυπτο- 
μενων εκ της άποΒείξεως πραγμάτων. εί δ’ 
άπιστόν εστι, καν πολλάκις ύποτεθή, τό τής άπο
Βείξεως συμπέρασμα χωρίς άποΒείξεως, άπιστον 
γενήσεται καί τό εις κατασκευήν τούτου λαμβανό-

14 μενον, εί μη Βι* άποΒείξεως ΒιΒάσκοιτο. νη Δ " ,  
άλλ* εϊπερ, φασί, τό άκολουθοϋν ταΐς ύποθεσεσιν 
αληθές εύρίσκεται, πάντως καί τά ύποτεθεντα, 
τουτεστιν οΐς επηκολούθησεν, αληθή γενήσεται. 
δ πάλιν εστίν εϋηθες' πόθεν γάρ δτι τό άκολουθοϋν 
τισίν εν άποΒείξει πάντως αληθές εστιν; ή γάρ εξ 
αύτοΰ μαθόντες εκείνου τοϋτ εροΰσιν, ή εκ των

15 οΐς ήκολούθησε λημμάτων, άλλ’ εξ αύτοΰ μεν 
ούκ αν ειποιεν. άΒηλον γάρ εστι, τό 8ε άΒηλον 
εξ αύτοΰ πιστόν ούκ εστιν' άποΒεικννναι γοΰν 
τοΰτο επιβάλλονται ώς μη εν αύτω την πίστιν 
εχον. καί μην ούΒ’ εκ των λημμάτων περί γάρ 
τούτων εστίν ή πάσα Βιαμάχη, καί μηΒεπω αύτών 
πεπιστωμενων1 ούΒε τό άποΒεικνύμενον εξ αύτών

1 π(πιστωμίνων cj. Bekk. : πειτιστευμενων m ss., Bekk.
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but what moves is at rest; therefore the flame is 
stationary. But just as the Geometers will say that 
these hypotheses are absurd (for the foundation must 
be firm in order that the inference which follows may 
be agreed), so too we shall refuse to accept any of 
their hypothetical assumptions without proof. More- 13 
over, if the assumption, as assumed, is firm and 
trustworthy, let them not assume the things from 
which they will prove something, but the thing 
proved itself,—that is, not the premisses of the proof 
but its conclusion ; for the power for confirmation 
which their hypothesis possesses in the case o f the 
things which reveal, the same power it will possess in 
the case of the things revealed by the proof. But 
if the conclusion o f the proof without proof is un
trustworthy, though it be assumed many times over, 
that which is assumed in order to demonstrate it will 
also be untrustworthy unless it be taught by means 
of proof.—But in Heaven’s name, they say, if what 14 
follows the hypotheses is found to be true, certainly 
the things assumed—that is, the things which it has 
followed—will be true. But this again is silly ; for 
how do we know that that which follows certain things 
in a proof is in all cases true ? For they will assert 
this as having learnt it either from the thing itself or 
from the premisses which it followed. But they will 15 
not assert it from itself. For it is non-evident, and 
the non-evident is not of itself trustworthy ; at any 
rate they essay to prove it, as though it were not of 
itself convincing. Nor yet from the premisses ; for 
the whole controversy is about these, and while they 
are still unconfirmed the thing which is being proved
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1β βέβαιον εΐναi δύναται. en ούδ' αν το  λήγον ή  
αληθές, εύθύς καί τό  ηγούμενόν έστι τοιοΰτον. 
ώ σπ ερ γάρ τ ω  άληθεΐ πέφυκεν αληθές έπακολον- 
θεΐν και φενδει φεΰδος, ούτω ς ή ξίω τα ι και φεύδει 
αληθές συνεισάγεσθαι, καθάπερ  [eV] τω  π έτασθαι 
την γη ν , φεύδει όντι, τό  είναι την γη ν  αληθές

17 ύπαρχον εΐπετο . δθεν ονκ εί τό  λήγόν εστιν  
αληθές, π ά ντω ς καί τό  ηγούμενον αληθές, άλλ* 
ενδέχεται το ΰ  λήγοντος αληθούς οντος τό  η γο ύ 
μενον ύπάρχειν φεύδος.

Και δη οτι μέν ούκ εΰ ποιοΰσιν οι από τω ν  
μ αθημ άτω ν ε ξ  ύποθέσεω ς λαμβάνοντες τά ς  άρχάς 
τη ς άπ οδείξεω ς και έκαστον θεω ρήματος, επ ι- 
φ θεγγόμενοι τό  δεδόσθω , διά τού τω ν  αύτάρκω ς

18 κατεσκεύασταί' μετελθόντες  δε εξή ς διδάσκωμεν  
ότι φενδεΐς και απίθανους αυτώ ν σνμ βέβηκεν  
είναι τά ς άρχας τή ς  τέχνη ς, και δη πολλών εις 
τούτο  δυναμένων λέγεσθαι, ώ ς εναρχόμενοι τή ς  ν φ -  
η γή σ εω ς εϊπομεν, τούτοις προσαχθήσεται τα  τή ς  
απορίας ώ ν άναιρουμένων και τά  λοιπά σνναν- 
αιρεθήσεται. επει ονν τώ ν  αρχώ ν διαβληθεισών  
ουδέ αί κατά μέρος αποδείξεις αύτοΐς δύνανται 
προκόπτειν, λέγω μεν τά  άρμόζοντα προς τα ς  
άρχας.

19 Ε ύθέω ς τοίνυν ώ ς π ρώ τον τι και στο χειω δέ- 
στα το ν  διδάσκουσιν ημ άς ότι σώ μ α  μέν έστι τό  
τά ς τρεις εχον διαστάσεις, μ ήκος πλάτος β ά θο ς, 
ώ ν π ρώ τη  μ έν διάστασίς εστιν  ή κατά μήκος 
άνω θεν κ ά τω , δεντέρα δέ ή κατά πλάτος άπο  
δεξιώ ν επ ' άριστερά, τρίτη  δέ ή κατά β ά θος απο  
τώ ν  π ρόσω  εις το ν π ίσ ω . ώ σ τε  τ ώ ν  τριώ ν τού τω ν  
έξ γίνεσθαι π αρατάσεις, δύο καθ' έκάστην ,  τή ς  
252
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by means of them cannot be firm.— Further, even if 16 
the consequent is true, the antecedent is not inevi
tably true. For as the true naturally follows the true, 
and the false the false, so it is maintained that the 
true is a consequence of the false,—for example, that 
“  the earth exists,”  which is true, follows “  the earth 
flies,”  which is false. Hence, if the consequent is 17 
true, the antecedent is not in all cases true, but when 
the consequent is true it is possible for the ante
cedent to be false.

So now, by these arguments it has been sufficiently 
established that the Mathematicians do no good 
by assuming ex hypothesi the principles of proof and 
of each theorem, repeating the formula “  Let it be 
granted.” Passing on, let us show in the next place 18 
that the principles of their art are in fact false and 
incredible. Now many arguments can be used to 
prove this, as we said when commencing our exposi
tion, but our doubts shall be cast on those principles 
the destruction of which will involve that of the rest. 
So, since their particular proofs cannot go forward 
when the principles are under suspicion, let us state 
suitable arguments against the principles.

To start with they tell us, as a primary and most 19 
fundamental fact, that “ body ”  is that which has 
three dimensions,®—length, breadth, depth,—and of 
these the first dimension, that of length, is up and 
down, the second, that of breadth, is from right to 
left, the third, that of depth, from before to behind. 
Thus there are six extensions of these three, two in

• Cf. P.H. Hi. 39 f . ; Adv. Phys. i. 367 ff.
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μέν πρώτης την άνω και κάτω, της δέ δεύτερα? 
την εν αριστερά και εν δεξιά, της δε τρίτης την 
πρόσω και όπίσω. στιγμής μεν γάρ ρυείσης 
γραμμήν γίνεσθαί φασι, γραμμής δ* επιφάνειαν,

20 επιφάνειας δε στερεόν σώμα, παρό και ύπογρά- 
φοντες λέγουσι στιγμήν μεν είναι σημεΐον άμερές 
καί άδιάστατον η πέρας γραμμής, γραμμήν δε 
μήκος άπλατες η πέρας επιφάνειας, επιφάνειαν

21 δέ πέρας σώματος η πλάτος άβαθές. τάξει οΰν 
άναλαβόντες περί στιγμής λέγω μεν πρώτον, εΐτα 
περί γραμμής, τό δέ μετά τοΰτο περί επιφάνειας 
και σώματος· τούτων γάρ αναιρούμενων ούδ' η 
γεωμετρία γενησεται τέχνη, μη έχουσα τα εφ' 
οΐς η σνστασις αντης δοκεΐ προκόπτειν.

22 *Η τοίνυν στιγμή, ην φασι σημεΐον άδιάστατον 
ύπάρχειν, ήτοι σώμα νοείται η άσώματον. και 
σώμα μέν ούκ αν εΐη κατ' αυτούς' τα γάρ μη 
έχοντα διάστασιν ούκ είναι σώματα, λείπεται 
οΰν άσώματον αυτήν ύπάρχειν, ο πάλιν εστίν 
άπίθανον. τό μέν γάρ άσώματον ούδενός νοείται 
γεννητικόν ώσανει άθιγές καθεστώς, η δέ στιγμή 
νοείται της γραμμής γεννητικη · ού τοίνυν έστι

23 σημεΐον άδιάστατον η στιγμή. καί μην εΐπερ 
οφις των άδηλων έστι τά φαινόμενα, έπεί ού 
δυνατόν εν τοΐς φαινομένοις λαβεΐν τίνος σημεΐον 
και πέρας άδιάστατον, δηλον ώς ούδ* εν τοΐς 
νοητοΐς ληφθήσεταί τι τοιοΰτον. εν δέ γε τοΐς 
αίσθητοΐς ούδέν έστιν άδιάστατον λαβεΐν, ως

24 παραστησω· ώστ* ούδ' εν τοΐς νοητοΐς. παν 
τοίνυν τό εν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς νποπΐπτόν τίνος πέρας
2 5 4

each case,—up and down of the first, right and left of 
the second, before and behind of the third. For they 
assert that the line is produced by the flow of the 
point, the surface by that of the line, and the solid 
body by that of the surface. So in describing these 20 
they say that “  the point is a sign without parts or 
dimensions,” or “ the limit of a line,” “ the line is 
length without breadth,”  or “  the limit of a surface,”  
and “  the surface is the limit of a body,”  or “  breadth 
without depth.”  Taking these, then, in order, let us 21 
speak first about the point, next about the line, and 
after that about the surface and body ; for if these 
are destroyed Geometry will not be an Art, as not 
possessing the conditions upon which success in its 
construction seems to depend.

Now the point, which they say is “  a sign without 22 
dimensions,”  is conceived as either a body or incor
poreal.® And according to them it will not be a body; 
for things which have no dimension are not bodies.
It remains, then, to say that it is incorporeal; but 
this again is incredible. For the incorporeal, as being 
impalpable, is conceived as generative of nothing, but 
the point is conceived as generative of the line ; so 
the point is not a sign without dimensions.— More- 23 
over, if apparent things are “ the vision of things non- 
evident,”  then, since in apparent things it is impossible 
to perceive a limit of anything or sign which is with
out dimensions, it is plain that no such thing will be 
perceived in intelligible things either. But in fact, 
as I shall establish, it is impossible to perceive in 
things sensible anything without dimensions ; so that 
it is also impossible in intelligibles. Now everything 24 
which is perceived in sensibles as the limit and sign

• Of. Adv. Phys. i. 377.
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καί σημεΐον συν τουτω καταλαμβάνεται tlvos 
άκρον, συν τω  καί μέρος εκείνου, οΰπερ έστίν 
άκρον, ύπάρχειν' εάν γοΰν άφέλωμεν αυτό, μειω- 
θήσεται το αφ’ οΰ ή άφαίρεσις, τό δε μέρος τίνος 
ύπαρχον ευθύς και συμπληρωτικόν αύτοΰ καθέστη- 
κεν, ο δε εστι τίνος συμπληρωτικόν, πάντως ανξει 
τό μέγεθος εκείνου, και 6 εστι μεγέθους αύξη-

25 τικόν, τούτο εξ ανάγκης εχει μεγεθος. παν άρα 
τό εν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς σημεΐον τίνος και άκρον 
μεγεθος εχον ούκ εστιν άδιάστατον. δθεν εί και 
τό νοητόν μεταβατικώς από τού αισθητού νοούμεν, 
συν τουτω καθεστώς σημεΐον και πέρας γραμμής 
αυτό νοήσομεν, συν τω και συμπληρωτικόν αυτής 
ύπάρχειν, ώστε καί αυτό διάστασιν έξει πάντως,

26 δ γε διαστάσεώς εστι περιποιητικόν, άλλως τε 
την από τού κέντρου εκβληθεΐσαν εύθειάν φασι 
περιαγομένην τω πέρατι έαυτής κυκλογραφεΐν την 
επίπεδον, επεί ονν τό άκρον ταντης τής ευθείας 
έστί σημεΐον, καί τούτο περιαγόμενον καταμετρεί 
την περιφέρειαν, έσται τούτο συμπληρωτικόν τής 
περιφέρειας· ή δέ γε περιφέρεια διάστασιν εΐχεν 
τοίνυν καί τό συμπληρωτικόν αυτής σημεΐον έξει

27 τινά διάστασιν. ή γε μην σφαίρα καθ' εν σημεΐον 
άξιοΰται τής επιπέδου άπτεσθαι, εκκυλιομένη τε 
γραμμήν ποιεΐν, δήλον ώς των επικάταπιπτόντων 
σημείων την δλην συντιθέντων γραμμήν, τοίνυν 
εί τού μεγέθους τής γραμμής συμπληρωτικόν 
εστι τό σημεΐον, έξει καί αυτό μέγεθος, συγκε- 
χώρηται δε τού μεγέθους τής γραμμής συμπληρω
τικόν αυτό τυγχάνειν καί αυτό άρα μέγεθος εξει 
καί ούκ άδιάστατον γενησεται.

2 5 6
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o f something is apprehended as being likewise the 
extremity of something, and also as being part of 
that whereof it is the extremity; if, then, we take 
it away, that from which it is taken will be dimin
ished. And that which is part of a thing clearly 
helps to complete that thing, and that which helps 
to complete a thing will certainly increase its mag
nitude, and what serves to complete a magnitude 
necessarily possesses magnitude. Therefore every 25 
sign or extremity of anything in sensibles, as posses
sing magnitude, is not without dimensions. Hence, 
if we conceive the intelligible by transference from 
the sensible, we shall conceive it as being the sign and 
limit of the line, and also as helping to complete it, so 
that it too will certainly possess a dimension since it 
is productive of a dimension. Furthermore, they say 26 
that the straight line drawn from the centre when it 
revolves describes a circle in the plane with its limit. 
Since then, the extremity o f this straight line is a 
sign, and this by revolving measures out the circum
ference, it will help to complete the circumference; 
but the circumference possesses a dimension; so the 
sign, too, which helps to complete it will possess a 
dimension.— Moreover, it is held that the sphere 27 
touches the plane at one sign, and by rolling forward 
makes a line, the signs which make contact succes
sively composing, as is evident, the whole line. Then, 
if the sign helps to complete the magnitude of the 
line, it too will possess magnitude. But it has been 
agreed that it does help to complete the magnitude 
o f the line; therefore it too will possess magnitude 
and will not be without dimensions.
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28 *Αλλ* είώθασι προς τάς τοιαυτας επιχειρήσεις 
ύπαντώντες οι περί τον 'Έιρατοσθενη λεγειν οτι 
το σημεΐον ούτε επιλαμβάνει τινά τόπον ούτε 
καταμετρεί τό διάστημα τής γραμμής, ρυεν δε 
ποιεΐ την γραμμήν, δπερ εστίν άδιανόητον. ρεΐν 
γάρ νοείται τό από τίνος τόπου εις τινα τόπον 
έπεκτείνεσθαι, ώσπερ τό ύδωρ, εί δη τοιοϋτόν 
τι φαντασιουμεθα τό σημεΐον, ακολουθήσει ούχ 
οΐον άμερες αυτό τυγχάνειν, άλλ* εκ των εναντίων 
πολυμερές.

29 Τοσαΰτα μεν περί στιγμής* ίδωμεν δε παρακει- 
μενως και τα περί γραμμής όφείλοντα λεγεσθαι' 
αυτή γάρ μετά την στιγμήν ετετακτο. τοίνυν καν 
δοθή στιγμή τις ύπάρχειν, ούκ εσται ή γραμμή, 
εί γάρ αυτή ρύσις εστι σημείου και μήκος άπλατες, 
ήτοι εν εστι σημεΐον εις μήκος εκτεταμενον ή

30 πολλά άδιάστατα1 στοίχω κείμενα· ούτε δε εν 
εστιν εις μήκος εκτεταμενον, ώς παραστήσομεν, 
ούτε πολλά σημεία στοίχω κείμενα, καθώς και 
τούτο ύπομνήσομεν ούκ άρα εστι γραμμή, ει 
γάρ εν εστι [τδ]2 σημεΐον, ήτοι τούτο* τό σημεΐον 
ένα μόνον επεχει τόπον, ή μετατίθεται τόπον εκ 
τόπου, ή επεκτείνεται από τίνος τόπου εις τινα

31 τόπον, άλλ* εί μεν ενί εμπεριέχεται τόπω, ούκ 
εσται γραμμή άλλα στιγμή* ρυεν γάρ ενοεΐτο 
γραμμή, εί δε τόπον εκ τόπου μετέρχεται, ήτοι, 
ώς προεΐπον, ον μεν άπολεΐπον ον δε επιλαμβάνον 
μετέρχεται, ή οΰ μεν έχόμενον τόπου εις ον δε 
έκτεινόμενον. άλλ* εί ον μεν άπολεΐπον ον δε 
επιλαμβάνον, πάλιν ούκ εσται γραμμή άλλα

1 άδιάστατα Heintz : διαστατά m ss., Bekk.
* [τδ ] del. Heintz.
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But in answer to these objections Eratosthenes α 28 
is accustomed to say that the sign neither occupies 
any space nor measures out the interval of the line, 
but by flowing makes the line. But this is incon
ceivable. For flowing is conceived as extension from 
a place to a place, as water extends. And if we shall 
imagine the sign to be something of that sort, it will 
follow that it is not like a thing without parts, but of 
the opposite sort, abounding in parts.

So much, then, concerning the point: in the next 29 
place let us see what ought to be said concerning the 
line ; for this comes next in order after the point. 
Now even though it be granted that a point exists, the 
line will not exist. For if it is “  a flux of the sign ” 
and “ length without breadth,”  it is either a single 
sign extended in length or a number of signs placed 
in a row without intervals ; but it is neither a single 30 
sign extended in length, as we shall establish, nor a 
number of signs placed in a row, as we shall also show; 
therefore line does not exist. For if it is a single 
sign, this sign either occupies one place only or moves 
on from place to place, or is extended from a place to 
a place. But if it is contained in one place, it will not 31 
be a line but a point; for the line was conceived as 
the result of flux. And if it moves from place to 
place, either it moves—as I said before—by quitting 
one place and occupying another, or by keeping to 
one place and extending to another. But if it is by 
quitting one place and occupying another, again it 
will not be a line but a point; for as it was conceived 32

a Eratosthenes of Cyren£, Head of the Library at Alex
andria, circ. 220 b.c., and specially noted for his writings on 
geography.
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* τούτο Heintz : αδτδ mss., Bekk.
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32 στιγμή· ω γάρ λόγω τόπον πρώτον επεσχηκός 
στιγμή τις αλλ’ ου γραμμή ενοεΐτο, τώ  αύτώ και 
τον δεύτερον επιλαμβάνον τόπον νοηθήσεται στιγ- 
μη. ei οε ον μεν εχομενον τοπου εις ον όε εκτει
νόμενου, ήτοι μεριστώ τόπω άντιπαρεκτείνεται η

33 άμερίστω. και εΐ μεν άμερίστω τόπω άντιπαρεκ- 
τείνεται, πάλιν ονκ εσται γραμμή άλλα στιγμή και 
σημεΐον τό γάρ άμερη τόπον επεσχηκός άμερες 
εστιν, ο 8ε εστιν άμερες, στιγμή και ού γραμμή 
καθεστηκεν. εί 8ε μεριστώ, πάντως επει τό μερι
στώ (παρεκτεινόμενονΥ μέρη εχει, εΐγε άπαντι 
παρεκτείνεται τώ τόπω, τό 8ε μέρη εχον, οΐς 
άντιπαρεκτείνεται τοΐς τοΰ τόπου μερεσι, σώμα 
εστιν, εσται τό σημεΐον και μεριστόν και σώμα· 
οπερ άτοπον. ώστε ούχ εν εστι σημεΐον η γραμμή.

34 καί μην ούδε [τά]2 πολλά σημεία στοιχηδόν κεί
μενα. ταΰτα γάρ τά σημεία ήτοι φαύοντα άλλήλων 
νοείται ή ον φαυοντα. καί εί μεν ού φαυοντα 
άλλήλων, μεσολαβούμενα τόποις τισϊ διορισθή- 
σεται, καί τόποις 8ιοριζόμενα ούκετι ποιήσει μίαν

35 γραμμήν, εί δε φαυοντα άλλήλων νοοΐτο, ήτοι 
όλα όλων άφεται ή μερεσι μερών, καί εί μεν 
μερεσι μερών άφεται, ούκ εσται αυτά ετι άδιά- 
στατα καί άμερη· τό γάρ μέσον 8υοΐν σημείων 
λόγου χάριν νοούμενου σημεΐον άλλω μεν μερει 
άφεται τοΰ έμπροσθεν σημείου, άλλω 8ε τοΰ  
όπισθεν, ού τώ αύτώ 8ε τής επίπεδον, διαφεροντι 
δε τοΰ άλλου τόπου, ώστε μηκετ αύτό ταΐς

3β άληθείαις άμερες τνγχάνειν άλλα πολυμερές, εί 
δε όλα όλων άφαιτο σημεία, δήλον ώς εν σημείοις

1 μεριστώ (τταρεκτεινόμενον) scripsi: μεριστόν Μ88., Bekk. (cf. 
Adv. Phys. i. 385).
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as a point but not a line when it occupied the first 
place, so, by the same reasoning, it will be conceived 
as a point when it occupies the second place. And 
if it is keeping to one place and extending to an
other, it extends over place which is either divisible 
or indivisible. But if it extends over indivisible 33 
place, once again it will not be a line but a point or 
sign, for that which occupies indivisible place is in
divisible, and that which is indivisible is a point and 
not a line. And if it extends over divisible place, 
then,—since (that which extends over) the divisible 
has parts,—since it is extended over all the place, and 
that which has parts wherewith it extends over the 
parts of the place is body, the sign will certainly be 
both divisible and corporeal; which is absurd. Con
sequently, the line is not one single sign.—Nor yet is it 34 
a number of signs placed in a row. For these signs 
are conceived either as touching one another or as 
not touching. If as not touching one another, being 
intercepted they will be separated by certain spaces, 
and being separated by spaces they will no longer 
form one line. And if they are conceived as touching 35 
one another, they will either touch wholes as wholes 
or parts with parts.0 But if they shall touch parts 
with parts, they will no longer be without dimensions 
and without parts ; for the sign which is conceived— 
shall we say ?—as midway between two signs will 
touch the sign in front with one part, and that behind 
with another, and the plane with a different part, and 
the other place with yet another, so that in very truth 
it is no longer without parts but with many parts. 
And if the signs as wholes should touch wholes, it is 36 

• Cf. P.H. iii. 45 f. *
* [τά] del. Heintz.
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σημεία περισχεθήσεται καί τον αυτόν εφεξει τό 
π ον ταυτη τ€ ούκ εσται στοιχηδόν κείμενα, ΐνα 
γενηται γραμμή, άλλ’ εΐ τον αυτόν επεσχηκε τόπον, 
μία καταστήσεται στιγμή. ειπερ ουν, ιν’ επινοηθή 
γραμμή, Beΐ προεπινοεΐσθαι1 το σημεΐον εξ οδ λαμ
βάνει την νόησιν, επιΒεδεικται Be μήτ€ σημ€Ϊον οδσα 
μήτε εκ σημείων σύνθετος, ούδεν εσται γραμμή.

37 Και μην πάρεστιν άποστάντας τής τοΰ σημείου 
νοήσεως προηγουμένως άναιρεΐν την γραμμήν 
και το άνεπινόητον αυτής Βιδάσκειν. γραμμή γάρ 
εστιν, ώς αυτών πάρεστιν άκουειν των γεωμετρών, 
μήκος άπλατες, σκεψάμενοι Βε ημείς ακριβώς ούτε 
εν τοΐς νοητοϊς ούτε εν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς εύρήσομεν

38 Βυνάμενόν τι ληφθήναι μήκος άπλατες. και εν 
μεν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς, επείπερ ο αν λάβωμεν αίσθητόν 
μήκος, τούτο πάντη τε και πάντως συν ποσώ

39 πλάτει ληφόμεθα· εν Βε τοΐς νοητοϊς, καθόσον 
ετερον μεν ετερου στενώτερον Βυνάμεθα νοήσαι 
μήκος, όταν Βε τό αυτό μήκος κατ’ ισότητα 
φυλάττοντες σχίζωμεν τοΐς επινοίαις τό πλάτος 
και άχρι τίνος τούτο2 ποιώ μεν, ελαττον μεν τό 
πλάτος και ελαττον γινόμενον νοήσομεν, επειΒάν 
Βε άπαξ φθάσωμεν στερήσαι τοΰ πλάτους το 
μήκος, ούκετι ούΒε μήκος φαντασιούμεθα, άλλ’

40 αναιρείται και ή του μήκους επίνοια, καθόλου 
τε παν τό νοουμενον κατά Βυο τούς πρώτους 
επινοείται τρόπους' ή γάρ κατά περίπτωσιν εναργή 
ή κατά τήν άπό τών εναργών μετάβασιν, και 
ταυτήν τρισσήν- ή γάρ όμοιωτικώς ή επισυνθετικώς 
ή άναλογιστικώς. άλλα κατά μεν περιπτωτικήν

1 προ€πινοίΐσθαι F abr.: προσ&ηνοάσθαι mss., Bekk.
* τούτο cj. Bekk. s το αντο mss., Bekk.
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plain that signs will be contained in signs and will 
occupy the same place ; and thus they will not be 
placed in a row, so as to form a line, but if they 
occupy the same place they will form one point. If, 
then, in order that the line may be conceived it is 
necessary that the sign, from which the notion of it is 
derived, should first be conceived, and it has been 
shown that the line is neither a sign nor composed of 
signs, then the line will be nothing.

Moreover, leaving aside the notion of the sign we 37 
can destroy the line directly and show its inconceiva
bility. For the line, as one may learn from the 
Geometers themselves, is “  length without breadth,”  
but when we have examined the matter closely, we 
shall not find either amongst intelligibles or amongst 
sensibles anything that is capable o f being perceived 
as length without breadth. Not amongst sensibles, 38 
since whatever sensible length we perceive we shall 
in every case perceive it as combined with a certain 
amount of breadth ; nor amongst intelligibles, inas- 39 
much as we can conceive one length as narrower than 
another, but when we keep the same length invari
ably and in thought cut slices from its breadth and 
keep doing this up to a point, we shall conceive the 
breadth as growing less and less, but when we reach 
the point of finally depriving the length o f breadth 
we shall no longer be imagining even length, but even 
the notion of length will be destroyed.—In general, 40 
also, everything conceived is conceived in two main 
ways, either by way of clear impression or by way of 
transference from things clear, and this way is three
fold,—by similarity, or by composition, or by analogy.
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ενάργειαν νοείται τό λευκόν καί το μελαν καί 
γλυκύ καί πικρόν, κατα δε την από των εναργών 
μετάβασιν όμοιωτικώς μεν νοείται καθάπερ από

41 της Σω κράτους είκόνος Σωκράτης αυτός, επι- 
συνθετικώς δε καθάπερ από ίππου καί ανθρώπου 
ιπποκενταυρος · ΐππεια γάρ καί βρότεια μίξαντες 
μέλη εφαντασιώθημεν τον μήτε άνθρωπον μήτε 
Ιππον αλλ* εξ άμφοτερων σύνθετον ίπποκενταυρον.

42 άναλογιστικώς δε τι νοείται πάλιν κατά δυο τρό
πους, ότε μεν αύξητικώς ότε δε μειωτικώς, οΐον 
από των κοινών ανθρώπων,

οΐοι νυν βροτοί είσιν,
παραυξητικώς μεν ενοήσαμεν Κύκλωπα, ος ούκ 
εώκει

άνδρί γε σιτοφάγω άλλα ρίω ύλήεντι,
μειωτικώς δε τον πυγμαϊον άνθρωπον, ος ούχ

43 υπεπεσεν ήμΐν περιπτωτικώς. τοσουτων δη νοή- 
σεως οντων τρόπων, εΐπερ νοείται τι1 άπλατες 
μήκος, εξ ανάγκης οφείλει ήτοι κατά περιπτωτικήν 
ενάργειαν νοεΐσθαι ή κατά την από τών εναργών 
μετάβασιν. αλλά κατά περιπτωτικήν μεν εν- 
άργειαν ούκ αν νοοΐτο· ούδενί γάρ περιεπεσομεν

44 μήκει χωρίς πλάτους, λείπεται ουν κατά την 
από τών εναργών μετάβασιν λεγειν αυτό νενοήσθαι- 
δ πάλιν τών άδυνατωτάτων. εΐ γάρ ούτως ενοήθη, 
ήτοι πάντως κατά όμοίωσιν η κατά επισυνθεσιν 
ενοειτο ή κατά αναλογίαν κατ ούδενα δε τούτων 
τών τρόπων εις έννοιαν ελθεΐν πεφυκεν, ώς παρα- 
στήσομεν ούκ άρα νοείται τι μήκος άπλατες.

1 τι Heintz .· r i  mss.,  Bekk.
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Thus, by clear impression are conceived the white, 
the black, the sweet and the bitter, and by transfer
ence from things clear are concepts due to similarity,
—such as Socrates himself from a likeness of Socrates, 
and those due to composition,—such as the hippo- 41 
centaur from horse and man, for by mixing the limbs 
of horse and man we have imagined the hippocentaur 
which is neither man nor horse but a compound of 
both. And a thing is conceived by way of analogy 42 
also in two ways, sometimes by way of increase, 
sometimes by decrease ; for instance, from ordinary 
men—

Such mortals as now we see—

we conceive by way of increase the Cyclops who was
Less like a corn-eating man than a forest-dad peak of the

mountains 0 ;

and by way of decrease we conceive the pygmy whom 
we have not perceived through sense-impressions. 
Now the modes of conception being so many, if length 43 
without breadth is conceived it must necessarily be 
conceived either by way of clear sense-impression or 
by way of transference from clear things ; but it will 
not be conceived by way of clear sense-impression ; 
for we have had no impression of any length without 
breadth. It remains, then, to say that it is conceived 44 
by way of transference from clear things ; but this 
again is most impossible. For if it was conceived in 
this way, it was certainly conceived either through 
similarity or through composition or through analogy ; 
but in none of these ways can it naturally be con
ceived, as we shall establish ; therefore no length 
without breadth is conceived. For it is obviously im- 45

• Cf. Horn. Od. ix. 191 Adv. Phys. i. 45, 395.
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45 αύτίκα γάρ κατά μεν την ομοιότητα των αμήχανων 
εστι νοεΐν τι μήκος άπλατες. ούδεν γάρ εχομεν 
iv τοΐς φαινομενοις μήκος χωρίς πλάτους \νοού- 
μενον],1 ΐνα νοήσωμεν όμοιόν τι τοντω μήκος

46 άπλατες. τό γάρ τινι δμοιον γινωσκομενω πάντως 
εστιν δμοιον, τώ δε μη γινωσκομενω ουδέ δμοιον 
evpe.lv δυνατόν, έπει ουν ονκ εχομεν έναργώς 
νποπΐπτον ήμΐν μήκος χωρίς πλάτους, ουδέ

47 δμοιον τι αύτώ δυνησόμεθα voeiv. και μην ουδέ 
κατ επισννθεσιν οΐόν τε εστι προβαίν€ΐν τοΐς 
γεωμετραις αύτοΰ την επίνοιαν' είπάτωσαν γάρ 
ήμΐν τίνα των εκ περιπτώσεως εναργώς γινωσκο- 
μένων μeτά τίνων συνθέντες νοήσομ€ν τό άπλατές 
μήκος, ώς πρότ€ρον επ’ ανθρώπου και ίππου

48 ποιοΰντες εφαντασιουμεθα ίππο Κένταυρον. λεί- 
π€ται οΰν επί τον κατά άναλογιστικήν αϋξησιν ή 
μείωσιν τον (τρίτον)2 τής νοήσεως αντοΐς τρόπον

49 συμφευγειν δ πάλιν των απόρων θεωρείται, τά 
γάρ κατά αναλογίαν νοούμενα εχει τι κοινόν προς 
τά άφ’ ών νοείται, οϊον από του κοινού μεγέθους 
των ανθρώπων παραυζητικώς ένοήσαμεν τον 
Κύκλωπα και μειωτικώς τον πυγμαΐον, ώστε 
είναι τι κοινόν τοΐς κατά αναλογίαν νοουμενοις 
προς εκείνα τά άφ* ών νοείται, ούδέν δ ’ εχομεν 
κοινόν του τε άπλατους και του συν πλάτει νοού
μενου μήκους, ιν άπ’ εκείνου όρμηθεντες νοήσωμεν

50 τό άπλατες μήκος, μη εχοντες δε τι κοινόν αυτών 
ουδέ κατά άναλογίαν ποιήσασθαι την του άπλατοΰς 
μήκους νόησιν ίσχυσομεν. δθεν εί έκαστον των 
νοουμένων κατά τούς εκκειμενους νοείται τρόπους, 
δεδίδακται δε κατά μηδέν* αυτών νοουμενον τό

1 [νοουμενον] del. Heintz. * (τρ ίτο ν )  add. cj. Bekk.
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possible to conceive a length without breadth by way 
of similarity. For we have no length without breadth 
amongst things apparent by means of which we might 
conceive a similar length without breadth. For what 46 
is similar to anything is certainly similar to a thing 
known, and it is impossible to find a thing similar to 
what is not known. Since, then, we possess no clear 
impression of a length without breadth, we shall not 
be able to conceive anything similar to it.—Nor yet is 47 
it possible for the Geometers to get the notion o f it 
by way of composition ; for let them tell us which 
o f the things clearly known from sense-impression 
are we to compound with which so as to conceive 
length without breadth, as we did before, in the case 
o f man and horse, when we imagined the hippo- 
centaur. It remains, then, for them to take refuge in 48 
the third mode of conception, that o f analogy, by way 
of increase or decrease ; but this again is seen to 
be hopeless. For things conceived by analogy have 49 
something in common with the things wherefrom 
they are conceived, as for instance from the common 
size of men we conceived by way of increase the 
Cyclops and by way of decrease the pygmy, so that 
things conceived by analogy have something in 
common with the things wherefrom they are con
ceived. But we find nothing in common between the 
length that is without breadth and that conceived 
along with breadth, so that by setting out from the 
latter we might conceive length without breadth. 
But if we find nothing common to them both we shall 50 
not be able to form the conception of length without 
breadth by analogy. Hence, if each of the concepts 
is conceived according to the modes described, and 
it has been shown that length without breadth is

2 6 7



άπλατες μήκος, άνεπινόητόν εστι το άπλατες 
μήκος.

61 'Όμως δ ’ ούν και προς τούς ούτως εναργείς 
ελέγχους πεφώνται κατά το δυνατόν άνδριζόμενοι 
λε'γειν οΐ γεωμετραι οτι κατ' επίτασιν νοείται, τό

62 άπλατες μήκος. λαβόντες γοϋν όποιονδήποτε 
μήκος συν ποσω πλάτει, φασίν οτι μειοϋμεν κατ' 
επίτασιν τουτι τό πλάτος αεί και μάλλον την 
στενότητα επιτείνοντες, εΐθ' ούτως τό κατ' επί- 
τασιν νοούμενον άπλατες είναι μήκος λεγομεν' 
εί γάρ κατ' ολίγον ελαττοϋται στενούμενον τό 
πλάτος κατ' επίτασιν, ελεύσεταί ποτέ και εις 
άπλατες μήκος, καταληξάσης εις τούτο τής νοή-

53 σεως. άλλα μην εδείξαμεν, ερεΐ τις, οτι ή παν
τελής στερησις τού πλάτους άναίρεσίς εστι καί 
τού μήκους, εΐτα τό κατ' επίτασιν τίνος νοού
μενον ούχ ετερόν εστι τού προεπινοηθεντος, άλλ'

54 αυτό εκείνο επιτεταμενον. επεί οΰν άπό τού 
ποσόν εχοντος πλάτος κατ' επίτασιν στενότητος 
νοήσαί τι θελομεν, τό μεν πάντη πάντως άπλατες 
μήκος ούκ επινοήσομεν (ετερογενες γάρ εστι), 
στενόν δε τι ληφόμεθα πλάτος, ώστε την κατάληζιν 
τής νοήσεως εν ελαχιστοτάτω γενεσθαι πλάτει, 
πλήν όμως πλάτει, τό δε μετά τούτο γενεσθαι την 
επιβολήν τής διανοίας εις ετερογενες, και ο μήτε

55 μήκος εστι μήτε πλάτος, εΐπερ τε δυνατόν εστι 
μήκος τι νοήσαντας συν ποσω πλάτει στερήσει 
τού πλάτους λαβεΐν μήκος άπλατες, ενδεζεταί 
ποτέ κατά τον δμοιον τρόπον και σάρκα συν 
τρωτω ίδιώματι νοήσαντας στερήσει τού τρωτού

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

« Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 403 ff. * Cf. § 39.
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conceived according to none of them, then length 
without breadth is inconceivable.

Notwithstanding, even to arguments so clear as 51 
these the Geometers manfully endeavour to reply, as 
best they can, saying that length without breadth is 
conceived by way of “  intension.”  a Thus, when we 52 
have taken any given length along with a certain 
amount of breadth, they say that we diminish this 
breadth by “  intension,”  intensifying ever more and 
more its narrowness, and so in the end we say that 
what is thus conceived by way of intension is length 
without breadth ; for if the breadth is lessened little 
by little by being narrowed through intension, at 
some time it will come to be a length without breadth, 
the conception ending up in this. But surely, some- 53 
one will say, we have proved that complete privation 
of breadth is also the abolition of length.6 Also, that 
which is conceived through the intension of something 
is not different from the thing preconceived but just 
that thing intensified. Since, then, we desire to con- 64 
ceive a thing by way of intension o f its narrowness 
from that which has a certain amount of breadth, we 
shall not conceive length which is entirely without 
breadth (for that is different in kind), but we shall 
apprehend a narrow breadth, so that the conception 
ends up in the very least amount of breadth, but still 
breadth all the same, and after this the notion in the 
mind passes into something different in nature, which 
is neither length nor breadth. And if it is possible to 55 
apprehend length without breadth by privation of the 
breadth when we have conceived a certain length 
along with a certain amount of breadth, then it will 
bfe feasible in like manner when we have conceived 
flesh with the quality of vulnerability to conceive
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ιδιώματος νοήσαι dr ρωτάν τε και απαθή σάρκα,
66 δυνατόν δε έσται και σώμα νοήσαντας μετά 

αντιτύπου ιδιώματος στερήσει τής άντιτυπίας λα- 
βεΐν τι μή άντιτυποΰν σώμα, οπερ τελέως έστίν 
αδύνατον και παρά την κοινήν τών ανθρώπων 
έννοιαν· το γάρ ατρωτον νοούμενον ήμΐν ούκετι 
εστι σαρξ, επείπερ συν τώ  τρωτώ ίδιώματι ή 
σάρξ ενοεΐτο ώς σαρξ, και τό μή άντιτυποΰν σώ
μα ούκετι νοείται σώμα· συν γάρ τώ άντιτύπω 
Ιδιώματι ενοεΐτο τό σώμα, καθό εστι σώμα, δθεν 
και τό νοούμενον μήκος χωρίς πλάτους ούκ αν 
εΐη μήκος· συν γάρ τώ ποσόν εχειν πλάτος τό 
μήκος ώς μήκος νοείται.

67 ΆΛΑ* ο γε *Αριστοτέλης, καίπερ ποικίλως κατα- 
σκευασθείσης τής τοΰ πράγματος άνεπινοησίας 
και ούκ εν όλίγω κείμενων ταράχω τών γεωμετρών, 
φησ'ι μή άδιανόητον είναι τό υπό τούτων λεγόμενον 
μήκος άπλατες, αλλά δύνασθαι χωρίς πάσης περι- 
σκελείας εις έννοιαν ήμΐν ελθεΐν. ΐστησι δε τον 
λόγον επί τίνος εναργέστερου υποδείγματος και

68 σαφούς, τό γοΰν τοΰ τοίχου μήκος, φησί, λαμβά- 
νομεν μή συνεπι βάλλοντες αύτοΰ τώ πλάτει, 
διόπερ ενεσται καί τό παρά τοΐς γεωμετραις 
λεγόμενον μήκος χωρίς πλάτους τίνος επινοεΐν, 
επείπερ όφις τών άδηλων εστι τά φαινόμενα, 
πλανώμενος ή τάχα κατασοφιζόμενος ήμάς. όταν 
γάρ τό τοΰ τοίχου μήκος χωρίς πλάτους νοώ μεν, 
ού χωρίς παντός πλάτους αυτό νοοΰμεν, άλλά 
χωρίς τοΰ περί τώ τοίχω καθεστώτος πλάτους.

69 δθεν καί ενδέχεται συμπλέξαντας τό τοΰ τοίχου
• Cf. Ρ.Η. iii. 40. 6 Cf. Adv. Phya. i. 412.

• Cf.% 23.
270

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, III. 56-59

invulnerable and impassive flesh by privation of the 
quality of vulnerability ; and it will be possible by 66 
conceiving body with the quality of solidity,® and by 
privation of the solidity, to perceive a non-solid body.
But this is perfectly impossible and contrary to the 
common notion of mankind. For that which we 
conceive as invulnerable is no longer flesh, for flesh 
includes the quality of vulnerability when conceived 
as flesh, and the non-solid body is no longer con
ceived as body, for body, qua body, is conceived as 
including the quality of solidity. Hence, the length 
conceived without breadth will not be length, for 
length, as length, is conceived as including the 
quality of having a certain amount of breadth.

But although the inconceivability of the thing has 57 
been established in a variety of ways, and the 
Geometers are in a state of no little confusion, yet 
Aristotle affirms that the length without breadth they 
talk of is not inconceivable but can come into our 
minds without any difficulty.6 He bases his argument 
on an obvious and clear example. Thus we perceive 58 
the length of a wall, he says, without thinking 
simultaneously of its breadth, and therefore it will 
be possible also to conceive of the “  length without 
any breadth ”  talked of by the Geometers, seeing 
that “  things evident are the vision of things non- 
evident ”  0 ; but he is in error, or perhaps hum
bugging us. For whenever we conceive the length 
of the wall without breadth, we do not conceive it as 
wholly without breadth but without the breadth 
which belongs to the wall. And thus it is possible for 59 
us by combining the length of the wall with a certain
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μήκος τινι πλάτει και ότωδηποτοϋν νόησιν αυτού 
ποιεΐσθαι· ώστε μήκος λαμβάνεσθαι τα νυν ου 
χωρίς παντός πλάτους, καθάπερ άξιοΰσιν οΐ από 
των μαθημάτων, άλλα χωρίς τοΰδε τίνος πλάτους, 
προύκειτο δε τώ Άριστοτελει παραστήσαι ούχ 
οτι τίνος πλάτους άμοιρεΐ τό κατά τούς γεω- 
μετρας λεγόμενον μήκος, άλλ’ οτι παντός εστερηται 
πλάτους· δπερ ούκ άπεδειξεν.

60 Ταυτα μεν ούν περί τούτω ν επειδή δε οι γεω- 
μετραι και πέρας επιφάνειας είναι λεγουσι την 
γραμμήν, ο εστι μήκος άπλατες, φερε κοινότερον 
περί γραμμών άμα και επιφανειών διαπορώμεν 
οϋτω γάρ εύδιάβλητος και ο επι τό σώμα γενήσεται

61 λόγος, εί γάρ ή γραμμή πέρας εστιν επιφάνειας, 
μήκος άπλατες καθεστώσα, δήλον ώς όταν επι
φάνεια επιφάνεια παρατεθή, ήτοι παράλληλοι 
γενήσονται δυο γραμμαϊ ή μία άμφότεραι. και 
εί μεν μία αί δύο γραμμαϊ γίνονται, επεϊ ή 
γραμμή πέρας εστιν επιφάνειας, ή δε επιφάνεια 
πέρας σώματος, των μεν δυοΐν γραμμών μιας άμα 
γινομένων γενήσονται και αί δυο επιφάνειαι μία 
επιφάνεια, τών δε δυοΐν επιφανειών μιας επι
φάνειας γενηθεισών εξ ανάγκης εσται και τα δύο 
σώματα εν σώμα, τών δε δυοΐν σωμάτων ενός 
γενομενών ή παράθεσις ούκ εσται παράθεσις άλλ’

62 ενωσις. δπερ εστιν αδύνατον, επι τινών μεν γάρ 
σωμάτων δύναται ή παράθεσις ενωσις γίνεσθαι, 
καθάπερ ϋδατος και τών εοικότων τούτω, επι 
τινών δε ούδαμώς· και γάρ λίθος λίθω παρατι
θέμενος και σίδηρος σιδήρω και άδάμας άδάμαντι 
κατά γραμμήν ούχ ενοϋνται. ώστε ούκ αν 
γενοιντο αί δύο γραμμαϊ μία γραμμή, και γάρ 
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amount, however small, of breadth to form a concep
tion of i t ; so that in this case the length is perceived 
not without any breadth at all, as the Mathema
ticians claim, but without this particular breadth. 
But Aristotle’s problem was to prove not that the 
length talked of by the Geometers is devoid of a 
certain breadth, but that it is wholly deprived of 
breadth ; and this he has not proved.

So much then, concerning these matters ; and see- 60 
ing that the Geometers declare that the line, which 
is “  length without breadth,”  is also “  the limit of the 
plane,”  come and let us raise doubts in a more general 
way concerning both lines and planes ; for thus the 
statement about body will become easy to refute. If, 61 
then, the line, being length without breadth, is the 
limit of the plane, it is evident that when a plane is 
set beside a plane a either the two lines will be par
allel or both will become one. And if the two lines 
become one, since the line is the limit of the plane, 
and the plane the limit of the body, as the two lines 
become one the two planes also will simultaneously 
become one plane, and when the two planes have be
come one plane the two bodies also will necessarily 
be one body, and when the two bodies have become 
one, the juxtaposition will not be juxtaposition but 
unification.6 But this is impossible. For while 62 
juxtaposition can become unification in some cases, 
as in that of water and things like it, in some cases it 
cannot; for when stone is set beside stone and iron 
beside iron and adamant beside adamant they are 
not unified in respect of their lines. Consequently, 
the two lines will not become one line.—Moreover,

« Cf. §§ 29 ff.
* Cf. P.H. iii. 42 ; Adv. Phys. i. 260 ff.
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άλλως, εί ένωσίς icrri των δυο γραμμών μιας 
γενομένων και σύμφυσις των σωμάτων, εχρήν τον 
χωρισμόν γίνεσθαι μη κατά τα αυτά αυτών 7τέρατα 
αλλά κατά άλλα και άλλα μέρη αποσπώμένων, 
ώστ€ και φθοράν συμβαίνειν. ούχι δέ ye τούτο 
γινόμενον 0€ωρ€ΐται, αλλά τά πέρατα τών σωμάτων 
καί προ τής παραθέσεως και μ€τά τον χωρισμόν 
τοιαΰτά έστιν όποια και έν τή παραθέσει όντα 
πρότερον έφαίνετο.1 ου τοίνυν at δυο γραμμαϊ

63 μία γίνονται, ου μην άλλ* εΐπερ αΐ δυο γραμμαϊ 
μία γίνονται, δεήσει τά παρατιθέμενα άλλήλοις 
σώματα ενϊ άκρω ελάσσω είναι’ γεγόνασι γάρ αί 
δυο μία, ήτις εν εχειν οφείλει πέρας τε και άκρον. 
ούχι δέ γε τά παρατιθέμενα άλλήλοις σώματα 
ενϊ άκρω γίνεται έλάσσονα, ώστε αι δύο γραμμαϊ

64 ούκ αν γένοιντο μία γραμμή, εί δε παράλληλοι 
γίνονται δυο γραμμαϊ κατά παράθεσιν δυοΐν 
σωμάτων, τό εκ τών δυοΐν γραμμών μεΐζον εσται 
της μιας γραμμής, εί δέ τό έκ τών δυοΐν γινό
μενον γραμμών μεΐζόν έστι τής μιας γραμμής, 
εχοι αν έκατέρα αυτών πλάτος, ο μεθ' ετέρας 
μείζονα ποιεί την διάστασιν, καϊ ούτως ούκ έστιν 
άπλατές μήκος ή γραμμή, δυοΐν ουν θάτερον, ή 
άναιρεΐν δει την ενάργειαν, ή μενούσης ταύτης 
άθετεΐν την τών γεωμετρών επίνοιαν, καθ' ήν 
οΐονται την γραμμήν μήκος άπλατές ύπάρχειν.

65 Και δη ταΰτα μέν προηγουμένως ρητέον έστιν 
ήμΐν προς τάς τής γεωμετρίας άρχάς · μεταβάντες 
δέ διδάσκωμεν δτι καϊ κατά τάς εκείνων αύτών 
υποθέσεις ούχ οΐόν τε προβαίνειν την ζήτησιν. 
άρέσκει τοίνυν αύτοΐς την εύθεΐαν γραμμήν, ώς

1 iifxuvcro cj. Bekk.: ίφαίνοντο  m s s . ,  Bekk.
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if there is unification of the two lines which have 
become one and natural junction of the bodies, the 
separation ought to take place when they are pulled 
asunder, not at the same limits but now at one part 
and now at another, so that as a result they perish. 
This, however, is not found to occur, but the limits 
of the bodies both before the juxtaposition and after 
the separation are just the same as they originally 
appeared to be during the juxtaposition. So the 
two lines do not become one.— If, however, the two 63 
lines do become one, the bodies set beside each other 
will have to be less by one extremity ; for the two 
have become one, and this must have one limit and 
extremity. But the bodies set beside each other do 
not become less by one extremity, so that the two 
lines will not become one line.—And if the two lines 64 
are parallel in the juxtaposition of two bodies, that 
which results from the two lines will be greater than 
the one line. But if that which results from the two 
lines is greater than the one line, one of the two will 
have breadth, which along with the other will make 
the dimension greater, and thus the line is not length 
without breadth.—Of two things one, then,—we must 
either do away with the evidence of the senses, or, if 
this remains unshaken, we must disallow the notion of 
the Geometers which leads them to suppose that the 
line is “ length without breadth.”

This, then, is what we have primarily had to say 65 
against the Geometers’ principles; so now let us pass 
on and show that on their own assumptions it is not 
possible for their investigation to go forward. Thus, 
they are fain to believe, as we said above,® that the

• Cf. 126.
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και άνώτερον ελεγομεν, στρεφομενην πασιν αύτής 
τοΐς μερεσι κύκλους γράφε ιν  ωπερ θεωρηματι 
οντι συνεκτικωτάτω μαχόμενόν εστι τό την γραμ-

66 μην μήκος άπλατες ύπάρχειν. ζητώμεν δε τον 
τρόπον τούτον, εί γάρ κατ* αυτούς παν μέρος 
της γραμμής εχει σημεΐον, τό δε σημ€ΐον στρεφό
μενου κύκλον γράφει, Βεήσει κατ* αυτούς, όταν η 
ευθεία γραμμή στρεφόμενη και πασι τοΐς εαυτής 
μερεσι κυκλογραφοΰσα το Βιαστή μα καταμετρή 
τό τής από του κέντρου μόχρι τής εξωτάτω περι
φέρειας επιπεΒου, τότε ήτοι συνεχείς άλλήλοις 
ύπαρχειν τούς καταγραφομενους κύκλους ή Βι-

67 εστώτας απ’ άλλήλων. άλλ’ εί μεν Βιεστάσιν απ' 
άλλήλων, ακολουθήσει μέρος τι είναι τής επιπεΒου 
τό μη κυκλογραφούμενον, και τής εύθείας μέρος 
τό κατά, τούτου μεν φερόμενον τοΰ Βιαστήματος, 
μη κυκλογραφοϋν Βέ. όπερ εστϊν άτοπον. η γαρ 
ούκ εχει κατά τούτο τό μέρος σημεΐον ή εύθεΐα 
γραμμή, ή εχουσα ού καταγράφει κύκλον, &ν 
εκάτερον παρά τον γεωμετρικόν εστι λόγον· και 
παν γάρ μέρος τής γραμμής σημεΐον ύχειν φασί,

68 και παν σημεΐον στρεφόμενου κυκλογραφεΐν. ει δε 
συνεχείς άλλήλοις ύπάρχειν οΐονται τούς κύκλους, 
ήτοι ούτως εισι συνεχείς ώς τον αύτόν επεχειν 
τόπον, ή ώστε άλλον παρ' άλλον τετάχθαι μηΒενός 
σημείου μεταξύ πίπτοντος' παν γάρ σημεΐον τό 
μεταξύ κατ* επίνοιαν πΐπτον οφείλει και αύτό 
κύκλον γράφειν. και εΐ μεν τον αύτόν επεχουσι 
τόπον πάντες, εις γενήσεται κύκλος, και Βιά τούτο 
τω ελαχίστω κύκλω και προς τφ κεντρω καθ- 
εστώτι 6 μείζων και εξωτάτω και πάντων πεpi

rn ληπτικός καθεστώς κύκλος Ισος γενήσεται· ει γάρ
2 7 6

AG AINST TH E PROFESSORS, III. 66-68

straight line by revolving describes circles with all its 
parts ; but the view that the line is length without 
breadth is in conflict with this most convincing 
theorem. Let us probe the matter in tins way. If, 66 
as they say, every part of the line has a sign, and the 
sign as it revolves describes a circle, then, whenever 
the straight line by revolving and describing circles 
with all its parts measures off the distance from the 
centre to the outermost circumference of the plane, 
it will be necessary, according to them, that the circles 
described should be either continuous with one an
other or separate from one another. But if they are 67 
separate from one another it will follow that there is 
a certain part of the plane which is not encircled, and 
a part of the straight line which moves over this 
interval but does not describe a circle. But this is 
absurd. For either the straight line has no sign in 
this part, or having one does not describe a circle; 
but each of these alternatives is contrary to geo
metrical doctrine ; for they assert that every part of 
the line has a sign, and also that every sign when 
revolving describes a circle. And if they suppose 68 
that the circles are continuous with one another, they 
are continuous either in such a way as to occupy the 
same place or so as to be ranged in order one beside 
another with no sign falling between ; for every sign 
which is conceived as falling between must of itself 
describe a circle. But if they all occupy the same 
place, there will be one circle, and therefore the circle 
which is greater and outermost and inclusive of them 
all will be equal to the smallest circle which is at
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o μεν εξωτάτω κύκλος και προς αύτή τή περι
φέρεια μεΐζον επέχει διάστημα και ο έσωτάτω 
προς τώ κέντρω κύκλος μικρόν επεχει διάστημα, 
πάντες δε οι κύκλοι τον αυτόν επεχουσι τόπον, δ 
τδ μεΐζον επέχων διάστημα ίσος γενήσεται τώ  
ζτόy  ελάχιστου έπέχοντι διάστημα’ δπερ εστ'ιν 
άπεμφαΐνον. ον τοίννν ούτως είσι συνεχείς οι

70 κύκλοι ώς τον αυτόν τόπον επέχειν. εΐ δε παράλ
ληλοι τνγχάνουσιν ώστε μεταξύ τι μη πίπτειν 
άμερες σημεΐον, συμπληρώσουσι τό από τον κέν
τρου μέχρι της περιφέρειας πλάτος, εί δε γε 
συμπληρώσουσιν, επεχουσι τι πλάτος, η σαν δε 
γε οΰτοι γραμμαί. αί άρα γραμμαι εχουσί τι 
πλάτος και ούκ άπλατεΐς καθεστήκασιν.

71 Ά π ό  δε της αυτής δννάμεως όρμώμενοι ομοιό
τροπου τή προαποδοθείση συνθήσομεν επιχείρησιν. 
επει γάρ φασι την κυκλογραφοϋσαν ευθείαν γραμ
μήν δι' εαυτής τον κύκλον καταγράφειν, συνερω- 
τώντες αυτούς φήσομεν, εί η κυκλογραφοϋσα 
ευθεία γραμμή δι εαυτής τον κύκλον καταγράφειν 
πέφυκεν, ούκ εστι μήκος άπλατες ή γραμμή’ αλλά 
μήν ή κυκλογραφοϋσα εύθεΐα γραμμή δι εαυτής 
τον κύκλον καταγράφει, ώς εκείνοι φασίν’ ούκ 
άρα μήκος εστιν άπλατες ή γραμμή, ώς ημείς

72 τούτο ακόλουθον δν εκείνοις διδάξομεν. όταν 
γάρ ή από τού κέντρου αγόμενη εύθεΐα στρεφηται 
και δι εαυτής καταγράφη κύκλον, τότε ήτοι κατά 
πάντων των μερών τού εντός τής περιφέρειας 
πλάτους φέρεται ή εύθεΐα γραμμή, ή ού κατά 
πάντων αλλά κατά τινών. καί εί μεν κατά τινών 
φέρεται, ούδε καταγράφει κύκλον, καθ' ών μεν 
μερών φερομένη καθ' ών δε οΰ. εί δε κατά πάντων 
278
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the centre; for if the outermost circle, that which is on 69 
the very circumference, occupies a greater distance, 
and the innermost circle at the centre occupies a little 
distance, and all the circles occupy the same place, 
then that which occupies the greater distance will be 
equal to that which occupies the least distance,— 
which is absurd. So, then, the circles are not con
tinuous in such a way as to occupy the same place. 
And if they are parallel so that no indivisible sign falls 70 
between, they will fill up the breadth from the centre 
to the circumference. But if they fill it up, they 
occupy some breadth. Yet these circles are lines. 
Lines, therefore, possess a certain breadth and are 
not “  without breadth.”

Starting with the same theory we shall construct 71 
a confutation similar to that already stated. Since 
they assert that the straight line which describes a 
circle describes the circle of itself, we shall reply with 
the objection,—if the straight line which describes a 
circle is by nature such as to describe the circle of 
itself, the line is not length without breadth ; but in 
fact, as they assert, the straight line which describes 
a circle does describe the circle of itself; therefore 
the line is not length without breadth, this being the 
consequence of their theory, as we shall show. For 72 
when the straight line drawn from the centre revolves 
and of itself describes a circle, the straight line then 
either moves over all the parts of the breadth within 
the circumference, or not over all but over some. 
And if it moves over some, it does not describe a 
circle, as it moves over some parts but not over others.

1 ( t o )  add. cj. Bekk.
279



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

φερεται, δλον το τής περιφέρειας καταμέτρησα
73 πλάτος, πλάτος Be καταμετρούσα εξει πλάτος· το 

γάρ του πλάτους καταμετρητικόν οφείλει πλάτος 
δχειν, ω καταμετρεί, εί άρα η1 ευθεία γραμμή 
κυκλογραφοΰσα2 δλον καταμετρεί το πλάτος {καί 
εχει πλάτος),* [και] ουκ εστι μήκος άπλατες η 
γραμμή.

74 Το δ’ αυτό σαφεστερον Βειχθήσεται καί όταν 
λεγωσιν οι γεωμετραι την πλάγιον τοΰ τετραγώνου 
πλευράν καταγομενην το παραλληλόγραμμον επί
πεδον καταμετρεΐν. εΐπερ γάρ μήκος άπλατες 
εστιν ή πλάγιος πλευρά τοΰ τετραγώνου κατ
αγόμενη, ου καταμετρήσει το παραλληλόγραμμον 
επίπεδον τοΰ τετραγώνου δι’ εαυτής· τό γάρ κατα- 
μετρητικόν πλάτους οφείλει πλάτος εχειν. εί δε 
καταμετρεί, πάντως πλάτος εχει. ώστε πάλιν ή 
τούτο τό θεώρημα φεΰδος είναι τοΐς γεωμετραις, 
ή μηδέν ύπάρχειν τό νοουμενον μήκος άπλατες.

75 Τόν τε κύλινδρόν φασι κατ* ευθείαν γραμμήν 
άπτεσθαι τής επίπεδου καί εκ κυλιόμενον τή άνά 
μέρος άλλων καί άλλων ευθειών θεσει καταμετρεΐν 
την επίπεδον, άλλ* εί καί κατ* ευθείαν άπτεται 
τής επίπεδου 6 κύλινδρος καί κυλιόμενος τή άνά 
μέρος άλλων καί άλλων ευθειών θεσει καταμετρεί 
την επίπεδον, πάντως καί ή επίπεδος συνεστηκεν 
εξ ευθειών καί ή επιφάνεια τοΰ κυλίνδρου πάλιν

76 εξ ευθειών πεπλήρωται. δθεν επεί εχει καί ή 
επίπεδος πλάτος καί ή επιφάνεια τοΰ κυλίνδρου 
ομοίως, καί ουκ εστιν άπλατης, τό δε πλάτους

1 (I άρα ή Heintz: η άρα m s s . ,  Bekk.
1 κυκλογραφοΰσα Heintz : κυκλοφορούσα m ss., Bekk.

8 { καί ί χ α  π λάτος) addidi.
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And if it moves over all, it will measure out all the 
breadth of the circumference, and measuring out 73 
breadth it will possess breadth ; for that which is 
capable of measuring out breadth must possess 
breadth wherewith it measures. Therefore, if the 
straight line in describing a circle measures out all 
the breadth and possesses breadth, the line is not 
“  length without breadth.”

The same thing will be shown more clearly when 74 
the Geometers state that when the downward side 
of the square is drawn it measures out the plane 
bounded by the parallel lines. For if it is length 
without breadth, the downward side of the square 
when drawn will not of itself measure out the plane 
surface of the square bounded by the parallel lines ; 
for that which is capable of measuring out a breadth 
must possess breadth. And if it measures out, it 
certainly possesses breadth. So that, once again, 
either this theorem of the Geometers is false, or the 
concept “ length without breadth ”  is nothing.

Also, they say that the cylinder touches the plane 75 
along a straight line and when rolling forward, by 
the placing of straight lines in turn, one after an
other, measures out the plane. But if the cylinder 
touches the plane along a straight line and when 
rolling measures out the plane by placing its straight 
lines in turn, one after another, the plane certainly 
is composed of straight lines and the surface of the 
cylinder, too, is made up of straight lines. Hence, 76 
since the plane possesses breadth, and the surface 
of the cylinder likewise is not without breadth, and 
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ποιητικόν οφείλει καί αυτό πλάτος εχειν, δήλον 
οΰν ώ ς  οτι καί αι εύθεΐαι γραμμαί συμπληρωτικοί 
οΰσαι τοΰ  πλάτους ε ξ  ανάγκης πλάτος εχουσιν, 
ώ σ τε  μηδέν είναι μήκος άπλατες, διά δε τού το  
μηδε γραμμήν.

77 Ει δέ καί δοίημεν την γραμμήν μήκος είναι 
άπλατες, τ ά  ακόλουθα τούτοις ετι τού τω ν  ά π ο -  
ρώ τερα . ώ σπ ερ  γά ρ  το  σημεϊον ρυεν ποιεί γρ α μ 
μήν, ούτω  καί ή γραμμή ρυεΐσα ποιεί επιφάνειαν 
κατ αυτούς, ήτις εστί, φασί, πέρας σ ώ μ α το ς δύο

78 εχον διαστάσεις, μήκος καί π λάτος, εϊπερ οΰν  
ή επιφάνεια πέρας εσ τί σ ώ μ α το ς, τό  γ ε  σώ μ α  
π ά ντω ς πεπερασμενον ε σ τ ίν  καί εϊ το ύ το , οτε  
παρατίθεται δύο σ ώ μ α τα  άλλήλοις, τό τε  ήτοι τά  
περατα τω ν  περάτω ν ή τά  πεπερατω μενα τω ν  
πεπερατω μενω ν άφεται, ή καί τά  πεπερατω μενα  
τω ν  π επερατω μ ενω ν καί τά  περατα τω ν  π εράτω ν, 
οΐον επί το ΰ  άμφορεως, εί νοήσαιμεν πέρας μεν  
τό  εξω θεν  οστρακον πεπερατω μενον  δε τον εν

79 αύτω  οίνον, δυοΐν οΰν αμφορέων παραβληθεντων  
άλλήλοις ήτοι τό  οστρακον το ΰ  οστράκου άφεται 
ή 6 οΐνος τοΰ  οίνου ή καί τό  οστρακον τοΰ  οστράκου  
καί 6 οΐνος τοΰ  οίνου, καί εί μεν τά  π ερατα  τω ν  
π εράτω ν ά π τετα ι, τά  πεπερατω μενα άλλήλων ούχ  
άφεται, του τεστι τά  σ ώ μ α τα , όπερ ήν άπεμφαΐνον. 
εί δε τά  πεπερατω μενα μεν άλλήλων άφεται, 
του τεστι τά  σώ μ α τα , τά  περατα  δε άλλήλων ούχ  
άφεται, εκτός εσται τά  σ ώ μ α τα  τω ν  οικείων

80 π εράτω ν. εί δε καί τά  περατα τω ν  π εράτω ν  
άπτεται καί τά  πεπερατω μενα τω ν  π επερατω μ ενω ν, 
επισυνθήσομεν τά ς άπορίας· fj μεν γάρ τά  περατα
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what is productive of breadth must itself possess 
breadth, it is plain that the straight lines too, as 
they serve to fill up the breadth, necessarily possess 
breadth, so that no “ length without breadth ” ex
ists, and consequently no line.

And even if we should grant that the line is 77 
“ length without breadth,”  the consequences of this 
will be even more hopeless than those stated. For 
as the sign when it has flowed α makes the line, so 
also the line when it has flowed makes, according to 
them, the plane, which is, they say, “  the limit of 
the body,”  possessing two dimensions, length and 
breadth. If, then, the plane is the limit of the body, 78 
the body certainly is limited ; and if so, when two 
bodies are set beside each other, then either the 
limits will touch the limits or the things limited 
the things limited, or the things limited will touch 
the things limited and also the limits the limits,—as 
though, in the case of a jar, we were to conceive 
the external earthenware as the limit, and the wine 
within it as the thing limited.6 When, then, two 79 
jars are set beside each other, either the ware will 
touch the ware or the wine the wine, or the ware will 
touch the ware and also the wine the wine. But if 
the limits touch the limits the things limited (that is, 
the bodies) will not touch each other, which is absurd. 
And if the things limited (that is, the bodies) shall 
touch each other, and the limits shall not touch each 
other, the bodies will be outside their own limits. 
And if both the limits touch the limits and the things 80 
limited the things limited, we shall be multiplying 
the difficulties ; for where the limits touch each other,
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άλλήλων άπτεται, τά πεπερατωμενα ούχ άφεται 
άλλήλων, ή δε τά πειτερατωμενα, έκτος εσται 
τα σώματα των οικείων περάτων, επει πέρας μεν

81 εστιν ή επιφάνεια, πεπερασμενον δέ το σώμα. τα 
τε περατα σώματά εστιν ή άσώματα. και εί μεν 
σώματά εστι, φεΰδος εσται τοΐς γεωμετραις το 
άβαθή είναι την επιφάνειαν, εί γάρ σώμά εστιν, 
εξ ανάγκης εξει και βάθος· παν γάρ σώμα οφείλει 
βάθος εχειν. εΐτα ούδε άφεταί τίνος, άλλα παν 
εσται απειρομεγέθες, εί γάρ σώμά εστιν, επει 
παν σώμα πέρας εχει, κάκεΐνο τό πέρας σώμα 
ον εξει πέρας, κάκεΐνο ομοίως, και τοΰτ εις

82 άπειρον, εί δε άσώματόν εστι τό πέρας, επει το 
άσώματον ούδενός δυναται θιγεΐν ούδε θιχθηναι, 
τά περατα ούχ άφεται άλλήλων, τούτων δε μη 
άπτομενών ουδέ τά πεπερατωμενα άφεται άλλη- 
λων. καν δώμεν οΰν είναι μήκος άπλατες την 
γραμμήν, 6 περί τής επιφάνειας λόγος άπορος 
εστιν. οΐς, καν ημείς μη λέγω μεν, άπόροις ούσι 
σνναπορεΐται καί τό στερεόν σώμα, εκ τούτων 
σύνθετον καθεστώς.

83 Σικοπώμεν δε και ούτως, εί γάρ σώμΛ εστιν, 
ώς φασίν οι γεωμετραι, τό τάς τρεις εχον διαστά
σεις, μήκος πλάτος βάθος, ήτοι χωριστόν εστι 
τούτων τό σώμα, ώστε άλλο μεν είναι τό σώμα 
άλλο δε τό μήκος τού σώματος πλάτος τε καί 
βάθος, ή ο άθροισμός τούτων εστι τό σώμα, αλλά 
χωρίζεσθαι μεν τούτων τό σώμα ού πιθανόν εστιν  
οπού γάρ μήτε μήκος εστι μήτε πλάτος μήτε

84 βάθος, εκεί ούχ οΐόν τε νοήσαι σώμα· εί δέ ο
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the things limited will not touch each other, and 
where the things limited touch, the bodies will be 
outside their own limits, since the surface is the limit 
and the body the thing limited.—Also, the limits are 81 
either bodies or incorporeal. · But if they are bodies, 
the Geometers will find that it is false that the surface 
is without depth. For if it is corporeal, it will of 
necessity have depth ; for every body must have 
depth. Then, too, it will not touch anything but will 
all be infinite in magnitude. For if it is body, since 
every body has a limit, that limit too, being a body, 
will have a limit, and likewise this last one, and so on 
ad infinitum. And if the limit is incorporeal, since 82 
the incorporeal cannot touch or be touched by any
thing,® the limits will not touch each other, and as 
they do not touch neither will the things limited 
touch each other. So, even if we grant that the line 
is “  length without breadth,”  the account given of 
the plane surface is dubious. And these things being 
dubious, along with them doubt is cast—even if we 
do not affirm it—on the solid body, seeing it is com
posed of these.

Let us also consider the matter in this way :—If 83 
body is, as the Geometers assert, that which has the 
three dimensions, length, breadth and depth, either 
the body is separable from these, so that the body is 
one thing and the length, breadth and depth of the 
body something different, or else the aggregation of 
these is the body. But that the body should be 
separated from these is not credible ; for where 
neither length nor breadth nor depth exists, there it 
is impossible to conceive body ; and if the aggrega- 84

e Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 255; “ tangere enim et tangi nisi 
corpus nulla potest res,” Lucret. i. 304.
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άθροισμός τού τω ν  νοείται σώ μ α  και άλλο παρά  
τα ΰτα  ούδεν υπάρχει, ε ξ  ανάγκης, επεί έκαστον  
τούτω ν άσώ μ ατόν εστι, καί ή κοινή τω ν  ά σ ω μ ά -  
τω ν  σύνοδος γενήσεται ά σώ μ α τος. ώ σπερ γάρ  
η σύνθεσις τω ν  σ τιγμ ώ ν  καί ή σύνοδος των γρ α μ 
μ ώ ν ά σω μ ά τω ν φύσει καθεστηκυιώ ν ού ποιεί 
στερεόν καί άντίτυπον σώ μ α , οϋτω  και η του  
πλάτους και η του μήκους ετι δε και η τοΰ  βάθους  
συνελευσις ά σώ μ α τος οΰσα ούκ αν ποιήσαι στερεόν  
και άντίτυπον σώ μ α , εί δε μ ή τε χω ρίς τού τω ν  
εστι τό  σώ μ α  μ ή τε τα ύ τ  εστίν, άνεπινόητον, 
όσον επί το ΐς  γεω μ  ετραις, γίνεται τό  σώ μ α .

85 προς τούτοις, ειπερ μήκους καί πλάτους καί 
βάθους σύνοδος ποιεί σώ μ α , ήτοι πριν τή ς  συνόδου  
έκαστον τού τω ν  νοείται περιεχον εν εαυτώ  τήν  
σ ω μ α τότη τα  καί το ύ ς  ώ σπερ σω ματικούς λόγους, 
ή μ ετά  τήν τού τω ν  συνελευσιν επισυνεστη τό σώ μ α , 
καί εί μεν έκαστον τού τω ν  πριν τή ς  συνόδου  
νοείται περιεκτικόν τή ς  σ ώ μ α τό τη τος , εσται το ύ 
τω ν  έκαστον σώ μ α  καί ού μ ετά  τήν σύνοδον

86 αυτώ ν εκείνο γενήσεται. ειτ* επεί τό  σώ μ α  ού 
μήκος μόνον εστίν, ουδέ πλάτος κατ’ ίδιαν, ουδέ 
βά θος κατά περιγραφήν, άλλ’ όμόαε τ ά  τρία , καί 
μήκος καί πλάτος καί β ά θο ς, τού τω ν  τ ε  έκαστον  
περιείχε τήν σ ω μ α τό τη τα , έκαστον αυτώ ν εξει 
τά  τρία , καί τό  μ ήκος ού μόνον εσται μήκος  αλλά 
καί πλάτος καί βά θο ς, καί τ ό  πλάτος ού μόνον  
εσται πλάτος  άλλα καί μ ήκος καί βά θο ς, καί τό  
βά θος ομ οίω ς εσται καί μ ήκος καί πλάτος, δπερ

87 τελ εω ς εστίν άλογώ τατον. εί δε συνελθόντων  
το ύ τω ν  τό τε  νοείται ή σ ύστα σις το ΰ  σ ώ μ α το ς, 
ήτοι συνελθόντω ν  αυτών μενει ή  άρχήθεν φύσις 
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tion of these is conceived as body, and there is 
nothing else besides these, then, since each of these 
is incorporeal, the united assemblage of these in- 
corporeals will necessarily be incorporeal. For just 
as the combination of the points and the conjunc
tion of the lines, which are by nature incorporeal, 
do not make a solid and resistant body, so too the 
union of breadth and length, and depth as well, 
being incorporeal, will not make a solid and resistant 
body. But if the body is neither separate from these 
nor identical with these, the body is—so far as the 
Geometers’ account goes—inconceivable.—Further- 85 
more, if the conjunction of length and breadth and 
depth makes body, either each of these is conceived 
as containing in itself corporeality and what we may 
call “ the corporeal reasons ” before the conjunction, 
or else body is constructed after these have come 
together. But if each of these is conceived as con
taining corporeality before the conjunction, each of 
these will be body, and body will not come into being 
after the conjunction.— Moreover, since body is not 86 
length alone, nor breadth by itself, nor exclusively 
depth, but the three together, length and breadth and 
depth, and each of these includes corporeality, each 
of them will possess the three, and the length will be 
not length only but also breadth and depth, and the 
breadth will be not breadth only but also length and 
depth, and similarly the depth will also be length and 
breadth. But this is most completely illogical.— 
And if the composition of body is conceived as taking 87 
place after these have come together, then either the 
original nature of those things which have come
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τοΰ μέν μήκους ώς μήκους, τοΰ δε πλάτους ώς 
πλάτους, τοΰ δε βάθους ώς βάθους ,̂ η μεταβέ-

88 βληκ€ν εις την σωματότητα. καί ει μεν μένει η 
άρχήθεν αυτών φύσις, έπει άσώματά εστιν, ουδέ 
διάφορον ποιήσει σώμα, άλλα και μετά την σύν
οδον άσώματα μενεΐ, την φυσιν οντα άσώματα.

89 εί δε συνελθόντα μεταβάλλει εις την σωματότητα, 
επει τό επιδεχόμενον μεταβολήν ευθέως έστι σώμα, 
έκαστον τούτων και πριν τής €ΐς ταντό συνόδου 
εσται σώμα, οϋτω τε και το άσώματον γενήσεται 
σώμα, ώσπερ τε τό σώμα μεταβαλόν άλλην μεν 
άντ άλλης έχει ποιότητα, μένει δε ούδέν ήσσον 
σώμα, οΐον τό λευκόν, ΐνα μέλαν γένηται, και τό 
γλυκό, ΐνα πικρόν, καί 6 οίνος, ΐνα οξος, και ο 
μόλιβδος, ΐνα φιμμυθιον, και 6 χαλκός, ΐνα ιός, 
άλλην μεν άντ* άλλης άναδέχεται ποιότητα, ούκ

90 εκβαίνει δε τοΰ σώματα είναι, άλλα και τό μέλαν, 
ότε εκ λευκοΰ γέγονε μέλαν, καί τό πικρόν, ότε 
εκ τοΰ γλυκέος γέγονε πικρόν, καί τό οξος, ότε 
εκ τοΰ οίνου γέγονεν οξος, μένει σώματα, ουτω 
καί ταΰτα, εΐπερ μεταβάλλει [ει? σώματα],1 αλλα 
μεν άντ* άλλων εσται άσώματα, άσώματα1 δέ 
ούδέν ήττον’ ου γάρ έκβήσεται την ιδίαν φυσιν. 
ει ούν ούτε πριν τής συνελευσεως τούτων έστι 
νοήσαι τό σώμα ούτε μετά την συνέλευσιν αυτών, 
παρά δέ ταΰτα ούκ εστιν άλλως επινοήσαι, ούδέν

91 έστι σώμα, προς δέ τουτοις, εί μηδέν έστι μήκος 
μηδέ πλάτος μηδέ βάθος, ούδέ τό κατά μετουσίαν 
τούτων νοουμενον έσται σώμα· ούχί δέ γε μήκος 
εστιν ούδέ πλάτος ούδέ βάθος, ώς διά τών έμ-

1 els σώ ματα  seclusi.
* άσώ ματα , ά σώ μ ατα  Heintz : σώ ματα , σώ ματα  MSS., Bekk. 
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together remains,—that of length as length, of 
breadth as breadth, of depth as depth,— or it is 
changed to corporeality.® But if their original 88 
nature remains, since they are incorporeal they will 
not form a different body, but even after their con
junction they will remain incorporeal, being incor
poreal by nature. And if after coming together they 89 
change to corporeality, then, since that which admits 
of change is ipso facto corporeal, each of these will 
be body even before their coming together, and thus 
too the incorporeal will be body.—Also, just as the 
body when it has changed exchanges one property 
for another, but none the less remains body,—for 
example, white to become black, and sweet to become 
bitter, and wine to become vinegar, and lead to 
become white lead, and bronze to become rust, ex
change one property for another yet do not cease to 
be bodies, but the black, when from being white it 90 
has become black, and the bitter, when from being 
sweet it has become bitter, and the vinegar, when 
from being wine it has become vinegar, all remain 
bodies,—so these dimensions also, if they change, will 
change from one sort of incorporeal to another, but 
none the less {will remain) incorporeal; for they will 
not go out of their own proper nature.—If, then, it is 
not possible to conceive the body either before the 
coming together of these dimensions or after their 
coming together, and besides these no other alter
native can be conceived, body is nothing.—And 91 
further, if neither length is anything, nor breadth, 
nor depth, that which is conceived as participating in 
these will not be body ; but length is not anything, 
nor is breadth, nor depth, as we have already pointed

• Of. Adv. Phys. i. 371 if.
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προσθεν παρεμυθησάμεθα  · ουδέ τό  κατά μετουσίαν  
άρα τούτω ν νοούμενον εσται σώ μ α .

92 Τ ά ?  μεν οΰν γ ε ω μ ε τ ρ ί α ς  άρχάς οΰτω  σ υ μ β έβ η -  
κεν ανυπόστατους είναι· τού τω ν  δε αναιρούμενων 
ουδέ άλλο τ ι γεω μ ετρικόν θεώ ρημα συστηναι 
δύναται. όποιον γά ρ  άν η το ύ το , γραμ μ ικώ ς  
οφείλει άποδείκνυσθαι, εδειξαμεν  δε ημείς ότι 
ούδεν εστιν η γενική γραμ μ ή, ω  ακολουθεί μηδε  
τω ν  επ ' είδους τινά ύπάρχειν, εάν τε  εύθεΐάν τις  
ταύτην ύποτίθηται εάν τε  κεκλασμενην εάν τ ε

93 άλλως π ω ς έχουσαν. δθεν ηρκει μεν ίσω ς εν 
τούτοις περατοΰν τη ν  προς τους γ εω  μ ετρά ς  
άντίρρη σιν  όμ ω ς δε επαγω νιζόμ ενοι πειρασόμεθα  
διδάσκειν ότι καν τω ν  αρχώ ν άπ οστώ μ εν τώ ν  
τη ς γεω μ ετρία ς, ου δύνανται θεώρημα συστήσαι

94 οι γεω μ ετραι ουδ’ άποδεΐξαι. καίτοι πριν τού τω ν  
και προς τά ς  ύποβεβηκυίας αυτώ ν άρχάς ούκ  
ολίγα δυνατόν εστι λεγειν, οΐον όταν φ ώσιν ευθείαν  
είναι γραμμήν τη ν  ε ξ  ίσου το ΐς εαυτής μερεσι 
κειμένην. ΐνα γάρ τά  άλλα π αρώ μ εν, εκείνο μεν  
συμφανες εστιν ότι τ η ς  γενικής γραμ μ ής μη οΰσης  
ουδέ ευθεία γραμ μ ή γενοιτ ά ν · ώ ς γάρ ζώ ο υ  μη  
όντος ουδέ άνθρω πος έστι και ανθρώπου μή όντος  
ουδέ Σ ω κ ρά τη ς εστιν, οντω  τή ς γενικής αναιρού
μενης γραμ μ ής συνανήρηται και ή επίπεδος ευθεία

95 γραμ μ ή , είτα καί τό  ίσον λέγεται διχώ ς, κατά  
ένα μέν τρόπον τό  ισομ εγέθες καί μ ή τε ύπερέχον  
εκείνου το ΰ  ω  λέγεται ίσον μ ή τε ύπερεχόμενον, 
καθό καί τό  πηχυαΐον ξύλον ίσον είναι λέγομεν  
τ ώ  πηχυαίω , καθ' έτερον δέ τ ό  έχον ε ξ  ίσου τά  
μέρη κείμενα, το υ τέσ τι τό  ομαλόν’ οντω  γουν τ ό

290
Cf. § 86. 6 Cf. §§ 37 ff.

ou ta ; therefore that which is conceived as partici
pating in these will not be body.

Thus, as regards the principles o f geometry, the 92 
result is that they are unfounded; and as these are 
abolished no other geometrical theorem can subsist. 
For the theorem, of whatever sort it be, must be 
proved by a diagram, but we have shown 6 that the 
generic line is nothing, and from this it follows that 
none of the specific lines exist, whether one assumes 
a straight one, or a curved one, or one of some other 
form. Hence, it might, no doubt, have sufficed to 93 
finish at this point our confutation of the Geometers ; 
however, we shall contend against them further and 
try to show that, even if we disregard the principles 
of geometry, the Geometers are unable to construct 
or prove a theorem. Before this, however, no little 94 
can be said against their underlying principles,—as, 
for instance, when they declare that “  a straight line 
is that which is equally placed with its parts.”  For, 
to pass over all other objections, this one is obvious,— 
that the generic line being non-existent, the straight 
line will not exist; for just as “  man ”  does not exist 
if “  animal ”  is non-existent, and “  Socrates ”  does 
not exist if “  man ”  is non-existent, so if the generic 
line is destroyed the plane straight line is destroyed 
along with it.—Moreover, the term “  equal ”  is used 95 
in two senses, in one sense as “  equal in magnitude ” 
and neither exceeding nor being exceeded by that 
to which it is said to be equal (as we say that the 
staff of a cubit’s length is equal to a cubit’s length), 
in another sense of “  that which has its parts placed 
equally,”  that is to say, “  the even ” ; thus, for
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96 ίσον έδαφος καλοΰμεν αντί τοΰ ομαλόν, δίχως 
οΰν τοΰ ίσου προσαγορευομενου, όταν οί γεω- 
μετραι την ευθείαν γραμμήν ύπογράφοντες φώσιν

ευσεια εστι γραμμή ή εξ ίσου τοις εαυτής 
μερεσι κείμενη,”  ήτοι το  κατά το  πρώτον σημαινό- 
μενον λαμβάνουσιν ίσον ή το κατά το δεύτερον, 
άλλ’ εί μεν τό κατά τό πρώτον, τελεως είσϊν 
ανόητοι· ούδενα γάρ εχει νουν τό ευθείαν είναι 
γραμμήν την Ισομεγέθη τοις εαυτής μερεσι και 
μήτε ύπερεχουσαν ταΰτα μήτε ύπερεχομενην υπό

97 τούτων, εί δε τό  κ α τά  τό  δεύτερον, δι* αύτοΰ τό 
ζητούμενον1 διδάξουσιν, εΐγε ότι μεν εστιν ευθεία 
παριστάσιν εκ τοΰ όμαλώς τε καί επ’ ευθείας εχειν 
κείμενα τά μέρη, τό δε επ’ ευθείας τι κεΐσθαι ούκ

98 εστι μαθεΐν μη επιβαλόντας τή ευθεία, πολλώ δε 
άτοπώτατοι τυγχάνουσι κάκείνως οριζόμενοι “  ευ
θεία εστιν ήτις εξ ίσου τοις εαυτής περασι στρέ
φεται ”  ή ούτως “  ήτις περί τά εαυτής περατα 
στρεφόμενη πάσι τοις εαυτής μερεσιν άπτεται 
τοΰ επίπεδου.”  πρώτον μεν γάρ καί αΰται αί 
αποδόσεις ύποπίπτουσι ταΐς πρότερον είρημεναις 
ήμΐν άπορίαις4 εΐτα, καθώς καί οί ’Επικούρειοι 
φασιν, ή τοΰ κενοΰ ευθεία ευθεία μεν εστιν, ου 
στρέφεται δε διά τό καί αυτό τό κενόν μήτε όλον

99 μήτε κατά μέρος κίνησιν επιδεχεσθαι. ή μεν γάρ 
επί τελεί άπόδοσις καί εις τον δι* άλλήλων εμπίπτει 
τρόπον, δς εστι μοχθηρότατος, τό τε γάρ επί
πεδον διά τής ευθείας διδάσκουσι τήν τ ’ ευθείαν 
διά τοΰ επίπεδου' ευθείαν μεν γάρ είναι φασιν 
ήτις εις πάντα τά μέρη τοΰ επίπεδου άπτεται,

1 St* αύτοΰ το ζητούμενον Heintz :  δι αύτοΰ τοΰ ζητούμενου 
m ss., Bekk.
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instance, we call a pavement “ equal ”  instead of 
“  even ” (or “  level ” ). The term “ equal,”  then, 96 
being applied in two ways, when the Geometers in 
describing the straight line say that “  a straight line 
is that which lies equally with its parts,”  they are 
taking the term “ equal ” either in the first significa
tion or in the second. But if it is in the first, they are 
perfectly senseless ; for there is no sense in saying 
that the straight line is of equal magnitude with its 
parts, neither exceeding these nor being exceeded by 
these. And if it is in the second sense, they will be 97 
proving the matter in question by means of itself, 
seeing that they establish the fact that it is straight 
from the fact that it has its parts lying evenly and in 
a straight line, whereas it is not possible to learn that 
a thing lies in a straight line without having sensed 
the straight line. But they are far more absurd when 98 
they give the following definition,— “ A straight line 
is that which revolves equally with its limits,”  or 
this—“ which in revolving round its limits touches the 
plane with all its parts.”  For, firstly, these descrip
tions are subject to the doubts already expressed 
by us; and secondly, as the Epicureans affirm, the 
straight line of the void is, indeed, straight, but does 
not revolve because the void itself does not admit of 
motion either as a whole or in part. And the last de- 99 
scription falls also into the vice of circular reasoning,® 
which is most unsound. For they both explain the 
plane by means of the straight line and the straight 
line by means o f the plane ; for they say that the 
straight line is that which touches the plane with all its

« Of. P.H. i. 117.
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επίπεδον  δε τυγχάνειν δι ου ή καταγόμενη εύθεΐα  
πασι τοΐς μερεσιν ά π τεται, ώ σ θ ' ΐνα μεν την  
εύθεΐαν μ άθω μ εν, π ρώ τον το  επίπεδον μαθεΐν Βει, 
ΐνα δε τού το , άναγκαΐον προεγνωκεναι την ευθείαν, 
δπερ ατοπον, καθόλου τ ε  ό διά τοΰ  επίπεδον  
τη ν  ευθείαν διδάσκων ούδεν άλλο ποιεί η δι 
ευθείας την ευθείαν παρίστησιν, επείπερ  το  επίπεδον  
πολλαί είσιν εύθεΐαι κατ αντους.

100 ΟΙος δε εστιν 6 περί τή ς  ευθείας λόγος, τοιοντος  
γενοιτ άν και 6  περί τή ς γω νία ς, πάλιν γάρ δταν  
νπογράφ οντες λεγω σιν ότι γω νία  εστι δυοΐν ευ 
θειών μη κατάλληλα κείμενων  το  υπό την κλίσιν 
ελάχιστον, ήτοι ελάχιστον λεγονσι τό  άμερες σώ μ α

101 ή τό  κ ατ αυτούς σημεΐον καί σ τιγμ ή ν, άλλα τό  
μ εν άμερες σ ώ μ α  ούκ άν εΐποιεν, επείπερ τούτο  
μ εν ούδ' εις δυο μόρη δυναται διαιρεΐσθαι, ή δε 
γω νία  κ ατ αυτούς επ ' άπειρον τεμ νεται. και 
άλλως, τή ς  γω νίας ήν μεν μείζονά  φασιν είναι 
ήν δε μ ικ ρ οτερα ν  τοΰ  δέ ελάχιστου σώ μ α τος ούδεν 
εστι βραχύτερου, επεί εκείνο άλλ ’ ού τούτο  γ εν ή -

102 σεται ελάχιστον. λείπεται άρα τ ό  κατ αυτούς 
σημεΐον είναι λ εγ ε ιν  ο και αυτό τώ ν  άπορων, ει 
γάρ πάντη π α ντα χώ ς άδιάστατον εστι τό  σημεΐον, 
ού διαιρεθήσεται ή γω νία , καί μην ουδέ μ εΐζω ν  
τ ις  εσται ή ελάσσω ν γ ω νία · εν γά ρ  τοΐς μηδεμίαν  
εχουσι διάστασιν ούκ άν εΐη τ ις  κατά μ εγεθος

103 διαφορά, άλλως τ ε , εί μ ετα ξύ  τ ώ ν  εύθειών π ίπτει 
τό  σημεΐον, διορίζει τα ς  ευθείας, διοριζον δε ουκ

104 εσται άδιάστατον. νη Δ ία , άλλ ειω θασι τινες ε ξ
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parts, and the plane is that which, when the straight 
line is drawn over it, it touches it with all its parts, so 
that in order to get to know the straight line we must 
first get to know the plane, and in order to do this, we 
must necessarily know beforehand the straight line ; 
which is absurd. And, in sum, he who explains the 
straight line by means of the plane is doing nothing 
else than establishing the straight line by means of 
the straight line, since, according to them, the plane is 
many straight lines.

The argument about the angle will be of much the 100 
same kind as that about the straight line. For again, 
when in describing the angle they say that the angle 
is “ the minimum under the inclination of two lines 
which do not lie parallel,”  they mean by “ mini
mum ”  either the indivisible body or what they 
call the sign or point. But they will not mean the 101 
indivisible body, since this cannot be divided into 
two parts, whereas, according to them, the angle is 
divided to infinity. And besides, in the case of the 
angle, one, they say, is greater, another lesser ; but 
nothing is smaller than the minimal body, for if so it, 
and not the body, would be the minimum. It remains 102 
then to say that it is what they call the sign ; but 
this itself is also dubious. For if the sign is in every 
way wholly without dimensions, the angle will not 
be divided.— Moreover, no angle will be greater or 
lesser ; for in things which have no dimension there 
will be no difference in respect of magnitude. Be- 103 
sides, if the sign falls between the straight lines, it 
divides the straight lines, and as dividing it will not 
be without dimensions.—But, in sooth, some of them 104
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αυτών γωνίαν λεγειν το υπό την κλίσιν πρώτον 
διάστημα, προς οΰς

άπλοΰς ό  μ ύθος τή ς  αλήθειας εφυ.

ήτοι γάρ άμερες εστι το διάστημα τούτο ή μερι- 
στόν. άλλ* εί μεν άμερες, αί προειρημένοι των 
αποριών άκολουθήσουσιν αύτοΐς, εί δε μεριστόν, 
ούδεν εσται πρώτον* τοΰ γάρ ύποσταθεντός πρώ
του ετερον εύρεθήσεται πρότερον διά την άρεσκο-

105 μενην αύτοΐς εις άπειρον τών όντων τομήν, εώ 
λεγειν ότι καί άλλη τινί τεχνολογία μάχεται ή 
τοιαύτη τών γωνιών νόησις. διαιρούμενοι yap φασι 
τής γωνίας την μεν τινα είναι ορθήν τήν δε άμ- 
βλεΐαν τήν δε όξεΐαν, καί τής μεν αμβλείας άλλην 
καί άλλην μάλλον άμβλυτεραν είναι, ωσαύτως δε

106 καί τής οξείας, εί δή γωνίαν φαμεν τό ελάχι- 
στον υπό τήν κλίσιν διάστημα, ού σωθήσονται αι 
τοιαΰται τών γωνιών διαφοραί, παρόσον ύπερ- 
εχουσί τε άλλήλας καί ύπερεχονται ύπ* άλλήλων. 
ή et7τερ σώζονται, αναιρείται ή γωνία, μή εχουσα 
εστηκός μετρον ω διαγνωσθήσεται.

Περί μεν οΰν ευθείας γραμμής καί γωνίας
107 τοιαϋτα ρητεον προς αυτούς· οριζόμενοι δε καί 

τον κύκλον φασί “  κύκλος εστί σχήμα^ επίπεδον 
υπό μιας γραμμής περιεχόμενον, προς ήν αί από 
τοΰ κέντρου προσπίπτουσαι εύθεΐαι ίσαι είσίν 
άλλήλαις,”  ματαιάζοντες- τοΰ γάρ σημείου καί 
τής γραμμής καί τής ευθείας καί ετι τοΰ επίπεδου 
καί τής γωνίας άνηρημενων ουδέ κύκλος επινοηθή- 
ναι δύναται.

108 Άλλ* ΐνα μή δοκώμεν σοφιστικοί τινες είναι 
καί τήν σύμπασαν τής άντιρρήσεως κατασκευήν 
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are wont to say that the angle is “  the first interval 
under the inclination.”  Against whom

By nature simple is the tale which truth doth tell.®
For this interval is either without parts or with parts.
But if it is without parts, they will find themselves beset 
in consequence with the difficulties already stated ; 
and if it has parts, none of them will be “  first ”  ; for 
another will be found to be prior to that assumed to 
be “ first ”  because of the division of existents ad in
finitum which is approved by them. I forbear to argue 105 
that such a notion of the angles is in conflict with 
another piece of their technology. For in their classi
fication they say that one class of angle is “ right,” 
another “ obtuse,”  another “ acute ” ; and that, of the 
obtuse angles, some are more obtuse than others, and so 
likewise with the acute angles. But if we affirm that 106 
the angle is “  the least interval under the inclination,”  
such differences in angles will not be preserved, in so 
far as they both exceed one another and are exceeded 
by one another. Or, if they are preserved, the angle 
is destroyed, not possessing a fixed standard by which 
it can be distinguished.

Such, then, are the arguments we must use against 
them with respect to the straight line and the angle; 
and in defining the circle they say “  The circle is a 107 
plane figure enclosed by one line, and the straight 
lines from the centre which fall on this are equal to 
one another,”  talking id ly; for when the sign and 
the line and the straight line, and the plane, too, 
and the angle are destroyed, the circle cannot be 
conceived.

But in order that we may not seem to be sophistical 108 
people and to expend all the reasoning in our refuta-

® Cf. Eurip. Phoenist. 469.
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cv μόναις καταναλίσκειν τα ΐς τ ή ς  γεω μ ετρίας  
άρχαΐς, φερε μ ετελθόντες, ώ ς πρότερον ύ π εσχ ό- 
μ εθα , και τ α  μ ετά  τά ς άρχάς αυτώ ν θεω ρήματα

109 επισκεφ ώ μεθα. δταν οΰν λ εγω σι την δοθεΐσαν  
ευθείαν δίχα τεμ εΐν, ήτοι την επί του άβακος διδο- 
μενην λεγουσι διχοτόμεΐν ή τη ν  άπδ τα ύ τη ς κατά  
μ ετάβασιν  νοουμενην. ούτε δε την επί το ϋ  άβακος  
δοθεΐσαν διχοτομεΐν εροΰσιν · αυτή μεν γάρ μ ήκος  
καί π λάτος αισθητόν εχειν φαίνεται, ή δε κ ατ  
αυτούς ευθεία γραμ μ ή μ ήκος εστιν  άπλατες, ώ σ τε  
μη (γραμ μ ή')1 ούσα κ ατ' αυτούς ή γραμμή ή επί 
τοϋ  άβακος ούδε δίχα τμ ηθήσεται ώ ς  γρα μ μ ή .

110 καί μήν ούδε ή από τα ύ τη ς κατά  μ ετάβασιν νοού
μενη. ύποκείσθω  γά ρ  λόγου χάριν ε ξ  εννεα 
σ τιγμ ώ ν  σ υνεσ τώ σ α , άφ' εκατερου μεν τώ ν  άκρων  
τεσσά ρ ω ν καί τεσσά ρ ω ν άριθμουμενων, μιας δε 
τά ς  δύο τετράδας μ εσολαβούσης σ τιγμ ή ς, ούκοϋν 
εΐ δίχα τεμ νεται ή όλη γραμ μ ή, ήτοι μ ετα ξύ  
τα ύ τη ς τή ς  π έμ π τη ς σ τιγμ ή ς καί τή ς  ετερας  
τετράδος ενεχθήσεται τό  τεμ νον, ή κατ' αύτής τή ς

111 π έμ π τη ς, ώ σ τε  καί αύτήν διχάζειν. τό  μεν οΰν 
μ ετα ξύ  τή ς  π έμ π τη ς σ τιγμ ή ς καί τή ς  ετερας 
τετράδος φερεσθαι τό  τεμνον τώ ν  αλόγω ν' γ εν ή -  
σεται γάρ άνισα τά  τμ ή μ α τα , καί τό  μεν εκ 
τεσσάρω ν σ τιγμ ώ ν  συγκείμενον τό  δε εκ π εντε . 
τό  δε αύτήν διχάζειν τήν στιγμ ή ν πολλώ του  
προτερου ά λ ο γω τερ ο ν  ούκετι γάρ άδιάστατον  
άπολείφουσι τό  σημεΐον, ο γ ε  διχάζεται προς τοϋ

112 τεμ νοντος. 6  δε αυτός λόγος καί επειδάν φώσι 
τον κύκλον εις ΐσα τεμνειν. εί γάρ ό κύκλος εις 
ΐσα τεμ νεται, π ά ντω ς επεί μ εσαίτατον εχει τό

1 ( γραμμή) addidi.
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tion on the principles o f geometry alone, come and 
let us pass on, as we previously promised,® and investi
gate the theorems which come after their principles. 
When, then, they say that they will “  bisect the given 109 
straight line,” 6 they mean that they are bisecting 
either that given on the board or that which is con
ceived by transference from it. But they will not mean 
that they are bisecting that given on the board ; for 
this appears to possess sensible length and breadth, 
whereas, according to them, the straight line is 
“  length without breadth,”  so that the line on the 
board, not being a line according to them, will not be 
bisected like a line. Nor, indeed, will the line which 110 
is conceived by transference from that on the broad.
For let us assume, for the sake of argument, that it 
is composed of nine points, four being numbered 
from the one extremity and four from the other and 
one point occupying the middle place between the 
two sets of four. Then, if the whole line is bisected, 
the secant will strike either between this fifth point 
and one of the sets of four or on the fifth point itself 
so as to divide it in two. That the secant should 111 
strike between the fifth point and one of the sets of 
four is, however, illogical; for the sections will be 
unequal, one being made up of four points and the 
other of five. But the dividing the point itself into 
two is much more illogical than the former alter
native ; for they will no longer be leaving the sign 
without dimensions,® as it is divided into two by 
the secant.—And the argument is the same when 112 
they say they are cutting the circle into equal parts.*
For if the circle is cut into equal parts, then, since it

• Cf. § 93. * Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 282 ff.
• Cf. § 20. * Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 284 ff.
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κέντρον, ο καί αυτό εστι σημεΐον, ήτοι τώδε τώ  
τμήματι ή τώδέ [τινι] προσμερισθήσεται, ή και 
αυτό δίχα τμηθήσεται. άλλα το μεν τώδε ή τώδε 
προσμερισθήναι άνισον την διχοτόμησιν ποιεί, το 
δε και αυτό διχοτομεΐσθαι μαχόμενόν εστι τώ

113 άδιάστατον και άμερες ύπάρχειν το σημεΐον. το 
τε τεμνον την γραμμήν ήτοι σώμα εστιν η άσώ- 
ματον. ούτε δε σώμα δυναται τύγχανειν άμερες 
γάρ τι και άσώματον και μη ύποπΐπτον αυτώ ούκ 
αν τεμοί’ οϋτε άσώματον. τουτί γάρ πάλιν ει 
μεν στιγμή εστι, τώ άμερής είναι και κατά άμεροΰς 
πίτττειν ούκ αν τέμοι, ει δε γραμμή, πάλιν επει τώ  
πέρατι έαυτής οφείλει τέμνειν, το δε πέρας αυτής

114 εστιν άμερες, ου τέμνει. άλλως τε τό τεμνον 
πέρας ήτοι μέσον τών δυοΐν στιγμών πΐπτον δι
χοτομεί την γραμμήν, ή κατά μέσου φερόμενον 
του σημείου, αλλά τό μεν κατά μέσου φερεσθαι 
του σημείου τών άδυνάτων' δεήσει γάρ, ώς 
πρότερον ελεγομεν, τό καθ' ου φέρεται μερι- 
στόν είναι και μηκέτι άδιάστατον τυγχάνειν.1

115 μεταξύ δε τών δυοΐν στιγμών φερεσθαι πολλώ 
άλογώτερον. πρώτον μεν γάρ ούδέν δυναται μετα
ξύ συνεχείας μέσον πεσεΐν πέρας' εΐτα καν δοθή 
τό τοιοΰτον ώς δυνατόν, οφείλει μετακινεΐν τα ων 
μεταξύ τάσσεται, εϊπερ εστι συνεχή’ ταΰτα δ’ εστιν 
άκίνητα. τοίνυν άπορος καί ό περί τοΰ τέμνοντος

116 εστι λόγος, ου μην αλλά καν δώμεν αύτοΐς τας 
άφαιρέσεις ποιεΐσθαι επί τών αισθητών τούτων 
γραμμών, ου δυνησονται ούδ’ ούτως εύοδήσαι. ή

1 τό καθ' ο δ  φ έρ ετα ι μ . είνα ι και μ . άδ. τυ γ χ ά ν ε ιν  scripsi τό 
καβάλου φ ερεσθαι μ . εάν rj μ . άδ. τυ γ χ ά ντ ) Μ39., B ek k .: τό κ αθ' οδ  
φ έρετα ι μ . είνα ι, ίνα  μ . cj. Bekk.
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has the centre (which itself is a point), in the very 
middle, the centre will certainly be annexed either to 
this section or to that, or else it will itself be cut in 
two. But the fact o f its being annexed to this section 
or that makes the bisection unequal; and that it should 
itself be bisected is in conflict with the fact that the 
sign is without dimensions and without parts.—Also, 113 
the secant which cuts the line is either a body or incor
poreal. But it cannot be a body ; for, if  so, it will not 
cut a thing without parts and incorporeal and on which 
it cannot strike ; nor yet can it be incorporeal. For 
this, again, if it is a point, will not cut owing to its 
being without parts and striking on what is without 
parts ; and if it is a line, again it does not cut since it 
must cut with its limit, and its limit is without parts.— 
Besides, the limit which cuts bisects the line either by 114 
falling between the two points, or by striking on the 
middle of the sign. But that it should strike on the 
middle of the sign is a thing impossible. For, as we 
said before, that on which it strikes will have to 
possess parts and be no longer without dimensions. 
And that it should strike between the two points is 115 
much more irrational. For, firstly, no limit can fall 
in the middle of what is continuous ; and secondly, 
even if we allow that such a thing is possible, it must 
move apart the things between which it posts itself, 
if they are continuous ; but these are immovable.
So then, the account given of the secant is dubious.
— Moreover, even if we grant them that subtrac- lie  
tions are made in the case of these sensible lines, 
even so they will be unable to make progress. For

SOI
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γάρ άφ' όλης της γραμμής ή αφαίρ^σις γβνήσεται 
η από μέρους, και τό άφαιρουμςνον η Ισον από 
ίσου η άνισον από άνίσου [ή εναλλάξ]1 γενήσεται· 
ovSev δε τούτων όστιν βυπορον, ώς iv τω προς 
τούς γραμματικούς και iv τω προς τούς φυσικούς 
ύπομνήματι παρζστήσαμζν ούκ άρα δυνατόν όστι 
τοΐς γ^ωμότραις άφαιρεΐν τι και τόμνειν από 
γραμμήε·

1 «<αλλά£] del. Heints.

m

the subtraction will either be from the whole line or 
from a part, and the part subtracted will be either 
an equal part from an equal, or an unequal from 
an unequal ; but none of these is feasible, as we 
have established in our treatise Against the Gram
marians * and in that Against the Physicists ; there
fore it is not possible for the Geometers to subtract 
or cut off anything from the line.

“ Of. Adv. Gram. 162 ff. 5 Adv. Phys. i. 280 ff.; P.H. iii. 
85 ff.
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1 Επειδή τον ποσον το μεν εστιν εν τοΐς σννεχέσι 
σώμασιν, ο 8η μέγεθος καλείται, περί ο εστι 
μάλιστα η γεωμετρία, το  δε εν Βιεστώσιν, δπερ 
αριθμός καθέστηκεν, περί ον ή αριθμητική κατα
γίνεται, σκοπώμεν από τω ν γεωμετρικών αρχών 
και θεωρημάτων μετελθόντες και τα  περί άριθμοΰ' 
τούτον γάρ άναιρεθεντός ονθ* ή περί αντόν σνν- 
ισταμένη γενήσεται τέχνη.

2 Καθόλον μεν ονν οι από τώ ν μαθημάτων ΥΙυθα- 
γορικοϊ μεγάλην άπονέμονσι Βνναμιν τοΐς άριθμοΐς 
ώς της τώ ν όλων φνσεως κατ αντονς Βιοικον- 
μένης. δθεν και αεί ποτέ επεφώνονν το

αριθμώ δε τε πάντ έπέοικεν,

ομννοντες ον μόνον τον αριθμόν άλλα καί τον  
νποΒείξαντα αντόΐς τοΰτον ΐίνθαγόραν ώς θεόνΒιά 
την εν αριθμητική Βνναμιν, λέγοντες

ον μά τον άμετέρα φνχα παραΒόντα τετρακτνν, 
πηγην άενάον φνσεως ριζώματ έχονσαν.

3 τετρακτνς δε προσηγορειίετο παρ' αντοΐς 6 έκ τώ ν  
πρώτων τεσσάρων αριθμών συγκείμενος Βέκα άρι- 
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BOOK IV

AGAINST THE ARITHMETICIANS

Since one kind of quantity, which is called “ magni- 1 
tude,” and which is the chief concern of geometry, 
belongs to continuous bodies, and another kind, 
which is number, the subject of arithmetic, belongs 
to discontinuous, let us pass on from the principles and 
theorems of geometry and examine also those which 
deal with number ; for if this is destroyed, the art 
which is constructed to handle it will not exist.

Now, speaking generally, the mathematical Pytha- 2 
goreans α ascribe great power to numbers, as though 
the nature of all things was governed in conformity 
with them. Hence, they constantly kept repeating— 

All things, too, are like unto number.6 
And they swear not only by number but also by 
Pythagoras, the man who showed it to them, as 
though he were a god because of the power o f arith
metic, saying,®—

Nay, by the man I swear who bequeathed to our soul the 
Tetraktys,

Fount containing the roots of Nature ever-enduring.
And “  tetraktys ”  was the name given by them to 3 
the number ten, it being composed of the first four

° e.g. Philolaiis and Archytas.
b Of. Adv. Log. i. 94, 109. * Cf. Adv. Log. i. 94.
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θμ ός. εν γάρ καί δύο καί τρία καί τέσσαρα δέκα  
γίνετα ι’ δς έστι τελειότα τος αριθμός, έπείπερ επ ’ 
αυτόν φ θάσαντες πάλιν άναλύομεν επί την μονάδα  
καί ε ξ  ύπαρχής ποιου μ έθα τά ς  αριθμήσεις, π ηγήν  
τ ’ άενάου φ υσεω ς ρ ιζώ μ α τ ’ έχουσαν είρήκασιν αυ
τό ν  διά το  κ α τ αυτούς εν α ύτώ  τον  λόγον τη ς  
απάντω ν κεΐσθαι σ υσ τά σεω ς, οΐον ευθέω ς το ΰ  τε  
σ ώ μ α το ς καί τη ς  ψυχής ’ άπαρκέσει γάρ τούτω ν  

4 υποδειγματικούς μ εμνήσθαι. ή μεν οΰν μονάς  
αρχή τ ις  ύπόκειται τή ς  τω ν  άλλων αριθμών άπερ
γαστική  σ υσ τά σεω ς, ή δέ δυάς μήκους έστίν ά π -  
εργαστική . καθάπερ γάρ επί τω ν  γεω μ ετρικώ ν  
αρχώ ν ύπεδείξαμεν π ρώ τον τ ις  έστιν ή σ τιγμ ή , 
εΐτα μ ε τ ’ αυτήν ή γραμμή μήκος άπλατές τ υ γ -  
χάνουσα , τον  αυτόν τρόπον καί επί τοΰ  παρόντος 
ή μεν μονάς τον  τή ς  σ τιγμ ή ς έπέχει λόγον, ή δε 
δυάς τον  τή ς  γραμ μ ής καί το ΰ  μ ή κ ους’ ποθέν γάρ  
ποι1 έχώ ρησεν ή διάνοια ταύτην εννοουμένη, τοΰτο  

6 δ ’ ήν μ ήκος, ή  δε τριάς επί το ΰ  πλάτους καί τή ς  
επιφάνειας έτέτα κ το  · ποθέν γά ρ  ποι1 (καί πάλιν 
π οι) 2 εφέρετο 6 νοΰς, καί προστιθεμένης τή  κατά  
μ ήκος διαστάσει τή ς  κατά πλάτος δια στά σεω ς  
επιφάνεια νοείται, αλλά καν επιθεω ρήση τις  τή  
τριάδι τετά ρτη ν  μονάδα, του τέστι τέταρτον σ η -  
μεΐον, γίνεται πυραμίς, στερεόν σώ μ α  καί σ χ ή μ α ’ 
καί γάρ μήκος έχει καί π λάτος καί βά θο ς' ώ σ τε  
έν τ ώ  τέσσαρα  αριθμώ τον τοΰ  σώ μ ατος περιέχε- 

6 σθαι λόγον, καί μήν καί τον  τή ς  ψ υχής’ ώ ς γάρ  
τον  όλον κόσμον κατά αρμονίαν λέγουσι διοικεί- 
σθαι, οΰτω  καί τό  ζώ ο ν  ψυχοΰσθαι. δοκει δέ ή

1 π ο ι scripsi: π ου  m s s . ,  Bekk.
* (καί πάλιν π ο ι)  addidi: (κ . π . π ο υ )  add. cj. Bekk.
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numbers. For one and two and three and four make 
up ten ; and this is the most perfect number, since, 
when we have reached it, we revert again to the one 
and make our numerations afresh. And they have 
called it the “ fount containing the roots of Nature 
ever-enduring ” because, according to them, the 
reason of the structure of all things resides in it, as for 
instance that of the body and the soula ; for it will 
suffice to mention these by way of example. Now 4 
the monad (or one) is an underlying principle which 
produces the structure of all the other numbers, and 
the dyad (or two) is productive of length. For as in 
the case of the geometrical principles we explained b 
first what the point is, and next, after it, the line 
which is length without breadth, similarly, in the 
case before us, the monad corresponds to the point 
and the dyad to the line and length ; for thought in 
conceiving this moves from some place to some place, 
and this is length. And the triad (or three) is set 5 
over breadth and the plane ; for the mind has moved 
from here to there (and on again to some other 
place), and when the distance in breadth is added to 
the distance in length the plane is conceived. But 
if, in addition to the triad one imagines a fourth 
monad, that is, a fourth sign, the pyramid is formed, 
a solid body and figure ; for it possesses length and 
breadth and depth ; so that the formula of the body 
is comprised in the number four. And so also is that g 
of the soul; for they declare that as the whole 
Universe is governed according to harmony, so too 
the living creature is ensouled. And the perfect

• Cf. A  dr Log. i. 99 fF. * Cf. Adv. Geom. 19 IF.
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τάλειος αρμονία iv  τρισι συμφωνίαις λαμβάνειν την  
υπόστασιν, τη  Τ€ διά τεττά ρ ω ν  καί τη  διά πάντε 
καί τη  διά π α σώ ν, ή μ εν οΰν  διά τεσσά ρ ω ν iv  
επ ιτρίτω  κεΐται λ όγω , ή δε διά πόντε εν ήμιολίω, 

7 η δε διά π α σώ ν εν διπλασίονι. επίτρίτος δε λάγεται 
αριθμός ο ε ξ  όλου τίνος αριθμού σννεστηκ ώ ς καί 
εκ το ΰ  τρίτου μέρους εκείνου, ώ ς εχει 6 οκτώ  
προς τον  εξ · καί γάρ αυτόν τον  ε ξ  περιάσχηκε καί 
τό  τρίτον αύτοϋ, του τεστι τη ν  δυάδα, ημιόλιος 
δε καλείται, όταν περιάχη αριθμός αριθμόν καί τό  
ημισυ εκείνου, ώ ς εχει 6 εννεα προς τον  ε ξ ' συν
άστηκε γάρ εκ το ΰ  ε ξ  καί εκ το ΰ  ημίσεος αύτοΰ, 
του τεστι τώ ν  τριώ ν, διπλάσιων δε προσαγορεύεται 
6 δυσίν άριθμοΐς ίσος,1 ώ ς  ο τεσσαρα  προς τον  

S δυο· δίς γάρ τον αυτόν περιάσχηκεν. αλλά γάρ  
τού τω ν  ούτω ς εχόντω ν, καί κατά την άρχήθεν ύπ ό- 
θεσιν τεσσά ρω ν οντω ν αριθμώ ν, το ΰ  τ ε  ενός και 
δύο καί τρία καί τεσσα ρα , εν οΐς ελεγομεν καί τη ν  
τη ς ψυχής ιδέαν περιεχεσθαι κατά τον  εναρμόνιον 
λόγον, 6  μεν τεσσα ρα  το ΰ  δύο καί ο δύο τή ς  μ ονά - 
δος εσ τί διπλάσιω ν, εν ω  εκειτο ή διά π α σώ ν  
συμφ ωνία, ο δε τρία  το ΰ  δύο ημιόλιος (καί γά ρ  
αυτόν τον  δύο περιεσχηκε καί τ ό  ημισυ το ύ το ν , οθεν  

9 καί τη ν  διά πάντε συμφωνίαν ύπεβαλλεν), 6  δε 
τεσσα ρ α  το ΰ  τρία  επ ίτριτος, ύπεκειτο δε καί εν 
το ύ τω  ή διά τεσσ ά ρ ω ν συμφ ω νία, ώ σ τε  εικότω ς  
τον  τεσσαρα  αριθμόν παρά το ΐς ΧΙυθαγορικόΐς 
είρήσθαι π ηγή ν άενάου φ ύσεω ς ρ ιζώ μ α τ εχουσαν.

10 Ά λ λ ’ ότι μ εν πολλήν δύναμιν άπάνεμον τοΐς  
άριθμοΐς, εκ τού τω ν  συμφ ανες νπ οδειγμ ατικ ώ - 
τερον είρημάνων· πολύς γάρ 6 περί αριθμών παρ  

1 fortasse (ίσοι;) ίσο;.
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harmony is held to consist in three symphonies α— 
that of the “ By-Fours ”  and that of the “ By-Fives ” 
and that of the “ By-Alls.”  Now the “ By-Fours ” 
symphony consists of the “  epitrite ”  ( 4 : 3  ratio), 
and that of the “  By-Fives ” in the ratio 3 : 2, and 
the “ By-Alls ”  in the ratio 2 : 1 .  The number called 7 
“ epitrite ”  is that composed of a certain number 
taken as a whole plus its third part—which is the 
ratio of eight to six ; for the eight includes the six 
plus the third part of it, that is the dyad. And a 
number is said to be in the ratio 3 : 2 when the number 
includes a number plus its half,—the relation of nine 
to six ; for the nine is composed of the six plus its 
half, that is, three. And that called “ double ”  is 
that which is equal to two (equal) numbers,—the 
relation of four to two ; for it includes the same 
number twice. Such, then, being the facts, and 8 
there being, according to the original assumption, 
four numbers—one, two, three and four—in which is 
included, as we said, the form of the soul according to 
the harmonical formula, the four is double the two 
and the two double the monad, and therein consists 
the “  By-Alls ”  symphony ; and the three is to the 
two in the 3 : 2 ratio (for it includes the two itself plus 
its half, and thus it supplies the “ By-Fives ”  sym
phony) ; and the four is to the three in the “  epitrite ”  9 
or 4 :3  ratio, on which is based the “  By-Fours ” 
symphony. So that naturally the number four is 
called by the Pythagoreans the “ fount containing 
the roots of Nature ever-enduring.”

From what has been said by way of brief illustration 10 
it is clear that they ascribed much power to numbers ; 
for the account they give of numbers is voluminous,

« Cf. P.H. iii. 155 ; Adv. Log. i. 95 ff.
309



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

αύτοΐς έστι λόγος, δν έάσαντες τα  νυν μήκυναν 
άπτώμεθα της άντιρρησεως, την αρχήν τω ν λόγων 
από μονάδος ποιησάμενοι, ητις αρχή παντός αρι
θμού καθέστηκε και ης αναιρούμενης ούδ' εστιν 
αριθμός.

11 Την του ενός τοίνυν νόησιν διατυπών ημΐν πυθα- 
γορικώτερον ό Πλάτων φησίν ”  εν εστιν ου μηδέν 
χωρίς λέγεται ε ν ”  η “  ου μετοχή έκαστον έν τε  
και πολλά Aeyerai. το yap φυτόν, €ΐ τνχοι, και 
το ζώον και ο λίθος προσαγορεύεται μεν έν, ούκ 
έστι δε κατά τον ίδιον λόγον έν, άλλ' έν1 μετοχή  
ενός νοείται, τούτου μηδενός τούτων καθεστώτος.

12 ούτε γάρ φυτόν ούτε ζώον ούτε λίθος ούτε άλλο 
τι των αριθμητών τό όντως έν εστιν. εί γάρ 
φυτόν εστιν η ζώον το έν, πάντως δ μη φυτόν 
έστι μηδε ζώον ου ρηθησεται έν· λέγεται δε και 
φυτόν έν καί ζώον καί άλλα μύρια' ούδέν άρα τώ ν

13 αριθμητών έστι τό έν. τό  δέ ου έκαστον, έν μέν 
καθ' εαυτό έκαστον πολλά δέ άθροισμώ, μετέχον, 
έν τε καί πολλά γίνεται τώ ν καθ' έκαστον, όπερ 
πάλιν πλήθος ούδέν έστι τώ ν πολλών, οΐον φυτών 
ζώων λίθων* κατά μετοχήν μέν γάρ έκείνου ταΰτα  
λέγεται πολλά, αυτό Se ούκ εστιν έν τούτοις.

14 πλην τοιαύτη μέν η τοΰ ενός ιδέα νοείται τοις περί 
τον  Πλάτωνα* έπισυνάπτοντες δέ ημείς λέγωμεν. 
ήτοι έτέρα τώ ν κατά μέρος αριθμητών2 έστίν η 
τοΰ  ενός ιδέα, η σύν έκείνοις τοις μετέχουσιν αύτης 
νοείται, αλλά καθ' αυτήν μέν ζούχ ύφέστηκεν, 
είγε)* παρά τά  κατά μέρος αριθμητά ούδέν νοείται

1 tv Heintz: iv mss., Bekk.
* αριθμητών Heintz : αριθμών m ss., Bekk.

8 (ο ύχ  ύφέστηκεν, ε ΐγε ) add. cj. Bekk.
8 1 0
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but forbearing for the present to dwell on it, let us 
take up the confutation, beginning our argument with 
the monad, which is the principle of all number and 
with the destruction of which number ceases to exist.

Now Plato, in formulating in rather Pythagorean 11 
fashion the concept of the one, declares that “ One 
is that without which nothing is termed one,”  or “  by 
participation in which each thing is termed one or 
many.” For the plant, let us say, or the animal, or 
the stone is called one, yet is not one according to its 
own proper description, but is conceived as one by 
participation in the One, none of them being actually 
the One. For neither plant nor animal nor stone nor 12 
any other numerable obj ect is the essential One. For 
if a plant or an animal is the One, what is not a plant 
or an animal will certainly not be termed one α ; but 
a plant is termed one, as is an animal and countless 
other things ; therefore none of the numerables is 
the One. But that by participation in which each 13 
thing is by itself each one thing, and a plurality by 
aggregation, is the One and Many of the individual 
things. But this Plurality, again, is none of the 
many things, such as plants, animals, stones ; for it 
is by participation in it that these things are termed 
“ many,” but the Plurality itself is not one of them.— 
Such, then, is the Idea of the One as conceived by 14 
Plato ; so let us subjoin our argument. Either the 
Idea of the One is different from the particular 
numerables, or it is conceived along with those things 
which participate in it. But it does not subsist by 
itself, since no One other than the particular numer-

• C f. P .H .  Hi. 156 ff.
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έν υποκείμενον, λείπεται dpa εν εκείνοις rots μετ-
15 έχουσιν αύτοΰ νοεΐσθαι, ο πάλιν τω ν απόρων, τό  

γάρ αριθμητόν ζύλον εί μετοχή μονάΒος εστιν εν, 
ο μη εστι ξνλον ού λεχθησεται ε ν  λέγεται Βέ γε, 
ώς ανώτερον ύποδέδεικταί' ούκ άρα εστιν η μονάς 
ής μετοχή έκαστον τω ν κατά μέρος αριθμητών

16 μονας προσαγορεύεται, εΐτα τό  πολλοΐς μετεχο- 
μενον πολλά εστι και ούχ εν, τα  Βέ αριθμητά 
πολλά τέ  εστι και άπειρα· ούκ άρα μετοχή τής

17 μονάΒος έκαστον τω ν αριθμητών έν εστιν. ώσπερ 
οΰν ό γενικός άνθρωπος, δν τινες νοοΰσι ζώον 
θνητόν, ούτε Ίίωκράτης εστιν ούτε Πλάτων, επειδή 
ουδείς λεχθησεται άνθρωπος,1 ούτε καθ' εαυτόν 
ύφέστηκεν ούτε μετά  Πλάτωνος καί Σωκράτους, 
επει έθεωρεΐτο αν ώς άνθρωπος, ούτω και τό εν 
μήτε συν τοΐς κατά μέρος άριθμητοΐς μήτε καθ' 
εαυτό ύφεστηκός νοούμενου ευθέως εστιν άνεπι-

18 νόητον. τά  δε αυτά λεκτέον καί επί τοΰ Βύο ή 
καί τρία καί καθόλου επί παντός αριθμού, ΐνα μη 
μηκύνωμεν. ένεση  δε καί ούτως συνερωτάν, ή 
τοΰ ενός ΙΒέα, ής μετοχή τι εν λέγεται, ήτοι μία 
εστιν ιδέα ή τοΰ ενός πλείους ίδέαι τυγχάνουσιν. 
άλλ' εί μεν μία εστιν, ού πολλοΐς μετέχεταί' τοΰ  
γάρ Α , εύσήμου χάριν διδασκαλίας, την δλην τοΰ  
ενός ιδέαν έχοντος, τό  Β μη μετέχον ταντης ούκέτ* *

19 έσται έν. καί μην ουδέ πολυμερής καθέστηκεν, 
ΐνα πολλά ή τά μετέχοντα τούτης' πρώτον μεν 
γάρ εσται έκαστον ού τής τοΰ ενός ιδέας μετέχον, 
μέρους δε αύτής, εΐτα καί ή μονάς αδιαίρετος καί

1 (άλλο?) add. cj. Warmington.

• Cf. the “ generic Line ”  of Adv. Otom. 92.
* For this definition cf. P.H. ii. 26.
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ables is conceived as subsisting.—It remains, then, 
to say that it is conceived as included in those things 
which partake o f it, which, again, is dubious. For 15 
if the numerable log is one by participation in the 
Monad, what is not a log will not be termed one ; 
but, as has been shown above, it is so termed ; there
fore the Monad, by participation in which each 
of the particular numerables is called a monad, does 
not exist.— Further, that in which many participate 16 
is Many and not One, and the numerables are both 
many and infinite ; each of the numerables, there
fore, is not one by participation in the Monad. So, 17 
just as the generic Man °—whom some conceive as 
“  a mortal animal ”  6—is not Socrates or Plato (for, if 
so, nobody else will be termed man), and does not 
subsist of himself nor together with Plato and Socrates 
(for then he would have been observed as a man), so 
likewise the One, not being conceived either as sub
sisting by itself or along with the particular numer
ables, is ipso facto inconceivable. And the same must 18 
be said of the Two and the Three, and in general— 
not to make a long story of it—of every number.
— One may also propound the following argument: 
The Idea of the One, by participation in which a 
thing is termed one, either is one Idea, or there are 
several Ideas of the One.® But if it is one, many do 
not participate in i t ; for (to explain the point clearly) 
if A  possesses the whole of the Idea of the One, B, 
which does not participate in it, will no longer be one.
—Nor yet is it multipartite, so that the things par
ticipating in it might be many ; for, firstly, each thing 
will be participating not in the Idea of the One but 
in a part o f i t ; and secondly, the Monad, according

19

VOL. TV

* Cf. P.TT. 1H. 158 ff.
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άμερης ενοεΐτο κατ αυτούς, el δε πλείους εισιν 
Ιδεαι τοΰ  4νός, έκαστον τω ν καθ' εν τασσόμενων 
αριθμητών, ήτοι τοΰ 4νός η τοΰ δύο, καθ’ ev 4κά- 
Tepov, μετεχει τίνος κοινής ίδ4ας η ού μετεχει.

20 και el μ4ν ού μετεχει, δεησει και άπαντα δίχα τοΰ  
μ€τ4χ€ιν Ιδ4ας κατά το ev τ€τάχθαι, δπερ ού 
Θ4λονσιν. el δε μετέχει, η εζ αρχής συναχθησεται 
απορία· πώς γάρ μιας τα  δύο μεθεξει;

Ταυτα μεν ούν περί μονάδος, ής άνηρημενης πας
21 άνηρηται ό αριθμός· όμως δ’ οΰν επισυνάπτωμεν 

και τα  περί της δυάδος. άπόρως γάρ πως και αΰτη1 
σννίσταται κατά την τώ ν μονάδων σύνοδον, ώσπερ 
και Πλάτων διά τοΰ περί ψυχής πρότερον ηπόρη- 
κεν. παρατεθείσης γάρ μονάδος 4τερα μονάδι ήτοι 
προσγίνεταί τι κατά την παράθεσιν η απογίνεται η

22 ούτε προσγίνεταί τι ούτε απογίνεται, άλλ* εΐ μεν 
ούτε προσγίνεταί τι ούτε απογίνεται, ούκ εσται 
κατά παράθεσιν της 4τερας μονάδος τη ετερα ή 
δυάς. εΐ δε απογίνεται τι κατά την παράθεσιν, 
ελάττωσις εσται τοΰ 4νός καί 4νός, και δυάς ού 
γενησεται. εΐ δε προσγίνεταί τι, τά  δύο ού γενη- 
σεται δύο αλλά τεσσαρα· δυάς γάρ ή επιγινομενη 
και μονάς και 4τερα μονάς τον τών τεσσάρων 
αριθμόν συνίστησιν. ούδεν άρα εσται δυάς. ή 
δε αύτη γενοιτ αν άπορία καί επί παντός άριθμοΰ, 
ώστε μηδέν είναι κατά τοΰτο αριθμόν.

23 Ον μην άλλ* επει κατά πρόσθεσιν μονάδος και 
κατά άφαίρεσιν ο αριθμός νοείται, δηλον ώς εάν 
τούτων 4κάτερον παραστησωμεν αδύνατον, οίχη-

1 ά π όρ ω ς . . . α ΰ τη  scripsi: ά π ο ρ ο ί . . . α ΰ τη  m s s . ,  Bekk.
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to them, is conceived as indivisible and without parts. 
And if there are several Ideas of the One, each of 
the numerables ranked as unities (whether it be a 
one or a two, both taken singly) participates in a 
certain common Idea, or it does not participate. 
But if it does not participate, all things, apart from 20 
participating in an Idea, will have to be ranked as 
unities,—a conclusion which they reject. And if 
they participate, the original difficulty ° will recur ; 
for how will the twos participate in one Idea ?

So much, then, concerning the monad, and if it is 
destroyed all number is destroyed ; all the same, let 21 
us subjoin an attack on the dyad. For it is formed in 
a doubtful way by the conjunction o f the monads, 
even as Plato formerly expressed doubts about it in 
his book On the Soul.b For when a monad is set 
beside another monad, either something is added 
by the juxtaposition or something is subtracted, or 
nothing is either added or subtracted. But if nothing 22 
is either added or subtracted, the dyad will not exist 
through the juxtaposition of the one monad with the 
other. And if something is subtracted through the 
juxtaposition, there will be a diminution of the one 
and one, and a dyad will not be formed. And if 
something is added, the two will become not two 
but four; for the additional dyad plus the monad 
and the second monad make up the number four. 
Therefore nothing will be a dyad. And the same 
difficulty will exist in the case of every number, so 
that owing to this number is nothing.

Since, however, number is conceived as a result of 23 
the addition or subtraction of the monad, it is plain 
that if we shall establish that each of these two pro-

• C f. Phaedo 96 e  ff.; Adv. Phys. ii. 302 if.
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aerai καί ή τών αριθμών ύπόστασις. λεγωμεν δε 
πρώτον ευθύς περί άφαιρεσεως, υποδειγματικά)

24 χρώμενοι τύ) διδασκαλία, ή τοίνυν από της υπο
κείμενης δεκάδος άφαιρουμενη μονάς ήτοι από 
δλης της δεκάδος η από της περιλειπομενης εν- 
νεάδος άφαιρεΐται · ούτε δε άφ* δλης, ώς παρα- 
στήσομεν, ούτε από της εννεάδος, ώς διδάζομεν 
ούκ άρα άφαιρεΐται τι από της υποκείμενης δε
κάδος. εί γάρ άφ* δλης ταυτής άφαιρεΐται η 
μονάς, ήτοι η δεκάς εστιν ετερα τών κατά μέρος 
μονάδων η δ άθροισμός τούτων δεκάς προσαγο-

25 ρευεται. άλλ* ετερα μεν τών κατά μέρος μονάδων 
ούκ εστιν η δεκάς· και γάρ άναιρεθεισών εκείνων 
ονδ* εστι δεκάς, και τής δεκάδος άναιρεθείσης 
ομοίως at μονάδες ούκετι ύπάρχουσιν. εί δε ή 
αυτή ταΐς μονάσιν εστιν ή δεκάς, τουτεστιν ει αι 
κατά μέρος μονάδες είσϊ δεκάς, δήλον ώς είπερ 
άπό τής δεκάδος ή τής μονάδος άφαίρεσις γίνεται, 
άφ’ εκάστης μονάδος άφαιρεθήσεται (αί γάρ κατά 
μέρος μονάδες ήσαν ή δεκάς), και ούτως ούκετι 
εσται μονάδος άρσις άλλά δεκάδος. ώστε ούκ άπό

26 δλης τής δεκάδος αίρεται ή μονάς. καί μην ούδ* 
άπό τής νπολειπομενης εννεάδος ή άρσις αύτής 
γίνεται· πώς γάρ ετι μετά την άρσιν αύτής σώος 
εστιν ή υποκείμενη εννεάς; άλλ* εί μήτε άφ* δλης 
τής δεκάδος αίρεται ή μονάς μήτε άπό τής ύπο- 
λειπομενης εννεάδος, ούδείς αριθμός κατά άφαίρεσιν

27 συνίσταται. άλλως τε, εί άπό τής εννεάδος αίρεται 
ή μονάς, ήτοι άπό δλης αίρεται η άπό τής τελευ
ταίας αύτής μονάδος. καί εί μεν άπό δλης τής 
εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται ή μονάς, εσται άρσις τής εν- 
νεάδος · το γάρ άφαιρούμενον άφ* εκάστης μονάδος, 
316
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cesses is impossible, the reality of number, too, will 
be abolished. Let us, for instance, deal first with 
subtraction, using the method of demonstration by 
examples. The monad, then, which is being sub- 24 
tracted from the decad assumed is subtracted either 
from the whole decad or from the nine left over α ; 
but it is not subtracted from the whole, as we shall 
establish, nor from the nine, as we shall demonstrate ; 
nothing, therefore, is subtracted from the decad 
assumed. For if the monad is subtracted from this 
as a whole, either the decad is other than the par
ticular monads or the aggregate of these is termed a 
decad. But the decad is not other than the particular 25 
monads; for if these are destroyed the decad does 
not exist, and similarly if the decad is destroyed 
the monads no longer exist. And if the decad is the 
same as the monads,—that is to say, if the particular 
monads are the decad,—it is plain that if the sub
traction of the monad is from the decad, it will be 
subtracted from each monad (for the particular 
monads are the decad), and thus it will no longer be 
a subtraction of the monad but of the decad. Conse
quently, the monad is not subtracted from the whole 
decad. Nor, indeed, is it subtracted from the nine 26 
left over ; for how will the assumed nine be still 
preserved after the subtraction ? But if the monad 
is not subtracted either from the decad as a whole or 
from the nine left over, no number subsists through 
subtraction.—Besides, if the monad is subtracted 27 
from the nine, it is subtracted either from the whole 
or from its last monad. But if the monad is sub
tracted from the whole nine, there will be a subtrac
tion of the nine ; for that which is subtracted from

• Of. P.H. iii. 88 ff.; Adv. Phys. i. 312 ff.
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τών κατά, μέρος μονάδων eweα ούσών, τον της
28 έweάδoς αριθμόν συντίθησιν. el Be από της τ€λευ- 

ταίας μονάδος γίνεται τα της άφαιρέσεως, πρώτον 
μεν και η τελευταία μονάς, άμερής οϋσα, δειχθή- 
σεται μεριστη τυγχάνειν, δπερ άτοπον εΐτα εί άπο 
της τελευταίας μονάδος αίρεται η μονάς, ου δυνη-

29 σεται ετι ολόκληρος μένειν ή έννεάς. και άλλως, 
είπερ από της δεκάδος γίνεται η της μονάδος 
άρσις, ήτοι από οϋσης γίνεται της δεκάδος [άρσις] 
η από μη οϋσης· ούτε δε από της οϋσης γένοιτ 
αν (έφ* όσον γάρ μένει χρόνον δεκάς, ούδέν άπ* 
αυτής άφαιρεθήναι δϋναται ώς δεκάδος, έπει ούκ-

30 έτι έσται δεκάς) οϋτε από μη οϋσης· από γάρ 
τοΰ μη οντος ουδέ άρθήναί τι πέφυκεν. και μην 
παρά τό είναι ή μη είναι ούδέν έστι νοήσαι· ονκ 
άρα αίρεται τι από τής δεκάδος.

Ά λ λ ’ ότι μέν άμήχανόν έστι κατ άφαίρεσιν
31 αριθμόν τινα νοεΐν, εκ τούτων δέδεικται· ότι δέ 

ουδέ κατά πρόσθεσιν, ρόδιον δεΐζαι των αναλογών 
έχομένους αποριών, πάλιν γάρ μονάδος προστιθε- 
μένης δεκάδι ήτοι τή όλη δεκάδι ρητέον γίνεσθαι 
την πρόσθεσιν ή τώ  τελευταία) μέρει τής δεκάδος. 
άλλ* εί μέν όλη τή δεκάδι προστίθεται ή μονάς, 
επεϊ ή όλη δεκάς συν πάσαις ταΐς κατά μέρος 
μονάσι νοείται, δεήσει την τής μονάδος πρόσθεσιν 
γινομένην πάσαις τα ΐς κατά μέρος μονάσι δεκάδος

32 είναι πρόσθεσιν, δπερ άτοπον ακολουθήσει γάρ 
τή τής μονάδος προσθέσει την δεκάδα εικοσάδα 
γίνεσθαι, ο τών άμηχάνων ύπήρχεν. ου τοίνυν 
όλη τή δεκάδι την μονάδα προστίθεσθαι ρητέον. 
και μην ουδέ τψ τελευταίω μέρει τής δεκάδος, έπει 
ούκ αύζηθήσεται ή δεκάς διά τό μη την τοΰ ενός 
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each monad makes up the number of the nine, as the 
particular monads are nine. And if the subtraction 28 
is from the last monad, then, firstly, the last monad, 
which is indivisible, will be shown to be divisible, 
which is absurd ; and secondly, if the monad is sub
tracted from the last monad, the nine will no longer 
be able to remain complete.—Further, if the sub- 29 
traction of the monad is from the decad, it is from the 
decad either as existent or as non-existent; but it 
will not be from the existent (for so long as the decad 
remains a decad nothing can be subtracted from it as 
a decad, for if so it will no longer be a decad), nor 
from the non-existent decad ; for from what is non- 30 
existent nothing can be subtracted. And of course 
it is impossible to conceive anything other than 
existence and non-existence ; therefore nothing is 
subtracted from the decad.

Now by these arguments it has been shown that it 
is not feasible to conceive any number by subtraction; 
and that it is not feasible by addition either is easy to 31 
show by continuing to raise difficulties of a like kind. 
For, again, if the monad is added to the decad, one 
must say that the addition is made either to the whole 
decad or to the last part of the decad. But if the 
monad is added to the whole decad, then, since the 
whole decad is conceived along with all the particular 
monads, the addition which is being made of the 
monad will have to be an addition to all the particu
lar monads of the decad, which is absurd ; for it will 32 
follow that by the addition of the monad the decad 
becomes twenty, which is a thing impossible. We 
must say, then, that the monad is not added to the 
whole decad. Nor yet to the last part of the decad, 
since the decad will not be increased owing to the
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μέρους ανζησιν ενθύς καί της όλης δε κάδος ανξησιν
33 είναι. [και] καθόλου re1 επί πασιν, η μενονση τη 

δεκάδι προστίθεται ή μονάς η μη μενονση. ούτε 
δε μενονση προστεθείη ποτ άν, επει ονκέτι μένει 
δεκάς, οντε μη μενονση· την γάρ αρχήν μη με
νονση ούδε πρόσθεσις δνναται γενέσθαι.

34 Ά λ λ ’ ειπερ ό αριθμός κατά πρόσθεσιν, ώς έφην, 
και κατ άφαίρεσιν νφιστάμενος νοείται, εδείζαμεν 
δε ημείς οτι ονθέτερον έστι τοντων, ρητέον μηδέν 
εΐναι αριθμόν, δθεν τοσαντα και προς γεωμετράς 
και αριθμητικούς άπορητικώς διεξελθόντες άπ 
άλλης αρχής και την προς τούς μαθηματικούς 
άντίρρησιν ποιησώμεθα.

1 καί καθόλου re /ecu cj. Warmington.
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fact that the increase of the one part is not ipso facto 
an increase of the whole decad.—Generally, too, 33 
and finally, the monad is added to the decad either 
remaining as it is or not remaining. But it will never 
be added to it while it remains, since in that case 
it will no longer remain a decad ; nor yet while it 
does not remain, for it is absolutely impossible for 
an addition to be made to it if it does not remain.

But if number is conceived as subsisting through 34 
addition, as I said, and subtraction, and we have 
shown that neither o f these exists, one must declare 
that number is nothing. Hence, now that we have 
stated at length all these sceptical arguments against 
the Geometers and Arithmeticians, let us start afresh 
and deliver our attack on the Mathematici (or 
“  Astrologers ” ).
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ποιητικόν οφείλει καί a ύτό πλάτος 'όχειν, δήλον 
οΰν ώ ς οτι καί αί εύθεΐαι γραμμαί συμπληρωτικοί 
οΰσαι τού  πλάτους ε ξ  ανάγκης πλάτος εχουσιν, 
ώ στε μηδέν είναι μήκος άπλατές, διά 8ε τούτο  
μηδε γραμμήν.

77 Ει δε και δοίημεν την γραμμήν μήκος είναι 
άπλατες, τα  ακόλουθα τουτοις ετι τούτω ν ά π ο- 
ρώ τερα . ώ σπ ερ γάρ τό  σημεΐον ρυεν ποιεί γρα μ 
μήν, οϋτω  καί ή γραμμή ρυεΐσα ποιεί επιφάνειαν 
κατ αυτούς, ήτις εστί, φασί, πέρας σ ώ μ α το ς δύο

78 €χον διαστάσεις, μήκος καί π λάτος, εϊπερ οΰν 
ή επιφάνεια πέρας εστί σ ώ μ α το ς, το  γ ε  σώ μ α  
π ά ντω ς πεπερασμενον εσ τίν ’ καί εί το ύ το , οτε  
παρατίθεται δύο σ ώ μ α τα  άλλήλοις, τό τε  ήτοι τα  
περατα τω ν  π εράτω ν ή τα  πεπερατω μενα τω ν  
π επερατω μ ενω ν άφεται, ή καί τα  π επερατω μ ενα  
τω ν  π επερατω μ ενω ν καί τ α  π ερατα  τω ν  π εράτω ν, 
οΐον επί το ύ  άμφ ορεως, εί νοήσαιμεν πέρας μ εν  
τό εξω θεν  όστρακον πεπερατω μενον δε τον  εν

79 αύτω  οίνον, δυοΐν οΰν αμφορέων παραβληθεντων  
άλλήλοις ήτοι τό  οστρακον το ύ  οστράκου άφεται 
ή ό οίνος το ύ  οίνου ή καί τό  οστρακον τού  οστράκου  
καί 6 οίνος τού  οίνου, καί εί μεν τα  π ερατα  τω ν  
π εράτω ν άπ τετα ι, τα  πεπερατω μενα άλλήλων ούχ  
άφ εται, του τεστι τα  σώ μ α τα , όπερ ήν άπεμφαΐνον. 
εί δε τά  π επερατω μ ενα μεν άλλήλων άφ εται, 
του τεστι τά  σ ώ μ α τα , τά  περατα  δε άλλήλων ούχ  
άφεται, εκ τός εσται τ ά  σ ώ μ α τα  τω ν  οικείων

80 περάτω ν. εί δε καί τ ά  περατα  τω ν  π εράτω ν  
άπτεται καί τά  πεπερατω μενα τω ν  π επερατω μ ενω ν, 
επισυνθήσομεν τά ς άπορίας· ή  μεν γάρ τά  περατα
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what is productive of breadth must itself possess 
breadth, it is plain that the straight lines too, as 
they serve to fill up the breadth, necessarily possess 
breadth, so that no “ length without breadth ” ex
ists, and consequently no line.

And even if we should grant that the line is 77 
“  length without breadth,”  the consequences of this 
will be even more hopeless than those stated. For 
as the sign when it has flowed a makes the line, so 
also the line when it has flowed makes, according to 
them, the plane, which is, they say, “  the limit of 
the body,”  possessing two dimensions, length and 
breadth. If, then, the plane is the limit of the body, 78 
the body certainly is limited ; and if so, when two 
bodies are set beside each other, then either the 
limits will touch the limits or the things limited 
the things limited, or the things limited will touch 
the things limited and also the limits the limits,—as 
though, in the case of a jar, we were to conceive 
the external earthenware as the limit, and the wine 
within it as the thing limited.6 When, then, two 79 
jars are set beside each other, either the ware will 
touch the ware or the wine the wine, or the ware will 
touch the ware and also the wine the wine. But if 
the limits touch the limits the things limited (that is, 
the bodies) will not touch each other, which is absurd. 
And if the things limited (that is, the bodies) shall 
touch each other, and the limits shall not touch each 
other, the bodies will be outside their own limits. 
And if both the limits touch the limits and the things 80 
limited the things limited, we shall be multiplying 
the difficulties ; for where the limits touch each other,

« Cf. § 29 ; Adv. Phys. i. 376.
* Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 431.
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άλληλων άπτεται, τά πεπερατωμενα ονχ άψεται 
άλληλων, ή δε τά πεπερατωμενα, έκτος εσται 
τά σώματα των οίκείων περάτων, επεί πέρας μεν

81 εστιν ή επιφάνεια, πεπερασμενον δε το σώμα. τά 
τε περατα σώματά εστιν ή άσώματα. και εί μεν 
σώματά εστι, ψευδός εσται τοΐς γεωμετραις το 
άβαθή είναι την επιφάνειαν. εί γάρ σώμά εστιν, 
εζ ανάγκης εζει και βάθος· παν γάρ σώμα οφείλει 
βάθος εχειν. εΐτα ουδέ άψεταί τίνος, αλλά παν 
εσται απειρομεγέθες, εί γάρ σώμά εστιν, επεί 
παν σώμα πέρας έχει, κάκεΐνο το πέρας σώμα 
ον εζει πέρας, κάκεΐνο ομοίως, και τοΰτ εις

82 άπειρον, εί δε άσώματόν εστι το πέρας, επεί το 
άσώματον ονδενός δύναται θιγεΐν ουδέ θιχθήναι, 
τά περατα ονχ άψεται άλληλων, τούτων δε μη 
άπτομενών ουδέ τά πεπερατωμενα άψεται άλλη
λων. καν δώμεν οΰν είναι μήκος άπλατες την 
γραμμήν, 6 περί της επιφάνειας λόγος άπορος 
εστιν. οΐς, καν ημείς μη λέγω μεν, άπόροις οΰσι 
συναπορεΐται καί το στερεόν σώμα, εκ τούτων 
σύνθετον καθεστώς.

83 Σικοπώμεν δε καί όντως, ει γαρ σώμα εστιν, 
ώς φασίν οι γεωμετραι, το τάς τρεις εχον διαστά
σεις, μήκος πλάτος βάθος, ήτοι χωριστόν εστι 
τούτων τό σώμα, ώστε άλλο μεν είναι το σώμα 
άλλο δέ τό μήκος τοΰ σώματος πλάτος τε καί 
βάθος, ή ο άθροισμός τούτων εστι τό σώμα, αλλά 
χωρίζεσθαι μεν τούτων τό σώμα ον πιθανόν εστιν· 
όπου γάρ μήτε μήκος εστι μήτε πλάτος μήτε

84 βάθος, εκεί ονχ οΐόν τε νοήσαι σώμα· ει δε ο
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the things limited will not touch each other, and 
where the things limited touch, the bodies will be 
outside their own limits, since the surface is the limit 
and the body the thing limited.—Also, the limits are 81 
either bodies or incorporeal. ■ But if they are bodies, 
the Geometers will find that it is false that the surface 
is without depth. For if it is corporeal, it will o f 
necessity have depth ; for every body must have 
depth. Then, too, it will not touch anything but will 
all be infinite in magnitude. For if it is body, since 
every body has a limit, that limit too, being a body, 
will have a limit, and likewise this last one, and so on 
ad infinitum. And if the limit is incorporeal, since 82 
the incorporeal cannot touch or be touched by any
thing,® the limits will not touch each other, and as 
they do not touch neither will the things limited 
touch each other. So, even if we grant that the line 
is “  length without breadth,”  the account given of 
the plane surface is dubious. And these things being 
dubious, along with them doubt is cast—even if we 
do not affirm it—on the solid body, seeing it is com
posed of these.

Let us also consider the matter in this way :— If 83 
body is, as the Geometers assert, that which has the 
three dimensions, length, breadth and depth, either 
the body is separable from these, so that the body is 
one thing and the length, breadth and depth of the 
body something different, or else the aggregation of 
these is the body. But that the body should be 
separated from these is not credible ; for where 
neither length nor breadth nor depth exists, there it 
is impossible to conceive body ; and if the aggrega- 84

e Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 255; “ tangere enim et tangi nisi 
corpus nulla potest res,”  Lucret. i. 304.
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άθροισμός τούτων νοείται σώμα καί άλλο παρά 
ταΰτα ούδέν ύπαρχοι, εζ ανάγκης, επεί έκαστον 
τούτων άσώματόν εστι, και ή κοινή των άσωμά- 
των σύνοδος γενήσεται άσώματος. ώσπερ γάρ 
η σύνθεσις των στιγμών και η σύνοδος τών γραμ
μών άσωμάτων φύσει καθεστηκυιών ού ποιεί 
στερεόν καί άντίτυπον σώμα, οϋτω καί ή τον 
πλάτους και ή τοΰ μήκους έτι δε και η του βάθους 
συνέλευσις άσώματος ονσα ούκ αν ποιήσαι στερεόν 
και άντίτνπον σώμα, εί δε μήτε χωρίς τούτων 
έστί το σώμα μήτ€ ταΰτ εστίν, άνεπινόητον, 
δσον επί τοΐς γεωμέτραις, γίνεται το σώμα.

85 προς τούτοις, ειπερ μήκους καί πλάτους και 
βάθους σύνοδος ποιεί σώμα, ήτοι πριν τής συνόδου 
έκαστον τούτων νοείται περιεχον εν εαυτώ την 
σωματότητα και τούς ώσπερ σωματικούς λόγους, 
ή μετά την τούτων συνέλευσιν επισυνέστη τό σώμα, 
και εί μεν έκαστον τούτων πριν τής συνόδου 
νοείται περιεκτικόν τής σωματότητος, εσται τού
των έκαστον σώμα και ού μετά την σύνοδον

86 αυτών εκείνο γενήσεται. είτ* επεί τό σώμα ού 
μήκος μόνον εστίν, ούδε πλάτος κατ’ Ιδίαν, ούδε 
βάθος κατά περιγραφήν, άλλ’ όμόσε τά τρία, και 
μήκος και πλάτος και βάθος, τούτων τε έκαστον 
περιείχε την σωματότητα, έκαστον αυτών εξει 
τά τρία, και τό μήκος ού μόνον εσται μήκος άλλα 
καί πλάτος καί βάθος, καί τό πλάτος ού μόνον 
εσται πλάτος αλλά καί μήκος καί βάθος, καί το 
βάθος ομοίως εσται καί μήκος καί πλάτος, οπερ

87 τελεως εστίν άλογώτατον. εί δε συνελ#οντων 
τούτων τότε νοείται ή σύστασις τοΰ σώματος, 
ήτοι συνελθόντων αυτών μένει ή άρχήθεν φύσις 
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tion of these is conceived as body, and there is 
nothing else besides these, then, since each of these 
is incorporeal, the united assemblage of these in- 
corporeals will necessarily be incorporeal. For just 
as the combination of the points and the conjunc
tion of the lines, which are by nature incorporeal, 
do not make a solid and resistant body, so too the 
union of breadth and length, and depth as well, 
being incorporeal, will not make a solid and resistant 
body. But if the body is neither separate from these 
nor identical with these, the body is—so far as the 
Geometers’ account goes—inconceivable.— Further- 85 
more, if the conjunction of length and breadth and 
depth makes body, either each of these is conceived 
as containing in itself corporeality and what we may 
call “  the corporeal reasons ”  before the conjunction, 
or else body is constructed after these have come 
together. But if each of these is conceived as con
taining corporeality before the conjunction, each of 
these will be body, and body will not come into being 
after the conjunction.— Moreover, since body is not 86 
length alone, nor breadth by itself, nor exclusively 
depth, but the three together, length and breadth and 
depth, and each of these includes corporeality, each 
of them will possess the three, and the length will be 
not length only but also breadth and depth, and the 
breadth will be not breadth only but also length and 
depth, and similarly the depth will also be length and 
breadth. But this is most completely illogical.— 
And if the composition of body is conceived as taking 87 
place after these have come together, then either the 
original nature of those things which have come
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του μεν μήκους ώς μήκους, του Be πλάτους ώς 
πλάτους, του  δε βάθους ώς βάθους, ή μεταβε-

88 βληκεν είς την σωματότητα. καί el μεν μενει η 
άρχήθεν αυτών φύσις, επεί άσώματά εστιν, ουδέ 
διάφορον ποιήσει σώμα, άλλα καί μετά την συν- 
οΒον άσώματα μενεΐ, την φυσιν όντα άσώματα.

89 el Be συνελθόντα μεταβάλλει εις την σωματότητα, 
επεί τό επιΒεχόμενον μεταβολήν εύθεως εστι σώμα, 
έκαστον τούτων καί πριν τής εις ταύτό συνόΒου 
εσται σώμα, οΰτω τε καί τό άσώματον γενήσεται 
σώμα, ώσπερ τε τό σώμα μεταβαλόν άλλην μεν 
άντ άλλης εχει ποιότητα, μενει δε ούΒεν ήσσον 
σώμα, οΐον τό λευκόν, ΐνα μελαν γενηται, καί το  
γλυκό, ΐνα πικρόν, καί 6 οίνος, ΐνα όζος, καί ο 
μόλιβΒος, ΐνα φιμμυθιον, καί 6 χαλκός, ΐνα Ιός, 
άλλην μεν άντ άλλης άναδεχεται ποιότητα, ούκ

90 εκβαίνει δε τοΰ σώματα είναι, αλλά καί τό μελαν, 
ότε εκ λευκοϋ γεγονε μελαν, καί τό πικρόν, ότε 
εκ τοΰ γλυκέος γεγονε πικρόν, καί τό όζος, ότε 
εκ τοΰ οίνου γεγονεν όζος, μενει σώματα, οΰτω  
καί ταΰτα, εΐπερ μεταβάλλει [ει? σώματα],1 άλλα 
μεν άντ* άλλων εσται άσώματα, άσώματα1 δε 
ούΒεν ήττον' ου γάρ εκβήσεται την ίδιαν φυσιν. 
el οδν οΰτε πριν τής συνελευσεως τούτων εστι 
νοήσαι τό σώμα οΰτε μετά την συνελευσιν αυτών, 
παρά δε ταΰτα ούκ εστιν άλλως επινοήσαι, ούΒεν

91 εστι σώμα, προς δε τούτοι?, εΐ μηδέν εστι μήκος 
μηδε πλάτος μηδε βάθος, ουδέ τδ κατά μετουσίαν 
τούτων νοούμενον εσται σώμα' ούχί δε γε μήκος 
εστιν ουδέ πλάτος ουδέ βάθος, ώς διά τώ ν εμ-

1 ΐΐς σώματα seclusi.
* άσώματα, άσώματα Heintz : σώματα, σώματα MSS., Bekk. 
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together remains,—that of length as length, of 
breadth as breadth, of depth as depth,—or it is 
changed to corporeality.® But if their original 88 
nature remains, since they are incorporeal they will 
not form a different body, but even after their con
junction they will remain incorporeal, being incor
poreal by nature. And if after coming together they 89 
change to corporeality, then, since that which admits 
of change is ipso facto corporeal, each of these will 
be body even before their coming together, and thus 
too the incorporeal will be body.—Also, just as the 
body when it has changed exchanges one property 
for another, but none the less remains body,—for 
example, white to become black, and sweet to become 
bitter, and wine to become vinegar, and lead to 
become white lead, and bronze to become rust, ex
change one property for another yet do not cease to 
be bodies, but the black, when from being white it 90 
has become black, and the bitter, when from being 
sweet it has become bitter, and the vinegar, when 
from being wine it has become vinegar, all remain 
bodies,—so these dimensions also, if they change, will 
change from one sort of incorporeal to another, but 
none the less (will remain) incorporeal; for they will 
not go out of their own proper nature.—If, then, it is 
not possible to conceive the body either before the 
coming together of these dimensions or after their 
coming together, and besides these no other alter
native can be conceived, body is nothing.—And 91 
further, if neither length is anything, nor breadth, 
nor depth, that which is conceived as participating in 
these will not be body ; but length is not anything, 
nor is breadth, nor depth, as we have already pointed

“ Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 371 ff.
289



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

προσθεν παρεμυθησάμεθα' ουδέ τό κατά μετουσίαν 
άρα τούτων νοούμενον εσται σώμα.

92 Τά? μεν οΰν γεωμετρικός άρχάς οϋτω συμβεβη- 
κεν ανυπόστατους είναι’ τούτων δε αναιρούμενων 
ουδέ άλλο τι γεωμετρικόν θεώρημα συστήναι 
δύναται. οποίον γάρ αν jj τούτο, γραμμικώς 
οφείλει άποδείκνυσθαι, εδείξαμεν δε ημείς δτι 
ούδεν εστιν ή γενική γραμμή, ω ακολουθεί μηδε 
των επ' είδους τινά ύπάρχειν, εάν τε εύθεΐάν τις 
ταύτην ύποτίθηται εάν τε κεκλασμενην εάν τε

93 άλλως πως εχουσαν. δθεν ήρκει μεν ίσως εν 
τούτοις περατοΰν την προς τούς γεω μετράς 
άντίρρησιν δμως δε επαγωνιζόμενοι πειρασόμεθα 
διδάσκειν δτι καν των αρχών άποστώμεν τών 
τής γεωμετρίας, ου δύνανται θεώρημα συστήσαι

94 οι γεωμετραι ούδ' άποδεΐξαι. καίτοι πριν τούτων 
καί προς τάς ύποβεβηκυίας αυτών άρχάς ούκ 
ολίγα δυνατόν εστι λεγειν, οΐον όταν φώσιν ευθείαν 
είναι γραμμήν την εξ ίσου τοΐς εαυτής μερεσι 
κειμενην. ινα γάρ τα άλλα παρώμεν, εκείνο μεν 
συμφανες εστιν δτι τής γενικής γραμμής μη ουσης 
ουδέ ευθεία γραμμή γενοιτ ά ν  ως γάρ ζώου μή 
δντος ουδέ άνθρωπος εστι καί ανθρώπου μη οντος 
ουδέ Σωκράτης εστιν, οϋτω τής γενικής αναιρού
μενης γραμμής συνανήρηται καί ή επίπεδος ευθεία

95 γραμμή, εΐτα καί τό ίσον λεγεται διχώς, κατά 
ενα μεν τρόπον τό ισομεγέθες καί μήτε ύπερεχον 
εκείνου του φ λεγεται ίσον μήτε ύπερεχόμενον, 
καθό καί τό πηχυαΐον ξύλον ίσον είναι λεγομεν 
τώ πηχυαίω, καθ' ετερον δε τό εχον εξ ίσου τά 
μέρη κείμενα, τουτεστι τό ομαλόν’ οϋτω γοϋν το

» Cf. § 86. * Cf. §§ 37 ff. '
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ou te ; therefore that which is conceived as partici
pating in these will not be body.

Thus, as regards the principles o f geometry, the 92 
result is that they are unfounded; and as these are 
abolished no other geometrical theorem can subsist. 
For the theorem, of whatever sort it be, must be 
proved by a diagram, but we have shown b that the 
generic line is nothing, and from this it follows that 
none of the specific lines exist, whether one assumes 
a straight one, or a curved one, or one of some other 
form. Hence, it might, no doubt, have sufficed to 93 
finish at this point our confutation of the Geometers ; 
however, we shall contend against them further and 
try to show that, even if we disregard the principles 
of geometry, the Geometers are unable to construct 
or prove a theorem. Before this, however, no little 94  
can be said against their underlying principles,—as, 
for instance, when they declare that “  a straight line 
is that which is equally placed with its parts.”  For, 
to pass over all other objections, this one is obvious,— 
that the generic line being non-existent, the straight 
line will not exist; for just as “  man ”  does not exist 
if “  animal ”  is non-existent, and “  Socrates ”  does 
not exist if “  man ”  is non-existent, so if the generic 
line is destroyed the plane straight line is destroyed 
along with it.— Moreover, the term “  equal ”  is used 95 
in two senses, in one sense as “  equal in magnitude ” 
and neither exceeding nor being exceeded by that 
to which it is said to be equal (as we say that the 
staff of a cubit’s length is equal to a cubit’s length), 
in another sense of “ that which has its parts placed 
equally,”  that is to say, “  the even ” ; thus, for
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96 ίσον έδαφος καλού μεν αντί του ομαλόν, δίχως 
οΰν τοϋ ίσον προσαγορευομενου, όταν οι γεω- 
μετραι την ευθείαν γραμμήν ύπογράφοντες φώσιν 
“  ευθεία εστι γραμμή ή ε£ Ισου τοΐς εαυτής 
μερεσι κείμενη,”  ήτοι τδ κατά το πρώτον σημαινό- 
μενον λαμβάνουσιν Ισον η το κατά το δεύτερον, 
άλλ* εί μεν το κατά το πρώτον, τελεως εισιν 
ανόητοι* ούδενα γάρ εχει νοΰν το ευθείαν είναι 
γραμμήν την Ισομεγέθη τοΐς εαυτής μερεσι και 
μήτε νπερεχονσαν ταντα μήτε ύπερεχομενην υπό

97 τούτων, εί δε τό κατά το δεύτερον, δι* αύτοΰ το 
ζητούμενοι^ διδάζουσιν, εΐγε ότι μεν εστιν ευθεία 
παριστάσιν εκ τοϋ όμαλώς τε και επ* ευθείας εχειν 
κείμενα τά μέρη, το δε επ* ευθείας τι κεΐσθαι ούκ

98 εστι μαθεΐν μη επιβαλόντας τή ευθεία, πολλώ δε 
άτοπώτατοι τνγχάνουσι κάκείνως οριζόμενοι “  ευ
θεία εστιν ήτις εζ ίσου τοΐς εαυτής περασι στρέ
φεται ”  ή ούτως “  ήτις περί τά εαυτής περατα 
στρεφόμενη πάσι τοΐς εαυτής μερεσιν άπτεται 
του επίπεδου.”  πρώτον μεν γάρ καί αΰται αί 
αποδόσεις ύποπίπτουσι ταΐς πρότερον είρημεναις 
ήμΐν άπορίαις’ εΐτα, καθώς καί οι Επικούρειοι 
φασιν, ή τοϋ κενού ευθεία ευθεία μεν εστιν, ου 
στρέφεται δε διά τό καί αυτό το  κενόν μήτε δλον

99 μήτε κατά μέρος κίνησιν επιδεχεσθαι. ή μεν γάρ 
επί τελεί άπόδοσις καί εις τον δι άλλήλων εμπίπτει 
τρόπον, δς εστι μοχθηρότατος, τό τε γάρ επί
πεδον διά τής ευθείας διδάσκουσι τήν τ  ευθείαν 
διά τοϋ επίπεδου· ευθείαν μεν γάρ είναι φασιν 
ήτις εις πάντα τά μέρη τοϋ επίπεδου άπτεται,

1 δ*’ αύτοΰ τδ ζητούμενου Heintz : δι αντοΰ τοΰ ζητούμενου 
m s s . ,  Bekk.
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instance, we call a pavement “  equal ”  instead of 
“  even ”  (or “  level ” ). The term “  equal,”  then, 96 
being applied in two ways, when the Geometers in 
describing the straight line say that “  a straight line 
is that which lies equally with its parts,”  they are 
taking the term “  equal ” either in the first significa
tion or in the second. But if it is in the first, they are 
perfectly senseless ; for there is no sense in saying 
that the straight line is of equal magnitude with its 
parts, neither exceeding these nor being exceeded by 
these. And if it is in the second sense, they will be 97 
proving the matter in question by means of itself, 
seeing that they establish the fact that it is straight 
from the fact that it has its parts lying evenly and in 
a straight line, whereas it is not possible to learn that 
a thing lies in a straight line without having sensed 
the straight line. But they are far more absurd when 98 
they give the following definition,— “ A straight line 
is that which revolves equally with its limits,”  or 
this—“ which in revolving round its limits touches the 
plane with all its parts.”  For, firstly, these descrip
tions are subject to the doubts already expressed 
by us; and secondly, as the Epicureans affirm, the 
straight line of the void is, indeed, straight, but does 
not revolve because the void itself does not admit of 
motion either as a whole or in part. And the last de- 99 
scription falls also into the vice of circular reasoning,® 
which is most unsound. For they both explain the 
plane by means of the straight line and the straight 
line by means of the plane ; for they say that the 
straight line is that which touches the plane with all its

• Cf. P.H. i. 117.
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επίπεδον δε τυγχάνεΐν δι ου ή καταγόμενη ευθεία 
πάσι τοΐς μέρεσιν άπτεται, ώσθ' ΐνα μεν την 
ενθεΐαν μάθωμεν, ττρώτον το επίπεδον μαθεΐν Βει, 
ΐνα δε τοΰτο, άναγκαΐον προεγνωκέναι την ευθείαν, 
δπερ άτοπον. καθόλου τε 6 διά τοΰ επίπεδον 
την ευθείαν διδάσκων ούδεν άλλο ποιεί η δι* 
ευθείας την ευθείαν παρίστησιν, επείπερ το επίπεδον 
πολλαί είσιν εύθεΐαι κατ* αυτούς.

100 Οΐος δε εστιν ο περί τής ευθείας λόγος, τοιοΰτος 
γένοιτ* άν και 6 περί τής γωνίας, πάλιν γάρ όταν 
ύπογράφοντες λεγωσιν ότι γωνία εστι δυοΐν ευ
θειών μη κατάλληλα κείμενων το υπό την κλίσιν 
ελάχιστον, ήτοι ελάχιστον λεγουσι τό άμερες σώμα

101 ή τό κατ αυτούς σημειον καί στιγμήν, άλλα τό 
μεν άμερες σώμα ούκ άν εΐποιεν, επείπερ τοΰτο 
μεν ούδ* εις δυο μέρη δύναται διαιρεϊσθαι, ή δε 
γωνία κατ αυτούς επ* άπειρον τεμνεται. καί 
άλλως, τής γωνίας ήν μεν μείζονά φασιν είναι 
ήν δε μικρότερων' τοΰ δε ελάχιστου σώματος ούδεν 
εστι βραχύτερον, επεί εκείνο άλλ* ου τοΰτο γενή-

102 σεται ελάχι στον, λείπεται άρα τό κατ* αυτούς 
σημειον είναι λεγειν· δ καί αυτό τών άπορων, εί 
γάρ πάντη πανταχώς άδιάστατόν εστι τό σημειον, 
ου διαιρεθήσεται ή γωνία, καί μην ούδέ μεΐζων 
τις εσται ή ελάσσων γωνία' εν γάρ τοΐς μηδεμίαν 
εχουσι διάστασιν ούκ άν εΐη τις κατά μέγεθος

103 διαφορά, άλλως τε, εί μεταξύ τών εύθειών πίπτει 
τό σημειον, διορίζει τάς εύθείας, διορίζον Βέ ούκ

104 εσται άδιάστατόν. νη Δία, άλλ* είώθασί τινες εξ
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parts, and the plane is that which, when the straight 
line is drawn over it, it touches it with all its parts, so 
that in order to get to know the straight line we must 
first get to know the plane, and in order to do this, we 
must necessarily know beforehand the straight line ; 
which is absurd. And, in sum, he who explains the 
straight line by means of the plane is doing nothing 
else than establishing the straight line by means of 
the straight line, since, according to them, the plane is 
many straight lines.

The argument about the angle will be of much the 100 
same kind as that about the straight line. For again, 
when in describing the angle they say that the angle 
is “  the minimum under the inclination of two lines 
which do not lie parallel,”  they mean by “  mini
mum ”  either the indivisible body or what they 
call the sign or point. But they will not mean the 101 
indivisible body, since this cannot be divided into 
two parts, whereas, according to them, the angle is 
divided to infinity. And besides, in the case of the 
angle, one, they say, is greater, another lesser ; but 
nothing is smaller than the minimal body, for if so it, 
and not the body, would be the minimum. It remains 102 
then to say that it is what they call the sign ; but 
this itself is also dubious. For if the sign is in every 
way wholly without dimensions, the angle will not 
be divided.— Moreover, no angle will be greater or 
lesser ; for in things which have no dimension there 
will be no difference in respect o f magnitude. Be- 103 
sidee, if the sign falls between the straight lines, it 
divides the straight lines, and as dividing it will not 
be without dimensions.—But, in sooth, some of them 104
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αυτών γωνίαν λεγειν το υπό την κλίσιν πρώτον 
διάστημα. προς οΰς

άπλοϋς 6 μύθος της αλήθειας εφυ.
ήτοι γάρ άμερες εστι το διάστημα τούτο η μερι- 
στόν. άλλ* εί μεν άμερες, αΐ προειρημεναι τών 
αποριών άκολουθησουσιν αύτοΐς, εί δε μεριστόν, 
ούδεν εσται πρώτον· τοΰ γάρ ύποσταθεντός πρώ
του ετερον εύρεθήσεται πρότερον διά την άρεσκο-

105 μένην αύτοΐς εις άπειρον τών δντων τομήν, εώ 
λεγειν ότι καί άλλη τινί τεχνολογία μάχεται ή 
τοιαύτη τών γωνιών νόησις. διαιρούμενοι γάρ φασι 
της γωνίας την μεν τινα είναι ορθήν την δε άμ- 
βλεΐαν την δε όξεΐαν, καί της μεν αμβλείας άλλην 
καί άλλην μάλλον άμβλυτεραν είναι, ωσαύτως δε

106 καί της οξείας, εί δη γωνίαν φαμεν τό ελάχι- 
στον ύπό την κλίσιν διάστημα, ου σωθησονται αί 
τοιαϋται τών γωνιών διαφοραί, παρόσον ύπερ- 
εχουσί τε άλληλας καί ύπερεχονται ύπ* άλληλων. 
η εΐπερ σώζονται, αναιρείται η γωνία, μη εχουσα 
εστηκός μετρον ώ διαγνωσθησεται.

ΥΙερί μεν ούν ευθείας γραμμής καί γωνίας
107 τοιαΰτα ρητεον προς αυτούς· οριζόμενοι δε καί 

τον κύκλον φασί “  κύκλος εστί σχήμα επίπεδον 
ύπό μιας γραμμής περιεχόμενον, προς ην αί από 
τοΰ κέντρου προσπίπτουσαι εύθεΐαι ίσαι είσίν 
άλληλαις,”  ματαιάζοντες· τοΰ γάρ σημείου καί 
της γραμμής καί της εύθείας καί ετι τοΰ επίπεδου 
καί της γωνίας άνηρημενων ούδε κύκλος επινοηθη- 
ναι δύναται.

108 Ά λ λ ’ ινα μη δοκώμεν σοφιστικοί τινες είναι 
καί την σύμπασαν της άντιρρησεως κατασκευήν 
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are wont to say that the angle is “  the first interval 
under the inclination.”  Against whom

By nature simple is the tale which truth doth tell.®

For this interval is either without parts or with parts.
But if it is without parts, they will find themselves beset 
in consequence with the difficulties already stated; 
and if it has parts, none of them will be “  first ”  ; for 
another will be found to be prior to that assumed to 
be “  first ”  because o f the division of existents ad in
finitum which is approved by them. I forbear to argue 105 
that such a notion of the angles is in conflict with 
another piece of their technology. For in their classi
fication they say that one class of angle is “ right,” 
another “  obtuse,”  another “  acute ”  ; and that, of the 
obtuse angles, some are more obtuse than others, and so 
likewise with the acute angles. But if we affirm that 106 
the angle is “  the least interval under the inclination,”  
such differences in angles will not be preserved, in so 
far as they both exceed one another and are exceeded 
by one another. Or, if they are preserved, the angle 
is destroyed, not possessing a fixed standard by which 
it can be distinguished.

Such, then, are the arguments we must use against 
them with respect to the straight line and the angle; 
and in defining the circle they say “  The circle is a 107 
plane figure enclosed by one line, and the straight 
lines from the centre which fall on this are equal to 
one another,”  talking id ly ; for when the sign and 
the line and the straight line, and the plane, too, 
and the angle are destroyed, the circle cannot be 
conceived.

But in order that we may not seem to be sophistical 108 
people and to expend all the reasoning in our refuta-

® Cf. Eurip. Phoenitt. 469.
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ev μόναις καταναλίσκειν ταϊς τής γεωμετρίας 
άρχαΐς, φερε μετελθόντες, ώς πρότερον ύπεσχό- 
μεθα, και τα μετά τάς άρχάς αυτών θεωρήματα

109 επισκεφώμεθα. όταν ουν λεγωσι την δοθεΐσαν 
ευθείαν Βίχα τεμεΐν, ήτοι την επί τοΰ άβακος Βιδο- 
μενην λεγουσι Βιχοτομεΐν ή την από ταύτης κατά 
μετάβασιν νοουμενην. ούτε δε την επϊ του άβακος 
Βοθεΐσαν Βιχοτομεΐν εροΰσιν αυτή μεν γάρ μήκος 
και πλάτος αισθητόν εχειν φαίνεται, ή Βε κατ 
αυτούς ευθεία γραμμή μήκος εστιν άπλατες, ώστε 
μη (γραμμή)1 οΰσα κατ' αυτούς ή γραμμή ή επί 
τοΰ άβακος ούδε Βίχα τμηθήσεται ώς γραμμή.

110 και μήν ούΒε ή από ταύτης κατά μετάβασιν νοού
μενη . ύποκείσθω γάρ λόγου χάριν εξ εννεα 
στιγμών συνεστώσα, άφ' εκατερου μεν τών άκρων 
τεσσάρων και τεσσάρων άριθμουμενων, μιας δε 
τάς δύο τετράδας μεσολαβούσης στιγμής, ούκοΰν 
εί Βίχα τέμνεται ή όλη γραμμή, ήτοι μεταξύ 
ταύτης τής πέμπτης στιγμής και τής ετερας 
τετράΒος ενεχθήσεται τό τεμνον, ή κατ' αύτής τής

111 πέμπτης, ώστε και αύτήν Βιχάζειν. τό μεν ουν 
μεταξύ τής πέμπτης στιγμής και τής ετερας 
τετράΒος φερεσθαι τό τεμνον τών αλόγων* γενή- 
σεται γάρ άνισα τά τμήματα, και τό μεν εκ 
τεσσάρων στιγμών συγκείμενον τό δε εκ πεντε. 
τό Βε αύτήν Βιχάζειν τήν στιγμήν πολλώ τοΰ 
προτερου άλογώτερον' ούκετι γάρ άδιάστατον 
άπολείφουσι τό σημεΐον, ο γε διχάζεται προς τοΰ

112 τεμνοντος. 6 δε αύτός λόγος και επειδάν φώσι 
τον κύκλον εις ίσα τεμνειν. εί γάρ 6 κύκλος εις 
ίσα τεμνεται, πάντως επεϊ μεσαίτατον εχει τό

1 (γραμμή) addidi.
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tion on the principles of geometry alone, come and 
let us pass on, as we previously promised,® and investi
gate the theorems which come after their principles. 
When, then, they say that they will “  bisect the given 109 
straight line,”  b they mean that they are bisecting 
either that given on the board or that which is con
ceived by transference from it. But they will not mean 
that they are bisecting that given on the board ; for 
this appears to possess sensible length and breadth, 
whereas, according to them, the straight line is 
“  length without breadth,”  so that the line on the 
board, not being a line according to them, will not be 
bisected like a line. Nor, indeed, will the line which 110 
is conceived by transference from that on the broad.
For let us assume, for the sake of argument, that it 
is composed of nine points, four being numbered 
from the one extremity and four from the other and 
one point occupying the middle place between the 
two sets of four. Then, if the whole line is bisected, 
the secant will strike either between this fifth point 
and one of the sets of four or on the fifth point itself 
so as to divide it in two. That the secant should 111 
strike between the fifth point and one of the sets of 
four is, however, illogical; for the sections will be 
unequal, one being made up of four points and the 
other of five. But the dividing the point itself into 
two is much more illogical than the former alter
native ; for they will no longer be leaving the sign 
without dimensions,® as it is divided into two by 
the secant.—And the argument is the same when 112 
they say they are cutting the circle into equal parts.*
For if the circle is cut into equal parts, then, since it

■ Cf. § 93. * Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 282 ff.
• Cf. § 20. 4 Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 284 ff.

299



SEXTUS EM PIRICUS

κέντρον, ο καί αυτό εστι σημείου, ήτοι τώδε τώ  
τμη μάτι η τώδε [τινι] προσμερισθήσεται, η και 
αυτό δίχα τμηθήσεται. αλλά το μεν τώδε η τώδε 
προσμερισθήναι άνισον την διχοτόμησιν ποιεί, το 
8e και αυτό διχοτομεΐσθαι μαχόμενόν εστι τώ

113 άδιάστατον και άμερες ύπάρχειν τό σημεΐον. τό 
τε τεμνον την γραμμήν ήτοι σώμα εστιν η άσώ- 
ματον. οϋτε δέ σώμα δυναται τύγχανειν άμερες 
γάρ τι και άσώματον και μη ύποπΐπτον αύτώ ούκ 
αν τεμοί' οϋτε άσώματον. τουτϊ γάρ πάλιν ει 
μεν στιγμή εστι, τώ άμερής είναι και κατά άμεροϋς 
πίπτειν ούκ άν τέμοι, εί δε γραμμή, πάλιν επει τώ  
περατι έαυτής οφείλει τεμνειν, τό δε πέρας αυτής

114 εστιν άμερες, ου τέμνει, άλλως τε τό τεμνον 
πέρας ήτοι μέσον τών δυοΐν στιγμών πΐπτον δι
χοτομεί την γραμμήν, ή κατά μέσου φερόμενον 
του σημείου, άλλα το μεν κατά μέσου φέρεσθαι 
του σημείου τών άδυνάτων δεήσει γάρ, ώς 
πρότερον έλέγομεν, τό καθ' ου φέρεται μερι- 
στόν είναι και μηκέτι άδιάστατον τύγχανε ιν.1

115 μεταξύ δέ τών δυοΐν στιγμών φέρεσθαι πολλώ 
άλογώτερον. πρώτον μεν γάρ ούδέν δυναται μετα
ξύ συνεχείας μέσον πεσεΐν πέρας· εΐτα καν δοθή 
τό τοιοϋτον ως δυνατόν, οφείλει μετακινεΐν τά ών 
μεταξύ τάσσεται, εϊπερ εστι συνεχή' ταΰτα δ’ εστιν 
άκίνητα. τοίνυν άπορος καί ό περί του τέμνοντός

116 εστι λόγος, ου μην άλλα καν δώμεν αντοΐς τάς 
άφαιρέσεις ποιεΐσθαι επί τών αισθητών τούτων 
γραμμών, ου δυνήσονται ούδ* ούτως εύοδήσαι. ή

1 το καθ' οδ φέρεται μ. είναι και μ. άδ. τυγχάνειν scripsi ί τδ 
καθόλου φέρεσθαι μ. εάν η μ. άδ. τυγχάνβ MSS., Bekk.: τδ καθ' οδ 
φέρεται μ. είναι, ινα μ. cj. Bekk.
soo
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has the centre (which itself is a point), in the very 
middle, the centre will certainly be annexed either to 
this section or to that, or else it will itself be cut in 
two. But the fact of its being annexed to this section 
or that makes the bisection unequal; and that it should 
itself be bisected is in conflict with the fact that the 
sign is without dimensions and without parts.—Also, 113 
the secant which cuts the line is either a body or incor
poreal. But it cannot be a body ; for, if so, it will not 
cut a thing without parts and incorporeal and on which 
it cannot strike; nor yet can it be incorporeal. For 
this, again, if it is a point, will not cut owing to its 
being without parts and striking on what is without 
parts ; and if it is a line, again it does not cut since it 
must cut with its limit, and its limit is without parts.— 
Besides, the limit which cuts bisects the line either by 114 
falling between the two points, or by striking on the 
middle of the sign. But that it should strike on the 
middle of the sign is a thing impossible. For, as we 
said before, that on which it strikes will have to 
possess parts and be no longer without dimensions. 
And that it should strike between the two points is 115 
much more irrational. For, firstly, no limit can fall 
in the middle of what is continuous ; and secondly, 
even if we allow that such a thing is possible, it must 
move apart the things between which it posts itself, 
if they are continuous ; but these are immovable.
So then, the account given of the secant is dubious.
— Moreover, even if we grant them that subtrac- lie 
tions are made in the case of these sensible lines, 
even so they will be unable to make progress. For

SOI
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γάρ άφ' όλης τής γραμμής ή άφαίρ€σις γ€νησ€ται 
ή από μίρονς, κα'ι το άφαιρουμ€νον η ίσον απο 
Ισου ή άνισον anτό άνίσον [ή ei/αλλά^]1 γενησ€ταΐ’ 
ovhev he τούτων όστίν evrropov, ώς ev τω ητρος 
τους γραμματικούς και ev τω ητρος τους φυσικούς 
ύητομνήματι ηταρεστήσαμεν · ούκ άρα δυνατόν εστι 
τοΐς γ€ωμότραις αφαιρεΐν τι καί τόμν€ΐν άπο 
γραμμής.

1 [η  οΌλλά^] del. Heint*.
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the subtraction will either be from the whole line or 
from a part, and the part subtracted will be either 
an equal part from an equal, or an unequal from 
an unequal; but none of these is feasible, as we 
have established in our treatise Against the Gram
marians e and in that Against the Physicists ; there
fore it is not possible for the Geometers to subtract 
or cut off anything from the line.

9 Cf. Adv. Gram. 162 ff.; Adv. Phys. i. 2 8 0  I f . ; P.H. iii, 
85 ff.



ΠΡΟΣ ΑΡΙΘΜΗΤΙΚΟΥΣ

1 Επειδή το ύ  ποσού τό  μεν εστιν iv  τοΐς συνεχεσι 
σώ μ ασιν, δ δη μ έγεθος καλείται, περί δ  εστι 
μ άλιστα ή γεω μ ετρ ία , τό  δε εν δ ιεστώ σιν, δπερ  
αριθμός καθεστηκεν, περί δν η αριθμητική κ α τα 
γίνεται, σκοπώ μ εν από τω ν  γεω μ ετρικ ώ ν αρχώ ν  
καί θεω ρημ άτω ν μ ετελθόντες καί τό. περί αριθμού- 
τούτου  γαρ άναιρεθεντος ούθ* ή περί αυτόν συ ν-  
ισταμενη γενήσεται τέχνη .

2 Κάρολου μ εν οΰν οι από τ ώ ν  μ αθημ άτω ν ΥΙυθα- 
γορικοί μεγάλην άπονεμουσι δύναμιν τοΐς άριθμοΐς 
ώ ς τη ς  τώ ν  δλων φ ύσεω ς κ α τ' αυτούς διοικου- 
μ ενης. δθεν καί αεί π οτέ επεφώνουν τό

αριθμώ δε τ ε  π ά ντ' επεοικεν,

όμνύοντες ου μόνον τον αριθμόν άλλα καί τον  
ύποδείζαντα  αύτοΐς τούτον ΙΙυθαγόραν ώ ς θεόν'δια  
τη ν  εν αριθμητική δύναμιν, λεγοντες

ου μ α  τον άμετερα φυχα παραδόντα τετρακτύν, 
ττηγην άενάου φ ύσεω ς ρ ιζώ μ α τ ' εχουσαν.

3 τετρ α κ τύς δε προσηγορεύετο παρ' αύτοΐς 6 εκ τώ ν  
π ρ ώ τω ν τεσσά ρω ν αριθμώ ν συγκείμενος δέκα άρι- 
304
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AGAINST THE ARITHMETICIANS

Since one kind of quantity, which is called “  magni- 1 
tude,” and which is the chief concern of geometry, 
belongs to continuous bodies, and another kind, 
which is number, the subject of arithmetic, belongs 
to discontinuous, let us pass on from the principles and 
theorems of geometry and examine also those which 
deal with number ; for if this is destroyed, the art 
which is constructed to handle it will not exist.

Now, speaking generally, the mathematical Pytha- 2 
goreans ° ascribe great power to numbers, as though 
the nature of all things was governed in conformity 
with them. Hence, they constantly kept repeating— 

All things, too, are like unto number.6 
And they swear not only by number but also by 
Pythagoras, the man who showed it to them, as 
though he were a god because of the power o f arith
metic, saying,®—

Nay, by the man I swear who bequeathed to our soul the 
Tetraktys,

Fount containing the roots of Nature ever-enduring.

And “  tetraktys ”  was the name given by them to 3 
the number ten, it being composed of the first four

0 e.g. Philolaus and Archytas.
b Of. Adv. Log. i. 94, 109. * Cf. Adv. Log. i. 94.
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θμ ός. έν γάρ καί δϋο καί τρία καί τέσσαρα  δέκα  
γίνεται· δς έσ τι τελειότατος αριθμός, έπείπερ επ ' 
αυτόν φ θάσαντες πάλιν άναλνομεν επί την μονάδα  
καί ε ξ  ύπαρχής ποιον μ έθα τά ς  αριθμήσεις, π ηγή ν  
τ ’  άενάου φ υσεω ς ρ ιξώ μ α τ έχουσαν είρήκασιν αυ
τό ν  διά τό  κ α τ ’ αυτούς εν α ύτώ  τον  λόγον τή ς  
απ άντω ν κεΐσθαι σ υσ τά σεω ς, οΐον ευθέω ς του  τε  
σ ώ μ α το ς καί τή ς  ψ υχής’ άπαρκέσει γάρ τού τω ν  

4 ύποδειγμ ατικώ ς μ εμ νήσθαι. η  μεν ουν μονας 
αρχή τ ις  νπόκειται τή ς  τω ν  άλλων αριθμών άπερ
γα στικ ή  σ υσ τά σεω ς, ή δε δνάς μήκους έστίν ά π -  
εργα στικ ή . καθάπερ γά ρ  επί τω ν  γεω μ ετρικώ ν  
αρχώ ν ύπεδείξαμ εν π ρώ τον τ ις  έστιν ή στιγμ ή , 
εΐτα μ ετ  αυτήν ή γραμμή μ ήκος άπλατές τ ν γ -  
χάνονσα , τον  αυτόν τρόπον καί επί του παρόντος 
ή μεν μονάς το ν  τή ς  σ τιγμ ή ς έπέχει λόγον, ή δε 
δυάς τον  τή ς  γραμ μ ής καί του μήκους' ποθέν γάρ  
π  οι1 εχώ ρησεν ή διάνοια τα ντη ν  εννοουμένη, τούτο  

6 δ ’ ήν μήκος, ή δε τριάς επί το ύ  πλάτους καί τή ς  
επιφάνειας έ τέτα κ το ’ ποθέν γάρ ποι1 (καί πάλιν 
77ό ι ) 2 εφέρετο ό νοΰς, καί προστιθεμένης τή  κατά  
μήκος διαστάσει τή ς  κατά πλάτος Βιαστάσεως  
επιφάνεια νοείται, αλλά καν επιθεω ρήση τις  τή  
τριάδι τετά ρτη ν  μονάδα, του τέστι τέταρτον σ η -  
μεΐον, γίνεται πυραμίς, στερεόν σώ μ α  καί σχήμα - 
καί γάρ μήκος έχει καί πλάτος καί β ά θ ο ς ’ ώ σ τε  
εν τ ώ  τέσσαρα  αριθμώ τον  τού  σώ μ α τος π εριέχε- 

6 σθαι λόγον, καί μήν καί τον τή ς  ψ υχής’ ώ ς γάρ  
το ν  όλον κόσμον κατά αρμονίαν λέγουσι διοικεΐ- 
σθαι, ούτω  καί τό  ζώ ον  ψυχούσθαι. δοκέΐ δε ή

1 ποι scripsi: ποΰ m s s . ,  Bekk.
* (και πάλιν ποι> addidi: (κ . π. ποΰ) add. cj. Bekk.
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numbers. For one and two and three and four make 
up ten ; and this is the most perfect number, since, 
when we have reached it, we revert again to the one 
and make our numerations afresh. And they have 
called it the “  fount containing the roots of Nature 
ever-enduring ”  because, according to them, the 
reason of the structure of all things resides in it, as for 
instance that of the body and the soulα ; for it will 
suffice to mention these by way of example. Now 4 
the monad (or one) is an underlying principle which 
produces the structure of all the other numbers, and 
the dyad (or two) is productive of length. For as in 
the case o f the geometrical principles we explained b 
first what the point is, and next, after it, the line 
which is length without breadth, similarly, in the 
case before us, the monad corresponds to the point 
and the dyad to the line and length ; for thought in 
conceiving this moves from some place to some place, 
and this is length. And the triad (or three) is set 5 
over breadth and the plane ; for the mind has moved 
from here to there (and on again to some other 
place), and when the distance in breadth is added to 
the distance in length the plane is conceived. But 
if, in addition to the triad one imagines a fourth 
monad, that is, a fourth sign, the pyramid is formed, 
a solid body and figure ; for it possesses length and 
breadth and depth ; so that the formula of the body 
is comprised in the number four. And so also is that g 
of the soul; for they declare that as the whole 
Universe is governed according to harmony, so too 
the living creature is ensouled. And the perfect

• C f. Adr Log. i. 99 if. * O f. Adv. Geom. 19 ff.
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τελειος αρμονία iv  τρισί συμφωνίαις λαμβάνειν την  
ύπ όστασιν, τη  τ€ διά τ€ττά ρω ν καί τη  διά πεντε 
και τη  διά π α σώ ν, ή μ εν  οΰν  διά τεσσ ά ρ ω ν iv  
επιτρίτω  κ€ΐται λ όγω , η δε διά π εντε iv  ήμιολίω,

7 η  δε διά π α σώ ν iv  δίπλασίονι. επ ίτριτος  δε λεγεται 
αριθμός 6  ε ξ  ολου τίνος αριθμού συνεστηκ ώ ς καί 
εκ το ύ  τρίτου  μέρους  εκείνου, ώ ς εχει ό οκ τώ  
προς τον  ε ξ '  και γάρ αυτόν τον  ε ξ  περιεσχηκε και 
τ ο  τρίτον  αυτού, το υ τεσ τι τη ν  δυάδα, ημιόλιος 
δε καλείται, όταν περιεχη αριθμός αριθμόν και το 
ημισυ εκείνου, ώ ς εχει ο ε’ννε'α προ? τον ε ξ '  συν- 
εστηκε γάρ  εκ του ε£ και εκ του ήμίσεος αυτού, 
του τεστι τώ ν  τριώ ν, διπλάσιων  δε προσαγορεύεται 
ο δυσίν άριθμοΐς ίσος,1 ώ ς  ό τεσσαρα  προ? τον

8 δυο· δίς γαρ τον αυτόν περιεσχηκεν. άλλα γαρ  
τού τω ν  ούτω ς εχόντω ν, και κατά την άρχήθεν ύπ ό- 
θεσιν τεσσά ρ ω ν οντω ν αριθμώ ν, το ύ  τε  ενός και 
δύο καί τρία καί τεσσα ρ α , εν οΐς ελεγομεν καί τη ν  
τ η ς  φυχης ιδέαν περιεχεσθαι κ ατά  τον  εναρμόνιον 
λόγον, ο μεν τεσσα ρ α  το ύ  δύο καί ο δύο τ ή ς  μ ονα - 
δος εσ τί διπλάσιω ν, εν ω  εκειτο ή  διά π α σώ ν  
συμφ ωνία, ο δε τρία το ύ  δύο ημιόλιος (καί γά ρ  
αυτόν τον  δύο περιεσχηκε καί το ημισυ τού του , δθεν

9 καί τη ν  διά π εντε συμφωνίαν ύπεβαλλεν), 6  δε 
τεσσα ρ α  το ύ  τρία  επ ίτριτος, ύπεκειτο δε καί iv  
το ύ τω  ή διά τεσσ ά ρ ω ν συμφ ω νία, ώ σ τε  εικότω ς  
το ν  τεσσα ρα  αριθμόν παρά το ΐς ΤΙυθαγορικοΐς 
είρήσθαι π ηγή ν άενάου φ ύσεω ς ριζώ μ ατ* εχουσαν.

10 Άλλ* οτι μ εν πολλήν δύναμιν άπενεμον το ΐς  
άριθμοΐς, εκ τού τω ν  συμφ ανες ύποδειγμ ατικ ώ - 
τερον ε ίρη μ ενω ν πολύς γά ρ  6  περί αριθμώ ν παρ 

1 fortasse (ίσου) ίσο?.
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harmony is held to consist in three symphonies a— 
that of the “ By-Fours ”  and that of the “ By-Fives ” 
and that of the “ By-Alls.” Now the “ By-Fours ” 
symphony consists of the “  epitrite ”  ( 4 : 3  ratio), 
and that of the “  By-Fives ”  in the ratio 3 :2 , and 
the “ By-Alls ”  in the ratio 2 :1 .  The number called 7 
“  epitrite ”  is that composed of a certain number 
taken as a whole plus its third part—which is the 
ratio of eight to six ; for the eight includes the six 
plus the third part of it, that is the dyad. And a 
number is said to be in the ratio 3 : 2 when the number 
includes a number plus its half,—the relation of nine 
to six ; for the nine is composed of the six plus its 
half, that is, three. And that called “ double ”  is 
that which is equal to two (equal) numbers,—the 
relation of four to two ; for it includes the same 
number twice. Such, then, being the facts, and 8 
there being, according to the original assumption, 
four numbers—one, two, three and four—in which is 
included, as we said, the form of the soul according to 
the harmonical formula, the four is double the two 
and the two double the monad, and therein consists 
the “ By-Alls ”  symphony ; and the three is to the 
two in the 3 :2  ratio (for it includes the two itself plus 
its half, and thus it supplies the “ By-Fives ”  sym
phony) ; and the four is to the three in the “  epitrite ”  9 
or 4 :3  ratio, on which is based the “  By-Fours ” 
symphony. So that naturally the number four is 
called by the Pythagoreans the “ fount containing 
the roots of Nature ever-enduring.”

From what has been said by way of brief illustration 10 
it is clear that they ascribed much power to numbers ; 
for the account they give of numbers is voluminous,

« Cf. P.H. iii. 155 ; Adv. Log. i. 95 ff.
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αύτοΐς εστι λόγος, ον εάσαντες τα νυν μηκύνειν 
άπτώμεθα της άντιρρήσεως, την αρχήν των λόγων 
από μονάδος ποιησάμενοι, ήτις αρχή παντός άρι- 
θμοΰ καθεστηκε καί ής αναιρούμενης ούδ' εστιν 
αριθμός.

11 Την του ενός το ι νυν νόησιν διατυπών ήμϊν πυθα- 
γορικώτερον ό Πλάτων φησϊν “  εν εστιν ου μηδέν 
χωρίς λεγεται ε ν ”  ή “  οΰ μετοχή έκαστον εν τε 
και πολλά λεγεται.”  τό γάρ φυτόν, εί τύχοι, και 
τό ζώον και ο λίθος προσαγορεύεται μεν εν, ούκ 
εστι δε κατά τον ίδιον λόγον εν, άλλ' εν1 μετοχή 
ενός νοείται, τούτου μηδενός τούτων καθεστώτος.

12 ούτε γάρ φυτόν ούτε ζώον ούτε λίθος ούτε άλλο 
τι τών αριθμητών τό όντως εν εστιν. εί γάρ 
φυτόν εστιν ή ζώον τό εν, πάντως δ μη φυτόν 
εστι μηδε ζώον οι3 ρηθήσεται ε ν  λεγεται δε καί 
φυτόν εν καί ζώον καί άλλα μύρια' ούδεν άρα τών

13 αριθμητών εστι τό εν. τό δε οΰ έκαστον, εν μεν 
καθ’ εαυτό έκαστον πολλά δε άθροισμώ, μετεχον, 
εν τε καί πολλά γίνεται τών καθ' έκαστον, οπερ 
πάλιν πλήθος ούδεν εστι τών πολλών, οΐον φυτών 
ζώων λίθων· κατά μετοχήν μεν γάρ εκείνου ταΰτα 
λεγεται πολλά, αυτό δε ούκ εστιν εν τούτοις.

14 πλήν τοιαύτη μεν ή του ενός ιδέα νοείται τοΐς περί 
τον Πλάτωνα· επισυνάπτοντες δε ημείς λέγω μεν. 
ήτοι ετερα τών κατά μέρος αριθμητών2 εστιν ή 
τού ενός ιδέα, ή σύν εκείνοις τοΐς μετεχουσιν αύτής 
νοείται, αλλά καθ' αυτήν μεν (ούχ ύφεστηκεν, 
ctye)* παρά τά κατά μέρος αριθμητά ούδεν νοείται

810

1 εν Heintz : h> m s s . ,  Bekk. 
αριθμητών Heintz : αριθμών m s s . ,  Bekk. 
8 (ούχ ύφίστηκεν, e?y«> add. cj. Bekk.
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but forbearing for the present to dwell on it, let us 
take up the confutation, beginning our argument with 
the monad, which is the principle of all number and 
with the destruction of which number ceases to exist.

Now Plato, in formulating in rather Pythagorean 11 
fashion the concept of the one, declares that “  One 
is that without which nothing is termed one,”  or “ by 
participation in which each thing is termed one or 
many.”  For the plant, let us say, or the animal, or 
the stone is called one, yet is not one according to its 
own proper description, but is conceived as one by 
participation in the One, none of them being actually 
the One. For neither plant nor animal nor stone nor 12 
any other numerable object is the essential One. For 
if a plant or an animal is the One, what is not a plant 
or an animal will certainly not be termed one “ ; but 
a plant is termed one, as is an animal and countless 
other things ; therefore none of the numerables is 
the One. But that by participation in which each 13 
thing is by itself each one thing, and a plurality by 
aggregation, is the One and Many of the individual 
things. But this Plurality, again, is none of the 
many things, such as plants, animals, stones ; for it 
is by participation in it that these things are termed 
“ many,” but the Plurality itself is not one of them.— 
Such, then, is the Idea of the One as conceived by 14 
Plato ; so let us subjoin our argument. Either the 
Idea of the One is different from the particular 
numerables, or it is conceived along with those things 
which participate in it. But it does not subsist by 
itself, since no One other than the particular numer-

* Cf. P.H. iii. 156 ff.
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έν υποκείμενον. λείπεται άρα εν έκείνοις rots μβτ-
15 έχουσιν αυτού νοεΐσθαι, ο πάλιν των απόρων, το 

γάρ αριθμητόν ζύλον εί μετοχή μονάδος εστιν εν, 
δ μη εστι ξυλον ού λεχθήσεται ε ν  λέγεται δε γε, 
ώς άνώτερον ύποδέδεικται· ούκ άρα έστιν η μονάς 
ής μετοχή έκαστον των κατά μέρος αριθμητών

16 μονάς προσαγορεύεται, εΐτα το πολλοΐς μετεχό- 
μενον πολλά εστι καί ούχ εν, τά δε άριθμητα 
πολλά τέ εστι και άπειρα· ούκ άρα μετοχή της

17 μονάδος έκαστον των αριθμητών έν εστιν. ώσπερ 
ούν 6 γενικός άνθρωπος, δν τινες νοοΰσι ζώον 
θνητόν, ούτε Σωκράτης εστιν ούτε Πλατών, επειδή 
ούδείς λεχθήσεται άνθρωπος,1 ούτε καθ' εαυτόν 
ύφέστηκεν ούτε μετά Πλατωνο? και Σωκράτους, 
έπει εθεωρεΐτο αν ώς άνθρωπος, οΰτω και το έν 
μήτε συν τοΐς κατά μέρος άριθμητοΐς μήτε καθ' 
εαυτό ύφεστηκός νοούμενου ευθέως εστιν άνεπι-

18 νόητον. τά δε αυτά λεκτέον και επί του δύο η 
καί τρία καί καθόλου επί παντός αριθμού, ϊνα μή 
μηκύνωμεν. ένεστι δε καί ούτως συνερωταν. ή 
τού ενός ιδέα, ής μετοχή τι έν λέγεται, ήτοι μία 
εστιν ιδέα ή τού ενός πλείους ίδέαι τυγχάνουσιν. 
άλλ' εί μεν μία εστιν, ού πολλοΐς μετέχεται· τού 
γάρ Α , εύσήμου χάριν διδασκαλίας, την ύλην τού 
ενός ιδέαν έχοντος, το Β μή μετέχον ταύτης ούκέτ

19 έσται έν. καί μην ούδέ πολυμερής καθέστηκεν, 
ΐνα πολλά ή τά μετέχοντα ταύτης· πρώτον μεν 
γάρ έσται έκαστον ού της τού ενός ιδέας μετέχον, 
μέρους δέ αύτής, εΐτα καί ή μονάς αδιαίρετος καί

1 (άλλος) add. cj. Warmington. * *
• Cf. the “ generic Line ”  of Adv. 0«om. 92.

* For this definition ef. P.H. ii. 26.
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ables is conceived as subsisting.—It remains, then, 
to say that it is conceived as included in those things 
which partake of it, which, again, is dubious. For 15 
if the numerable log is one by participation in the 
Monad, what is not a log will not be termed one ; 
but, as has been shown above, it is so termed ; there
fore the Monad, by participation in which each 
of the particular numerables is called a monad, does 
not exist.—Further, that in which many participate 16 
is Many and not One, and the numerables are both 
many and infinite ; each of the numerables, there
fore, is not one by participation in the Monad. So, 17 
just as the generic Man 0—whom some conceive as 
“ a mortal animal ” h—is not Socrates or Plato (for, if 
so, nobody else will be termed man), and does not 
subsist of himself nor together with Plato and Socrates 
(for then he would have been observed as a man), so 
likewise the One, not being conceived either as sub
sisting by itself or along with the particular numer
ables, is ipso facto  inconceivable. And the same must 18 
be said of the Two and the Three, and in general— 
not to make a long story of it—of every number.
— One may also propound the following argument: 
The Idea of the One, by participation in which a 
thing is termed one, either is one Idea, or there are 
several Ideas o f the One.® But if it is one, many do 
not participate in i t ; for (to explain the point clearly) 
if A  possesses the whole of the Idea of the One, B, 
which does not participate in it, will no longer be one.
—Nor yet is it multipartite, so that the things par- 19 
ticipating in it might be many ; for, firstly, each thing 
will be participating not in the Idea of the One but 
in a part of i t ; and secondly, the Monad, according

• Cf. P.TT. ???. 158 ff.
LVOL. TV SIS
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άμερής ενοειτο κατ αυτούς. ei δε πλείους είσιν 
ίδεαι τον ενός, έκαστον των καθ' εν τασσόμενων 
αριθμητών, ήτοι του ενός η του δυο, καθ' εν εκά- 
τερον, μετεχει τίνος κοινής ιδέας η ου μετεχει.

20 και εί μεν ου μετεχει, δεήσει και άπαντα δίχα του 
μετεχειν Ιδέας κατά το εν τετάχθαι, δπερ οι5 
θελουσιν. ει δε μετεχει, η εζ αρχής συναχθήσεται 
απορία· πως γάρ μιας τα δυο μεθεξει;

Ύαΰτα μεν ουν περί μονάδος, ής άνηρημενης πας
21 άνήρηται 6 αριθμός· όμως δ ’ ουν επισυνάπτωμεν 

καί τα περί τής δυάδος. άπόρως γάρ πως καί αυτή1 
συνίσταται κατά την των μονάδων σύνοδον, ώσπερ 
καί Πλάτων διά τοΰ περί φυχής πρότερον ήπόρη- 
κεν. παρατεθείσης γάρ μονάδος ετερα μονάδι ήτοι 
προσγίνεταί τι κατά την παράθεσιν ή απογίνεται ή

22 ούτε προσγίνεταί τι ούτε απογίνεται, άλλ' εί μεν 
ούτε προσγίνεταί τι ούτε απογίνεται, ούκ εσται 
κατά παράθεσιν τής ετερας μονάδος τή ετερα ή 
δυάς. εί δε απογίνεται τι κατά την παράθεσιν, 
ελάττωσις εσται τοΰ ενός καί ενός, καί δυάς ού 
γενήσεται. εί δε προσγίνεταί τι, τά  δυο ού γενή- 
σεται δυο αλλά τεσσαρα· δυάς γάρ ή επιγινομενη 
καί μονάς καί ετερα μονάς τον των τεσσάρων 
αριθμόν συνίστησιν. ούδεν άρα εσται δυάς. ή 
δε αυτή γενοιτ αν απορία καί επί παντός άριθμοΰ, 
ώστε μηδέν είναι κατά τούτο αριθμόν.

23 Ού μην άλλ* επεί κατά πρόσθεσιν μονάδος καί 
κατά άφαίρεσιν ο αριθμός νοείται, δήλον ώς εάν 
τούτων εκάτερον παραστήσωμεν αδύνατον, οίχή-

1 άπόρως . . . αντη scrips!: άπορος . . . αύτη m ss ., Bekk.
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to them, is conceived as indivisible and without parts. 
And if there are several Ideas of the One, each of 
the numerables ranked as unities (whether it be a 
one or a two, both taken singly) participates in a 
certain common Idea, or it does not participate. 
But if it does not participate, all things, apart from 20 
participating in an Idea, will have to be ranked as 
unities,—a conclusion which they reject. And if 
they participate, the original difficulty a will recur ; 
for how will the twos participate in one Idea ?

So much, then, concerning the monad, and if it is 
destroyed all number is destroyed ; all the same, let 21 
us subjoin an attack on the dyad. For it is formed in 
a doubtful way by the conjunction of the monads, 
even as Plato formerly expressed doubts about it in 
his book On the Soul.b For when a monad is set 
beside another monad, either something is added 
by the juxtaposition or something is subtracted, or 
nothing is either added or subtracted. But if nothing 22 
is either added or subtracted, the dyad will not exist 
through the juxtaposition of the one monad with the 
other. And if something is subtracted through the 
juxtaposition, there will be a diminution of the one 
and one, and a dyad will not be formed. And if 
something is added, the two will become not two 
but four; for the additional dyad plus the monad 
and the second monad make up the number four. 
Therefore nothing will be a dyad. And the same 
difficulty will exist in the case of every number, so 
that owing to this number is nothing.

Since, how ever, num ber is conceived as a result o f  23 
th e addition or subtraction o f th e m onad , it is plain  
th at i f  we shall establish that each o f these tw o pro-

* C f Phaedo 96 e  f f . ; Adv. Phys. ii. 302 ff.
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σεται καί ή τών αριθμών ύπόστασις. λεγωριεν δε 
πρώτον ευθύς περί άφαιρεσεως, υποδειγματική

24 χρώμενοι τή διδασκαλία, ή τοίνυν από της υπο
κείμενης δεκάδος άφαιρουμενη μονάς ήτοι άπο 
δλης της δεκάδος η άπο τής περιλειπομενης εν- 
νεάδος άφαιρεΐται· ούτε δε άφ’ δλης, ώς παρα- 
στήσομεν, ούτε άπο τής εννεάδος, ώς διδάζομεν· 
ούκ άρα άφαιρεΐται τι άπο τής υποκείμενης δε
κάδος. εί γάρ άφ* δλης ταύτης άφαιρεΐται ή 
μονάς, ήτοι ή δεκάς έστιν ετερα τών κατά μέρος 
μονάδων ή δ άθροισμός τούτων δεκάς προσαγο-

25 ρεύεται. άλλ’ ετερα μεν τών κατά μέρος μονάδων 
ούκ εστιν ή δεκάς· καί γάρ άναιρεθεισών εκείνων 
ουδ’ εστι δεκάς, καί τής δεκάδος άναιρεθείσης 
ομοίως αι μονάδες ούκετι ύπάρχουσιν. εί δε ή 
αυτή ταΐς μονάσιν εστιν ή δεκάς, τουτεστιν εί αί 
κατά μέρος μονάδες είσί δεκάς, δήλον ώς εϊπερ 
άπο τής δεκάδος ή τής μονάδος άφαίρεσις γίνεται, 
άφ* εκάστης μονάδος άφαιρεθήσεται (αί γάρ κατά 
μέρος μονάδες ήσαν ή δεκάς), καί ούτως ούκετι 
εσται μονάδος άρσις αλλά δεκάδος. ώστε ούκ άπο

26 δλης τής δεκάδος αίρεται ή μονάς. καί μην ούδ’ 
άπο τής ύπολειπομενης εννεάδος ή άρσις αυτής 
γίνεται· πώς γάρ ετι μετά τήν άρσιν αύτής σώος 
€<ττιν η υποκαμςνη evueag; αλλ et μητ€ αψ όλης 
τής δεκάδος αίρεται ή μονάς μήτε άπο τής απο
λειπόμενης εννεάδος, ούδείς άριθμός κατά άφαίρεσιν

27 συνίσταται. άλλως τε, εί από τής εννεάδος αίρεται 
ή μονάς, ήτοι άπο δλης αίρεται ή από τής τελευ
ταίας αύτής μονάδος. καί εί μεν άπο δλης τής 
εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται ή μονάς, εσται άρσις τής εν
νεάδος· τό γάρ άφαιρούμενον άφ* εκάστης μονάδος, 
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cesses is impossible, the reality of number, too, will 
be abolished. Let us, for instance, deal first with 
subtraction, using the method of demonstration by 
examples. The monad, then, which is being sub-24 
tracted from the decad assumed is subtracted either 
from the whole decad or from the nine left over a ; 
but it is not subtracted from the whole, as we shall 
establish, nor from the nine, as we shall demonstrate ; 
nothing, therefore, is subtracted from the decad 
assumed. For if the monad is subtracted from this 
as a whole, either the decad is other than the par
ticular monads or the aggregate of these is termed a 
decad. But the decad is not other than the particular 25 
monads; for if these are destroyed the decad does 
not exist, and similarly if the decad is destroyed 
the monads no longer exist. And if the decad is the 
same as the monads,—that is to say, if the particular 
monads are the decad,—it is plain that if the sub
traction of the monad is from the decad, it will be 
subtracted from each monad (for the particular 
monads are the decad), and thus it will no longer be 
a subtraction of the monad but of the decad. Conse
quently, the monad is not subtracted from the whole 
decad. Nor, indeed, is it subtracted from the nine 26 
left over; for how will the assumed nine be still 
preserved after the subtraction ? But if the monad 
is not subtracted either from the decad as a whole or 
from the nine left over, no number subsists through 
subtraction.—Besides, if the monad is subtracted 27 
from the nine, it is subtracted either from the whole 
or from its last monad. But if the monad is sub
tracted from the whole nine, there will be a subtrac
tion of the nine ; for that which is subtracted from

« Cf. P.H. iii. 88 ff.; Adv. Phys. i, 312 ff.
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τών κατά μέρος μονάδων εννεα ούσών, τον της
28 εννεάδος αριθμόν συντίθησιν. εΐ δε από τής τελευ

ταίας μονάδος γίνεται τα τής άφαιρεσεως, πρώτον 
μεν και ή τελευταία μονάς, άμερής ονσα, δειχθή- 
σεται μεριστή τύγχανειν, δπερ άτοπον’ εΐτα ει απο 
τής τελευταίας μονάδος αίρεται ή μονάς, ού δυνη-

29 σεται ετι ολόκληρος μενειν ή εννεάς. και άλλως, 
εΐπερ από τής δεκάδος γίνεται ή τής μονάδος 
άρσις, ήτοι από οϋσης γίνεται τής δεκάδος [άρσις] 
ή από μη οϋσης' ούτε δε από τής οϋσης γενοιτ^ 
αν (εφ* δσον γάρ μενει χρόνον δεκάς, ούδεν άπ 
αυτής άφαιρεθήναι δϋναται ώς δεκάδος, επει ούκ-

30 άτι εσται δεκάς) οϋτε από μη οϋσης’ από γάρ 
του μη δντος ουδέ άρθήναί τι πεφυκεν. και μην 
παρά το είναι ή μη είναι ονδεν εστι νοήσαί’ ούκ 
άρα αίρεται τι από τής δεκάδος.

Ά λ λ ’ οτι μεν άμήχανόν εστι κατ' άφαίρεσιν
31 αριθμόν τινα νοεΐν, εκ τούτων δεδεικται· ότι δε 

ουδέ κατά πρόσθεσιν, ρόδιον δεΐξαι των αναλογών 
εχομένους αποριών, πάλιν γάρ μονάδος προστιθέ
μενης δεκάδι ήτοι τή όλη δεκάδι ρητεον γίνεσθαι 
την πρόσθεσιν ή τώ τελευταίω μερει τής δεκάδος. 
άλλ* εί μεν όλη τή δεκάδι προστίθεται ή μονάς, 
επει ή δλη δεκάς συν πάσαις ταΐς κατά μέρος 
μονάσι νοείται, δεήσει την τής μονάδος πρόσθεσιν 
γινομενην πάσαις τα ΐς κατά μέρος μονάσι δεκάδος

32 είναι πρόσθεσιν, δπερ άτοπον’ ακολουθήσει γάρ 
τή τής μονάδος προσθεσει την δεκάδα εικοσάδα 
γίνεσθαι, δ τών άμηχάνων ύπήρχεν. ού τοίνυν 
δλη τή δεκάδι την μονάδα προστίθεσθαι ρητεον. 
και μην ουδέ τώ  τελευταίω μερει τής δεκάδος, επει 
ούκ αύζηθήσεται ή δεκάς διά τό μη την τοΰ ενός 
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each monad makes up the number of the nine, as the 
particular monads are nine. And if the subtraction 28 
is from the last monad, then, firstly, the last monad, 
which is indivisible, will be shown to be divisible, 
which is absurd ; and secondly, if the monad is sub
tracted from the last monad, the nine will no longer 
be able to remain complete.—Further, if the sub- 29 
traction of the monad is from the decad, it is from the 
decad either as existent or as non-existent; but it 
will not be from the existent (for so long as the decad 
remains a decad nothing can be subtracted from it as 
a decad, for if so it will no longer be a decad), nor 
from the non-existent decad ; for from what is non- 30 
existent nothing can be subtracted. And of course 
it is impossible to conceive anything other than 
existence and non-existence ; therefore nothing is 
subtracted from the decad.

Now by these arguments it has been shown that it 
is not feasible to conceive any number by subtraction; 
and that it is not feasible by addition either is easy to 31 
show by continuing to raise difficulties of a like kind. 
For, again, if the monad is added to the decad, one 
must say that the addition is made either to the whole 
decad or to the last part of the decad. But if the 
monad is added to the whole decad, then, since the 
whole decad is conceived along with all the particular 
monads, the addition which is being made of the 
monad will have to be an addition to all the particu
lar monads of the decad, which is absurd; for it will 32 
follow that by the addition of the monad the decad 
becomes twenty, which is a thing impossible. We 
must say, then, that the monad is not added to the 
whole decad. Nor yet to the last part of the decad, 
since the decad will not be increased owing to the
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μέρους α ΰζη σιν ευθύς καί τ η ς  δλης Βεκάδος αϋξησιν
33 εΐναι. [/cat] καθόλου re1 έπΐ π άσιν, η μενούση τη  

Βεκάδι π ροστίθεται η μονάς η  μη μενούση. ούτε  
Be μενούση προστεθείη  ποτ* αν, έπει ούκέτι μένει 
Βεκάς, ούτε μη μενούση· τη ν  γά ρ  αρχήν μη μ ε 
νούση ούΒε πρόσθεσις Βύναται γενέσθαι.

34 ΆΛΑ’ ενττερ ό αριθμός κα τά  πρόσθεσιν, ώ ς εφην, 
και κ α τ άφαίρεσιν υφιστάμενος νοείται, εδείξαμ εν  
δε ημείς δτι ουθέτερον εστι το ύ τω ν , ρητέον μηδέν  
είναι αριθμόν, δθεν το σ α ντα  και προς γεω μ ετρ ά ς  
καί αριθμητικούς άπορητικώ ς Βιεξελθόντες απ ' 
άλλης αρχής και τη ν  προς το ύ ς  μαθηματικούς  
άντίρρησιν ποιησώ μ εθα .

1 καΧ καθόλου τε καί cj. Warmington.

820

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, IV. 32-34

fact that the increase o f the one part is not ipso facto 
an increase of the whole decad.—Generally, too, 33 
and finally, the monad is added to the decad either 
remaining as it is or not remaining. But it will never 
be added to it while it remains, since in that case 
it will no longer remain a decad ; nor yet while it 
does not remain, for it is absolutely impossible for 
an addition to be made to it if  it does not remain.

But if number is conceived as subsisting through 34 
addition, as I said, and subtraction, and we have 
shown that neither of these exists, one must declare 
that number is nothing. Hence, now that we have 
stated at length all these sceptical arguments against 
the Geometers and Arithmeticians, let us start afresh 
and deliver our attack on the Mathematici (or 
“  Astrologers ” ).
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1 Π ερί αστρολογίας ή μαθημ ατικής πρόκειται 
ζη τή σα ι ούτε τη ς  τελείου ε ξ  αριθμητικής και γ ε ω 
μ ετρίας συ νεστώ ση ς (άντειρήκαμεν γάρ προς το ύ ς  
από το ύ τω ν  τ ω ν  μ αθημάτω ν) ούτε τή ς  παρά το ΐς  
περί Έ νδοξον καί ° Ιππαρχον καί τούς όμοιους 
προρρητικής δυνάμεω ς, ήν δη καί αστρονομίαν

2 τινες καλοΰσι, (τήρησις γά ρ  εστιν επί φαινομενοις 
ώ ς γεω ργία  καί κυβερνητική, άφ* ής εστιν α ύ χ -  
μ ους τ ε  καί επομβρίας λοιμούς τ ε  καί σεισμ ούς  
καί άλλας τοιουτώ δεις το ϋ  περιεχοντος μ ετα β ο -  
λάς προθεσπ ίζειν), άλλα προς γενεθλιαλογίαν, ήν 
σεμνοτεροις κοσμοΰντες όνόμασιν οι Χαλδαιοι μ α 
θηματικούς καί άστρολόγους σφ άς αυτούς ά ν - 
αγορευουσιν, ποικίλω ς μεν επ ηρεάζοντες τ ω  β ίω , 
μ εγάλην δ* ήμΐν επ ιτειχ ίζοντες δεισιδαιμονίαν, 
μηδέν δε επιτρεποντες κατά  τον  ορθόν λόγον

3 ενεργεΐν. και το ϋ τ  είσόμεθα μικρόν άνω θεν π ρ ο -  
λαβόντες περί τω ν  συντεινόντω ν προς τη ν  επ ι- 
σκεπτικήν α υτώ ν μέθοδον, εστα ι δε επιδρομικώ - 
τερον καί όλοσχερεστερον τ ό  τή ς  ύφ ηγήσεω ς' το ΐς  
822
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AGAINST THE ASTROLOGERS

T h e  task before us is to inquire concerning astrology 1 
or the “  Mathematical Art ”—not the complete Art 
as composed of arithmetic and geometry (for we 
have confuted the professors of these subjects); nor 
yet that o f prediction practised by Eudoxus and 
Hipparchusα and men of their kind, which some 
also call “  astronomy” (for this, like Agriculture and 2 
Navigation, consists in the observation o f phenomena, 
from which it is possible to forecast droughts and 
rainstorms and plagues and earthquakes and other 
changes in the surrounding vault of a similar charac
ter) ; it is rather the casting of nativities, which 
the Chaldeans adorn with more high-sounding titles, 
describing themselves as “  mathematicians ”  and 
” astrologers,”  treating ordinary folk with insolence 
in various ways, building a great bulwark of super
stition against us, and allowing us to do nothing 
according to right reason. This we shall understand 3 
after we have first traced back a little the things 
which contribute to their method of speculation; but 
our exposition will be somewhat cursory and sum-

* Eudoxus of Cnidos was a pupil of Plato and Archytas, 
cire. 370 b.cm and a famous astronomer, as was also Hippar
chus, o f Nicaea in Bithynia, circ. 150 b.o.
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γάρ προηγουμένως μετιοΰσι το μάθημα τοΰτο τά 
της άκρφείας συγκεχωρήσθω, ήμΐν δε αυτάρκες 
εστι τούτων έπιμνησθήναι ών χωρίς ου δυνατόν 
επιβάλλειν τάΐς προς τούς ΧαΑδαίους άντιρρήσεσιν.

4 ’Em προϋποκειμένω τοίνυν τφ  συμπαθεΐν τά 
επίγεια τοΐς ουράνιοι? και κατά τάς εκείνων άπορ- 
ροίας έκάστοτε ταϋτα νεοχμοϋσθαι

(τοΐος γάρ νόος έστίν επιχθονίων ανθρώπων 
οΐον επ' ήμαρ άγησι πατήρ άνδρών τε θεών τε)

5 οι περιεργότερον άναβλέφαντες εις το περιέχον 
ΧαΑδα tot δραστικών μεν αιτιών Aoyov επέχειν 
φασίν εις το έκαστον τών κατά τον βίον συμβαι- 
νόντων έκβαίνειν τούς επτά αστέρας, συνεργεΐν δε 
τά του ζωδιακού μέρη, τον μεν οδν ζωδιακόν 
κύκλον, ώσπερ κατηχήμεθα, διαιροΰσιν εις δεκαδύο 
ζώδια, έκαστον δε ζώδιον εις μοίρας τριάκοντα 
(έστω γάρ τοΰτο επί του παρόντος σύμφωνον αυ
τοί?), έκάστην δε μοίραν εις εξήκοντα λεπτά· οΰτω

6 γάρ καλοϋσι τά ελάχιστα καί άμερή. τών δε 
ζωδίων τά μέν τινα άρρενικά καλοϋσι τά  δε θη
λυκά, καί τά μέν δίσωμα τά  δε ου, καί τινά μέν

7 τροπικά τινά δε στερεά, άρρενικά μέν οϋν καί 
θηλυκά άπερ συνεργόν έχει φύσιν προς αρρενογο
νίαν ή θηλυγονίαν κριός γάρ άρρενικόν εστι ζώ
διον, ταΰρος δε, φασί, θηλυκόν, δίδυμοι άρρενικόν, 
καί εναλλάξ τά  λοιπά κατά την όμοίαν αναλογίαν, * *

“ Of. Adv. Phys. L 79 ff.
* Of. Horn. Od. xviii. 136 f . ; P.H. iii. 214.
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mary ; for the exact details may be left to those who 
specialize in this branch of study, and it is enough for 
us to call attention to those points without which it 
is impossible to set about making our attack on the 
Chaldeans.

It being previously assumed, then, that things on 4 
earth “ sympathize ” with those in the heavens, α 
and that the former are always newly affected by the 
effluences of the latter

(As is the day brought on by the Sire of gods and of 
mortals,

So are the thoughts of the hearts of us earth-inhabiting 
creatures),&—

on this assumption the Chaldeans, having too curi- 5 
ously gazed up into the surrounding vault, declare 
that the seven stars e stand in the relation of efficient 
causes for the bringing about of everything which 
occurs in life, and that with them the parts of the 
zodiac co-operate. Now, as we have been informed, 
they divide the circle of the zodiac into twelve 
“ zodia ” (or “ Signs ” ), and each sign into thirty 
degrees (let this be near enough to their theories, 
for the present), and each degree into sixty lepta (or 
“  minutes ” ),—for so they call what is minimal and 
without parts. And of the Signs some they term 6 
masculine, some feminine, and some bi-corporal and 
some not, and some “ tropical ”  and others fixed. 
Masculine and feminine are those which possess a 7 
nature which aids the birth of males or females ; thus 
the Ram is a masculine Sign, but the Bull, they say, is 
feminine, the Twins masculine, and the rest alternate 
in a similar proportion, some masculine, others femi-

* i.e. Sun, Moon, Mars, Jupiter, Venus, Saturn and Mer
cury.
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8 τά μεν άρρενικά τά  δε θηλυκά, άφ* ών, οΐμαι, 
καί οι Τίυθαγορικοί κινηθέντες την μεν μονάδα 
άρρεν προσαγορεύουσι, την δε δυάδα θήλυ, την δε 
τριάδα πάλιν άρρεν, και άναλόγως [πάλιν] τούς 
λοιπούς των τε αρτίων και περιττών αριθμών.

9 ενιοι δε και έκαστον ζώδιον εις δωδεκατημόρια 
διελόντες τή αυτή σχεδόν έφόδω χρώνται, οΐον επί 
κριού τό μεν πρώτον δωδεκατημόριον αύτοΰ κριόν 
τε καλοΰσι καί άρρεν, τό δε δεύτερον ταΰρόν τε 
καί θήλυ, τό δε τρίτον δίδυμους τε καί άρρεν καί

10 επί τών άλλων μοιρών ό αυτός λόγος, δίσωμα 
δε λέγουσιν είναι ζώδια διδύμους τε καί τον δια- 
μετροΰντα τούτοις τοξότην, παρθένον τε καί ίχ-

11 θύας, ού δίσωμα δε τά λοιπά, καί τροπικά μεν 
εν οΐς γινόμενος ο ήλιος μεταλλάσσει καί ποιεί τοΰ 
περιέχοντος τροπάς, οΐόν εστι ζώδιον ο τε κριός 
καί τό τούτου διάμετρον, καθάπερ ζυγός, αίγόκερώς 
τε καί καρκίνος· εν κριώ μεν γάρ εαρινή γίνεται 
τροπή, εν αίγοκερω δε χειμερινή, εν καρκίνω δε 
θερινή καί εν ζυγώ φθινοπωρινή, στερεά δε ύπ- 
ειλήφασι ταΰρόν τε καί τό διαμετροΰν, τουτεστι 
σκορπίον, λέοντα καί υδροχόον.

12 Ου μήν αλλά καί πάντων τούτων τά επί εκάστης 
γενεσεως κυριεύοντα ζώδια προς την τών απο
τελεσμάτων εκβασιν, καί άφ’ ών μάλιστα τάς 
προαγορεύσεις ποιούνται, τεσσαρά φασιν είναι τον 
αριθμόν, άπερ κοινώ μεν όνόματι κέντρα καλοΰσιν, 
ιδιαίτερον δε τό μεν ωροσκόπον τό δέ μεσουράνημα 
τό δε δΰνον τό δέ ύπόγαιον καί άντιμεσουράνημα, 
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nine. And by them, I suppose, the Pythagoreans 8 
were moved to call the monad “ male,” and the dyad 
“ female,” and the triad again “ male,” and the 
rest of the even and odd numbers according to the 
same rule. Some, too, divide each Sign into twelve 9 
parts and use much the same method ; as, for in
stance, in the case of the Ram, the first twelfth part 
of it they describe as the Ram and male, the second 
as the Bull and female, the third as the Twins and 
male ; and the same rule holds for the other portions. 
And they say that the Twins, and the Archer dia- 10 
metrically opposite to it, and the Virgin and the 
Fishes are bi-corporal Signs, but the rest are not 
bi-corporal. And “ tropical ” Signs are those which 11 
when the sun enters it changes its course and produces 
“ tropes ”  (or “  turnings ” ) in the surrounding vault; 
such a Sign is the Ram and its diametrically opposite, 
that is the Scales, and Capricorn and the Crab. For 
the spring “ trope ” (or “ solstice ” ) occurs in the 
Ram, and the winter one in Capricorn, the summer 
one in the Crab, and the autumn one in the Scales. 
But they have assumed that the Bull and the Sign 
diametrically opposite—that is, Scorpio, Leo and 
Aquarius—are fixed Signs.

However, of all these Signs those which are 12 
dominant at each geniture for the production of 
effective influences and from which they principally 
frame their prognostications are, they say, four in 
number ; and to these they give the generic name of 
“  Centres,”  and more specifically they call them 
“ horoscope,” “  mid-heaven,”  “  setting,”  “ subter
ranean,”  and “ anti-mid-heaven,”  this last being itself
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13 ο καΧ αυτό μεσουράνημα εστίν. ωροσκόπος μεν 
ουν εστίν δπερ ετυχεν άνίσχειν καθ' δν χρόνον ή 
γενεσις συνετελεΐτο, μεσουράνημα δε το απ' εκεί
νου τέταρτον ζώδιον συν αύτω εκείνω, δΰνον δε το 
διαμετροΰν τω  ώροσκόπω, υπό γην δε καί άντι- 
μεσουράνημα τό διαμετροΰν τω μέσουρανήμάτι, 
οΐον (εσται γαρ σαφές επί παραδείγματος) καρ
κίνου ώροσκοποΰντος μεσουρανεί μεν κριός, δύνει

14 δε αίγόκερως, υπό γην δε' εστι ζυγός, ου μην 
άλλά καί εκάστου τούτων των κέντρων τό μεν 
προάγον ζώδιον άπόκλιμα καλοΰσι, τό  δε επόμενον

32S
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also “ mid-heaven.” ® Now the “ horoscope ”  is the 13 
Sign which happens to arise at the time when the 
birth is completed; the “  mid-heaven ”  is the fourth 
Sign therefrom, it being included ; the “  setting ”  
Sign is that diametrically opposite to the “  horo
scope ”  ; and the 4‘ subterranean ”  or “  anti-mid
heaven ”  is that diametrically opposite to the 
“  mid-heaven ”  : thus (for an example will make it 
clear), when the Crab is the “  horoscope ”  the Ram 
is the “  mid-heaven,”  and Capricorn is the “  setting,”  
and the Scales is the “  subterranean.”  Moreover, 14 
in the case of each of these “  Centres ”  they call the 
preceding Sign “  declination ”  and the following one

“ The diagram below, taken from Fabricius, will help to 
explain this passage.
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15 επαναφοράν, ηδη δε τδ μεν προαναφερόμενον τοΰ 
ώροσκοποΰντος ζωδίου, εν τω φάνε ρω ον, κακού 
δαίμονός φασιν είναι, τό δε μετά τούτο, επόμενον 
δε τω μέσουρανοΰντι, άγαθοΰ δαίμονος, τό δε 
προάγον τοΰ μέσουρανοϋντος κάτω μερίδα καί 
μονομοιρίαν και θεόν, τό δε ερχόμενον επί την

16 δνσιν αργόν ζώδιον καί αρχήν θανάτου, τό δε μετά 
την δυσιν εν τω άφανεΐ ποινήν καί κακήν τύχην, 
δπερ καί διάμετρόν εστι τω κακω δαίμονι, τό δε 
ερχόμενον υπό γην αγαθήν τύχην, διαμετροΰν τω

17 άγαθω δαίμονι, τό δε αποχωρούν από τοΰ άντιμεσ- 
ουρανηματος ώς επ' ανατολήν θεάν, διαμετροΰν τω  
θεω, τό δε επιφερόμενον τω ώροσκόπω αργόν, δ

18 πάλιν διαμετρεΐ τω άργω. η ΐνα συντομώτερον 
φώμεν, τοΰ ώροσκοποΰντος ζωδίου τό μεν άπό- 
κλιμα καλείται κακός δαίμων, η δ ’ επαναφορά 
αργόν ωσαύτως τοΰ μεσουρανήματος τό μεν άπό-

19 κλίμα θεός, η δ* επαναφορά αγαθός δαίμων' κατά 
τά αυτά δε καί τοΰ άντιμεσουρανηματος τό μεν 
άπόκλιμα θεά, η δε επαναφορά αγαθή τύχη' ο
μοίως τοΰ δυνοντος τό μεν άπόκλιμα κακή τύχη,

20 η δε επαναφορά αργόν, ταΰτα δ* οΐονται ου παρ- 
εργως εξετάζειν ου γάρ την αυτήν δυναμιν εχειν 
ηγούνται τούς αστέρας προς τό κακοποιεΐν η μη 
επί τε των κέντρων θεωρούμενους καί επί ταΐς 
άναφοραΐς καί τοΐς άποκλίμασιν, άλλ* όπου μεν

21 ενεργεστεραν όπου δέ άπρακτοτεραν. η σαν δε 
S3 Ο
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“  ascension.”  Also they say that that which ascends 15 
before the Sign of the horoscope, and is in view, is 
that of “  the evil daemon,”  and that after it, which 
follows the “  mid-heaven ”  Sign, is that of “  the good 
daemon,”  and that which precedes the “  mid
heaven ” sign is “  inferior part ”  and “  single portion ” 
and “ god,” and that which comes to the “  set
ting ” is an “ ineffective ”  Sign and “ principle of 
death,” and that which comes after the “ setting ”  16 
and is out of view is “  punishment ”  and “ ill for
tune,”— and it is diametrically opposite to the “ evil 
daemon,”— and that which comes to the “ subter
ranean ” is “  good fortune,” being diametrically 
opposite to the “ good daemon,” and that which 17 
comes next after the “ anti-mid-heaven,”  towards 
the orient, is “ goddess,” being diametrically oppo
site to the “ god,” and that which comes next to the 
“ horoscope ” is “  ineffective,”  and it again is dia
metrically opposite to the “  ineffective.”  Or, to 18 
speak more concisely, the “  declination ”  of the Sign 
of the “  horoscope ” is called the “  evil daemon,”  
and its “  ascension ”  “  ineffective ”  ; similarly the 
declination of the “  mid-heaven ”  is “  god,”  and its 19 
ascension “  good daemon ”  ; and in the same way 
the declination of the “  anti-mid-heaven ”  is “  god
dess,”  and its ascension “  good fortune ”  ; hkewise 
the declination of the “  setting ” is “ ill fortune,” 
and its ascension “ ineffective.”  And they think20 
that their searching out of these things is no mere 
by-play ; for they believe that the stars have not the 
same power of doing, or not doing, harm when 
observed at the “ centres ”  or at their ascensions and 
declinations, but their power is more effective in one 
position and less effective in another. And there 21
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rives' Χαλδαίων οί καί, έκαστον μέρος του άνθρω* 
πείου σώματος έκάστω των ζωδίων άνατιθέντες 
ώς συμπαθούν’ κριόν μέν γάρ κεφαλήν όνομά- 
ζονσι, ταύρον δε τράχηλον, δίδυμους δε ώμους, 
καρκίνον δέ στερνόν, λέοντα δέ πλευράς, παρθένον

22 δε γλουτούς, ζυγόν δε λαγάνας, σκορπίον αίδοΐον 
και μήτραν, τοξότην μηρούς, αίγόκερων γόνατα, 
υδροχόον κνημας, ίχθυας δέ πόδας. και ταϋτα 
πάλιν ούκ άσκόπως, άλλ' επείπερ, εάν εν τινι 
τούτων των ζωδίων γένηται των κατά την γένεσιν 
κακοποιών αστέρων τις, πήρωσιν του όμωνυμοϋν- 
τος απεργάζεται μέρους.

Ύαΰτα μέν ουν περί τής φύσεως των εν τω ζω-
23 διακω κύκλω κεφαλαιωδέστερον ύποδεδείχθω· ούκ 

άτοπον δέ έξης διελθεΐν και περί τής διαιρέσεως 
αυτών, επιστάσεως γάρ οΰσης ώς τών ζωδίων 
μη κατ ιδίαν περιγραφήν θεωρουμένων άλλ' επτά 
αστέρων διεσπαρμένων παρατηρήσει, επήλθεν αυ
τοί? εις δώδεκα μοίρας τον δλον καταδιελεΐν κύ-

24 κλον. ύποδεικνύντες γάρ την έφοδον φασίν (οτι)1 
ένα τινά τών εν τώ  ζωδιακώ κύκλω λαμπρόν 
αστέρα παρατηρήσαντες άνατέλλοντα οι πάλαι, 
εΐτα αμφορέα τετρημένον πληρώσαντες ύδατος 
ειασαν ρείν εις τι έτερον υποκείμενον άγγεΐον μέχρι 
του τον αυτόν ζαδτις}2 άνασχεΐν αστέρα, στοχασά- 
μενοί τε από του αύτοϋ σημείου επί τό αυτό ση
μείου γεγονέναι την τοΰ κύκλου περιστροφήν πάλιν

25 έλάμβανον τό δωδέκατον τοΰ ρυέντος, και εσκέ- 
πτοντο εν πόσω τούτο έρρευσε χρόνω· εν τοσούτω 
γάρ έλεγον καί τό δωδέκατον μέρος άνεληλυθέναι

1 <<m> add. cj. Bekk. * (aOns) add. Nebe.
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have been some Chaldeans who have referred each 
part of the human body to one of the Signs as “  sym
pathizing ”  therewith ; thus they call the head the 
Ram, the neck the Bull, the shoulders the Twins, 
the breast the Crab, the sides the Lion, the buttocks 
the Virgin, the flanks the Scales, the pudenda and 22 
womb the Scorpion, the thighs the Archer, the 
knees Capricorn, the shins Aquarius, the feet the 
Fishes.0 And this again is not done at random, but 
for the reason that if any one of the stars which are 
maleficent at the time of nativity is in any of these 
Signs it produces an imperfection in the part which 
bears the same name.

Let this then serve as a rather summary account 
o f the nature o f the things within the circle of the 
zodiac ; and, next, it is not out of place to explain 23 
the division of them. Being halted in their observa
tions, because the Signs were not being viewed accord
ing to their own proper determinations but by keeping 
watch on seven dispersed stars, it occurred to them 
to divide up the whole circle into twelve portions. For 24 
in indicating the method of their approach they say 
that the ancients, after observing the rising of some 
particular bright star in the circle of the zodiac, 
proceeded next to fill with water a jar which had holes 
in it and then let the water flow into another recept
acle placed underneath until the same star had arisen 
again ; and as they conjectured that the revolution 
of the circle was from the same Sign to the same Sign, 
they next took the twelfth part of the water which had 26 
flowed through and calculated how long a time it took 
in flowing ; for that, they said, was the length of 
time taken in covering the twelfth part of the circle,

• Cf. Manilius ii. 456 ff., iv. 702 ff.
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το υ  κύκλου, και τούτον εχειν το ν  λόγον το άνενεχ- 
θέν μύρος το ύ  κύκλου προς τον  δλον κύκλον, δν  
εχει το  ρυεν το ύ  ύδατος μύρος π ρος το δλον ύδω ρ.

26 ύκ τα ύτη ς τη ς  αναφοράς, φημί δε τού  δω δεκατη
μορίου, τό τελευταίου πύρας ύσημειοϋντο από  
άστύρος τίνος επιφανούς κ α τ' αυτό θεωρουμύνου  
η από τίνος τ ω ν  συνανατελλόντων βορειοτύρω ν η 
νοτιω τύρω ν. τ ό  δε αυτό εποίουν και επί τ ω ν  
άλλων δω δεκατημορίω ν.

ΆΛΑ’ η μεν έφοδος καθ' ην εις τοσα ύτα ς μοίρας  
το ν  ζωδιακόν καταδιαιροΰσι κύκλον, εστί τοιαύτη  *

27 ανάλογος δ' εοικεν είναι καί καθ' ην τον  εφ' εκ ά -
σ τη ς  γενύσεω ς ω ροσκόπον άρχικώ ς π α ρα τετη ρη - 
κύναι λύγουσιν. νύκτω ρ μ εν  γά ρ  ό ΧαλδαΓο?,
φασίν, εφ' υψηλής τίνος ακρώρειας εκαθύζετο  
αστεροσκ όπω ν, ετερος δε παρήδρευε τή  ώδινούση

28 μόχρις άπ οτύξοιτο , άποτεκούσης δε ευθύς δίσκω  
διεσήμαινε τ ώ  επί τ ή ς  ακρώ ρειας· ο δε άκούσας  
καί αυτός παρεσημειούτο τό  άνίσχον ζώ διον ώ ς  
ώ ροσκοπούν. μ εθ ' ήμύραν δε το ΐς  ώροσκοπίοις 
προσεΐχε καί τα ΐς το ύ  ήλιου κινησεσιν.

29 Ά λ λ α  τα ΰτα  μ εν  περί ζω δ ίω ν  τ ω ν  δε άστύρω ν  
ενίους μ εν  αγαθοποιούς είναι λύγουσιν ενίους δε 
κακοποιούς τινά ς δε καί κοινούς, οΐον αγαθοποιούς 
μ εν  τον  το ύ  Α ιό ς  καί το ν  τ ή ς  Α φ ρ ο δ ίτη ς , κακο
ποιούς δε τον  τ ο ύ  ’Ά ρ ε ω ς  καί Κ ρόνου, επίκοινον 
δε το ν  τ ο ύ  'Έ ρμοΰ, επείπερ μετά, μ εν αγαθοποιώ ν

30 αγαθοπ οιός μ ετά  δε κακοποιών κακοποιός, άλλοι 
δε το ύ ς  αυτούς άστύρας κατ' άλλην καί άλλην σ χ ύ -  
σιν ότε μ εν αγαθοποιούς ότε δε κακοποιούς ύπ ά ρ- 
χειν νομίζουσιν' ή γά ρ  παρά τό  ζώ διον ή  παρά  
το ύ ς  τώ ν  άλλων άστύρω ν συσχημ ατισμ ούς ούτε 6  
334
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and the part of the circle covered bears to the whole 
circle the same ratio as the part of the water which 
has flowed bears to the whole of the water. From 26 
this proportion—that of the twelfth part, I mean— 
they marked off the final limit from some one con
spicuous star observed at the time or from one of the 
more northerly or southerly stars which rise simul
taneously. And they did the same in the case of the 
other twelfth portions.

Such, then, is the method of approach which led 
them to divide the circle of the zodiac into this num
ber of portions ; and analogous to it seems to be the 27 
method by which, as they say, they originally came to 
observe the horoscope at each nativity. For by night, 
they say, the Chaldean sat on a high peak watching 
the stars, while another man sat beside the woman in 
labour till she should be delivered, and when she 28 
had been delivered he signified the fact immediately 
to the man on the peak by means o f a gong; and 
he, when he heard it, noted the rising Sign as that 
o f the horoscope. But during the day he studied the 
horologes (or sun-dials) and the motions of the sun.

So much, then, for the Signs : as to the stars,® they 29 
say that some of them are “ beneficent,”  some 
“ maleficent,”  and some “ common ” ; thus Jupiter 
and Venus are beneficent, but Mars and Saturn male
ficent, while Mercury is “  common ”  since it is 
beneficent when with beneficent stars, but maleficent 
when with maleficent. But others believe that the 30 
same stars are at one time beneficent and at another 
maleficent according to their varying positions ; for 
either by reason of the Sign, or by reason of the 
configurations of the other stars, the maleficent star

e i.e. the “ seven stars ” : see p. 325 n.
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κακοποιός άστηρ π ά ντω ς κακοποιός ia n v  ούτε
31 ο αγαθοποιός π ά ντω ς αγαθοποιός εστιν. πλήν τω ν  

67ττά ήγεΐσθαι μ εν  τον  ήλιον και τη ν  σελήνην οι- 
ονται, έλάττονα  δε το ύ τω ν  δύναμιν εχειν προς τά ς  
τ ω ν  αποτελεσμ άτω ν εκβάσεις το υ ς  λοιπούς π έν τε · 
παρ' ήν αιτίαν οι Α ιγύπ τιο ι βασιλεϊ μ εν και δεξιω  
όφθαλμω άπεικάζονσι τον  ήλιον, βασιλεία δε και 
άριστερω  όφθαλμω τη ν  σελήνην, ραβδοφόροις δε 
το ύ ς  πέντε αστέρα ς, τ ω  δε λοιπω λαω τούς άλλους

32 απλανείς, και τ ω ν  π έντε ήλίω μ εν σιιμφωνεΐν και 
συνεπικονρεΐν φασϊ Κρόνον τ ε  και Α ία και Έ ρ μ ή ν , 
ο νς και ήμερινούς καλεΐσθαι διά τό  τον ήλιον, ω  
σννεργονσι, τ ω ν  μ εθ ' ημέραν γεννώ μ ένω ν επ ι- 
κρατεΐν, { σελήνη δε "Α ρ η ν τ ε  και Ά φ ρ ο δ ίτη ν ) .1

33 το ύ ς  δε αύτούς αστέρας μ είζονα  μάλλον ισχειν 
δύναμιν ή παρά τό  εν ίδίοις οικοις νπάρχειν ή 
νφ ώ μασιν ή όρίοις, ή παρά τό  δορυφόρεΐσθαί τινας  
υπό τινω ν, ή παρά τ ό  έπιβλέπειν άλλήλους και 
συσχ η μ α τίζεσθα ι άλλήλοις, ή παρά τ ό  επί κέντροις

34 είναι, οίκος δε έστι κατ αυτούς ήλιου μ εν λέων, 
σελήνης δε καρκίνος, Κ ρόνου δε αίγόκερω ς καί 
υδροχόος, Α ιός τ ο ξό τη ς  καί ιχθύες, "Α ρ εω ς κριός 
καί σκόρπιός, * Α φ ροδίτης ταύρος καί ζυ γ ό ς , 'Ε ρ -

35 μ οΰ  δίδυμοι καί παρθένος, υψ ώ ματα  δε καλοϋσιν 
α στέρω ν, καί ταπ εινώ μ α τα  ω σ α ύ τω ς, τά  εν οΐς 
χαίρουσιν ή όλίγην δύναμιν έχουσιν· χαίρουσι μεν  
γά ρ  εν το ΐς  νφ ώ μασιν, όλίγην δε δύναμιν έχουσιν

36 εν τοΐς ταπ εινώ μασιν. οΐον ήλιου μεν ύψωμα  
κριός, καί προς ακρίβειαν ή έννεακαιδεκάτη τ ο ύ 
το υ  μοίρα, ταπ είνω μα  δε το διαμετρονν ζώ διον,

1 (aeXrfvj) . . . *ΑφροδΙτψ) add. cj. Bekk.
3 3 6

is not entirely maleficent, nor is the beneficent en
tirely beneficent. They suppose, however, that the 31 
Sun and the Moon are the principal stars of the seven, 
and that the other five have less power than these for 
the issues of the “  effects ”  ; and for this reason the 
Egyptians liken the Sun to the king and the right eye, 
and the Moon to the queen and the left eye, and the 
five stars to lictors, and the other fixed stars to the rest 
of the people. And they say that, of the five, Saturn 32 
and Jupiter and Mercury are in accord with and join 
in aiding the Sun, and that these stars are called “  di
urnal ”  because the Sun, with which they co-operate, 
governs those bom by day, (and that Mars and Venus 
aid the Moon). They say also that the same stars 33 
have increased power owing to their being in their 
proper “  houses ”  or “  elevations ”  or “  boundaries,”  
or owing to the fact that some are “  guarded ”  
by others, or because they “  look towards ”  one 
another or are in a certain “  configuration ”  one 
with another, or because they are at the “ centres.”  α 
And, according to them, the Lion is the house of 34 
the Sun, the Crab of the Moon, Capricorn and Aqua
rius of Saturn, the Archer and the Fishes of Jupiter, 
the Ram and the Scorpion o f Mars, the Bull and 
the Scales of Venus, and the Twins and the Virgin 
of Mercury.—And they term the positions in which 35 
the stars rejoice or in which they have little power 
“ elevations ” and “  depressions ”  respectively; for 
they rejoice in their “  elevations ”  but in their “  de
pressions ”  they possess little power. Thus the Ram is 36 
the “  elevation ”  o f the Sun (or, to be exact, the nine
teenth part of it), and its “  depression ”  is the Sign 
diametrically opposite ; and of the Moon, again, the 

0 See §§ 12 ff. (pp. 327 ff.).
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σελήνής δε πάλιν ύψωμα μεν ταΰρος ταπείνωμα 
8ε τό διαμετροΰν, Κρόνου ζυγός, Διός καρκίνος, 
"Αρεως αίγόκερως, ' Αφροδίτης ιχθύες, Έρμου 
παρθένος, καί ταπεινώματα τούτων, ώς εφην, τα

37 διαμετροΰντα των υψωμάτων, όρια 8ε αστέρων 
προσαγορευουσιν εν εκάστω ζωδίω εν οΐς έκαστος 
των αστέρων από ποστης μοίρας επί ποστην μοί
ραν πλεΐστον δυναται· περί ών ούχ ή τυχοΰσα 
παρ' αντοΐς εστί καί κατά τούς πίνακας διαφωνία.

38 δορνφορεΐσθαι δε αστέρας λεγουσιν, όταν μέσοι 
ώσιν άλλων αστέρων εν συνεχεία ζωδίων' οΐον εάν 
τού αύτοΰ ζωδίου ος μεν τις άστηρ τάς πρώτας 
όπεχτ) μοίρας ος Se τάς τελευταίας ος Se τάς εν 
μεσω, δορνφορεΐσθαι λεγεται 6 εν μεσω υπό των

39 τάς επ' άκροις επεχόντων μοίρας, επιβλεπειν δε 
λέγονται άλληλους καί συμφωνεΐν άλληλοις ώς οι 
κατά τρίγωνον η τετράγωνον φαινόμενοι. κατα 
τρίγωνον μεν ούν σχηματίζονται καί επιθεωροϋσιν 
άλληλους άστερες οι [em] τριών ζωδίων εχοντες 
τό μεταξύ διάστημα, κατά τετράγωνον δε οι δυοΐν.

40 καί δοκεΐ κατά μεν τρίγωνον άγαθοποιω κακο
ποιός σνσχηματιζόμενος ευεργετικός είναι καί πολύ 
μάλλον αγαθοποιός, άγαθοποιω δε ήπιος αυτό μό
νον, καί κακοποιός κακοποιώ, κατά δε τετράγωνον 
άνάπαλιν. επίκεντροι Se λέγονται οι επί τίνος τών 
κέντρων θεωρούμενοι, ήτοι επί τοΰ ωροσκόπου η 
τοΰ μεσουρανήματος η δυσεως η άντιμεσουρανη- 
ματος.
3 3 8
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“  elevation ” is the Bull and the “  depression ”  the 
Sign diametrically opposite ; and the elevation of 
Saturn is the Scales, of Jupiter the Crab, of Mars 
Capricorn, of Venus the Fishes, of Mercury the Virgin. 
And the depressions of these, as I said, are the Signs 
diametrically opposite the elevations. And the 37 
“ boundaries ”  of the stars, as they call them, in each 
Sign are those within which, from a certain portion 
to a certain portion, they possess most power ; and 
about these there is no little disagreement amongst 
them and in their tablets too. And they say that the 38 
stars are “  guarded ”  when they are in the middle of 
other stars and in continuity with the Signs ; thus if 
in the same Sign one star occupies the first portions 
and another the last and another the midmost, then 
the star in the middle is said to be “  guarded ”  by 
those occupying the extreme portions. And they 39 
are said to “  look towards ”  one another and to 
“ agree with ”  one another, as in the case of those 
which appear in a triangular or quadrangular figure. 
Now the stars which occupy the middle interval of 
three Signs form a triangular figure and look towards 
one another, and those between two Signs form a 
quadrangular figure. And it is thought that when 40 
a maleficent star is in opposition to a beneficent in 
a triangular figure it is “  well-disposed ” and much 
more beneficent, and that a kindly in opposition 
to a beneficent is just “  kindly,”  and so with a 
maleficent in opposition to a maleficent; but the 
reverse is the case when the figure is quadrangular. 
And they are called “  epicentric ”  when they are ob
served at one of the “  centres,”  either at the “  horo
scope,”  or at the “  mid-heaven,”  or at the “  setting,”  
or at the “  anti-mid-heaven.”

389



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

41 Ά λλα  γάρ τούτων ούτως ημΐν ώς εν τύπω καί 
όλοσχερώς εκκειμενων προληπτεον ώς άπ αυτών 
ορμηθεντες οι Χαλδαιοι τάς προαγορεύσεις ποιούν
ται των αποτελεσμάτων. Βιαφορά δε εστιν αυ
τών, επεί τά μεν άπλούστερα καθειστήκει τά  δε 
ακριβέστερα, και άπλούστερα μεν τά κατά ζώΒιον 
η άπλην άστερος Βύναμιν γινόμενα, οΐον ότι οΒε 6 
άστηρ εν τώΒε τώ ζωΒίω γενόμενος τοιουτους

42 ποιεί, ακριβέστερα δε τά κατά συνΒρομην και ώς 
αυτοί λεγουσι τά  κατά συγκρασιν πλειόνων, οΐον 
“  εάν όΒε μεν ώροσκοπη οΒε 8ε μέσουpavfj δΒε 
δε άντιμεσουρανη οί δε άλλοι ούτως εχωσι, συμ- 
βήσεται τάΒε.”

43 Ό  μεν οΰν χαρακτηρ της Χ αλΒαϊκης μεθόΒου 
τοιοΰτος εοικεν είναι' ράΒιον δ* εστι λοιπόν επί 
παραΒοθεντι τουτω συμπεριφερεσθαι ταΐς κομιζο- 
μεναις άντιρρησεσιν. καί 8η ενιοι μεν άγροικό- 
τερον πειρώνται ΒιΒάσκειν ώς ου πάντως συμ-

44 πάσχει τοΐς ούρανίοις τά επίγεια■ ούΒε γάρ ούτως 
ηνωται το περιεχον ώς τό ανθρώπινον σώμα, ΐνα 
ον τρόπον τη κεφαλή τά υποκείμενα μέρη συμ
πάσχει καί τοΐς ύποκειμενοις η κεφαλή, ουτω καί 
τοΐς επουρανίοις τά επίγεια, αλλά τις εστι τούτων 
Βιαφορά καί άσυμπάθεια ώς αν μη μίαν καί την

45 αυτήν εχόντων ενωσιν. άλλοι 8ε καί τον περί 
ειμαρμένης κινοΰσι λόγον' εί γάρ μη πάντα γίνεται 
κατά ειμαρμένην, ούκ εστι ΧαλΒαϊκη η τούτο 
άξιοΰσα [κατά ειμαρμένην είναι], ούκ ολίγοι 8ε

46 ησαν οί κάκεΐνο συνερωτώντες. επεί των γινο- 
340
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But now that these matters have thus been e x -41 
pounded by us in outline and summarily, it must first 
be grasped that the Chaldeans start from them in 
making their forecasts of the “ effects.”  And in 
these there is a difference, since some are more 
simple, others more exact; more simple are those 
which occur by reason of the Sign or the simple power 
of a star,—as, for instance, that “  this particular star 
when it is in this particular Sign produces men of such 
and such a kind ” ; and more exact are those which 42 
occur through concurrence and, as they say, through 
the blending of several factors,—as, for instance, “  if 
this star is in the horoscope, and that in mid-heaven, 
and that other in anti-mid-heaven, and the rest are 
in certain other positions, then the effects will be as 
follows.”

Such then, it seems, is the main outline of the 43 
Chaldean doctrine ; and now that this has been 
expounded it is easy to follow intelligently the 
counter-arguments which are brought forward. Some 
people, indeed, try to argue quite bluntly that 
terrestrial things do not “ sympathize ”  altogether 
with things celestial; for the surrounding vault is 44 
not unified in the same way as the human body, so 
that things on earth should “  sympathize ”  with 
things in the heavens in the same way as the lower 
parts of the body sympathize with the head, and the 
head with the lower parts, but in respect of the 
former there exists a difference and want o f sym
pathy, as they have not one and the same unification.
— And others raise the argument concerning destiny; 45 
for unless all things happen according to destiny, 
astrology, which maintains this, does not exist.—And 
there have been not a few who propound the following
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μενών τα μεν κατ ανάγκην γίνεται τα 8ε κατά 
τύχην τα 8ε παρ’ ημάς, πάντως οι Χαλδαΐοι, εί 
δυνατής εφίενται προρρησεως, ήτοι εν τοΐς κατ' 
ανάγκην ποιήσονται τάς ττροαγορεύσεις η εν τοΐς

47 κατά τύχην εκβαίνουσιν η εν τοΐς παρ' ημάς, και 
εί μεν εν τοΐς κατ’ ανάγκην, ανωφελείς είσίν εν 
τω  βίω· το γάρ κατ' ανάγκην συμβαΐνον ούκ 
εστιν εκκλΐναι, άλλ' εάν τε θέλω μεν εάν τε μη 
θελωμεν, εκβηναι 8εΐ το τοιοΰτο. τότε δ ’ αν 
χρειώ8ης ετύγχανεν η πρόρρησις, εί προς την 
εκκλισιν αύτοΰ την αναφοράν ελάμβανεν. εί δ ’ εν 
τοΐς τυχηροΐς, αδύνατόν τι επαγγέλλονται· άστατα 
γάρ τά τυχηρώς γινόμενα, των 8ε άστατων και 
άλλοτε άλλως εκβαινόντων ούκ ενεστιν εστώσαν

48 ποιεΐσθαι την προαγόρευσιν. λείπεται οΰν εν τοΐς 
παρ' ημάς γιγνομενοις αυτούς ποιεΐσθαι τάς προρ
ρήσεις. ο πάλιν άμήχανον τό γάρ επ' εμοί κεί
μενον εκβηναι ή μη, και τό μη εχον άρχήθεν 
προ κατ αβ εβλη μόνην αιτίαν, ούκ αν 8ύναιτό τις 
προλεγειν. ούκ άρα δυνατής εφίενται προρρησεως 
οι Χαλδαΐοι.

49 Οι μεν οΰν πλείους διά τοιούτων τινών άκροβο- 
λισμών πειρώνται την Χαλδαϊκήν μέθοδον άναι- 
ρεΐν ημείς δε κατά τον όμόθεν1 τής επιχειρήσεως 
τρόπον τάς άρχάς και ώσπερ στοιχεία ταύτης 
κινήσαντες εξομεν {συν) αύτοΐς* καί την των 
λοιπών θεωρημάτων σύστασιν ήθετημενην.

60 'Αρχή τοίνυν καί ώσπερ θεμέλιος τής Χαλδαϊκής 
εστί τό στήσαι τον ωροσκόπον· από τούτου γάρ 
τά λοιπά των κέντρων λαμβάνεται, τά τε άποκλί-

1 όμόθεν scripsi (cf. Xen. Cyr. 8. 8. 22) :  όμοιο» Bekk. 
1 (συν) αώτοΐς scripsi: αύταΐς m ss., Bekk.: αυτής Herv.
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argument: Since some events occur by necessity, 46 
some by chance, and some by our action, if the 
Chaldeans aim at a possible prophecy, they will 
certainly make their forecasts about events which 
result either from necessity or from chance or from 
our action. But if they do so about necessary events, 47 
their forecasts are useless in practice ; for it is im
possible to avert what happens by necessity, for that 
must take effect whether we like it or dislike it. And 
the prophecy would have been useful only if it had 
had reference to the means of averting it. And if it 
is about chance events, they profess what is impos
sible ; for chance events are irregular, and of things 
which are irregular and turn out differently at 
different times it is not feasible to form a reliable 
forecast. It remains, then, to say that they make 48 
their prophecies about things which occur through 
our own action. But this again is impossible ; for 
that which depends on me as to whether it occurs or 
not, and which has no original predetermined cause, 
no one can possibly predict. Therefore the Chal
deans do not aim at a prophecy that is possible.

The majority, then, try to abolish the Astrologers’ 49 
doctrine by this sort of long range fire ; but we shall 
adopt a method of attack at close quarters, and when 
we have overthrown its principles and elements, so 
to call them, along with them we shall also find the 
structure of the rest of their theories demolished.

The principle and foundation, as it were, of astrology 50 
is the setting up of the “  horoscope ”  ; for the rest of 
the “  centres ”  are taken from this, also the decima
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ματα καί at επαναφοραί τά τε τρίγωνα και τα 
τετράγωνα και οι κατ' αυτά σχηματισμοί των 
αστέρων, από δε πάντων τούτων αί προαγορεύσεις.

61 όθεν άναιρεθεντος τοΰ ωροσκόπον κατ' ανάγκην 
ουδέ το μεσουρανούν εστιν η δΰνον η άντιμεσον- 
ρανοΰν γνώριμον τούτων δε ακατάληπτου μενών

62 συναφανίζεται πάσα ή Χαλδαϊκή μέθοδος, ότι δε 
άνεύρετον αύτοΐς εστί τό ώροσκοποΰν ζώδιον 
ποικίλως ενεστι δίδασκειν. ίνα γάρ τούτο κατα- 
ληφθή, δει πρώτον μεν την γενεσιν τοΰ πίπτοντας 
υπό την επίσκεφιν βεβαίως κατειλήφθαι, δεύτερον 
δε τό διάσημοΐνον ταυτην ωροσκόπων απλανές 
ύπάρχειν, τρίτον δέ την αναφοράν τοΰ ζωδίου προς

63 ακρίβειαν συνώφθαι. επί μεν γάρ τής άποτεξεως 
ή αναφορά τοΰ κατ' ουρανόν άνίσχοντος ζωδίου 
τετήρηται, καθάπερ διακόνω προς την τήρησιν τοΰ 
ωροσκόπου χρησαμενων των Χαλδαίων· επί δέ τή 
αναφορά ο συσχηματισμός των άλλων αστέρων, 
δπερ διάθεμα καλοΰσι, καί επί τώ διαθεματι αί

54 π ροαγο ρεύσεις, ούτε δέ την γενεσιν των υπό την 
επίσκεφιν πιπτόντων λαμβάνειν δυνατόν εστιν, ώς 
παραστήσομεν, ούτε τό ωροσκόπων απλανές καθ
έατη κεν, ούτε τό άνίσχον ζώδιον προς ακρίβειαν 
καταλαμβάνεται, τοίνυν ασύστατός εστιν ή των

55 Χαλδαίων μέθοδος, λέγω μεν δέ περί τοΰ πρώτου 
πρώτον.

Ύήν δη γενεσιν τών υπό την επίσκεφιν πεσου- 
μενων άρχαϊκώτερον ήτοι από τής τοΰ σπέρματος 
καταβολής καί συλλήφεως λαμβάνουσιν ή από τής 
εκτεξεως. άλλ' από μέν τής τοΰ σπέρματος κατα
βολής καί συλλήφεως ούκ άν εϊποιεν· ακατάληπτος

344
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tions and the ascensions, and the triangular and 
quadrangular figures, and the resultant configurations 
of the stars, and the prognostications derived from all 
these. Hence, if the “ horoscope ” is abolished, in- 51 
evitably the “  mid-heaven ” is not known either, nor 
the “  setting,”  nor the “  anti-mid-heaven ” ; and these 
being non-apprehensible, therewith the whole astro
logical doctrine disappears. That the Sign of the horo- 52 
scope is indiscoverable by them one may show in many 
ways. For in order that it may be apprehended, in 
the first place the time of birth of the subject of 
investigation must be firmly apprehended, and 
secondly the “  horologe ”  which signifies this must be 
unerring, and thirdly the “  ascension ”  a of the Sign 
must have been observed accurately. For at the 53 
time of birth the ascension of the Sign which is rising 
in the heavens is observed, the Chaldeans using it as 
a minister for the observation of the horoscope ; and 
after the ascension, the configuration of the rest of 
the stars, which they call the “ disposition ”  ; and 
after the disposition, the predictions. But, as we 54 
shall establish, it is not possible to perceive the time 
of birth of the subjects of the investigation, nor is 
the horologe unerring, nor is the rising Sign appre
hended accurately. The doctrine, then, of the Chal
deans is without substance. Let us deal with the 55 
first point first.

They take the time of birth of those who are to be 
the subjects of the investigation, in a rather primitive 
way, either from that of the depositing of the seed 
and conception, or from that of the parturition. But 
they will not say that it is from the depositing of the 
seed and conception, for the exact time of this is not

0 Cf. §§ 14 ff., 73 ff.
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δβ γάρ εστιν 6 ακριβής ταύτης χρόνος, και εικότως’ 
ον γάρ εχομεν λεγειν είτε άμα τη θεσει τον σπέρ
ματος γεγονεν η σύλληψις είτε και μη. Βνναται 
μεν γάρ και άμα νόηματι τούτο σνμβαίνειν, ώσπερ 
και το προσαχθέν τοΐς διαπύροις των κλιβάνων

57 στεαρ (τοντο γάρ ευθύς κολλαται), δύναται δε και 
μετά χρόνον, επείπερ και τά είς την γην καταβαλ
λόμενα των σπερμάτων ούκ ευθύς ριζοβολοΰντα 
συμπλέκεται ταΐς νποκειμεναις βώλοις. και δια
στήματος δε οντος από τον στόματος τής μήτρας 
μέχρι του πυθμένος, ένθα και τάς συλλήψεις λεγον- 
σι γίνεσθαι Ιατρών παΐδες, πάντως εν χρόνω τινί το  
διάστημα τούτο ποιεΐν πεφνκεν ή καταβαλλόμενη

58 τού σπέρματος φύσις. οι δε τούτου άγνοοΰντες την 
ποσότητα τού χρόνον κατά τό ακριβές ΧαλδαΓοι 
την σύλληψιν ούδεποτε καταλήφονται. τού (yapY 
σπέρματος ότε μεν εύθνβολουμενού και αύτοΐς 
προσπίπτοντος ύφ' εν τοΐς εύφυώς εχουσι προς 
σνλληφιν τής μήτρας τόποις, ότε δε πολνσπό- 
ρως εμπίπτοντος, ύπ* αύτής δε τής εν τη μήτρα 
δυνάμεως εις ενα τόπον συνάγεσθαι δυναμενού, 
των αγνώστων τό πότε γίγνεται τό πρώτον και 
πότε τό δεύτερον, πόσος τε 6 εις εκείνην την 
σνλληφιν αναλισκόμενος χρόνος και πόσος ό είς

69 ταύτην. αγνοούμενων δε τούτων οίχεται και ή 
προς ακρίβειαν τής συλλήφεως κατάληφις. είπερ 
τε, ώς τινες τών φυσικών είρήκασιν, εφόμενον 
πρώτον και προμεταβάλλον εν μήτρα τό σπέρμα 
τότε προσέρχεται τοΐς άναστομωθεΐσιν αύτής άγ- 
γείοις, αύτόθεν ούκ είδότες την ποσότητα τού τής 
μεταβολής χρόνου ούκ εΐσονται ούδε τον τής σνλ-

60 λήφεως καιρόν, καί μην ώσπερ κατά τά λοιπά 
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determinable. And naturally so ; for we have no 56 
means of saying whether the conception takes place 
at the same time as the depositing of the seed or not. 
For this can occur quick as thought—like the dough 
that is put in very hot ovens, for this coalesces at 
once,—but it can also occur after an interval, seeing 57 
that the seeds deposited in the earth do not at once 
strike root and become entangled with the under
lying soil. And as there is some distance between 
the mouth of the womb and its base (where, as the 
medical fraternity say, conceptions take place), the 
substance of the seed deposited will certainly occupy 
some time in covering this distance. And as they 58 
are ignorant o f the length of this time the Chaldeans 
will never apprehend precisely the moment of con
ception. For since at one time the seed is shot 
straight and falls all together on the very parts o f 
the womb which are naturally suited for conception, 
while at another time it is dispersed in its fall, yet 
can be collected into a single place by the womb’s own 
power, there is no knowing when the first process 
takes place and when the second, or how much time 
is spent over the former conception or how much over 
the latter. And when these things are unknown, 59 
accurate apprehension of the conception vanishes.
— Also if, as some of the physiologists affirm, the 
seed is first cooked and altered beforehand in the 
womb, and then enters those vessels of it which are 
gaping to receive it, as they do not know the amount 
of time consumed in the process of alteration, neither, 
o f course, will they know the moment of conception.
— Moreover, as women differ from one another in 60 1

1 (yap) add. Herv.
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μέρη τού σώματος iv ταΐς των μερών ενεργεί·αις 
διαφέρουσιν άλλήλων at γυναίκες, ούτως εικος αν- 
τάς καϊ κατά την της μήτρας ενέργειαν διαφέρειν, 
τάς μεν θάττον συλλαμβανούσας τάς δε βράδιον. 
και ον παράδοξον, δτε καί έανταΐς συγκρινόμεναι 
νυνί μεν εύσύλληπτοι θεωρούνται νυνί δε ούδαμώς.

61 τούτου δε ούτως έχοντος των αδυνατών εστι 
λέγειν προς ακρίβειαν το πότε συνέσχηται το 
καταβληθέν σπέρμα, ΐνα καί από τούτου τού 
χρόνου στησωσιν οι Χαλδαΐοι τον της γενεσεως

62 ωροσκόπον, καί μην ουδέ ένεστι λέγειν ώς διά 
σημείων τινών καταλαμβάνεσθαι πέφυκεν ο της 
συλληφεως χρόνος, καθάπερ εκ τού κατεξηράνθαι 
μέν μετά την μΐξιν τούς γυναικείους κόλπους, 
μεμυκέναι δέ, εί οϋτω τύχοι, τό της μήτρας στό- 
μιον, επεσχήσθαι δέ την έμμηνον κάθαρσιν, κισσαν

63 δε επιγίγνεσθαι. πρώτον μέν γάρ καί ταϋτα κοι
νοποιείται τά σημεία προς τάς μη συνειληφυίας· 
εΐτα καί εί μη κοινοποιοΐτο, γενομένην ήδη κατά 
πλάτος πλειόνων ημερών διελθουσών σύλληφιν 
δηλοΐ, καί ου προς ακρίβειαν καί ύπόγυιον καί εν

64 ώριαίοις κειμένην διαστήμασιν. χρείαν δ’ εχουσιν 
οι Χαλδα?οι προς διάγνωσιν τών διαφερόντων βίων 
ου τού ολοσχερούς καί εν πλάτει χρόνου τής συλ- 
λήφεως, τού δέ προς ακρίβειαν.

Άλλα γάρ εκ τούτων πρόδηλον οτι ούχ οΐόν τε 
εστιν από συλληφεως τον ωροσκόπον έστάναι.

65 καί μην ούδ* εξ άποτέξεως.1 πρώτον μέν γάρ 
άπορόν εστι τό πότε ρητέον άπότεξιν είναι, άρά 
γε όπόταν άρχηται προκύπτειν εις τον φυχρόν αέρα 
τό άποτικτόμενον, ή όταν ολίγον έξίσχη, ή όταν

1 ονδ ' ά π στίξεω ς  Nebe: ο ν δ ( από τ4ξεω ς mss., Bekk*
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all the other parts of the body in respect of the 
activities o f those parts, so it is likely that they 
differ in respect of the activity o f the womb, some 
conceiving more quickly, others more slowly. Nor is 
this hard to believe, when, compared with them
selves, women are seen to conceive easily at one time 
and by no means easily at another. And this being 61 
so, it is impossible to state precisely when the de
posited seed is conceived, so that (by calculating) 
from this time the Chaldeans might set up the 
horoscope of the nativity.—Nor yet can one say that 62 
the time of conception may naturally be apprehended 
by means of certain signs,—for example, from the 
drying up of the uterine folds after the inter
course, and, if it should so happen, the closing of the 
mouth of the womb, and the cessation of the menses, 
and the occurrence of longings peculiar to pregnancy. 
For, in the first place, these signs are shared by 63 
those who have not conceived; and, secondly, even if 
not thus shared, they indicate that conception has 
taken place when already, roughly speaking, several 
days have elapsed, and the time of it is not fixed 
precisely and closely and within the space of hours. 
But for their diagnosis of the different lives what the 64 
Chaldeans need is not a rough and loose estimate of 
the time of conception, but an exact one.

Well then, from this it is quite plain that it is not 
possible for a horoscope to be set up from the time 
of conception. Nor yet from that of birth. For, 65 
firstly, the moment when birth should be said to take 
place is a matter of doubt,—is it when the child 
begins to emerge into the cold air, or when it has 
emerged a little, or when it is deposited on the
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66 εις την γην κατενεχθή. εΐτα ουδέ εφ* έκαστου 
τούτων δυνατόν έστι τον ακριβή τής άποτέξεως 
χρόνον όρίζειν και γάρ διά παράστημα φυχής και 
δι έπιτηδειότητα σώματος καί προδιάθεσιν1 των 
τόπων καί δι* εμπειρίαν μαίας καί άλλας απείρους 
προφάσεις ούχ ο αυτός έστι χρόνος καθ' ον προ
κύπτει το τικτόμενον ραγέντων των υμένων η 
εκτός ολίγον γίνεται ή εις την γήν καταφέρεται,

67 άλλ* άλλος έπ* άλλων, ον πάλιν μη δυνάμενοι 
ώρισμένως καί ακριβώς σταθμήσασθαι οι Χαλ- 
δαιοι εκπεσοΰνται του δεόντως την τής άποτέξεως 
ώραν όρίζειν.

*Ότι μεν οΰν τό όσον επί τοΐς τής άποτέξεως 
χρόνοις επαγγέλλονται μεν τον ωροσκόπον γινώ- 
σκειν Χαλδαΐοι, ούκ ΐσασί δε, εκ τούτων συμ-

68 φανές· οτι δε ουδέ τό ωροσκόπων απλανές έστιν 
αύτοΐς, πάρεστι κατά τον ομοιον επιλογίζεσθαι 
τρόπον, όταν γάρ λέγωσιν οτι ο παρεδρεύων τή 
ώδινούση την άπότεξιν δίσκφ σημαίνει τώ επί τής 
ακρώρειας άστεροσκοποΰντι Χαλδαιω, κάκεΐνος εις 
ουρανόν άποβλέπων έπισημειοΰται τό άνίσχον ζώ- 
διον, τό μεν πρώτον ύποδείξομεν αύτοΐς οτι τής 
άποτέξεως αορίστου τυγχανούσης, καθώς μικρώ 
πρόσθεν παρεστήσαμεν, ουδέ τό δίσκω διασημαί-

69 νειν ταύτην εύκολον. εΐτα έστω καί καταληπτήν 
τυγχάνειν την άπότεξιν, άλλ* οϋ γε προς άκριβή 
χρόνον ταύτην παρασημειοΰσθαι δυνατόν έστιν. 
τον γάρ του δίσκου φόφον εν πλείονι χρόνω [και 
εν συχνώ],* προς αισθησιν δυναμένω* μερίζεσθαι, κι- 
νεΐσθαι συμβέβηκεν επί την άκρώρειαν. τεκμή- 
ριον δε τό επί τών εν τή ορεινή δενδροτομούντων

1 προδιάθεσιν scripsi: προς Suffleaiv m s s ., Bekk.
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ground ? Secondly, not even in each of these cases 66 
is it possible to determine the exact time of the 
birth ; for owing to the present state of the soul and 
the fitness of the body and the predisposition of the 
parts and the skill o f the midwife and countless other 
causes, the time atwhich,after the burstingof the caul, 
the child is emerging, or has emerged a little, or is 
deposited on the ground, is not the same but different 
in different cases. And as the Chaldeans are again 67 
unable to measure this time definitely and precisely 
they will fail to determine correctly the hour of 
birth.

From this it is evident that in so far as it depends on 
the times of birth, though the Chaldeans profess that 
they know the horoscope, they do not know it. And 68 
one may argue in like manner that their “ horologe ”  
is not unerring. For when they say that the man 
who is sitting beside the woman in labour signifies the 
time of birth by means o f a gong to the Chaldean 
who is on a peak watching the stars, and that he 
gazing at the heaven notes the rising Sign, we shall 
point out to them, firstly, that the time of birth being 
undetermined—as we proved a moment ago,®—it is 
not easy to signify it by means of a gong.—Next, let 69 
it be granted that the time of birth is discoverable, 
still it is not possible to transmit it by sign at the exact 
time. For the fact is that in moving up to the peak 
the sound of the gong takes a considerable amount 
o f time which perceptibly admits o f division into 
parts. And what is observed in the case of those 
who fell trees on a mountain-side is a proof of this ; 
__________________  a Cf. §§ 65 ff.___________________

* [καί b> συχνω] om . H err, (an ώ ς ev a. ?).
* ΙνναμΑνψ cj. Hackforth: hwayxvov m ss ., Bekk.
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θεωρουμενον' μετά γάρ Ικανήν ώραν τον κατενεχ- 
θήναι τον πελεκυν εξακουεται ή τής πληγής φωνή 
ώς άν εν πλείονι χρόνω φθάνουσα επί τον ακου-

70 οντα. καί διά τούτο τοίνυν ουκ εστιν ακριβώς 
τοΐς Χαλδαίοις τον χρόνον του άνίσχοντος ζωδίου 
καί κατ' ακρίβειαν ώροσκοποϋντος λαμβάνειν. και 
μην ού μόνον φθάνει πλείων διελθεΐν χρόνος μετά 
την άπότεξιν, εν φ γίνεται 6 'ήχος από του ταΐς 
τής τικτουσης ώδΐσι παρεδρευοντος ώς επί τον  
άστεροσκοποΰντα · ά λλ α  καί εν ω οΰτος άναβλεπει 
καί περισκοπών εξετάζει το εν τίνι των ζωδίων 
εστιν ή σελήνη καί των λοιπών αστέρων έκαστος, 
φθάνει άλλοΐον γενεσθαι το περί τους αστέρας 
διάθεμα, τής του κόσμου κινήσεως άλήπτω1 τάχει 
περιφερόμενης, πριν τηρητικώς παραπλάσασθαι τή  
του γεννηθεντος ώρα τα  κατ' ουρανόν βλεπομενα.

71 άλλως τε ή τοιαυτη παρατήρησις νυκτωρ ίσως 
δυναται προκόπτειν τοΐς Χαλδαίοις, ότε τά  τε εν 
τώ  ζωδιακώ βλέπεται κύκλω καί οι σχηματισμοί 
τώ ν αστέρων είσίν εμφανείς, επεί ουν τινες και 
μεθ' ημέραν γεννώνται, ότε ούδέν τών προειρη
μενών δυνατόν εστι παρασημειοΰσθαι, μόνας δε, 
εί καί άρα, τάς του ήλιου κινήσεις, ρητεον επι 
τινών μεν δυνατήν είναι τήν τώ ν Χαλδαίων μέθοδον

72 επί τινών δε αδύνατον, όρα δε μή ποτέ καί νυ
κτωρ ουκ ίσχυουσιν απλανείς διά παντός ποιεισθαΐ 
τάς τώ ν ουρανίων παρατηρήσεις' πολλάκις γάρ 
συννεφεΐς είσίν αί νύκτες καί άχλυώδεις, αγαπη
τόν δε ήν πάσης αναιρούμενης τοιαυτης προφάσεως 
το βέβαιον εύρεΐν εν τώ* μαθήματι, μήτοι γε

1 άλητττφ Nebe : άλέκτφ Bekk. (perpetua Herv.)·
2 <τουτω) τω  cj. W arm ington.
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for the sound of the blow is heard a considerable 
time after the fall of the axe, so that it takes some 
time to reach the listener. So because of this it is 70 
not possible for the Chaldeans to take the time of 
the rising Sign which is the exact horoscope with 
accuracy.— Moreover, not only does a considerable 
time elapse after the birth, during which the sound 
passes from the man seated beside the woman in 
travail to the man who is watching the stars ; but 
also, while the latter is gazing upward and looking 
round to discover in which of the Signs the Moon lies 
and each of the other stars, the “  disposition ”  of the 
stars changes, as the Universe in its motion revolves 
at an incredible speed, before he has described after 
observation the things seen in the heavens at the 
child’s natal hour.—Furthermore, the Chaldeans can, 71 
perhaps, have some success with this sort of observa
tion by night, when the objects within the circle of 
the zodiac are seen and the configurations the of 
stars are plain to view. Since, however, some are 
bom in the daytime, when none o f the objects 
mentioned above can be noted, but only, if anything, 
the motions of the sun, one must declare that the 
Chaldeans’ method is possible in some cases, impos
sible in others. But beware lest even at night some- 72 
times they are unable to make observations of 
celestial objects that are entirely correct; for the 
nights are often clouded over and misty, and one 
might be well satisfied if, with all such occasions 
eliminated, one could find in this science substantial 
truth; but when there exists some obstacle to the
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καί κωλύματος τίνος δντος προς την ακριβή των 
ουρανίων κατάληφιν.

73 Άθετήσαντες δη και το κατά τούς Χ,αλδαίους 
ωροσκόπων, συντόμως τε παραστήσαντες δτι μετά 
των της γενεσεως χρόνων άληπτόν εστιν αύτοΐς, 
επί το λειπόμενον της ύποσχεσεως μέρος χωρώμεν. 
ελείπετο δε καί περί της αναφοράς της εν τώ ζω- 
διακώ κύκλω διελθεΐν, άποστάντας των έμπροσθεν

74 εκκειμενων ήμΐν ελεγχων. φαμεν τοίνυν δτι δυσ- 
Βιόριστοί είσιν απ' αλλήλων, μάλλον δε άδυνάτως 
εχουσι κατά το ακριβές δρισθήναι αι των ζωδίων 
μοιραι, άλλ* εΐκός εστιν ήδη άνεσχηκός ζώδιον 
δοκεΐν μηπω άνατεταλκεναι, καί άνάπαλιν μήπω

75 άνατεταλκδς δοκεΐν ήδη άνεσχηκεναι. ουδέ γάρ ή 
προειρημένη των υδριών έφοδος δύναταί τι τοΐς 
Χαλδαίοις παρεπικουρεΐν, επείπερ καί παρά το 
ρεον ύδωρ καί παρά την τοΰ άερος κράσιν ανώμαλα 
τά τής ρύσεως καί των άντιπαρηκόντων τή ρύσει 
χρόνων, την μεν γάρ του υδατος φοράν είκός 
εστιν άνόμοιον γίνεσθαι κατ άρχάς, δτε καθαρόν 
εστι τό ρεον, καί εξ ύστερου, δτε ίλυώδες καί

76 δυσρευστότερου * την δε του άερος κράσιν πιθανόν 
άχλυώδους μεν καί παχύτερου δντος άντιπίπτειν 
τή εκ ρύσει, τρόπον τινά εμφράττουσ αν αυτήν, 
διαυγούς δε καί λεπτόμορους καθεστώτος συνεργεΐν

77 μάλλον, καί αυτός δε 6 άμφορεύς ούχ ωσαύτως 
ρυήσεται πλήρης καθεστώς, ωσαύτως δε ήμίκενος 
ή προς τώ κενοΰσθαι τυγχάνων, άλλ’ ότε μεν όξύ- 
τερον ότε δε βραδύτερου ότε δε μεσως, της ού- 
ρανίου φοράς ισοταχώς διά παντός ελαυνομενης.

78 τδ δε πάντων κυριώτατον, έκαστον τών ζωδίων ου
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accurate perception of celestial objects, it is far 
otherwise.

And now that we have demolished the “  horologe ”  73 
o f the Chaldeans and have shown concisely that it, 
together with the times of nativity, is beyond their 
grasp, let us proceed to the remaining part of our 
undertaking. What remains was to discuss the rising 
in the circle of the Zodiac without touching on the 
criticisms we have stated above. We assert, then, 74 
that the portions o f the Signs are hard to mark off 
from one another, or rather cannot possibly be defined 
with accuracy ; indeed it is likely that a Sign which 
has already ascended should appear not to have risen 
as yet, and conversely that a Sign which has not yet 
risen should appear to have already ascended. For 75 
the scheme of the waterpots, mentioned above,® is of 
no avail to rescue the Chaldeans, since owing to the 
flow of the water, and owing to the mixture of the 
air, the flow itself and the times parallel to the flow 
do not correspond. For as regards the motion of the 
water, it is likely that it is not the same at the begin
ning, when the flowing water is clear, and later on, 
when it is turbid and flows less easily ; and as to the 76 
mixture of the air, it probably opposes the outflow, 
acting as a kind of block, when it is misty and rather 
dense, and gives it more aid when it is pellucid and 
of fine texture. The jar itself, too, will not leak ηη 
equally when it is full and when it is half-empty 
or nearly emptied, but more rapidly at one time 
and more slowly at another, and at yet another 
time at a medium pace, whereas the celestial motion 
continues constantly at an even speed. And most 
important of all, each of the Signs is not a continu-

• Cf. § 24.
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συνεχές εστι σώμα, ουδ ’ ώσπερ ήρμολογημένον 
τώ  προ εαυτοΰ καί μεθ' αύτό σννήπται μηδεμιάς 
μεταξύ πιπτούσης διαστάσεως, άλλ’ εκ διεσπαρ
μένων αστέρων σννέστηκε καί μεταξύτητάς τινας 
έχόντων καί διαλείμματα, τούτο μέν κατά την

79 μεσότητα τοΰτο  δε προς τοΐς πέρασιν. δθεν πάν
τω ς, άριθμητοΐς μορίοις τω ν εν τω  κύκλω ζωδίων 
περιγραφομένων, πλάνην άναγκάΐόν εστι γίγνε
σθαι τοΐς από της γης παρατηροΰσι, λανθάνοντος 
αυτούς τοΰ προσπίπτοντος διαλείμματος, είτε του  
προηγουμένου ζωδίου πέρας έστίν είτε τοΰ έττ-

80 ανιόντος αρχή, οι δε λόφοι άφ* ών αί άστεροσκο- 
πίαι γίνονται, ονχ οι αυτοί πάντοτε διαμένουσιν, 
άλλα κατά μοίραν έτεροιουμένου καί μεταβάλ- 
λοντος τοΰ κόσμου ήτοι κατακλυσμοΐς εξ όμβρων 
ή σεισμοΐς γης ή άλλοις τισί τοιούτοις παθήμασιν 
ενοχλούνται, ώστε καί παρά την τούτων εξαλλαγήν 
μη τάς αυτάς γίνεσθαι των αστέρων παρατηρήσεις, 
άλλ* έτέραν μεν {το ΐς }1 άφ* υφους συμβαίνειν παρα- 
τήρησιν διαφέρουσαν δε τοΐς άπό χθαμαλού βλέ- 
πουσι, καί τό έκείνοις όφθέν μη πάντως καί τοΐς

81 άλλοις τεθεωρήσθαι. συμπαραλάβοι δ ’ αν τις ενταΰ- 
θα καί την τω ν αισθήσεων παραλλαγήν άλλοι γάρ 
άλλων είσίν όξυωπέστεροι, καί ον τρόπον τό μηδέ- 
πω βλεπόμενον ήμΐν διά πόσην άπόστασιν, τοΰτο  
ώς μέγιστον κατειλήφασιν άετοί τε καί ίέρακες 
δι* υπερβολήν όξυωπίας, οϋτω τό άνίσχον ήδη καί 
ώροσκοποΰν ζώδιον εκ μακροΰ διαστήματος τω  
μή όξυωποΰντι Χαλδαιω πιθανόν εστιν ώς μηδέπω 
άνατεταλκός δοξάζεσθαι, καί κατά σύγκρισιν άμ-

82 βλυωποϋντι. προσθετέον δε τούτοις ώς εναργέ- 
στατον τής Χαλδαϊκής έλεγχον καί τήν περί τω  
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ous body, nor is it connected, as though by joints, 
with the one which precedes it and the one which 
follows it, with no space intervening, but it is com
posed of scattered stars which have certain inter
spaces and intervals, this one at the centre and that 
one at the limits. Hence, as the Signs in the circle 79 
are circumscribed by numerable portions, it is cer
tainly necessary that those who are observing from 
the earth should fall into error, since they cannot 
tell whether the interval under observation is the 
limit of the preceding Sign or the commencement of 
that which comes next. And the peaks upon which 80 
the watchings of the stars take place do not remain 
always the same, but, as the Universe alters and 
changes as fate decrees, either by floods caused by 
rain, or by earthquakes, or by some other accidents of a 
similar kind, they are disturbed, so that owing to their 
alteration the observations of the stars do not remain 
the same, but the observation taken by those on the 
height is of one kind and that taken by those who are 
gazing from the plain is of a different kind, and what is 
seen by the former is not in all cases visible to the 
others. And here one may also take account of the 81 
differences in the senses ; for some are more keen of 
sight than others, and just as an object which is not as 
yet seen by us owing to its great distance is perceived 
as a very large object by eagles and hawks owing to 
their excessively keen sight, so it is probable that the 
Sign which has already ascended and is the horoscope 
should appear as not yet risen to the Chaldean, who 
is not keen of sight but by comparison short-sighted, 
because of its vast distance. And to these we must 82 
add, as the clearest disproof of astrology, the differ-

1 ( tols)  addidi.
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όρίζοντι του άερος διαφοράν· εΐκός γάρ ότι παχυ- 
μερεστάτου1 αυτόν καθεστώτος κατα άνάκλασιν 
της όφεως το υπό γην ετι καθεστώς ζώδιον δοκεΐν 
ήδη υπέρ γης τυγχάνειν, όποιον τι καί επί τής εφ* 
υδατος αντανακλώμενης ηλιακής άκτΐνος γίνεται· 
μη βλεποντες γάρ τον ήλιον αυτόν (ταυτήν)* πολ-

83 λάκις ώς ήλιον δοξάζομεν. τό δε πάντων συνεκ- 
τικώτατον, εΐ μεν πάσι τοΐς κατά την οικουμένην 
τά ουράνια παρατηροΰσιν έκαστον του ζωδιακού 
δωδεκατημόριον ισοχρόνως εφαίνετο καί κατά την 
αυτήν ευθείαν εθεωρεΐτο, τάχ ίσως αν εδυναντο 
Χαλδαίων παΐδες παγίως λαβεΐν τό περί τον όρί-

84 ζοντα άνίσχον ζώδιον. νυνί δέ επεί ου παρά πάσιν 
ισοχρόνως αναφαίνεται αλλά τοΐς μεν θάττον τοΐς 
δε βράδιον καί τισί μεν πλάγιον τισί δε ορθόν, 
επακολουθεί το μη πάσι τό αυτό δοκεΐν ώροσκο- 
πεΐν ζώδιον, άλλα το τουτοις ήδη δοκοϋν άνατε- 
ταλκεναι, τουτ* άλλοις ακμήν υπόγειον ύπάρχειν, 
καί τό ετεροις φαινόμενον εν άποκλίματι του ώρο- 
σκοποϋντος ζωδίου, τούτο ετεροις θεωρεΐσθαι

86 ώροσκοποΰν. καί ότι ταΰθ* ούτως εχει, πρόδηλον 
εκ του καί τούς απλανείς αστέρας, καθάπερ άρ- 
κτοΰρον καί κννα, μη κατά τον αυτόν χρόνον τοΐς 
εν παντί κλίματι κατοικοΰσι φαίνεσθαι άλλ* άλλοι? 
κατ’ άλλον.

"0 τι μεν οόν ούκ ενδεχεται κατ* ακρίβειαν τό 
ώροσκοποΰν ζώδιον λαβεΐν, διά δε τούτο ουδέ των 
άλλων τι κέντρων, άφ* ών αι προαγορεύσεις γίνον-

86 ται τοΐς Χαλδαίοις, αύτάρκως παρεστήσαμεν. εκ
1 σ η  τταχυμερεστάτου scripsi: σ η  παχυμερουs M SS., Bekk. 

(ενίοτε π . cj. Bekk.).
* (τούτην) add. cj. Bekk.
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ence of the air at the horizon, for as it is o f the 
greatest possible density, it is likely that, owing to 
the reflexion of the visual stream, the Sign which is 
still below the earth will appear to be already above 
the earth,—the sort of phenomenon which also occurs 
in the case of the solar ray which is reflected on 
water; for, though we do not behold the sun itself, we 
often imagine it to be the sun.—But the most con- 83 
elusive argument of all is this: If each twelfth portion 
o f the zodiac appeared at the same time to all those in 
the world who are observing the celestial objects, and 
was seen in the same straight line, then perhaps the 
Chadean fraternity might have been able to perceive 
with certainty the Sign ascending at the horizon. 
But as it is, since it does not appear to all at the same 84 
time, but more quickly to some and more slowly to 
others, and to some obliquely but vertically to others, 
it follows that the same Sign does not seem to all to 
form the horoscope, but that which to one party 
seems to have risen already appears to others to be 
quite beneath the earth, and that which to some 
appears in the declinationα of the Sign of the horo
scope is by others viewed as the Sign of the horoscope. 
And that this is the case is quite evident from the fact 85 
that the fixed stars, such as Arcturus and Canis, 
do not appear to the dwellers in every region at 
the same time, but at different times to different 
people.

So now we have established by proofs sufficient in 
themselves that it is not possible to determine accu
rately the Sign of the horoscope, nor, consequently, 
any one of the other “  centres ”  from which the 
Chaldeans derive their predictions. But over and 86

• Cf. §8 U, 18.
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περιουσίας 8e λεκτεον on  καν καταληπτός fj ό 
ακριβής της τούτων επαναφοράς χρόνος, εκείνο 
μεν συμφανες ότι ούθεις τω ν παραγινομενων προς 
τούς Χαλδαί',ους ιδιωτών τετηρηκώς εφ* εαυτόν 
τον ακριβή χρόνον παραγίνεται· πολλής γάρ ήν 
τεχνιτείας το πράγμα, ώς πρότερον εδείκνυμεν, και

87 πλέον ή κατ’ ιδιώτην ύπεφαινεν. επει ονν δ 
Χαλδαΐος ούκ ετήρησε τον ακριβή τής γενεσεως 
χρόνον επί τοΰδε του ιδιώτου αλλά παρ' αυτόν 
τοΰτον ακούει, ούτοσί δε 6 ιδιώτης τα  μεν δι 
απειρίαν τα δε και διά τδ μη πάνν τι εσπονδακεναι 
περί το πράγμα πάλιν ονκ οΐδε τον ακριβή χρόνον, 
καταλείπεται άρα πρόρρησιν μεν μηδ’ ήντινοΰν 
βεβαίαν, πλάνην δε και φενακισμόν από Χαλδαϊκής 
τοΐς άνθρώποις περιγίνεσθαι.

88 Ει δε άναστρεφαντες λεγοιεν μή τον ακριβή χρό
νον λαμβάνεσθαι αλλά τον ολοσχερή και εν πλά- 
τει, απ' αυτών σχεδόν ελεγχθήσονται τών απο
τελεσμάτων' οι γάρ εν τώ  αντώ καθ’ όλοσχερειαν 
χρόνω γεννηθεντες ού τον αυτόν εζησαν βίον, άλλ’ 
οι μεν λόγον χάριν εβασίλευσαν οι δε εν πεδαις

89 κατεγήρασαν. ούθεις γοϋν ’Αλεξάνδρα) τώ  Μα- 
κεδόνι γεγονεν ίσος, πολλών κατά την οικουμένην 
σνναποτεχθεντων αντώ, ουδέ ΐΐλάτωνι τώ  φιλο
σοφώ. ώστε εί τον εν πλάτει τής γενεσεως χρόνον 
6 Χαλδαΐος επισκέπτεται, ον δυνήσεται1 παγίως 
λεγειν ότι 6 κατά τοΰτον τον2 χρόνον γεννηθείς ευ
τυχήσει, πολλοί γάρ κατά τον αυτόν χρόνον τούτω  
γεννηθεντες εδυστύχησαν, καί άνάπαλιν ότι όδε τις 
απορήσει' ούκ ολίγοι γάρ τών  τδ αυτό διάθεμα

1 δυνήσεται. Nebe : δυνηθήσεται m s s . ,  Bekk.
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above the foregoing we should add the argument that 
even if the exact time of the ascent of these Signs is 
apprehensible, yet it is plain that none of the ordinary 
persons who apply to the Chaldeans has observed 
for himself the exact time before applying ; for the 
task calls for much expertness, as we have shown 
above,0 and seems beyond the capacity of the 
ordinary man. Since, then, the Chaldean did not 87 
observe the exact time of the birth in the case of 
a particular ordinary person, but hears it from the 
person himself, and this ordinary person again, partly 
through want of skill and partly through not taking 
very much trouble about the matter, does not know 
the exact time, the result is that men gain from 
astrology no valid prediction whatsoever but error 
and deception.

And if they turn round and say that the time is 88 
determined not exactly but roughly and approxi
mately, the results themselves will be enough to 
refute them ; for those who were born at what is 
roughly the same time have not lived the same life,but 
some, for example, have been kings while others have 
grown old in chains. Thus, though many through- 89 
out the world were bom at the same time as he, 
none was equal to Alexander of Macedon, nor to the 
philosopher Plato. So that if the Chaldean considers 
what is roughly the time of birth, he will not be able 
to state definitely that he who was born at this 
time will have good fortune, for many who were born 
at the same time as he have had ill fortune ; or con
versely, that this particular man will be ill o ff ; for 
not a few of those who shared in the same “ disposi- 

• Cf. §§ 27 if.
* τοΰτον  τό ν  scripsi: τον αυτόν  m ss., Bekk.
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90 εσχηκότων εύπορώτατοι κατεγήρασαν. καί μην 
ουδέ μ€τρίως ελεγχειν φαίνεται τους Χαλδαίους 
καί ό άναστρεφων προς την είρημενην επιχείρησιν 
λόγος, εί γάρ οί το αυτό διάθεμα της γενόσεως 
εχοντες τοΐς αντοΐς άποτελεσμασιν εν τώ βίω 
περιπίπτουσι, πάντως καί οί διαφόρους εχοντες 
γενεσεις διάφοροι γίνονται, δπερ εστί φεΰδος·

91 όρω μεν γάρ πολλούς κατά τε ηλικίας διαφεροντας 
καί κατά μορφάς σωμάτων καί κατά άλλας παμ
πληθείς ιδιότητας παθών τώ  όμοίω τελεί περι- 
πεπτωκότας καί ήτοι εν πολεμώ άπολομενους η 
εν συμπτώσεσιν οικιών άποληφθόντας η ναυαγιαις 
καταποντισθόντας · οΐς, εΐπερ εζων, πώς αν ό 
Χαλδαΐος προειρηκει την εσομόνην τοΰ βίου κατα-

92 στροφήν, άξιον διαπορεΐν. εί γάρ 6 μεν εν τη  
άκίδι τοΰ τοξότου γεννηθείς κατά τον μαθηματικόν 
σφαγησεται λόγον, πώς αί τοσαΰται μυριάδες τών 
βαρβάρων άνταγωνιζόμεναι προς τούς ’'Ελληνας εν 
Μαραθώνι ύφ* εν κατεσφάγησαν; ου γάρ δη γε 
επί πάντων ό αυτός ήν ωροσκόπος, καί πάλιν εί 
ό εν τη κάλπιδι τοΰ υδροχόου γεννηθείς ναυαγήσει, 
πώς οί από Τροία? άνακομιζόμενοι τών Ελλήνων 
περί τά κοίλα τής Εύβοια? συγκατεποντίσθησαν; 1

93 άμήχανον γάρ πάντας μακρώ διαφεροντας άλλήλων 
εν τη κάλπιδι τοΰ υδροχόου γεγεννησθαι. καί μην 
ουδέ ενεστι λόγειν ότι δι ενα πολλάκις, ω εΐμαρται 
κατά πέλαγος φθαρήναι, πάντες οί εν τη νηί συν- 
απόλλυνται · διά τί γάρ ή τούτου ειμαρμένη τά? 
πάντων νικφ, άλλ* ουχί διά τον ενα ω εΐμαρται επι

94 γης θανεΐν πάντες περισώζονται; άλλος δε τις

1 σνγκατΐπ οντίσθησαν  Nebe ί συγκατΐποντώ θησαν  Μ98., Bekk.
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tion ”  a have been exceedingly well off in their old 
age.— Moreover, the argument thus turned round to 90 
meet the attack mentioned appears to confute the 
Chaldeans very completely. For if those who have 
the same “  disposition ”  at birth meet with the same 
results during life, then certainly those whose births 
are different become different. But this is false ; for 91 
we see many, who differ as to age and bodily shape and 
countless other peculiar affections, yet meeting with a 
similar end,—either perishing in war or being crushed 
by the collapse of houses or drowned in shipwrecks ; 
and if these had lived, one may well be puzzled to 
know how the Chaldean would have foretold what the 
conclusion of their life was to be. For if the man who 92 
was bom in the arrow’s point o f the Archer is doomed 
— according to the astrological theory—to be slain, 
how is it that all those myriads of barbarians who 
fought against the Greeks at Marathon were all slain 
at one time ? For the horoscope was not the same 
for them all. And again, if he who was born in the 
pitcher o f Aquarius is doomed to suffer shipwreck, 
how is it that the Greeks who were being brought 
back from Troy 6 were all drowned together round the 
“  Hollows ”  of Euboea ? For that all these men, who 93 
differed greatly from one another, could have been 
born in the pitcher of Aquarius is impossible. Nor yet 
is it possible to say that because of one man who was, 
for instance, destined to perish at sea all those in the 
ship perish along with him ; for what reason is there 
why this man’s destiny overmasters the destinies of 
them all, rather than that they should all be saved 
because of one man whose destiny it is to die on dry 
land ?—And some other person will raise a doubt re- 94

« Cf. § 53. * Cf. Eurip. Hel. 1126 ff.
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απορήσει, καί περί των αλόγων ζώων, ει γάρ 
παρά τους συσχηματισμούς των αστέρων τά κατά 
τον βίον αποτελέσματα πεφυκεν εκβαίνειν, εχρήν 
εν τώ αύτώ τούτω του ζωδίου μοριω κάνθωνος 
άμα και ανθρώπου γεννηθεντων την αυτήν εν 
άμφοτεροις άκολουθεΐν των βίων εκβασιν, καί μή 
τον μεν άνθρωπον πολλάκις επιφανώς πολιτευσά- 
μενον περισπούδαστου είναι τοΐς δήμοις, τον δε 
κανθώνα διά παντός αχθοφόρεΐν ή εις μυλωνάς

95 άπάγεσθαι. τοίνυν ούκ εστιν εύλογον προς τάς 
των αστέρων κινήσεις διοικεΐσθαι τον β ίον ή εϊπερ 
εστιν εύλογον, ήμΐν πάντως ακατάληπτου.

’Από δε τής αυτής όρμώμενοι δυνάμεως δυσω- 
πήσομεν αυτούς καί εν οΐς συνοικειοΰν θελουσι τοΐς 
των ζωδίων τύποις τάς τε μορφάς καί τά ήθη των 
ανθρώπων, οΐον όταν λεγωσιν, 6 εν λεοντι γεννη
θείς ανδρείος εσται, 6 δε εν παρθένιο τετανόθριξ

96 χαροπός λευκόχρως άπαις αίδήμων. ταϋτα γάρ 
καί τά τούτοις όμοια γέλωτος μάλλον ή σπουδής 
εστιν άξια, πρώτον μεν γάρ, εί ότι άλκιμον καί 
αρρενωπόν εστιν ό λέων, φασί τον εν αντω γεννώ- 
μενον ανδρείου τυγχάνειν, πώς τον ταύρον άναλο-

97 γοΰντα τούτω θήλυ νομίζουσι ζώον; εΐτα μάταιον 
το1 οΐεσθαι ζώδιου κάλλιστον τον λέοντα τον εν 
ουράνώ αναλογίαν εχειν τώ  επί γής· είκός γάρ 
τούς παλαιούς τά τοιαΰτα τών ονομάτων τίθεσθαι 
κατά φίλην την του χαρακτήρας εμφερειαν, τάχα 
δε ουδέ κατ’ αυτήν άλλ* ευσήμου χάριν διδα-

98 σκαλίας. τ ί  γάρ όμοιον εχουσιν άρκτω οί επτά
1 μάταιον το Nebe (e t  ego): μχτά τούτο m ss., Bekk. (in- 

eptum eat Herv.).
• But Manilius vi. 202 says “  fecundus erit, quod mirum
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garding the irrational animals. For if the effects in life 
naturally result from the configurations of the stars, 
then, when a pack-ass and a man are both born in this 
same portion of the Sign, the same kind of life ought 
to have followed as a result in both cases, instead of the 
man being, for example, conspicuous as a statesman 
and admired by the citizens, while the pack-ass is 
continually laden with burdens or led away to the 
mill-houses. So it is not reasonable that life is 95 
ordered according to the motions o f the stars ; or 
if it is reasonable, certainly it is beyond our compre
hension.

Starting from the same standpoint we shall also 
put them to shame when they propose to associate 
the shapes and characters of men with the figures of 
the Signs, as, for instance, when they say that the 
man born in Leo will be brave, and the man born in 
the Virgin will be straight-haired, bright-eyed, white
skinned, childless,® and modest. For this and such- 96 
like notions are deserving of ridicule rather than 
serious attention. For, in the first place, if they assert 
that the man born in Leo is brave because the lion is 
a valiant and manly beast, how is it that they reckon 
the Bull, which is on a par with the Lion, to be a 
womanish beast ? And, secondly, it is nonsense to 97 
suppose that the Lion in the heavens, that most 
beautiful Sign, bears any analogy to the earthly lion ; 
for it is probable that the ancients gave them names 
of this sort merely because of the similarity of their 
figures, and perhaps not even for this reason, but just 
for the sake of clearness in exposition. For what 98 
resemblance have the seven stars to a bear, separated

in virgine, partus ”  (hence Bekker conjectured evircus for 
άπαις).
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άστερες, διεστώτες άπ* άλλήλων; ή δράκοντος 
κεφαλή οί πόντε, εφ* ών φησιν 6 "Αρατος

αλλά δυο κροτάφους, δυο δ* ομματα, εις δ* ύπ- 
ενερθεν

εσχατιήν επεχει γενυος δεινοΐο πελώρου.

99 ού μην άλλα καί ώς άνώτερον ελεγομεν, των εν 
τω  αντω ζωδίω γεννωμενων ονθ* αΐ μορφαί είσιν 
αι αύταί ούτε τα ήθη εστίν όμοια, εκτός ει μη τάς 
μοίρας εις ας έκαστον διαιρείται ζώδιον και τα 
λεπτά φήσουσι τής τοιαυτης διαφοράς είναι ποιη
τικά. δ πάλιν εστίν αδύνατον εδείζαμεν γάρ την 
εν τοΐς αύτοΐς χρόνοις τής άποτεξεως και ώροσκο-

100 πήσεως ακρίβειαν ασύστατον, δνοΐν τε θάτερον 
η γάρ ότι λέων λεγεται το ζώδιον, καί 6 γεννηθείς 
ανδρείος γίνεται, ή ότι τραπ εντός τοΰ άε'ρος υπό 
του κατ ούρανόν λεοντος τοιαΰται συμβαίνουσι 
και περί τον άποτικτόμενον άνθρωπον διαθέσεις, 
αλλά διά μεν το λέοντα καλεΐσθαι τό ώροσκοποΰν 
ζώδιον ού πιθανόν άνδρεΐον γίνεσθαι· τούτω γάρ 
τω λόγω εχρην και τούς τω επιγείω λεοντι συναπο- 
τεχθεντας ή συντραφεντας ανδρείους ύπάρχειν παρ-

101 όσον λέων λεγεται τό ώ συνετράφησαν ζώω. εί 
δε διά την τοΰ άερος τροπήν, τ ί τούτο προς την 
τοΰ βίου διαφοράν; εις μεν γάρ τό ισχυρόν τοΐς 
σώμασι γίνεσθαι τό γεννώμενον καί θηριώδες τοΐς 
ήθεσιν τάχα συμβάλλεται ή ποιά τοΰ άερος κράσις, 
εις δε τό δανείοις κατάχρεων γενεσθαι τό γεννώ
μενον ή βασιλεύειν ή δεθήναι ή σπανότεκνον ή 
σπανάδελφον ύπάρχειν ούδ* ότιοΰν φαίνεται συνερ-

102 γεΐν 6 άήρ. καί πάλιν εί ό παρθένου ώροσκοπού- 
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as they are from one another ? Or the five to a 
dragon’s head,—the five stars whereof Aratus says e

But two sit on the temples and two on the eyes, and below 
them

One has its seat on the base of the jaw of the terrible 
monster.

Nor, in fact, as we said above,6 are those born in the 99 
same Sign of the same shape or o f similar character, 
unless they shall say that the sections and sub
sections into which each Sign is divided c are capable 
of producing differences of the sort. But this again 
is impossible ; for we have proved Λ that accuracy as 
regards the identical times of the birth and of the 
horoscope-taking is not to be had.—Also, o f two 100 
things one : either the man bom is brave because the 
Sign is called the Lion, or because, when the air 
under the celestial Lion is changed, dispositions of 
that sort are brought about in the man who is being 
bom. But it is not credible that he should be brave 
because the Sign of his horoscope is called the Lion ; 
for by this reasoning those who were bom or reared 
along with the earthly lion ought also to have been 
brave, inasmuch as the animal along with which they 
were reared is called a lion. And if  it is because of 101 
the change of the air, what has this to do with a differ
ence in the life ? For though a certain blend o f the 
air possibly contributes to the bodily strength and 
beast-like character o f the creature bom, yet the air 
does not seem to co-operate at all in causing the 
creature to be involved in debt or to be a king or to 
be put in gaol or to be lacking in children or brethren.
—And again, if he who has the Virgin for horoscope 102

• Cf. Aratus, Phaenom. 56 f. Aratus, circ. 270 b .c . ,  wrote 
astronomical poems.

* Cf. §§ 89 ff. * Cf. i 5. d Cf. §§ 74 ff.
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σης τετανόθριξ χαροπός λευκόχρως, δεησει μηδενα 
των Αίθιόπων παρθένον εχειν ώροσκοποϋσαν, επει 
δώσουσtv Αιθίοπα λευκόν είναι και χαροπόν και

103 τετανότριχα, ο πάντων εστιν άτοπώτατον. καθ
όλου δε, επει ούδ’ ενδείκνυσθαι λεγουσιν αύτοΐς 
τούς αστέρας τάς των ανθρωπίνων βίων διαφοράς, 
άλλ’ αυτοί ταυτας συμπαρατετηρηκεναι ταΐς των 
αστέρων σχεσεσι, φημί ότι εΐ μελλησει βέβαιος 
πρόρρησις γίνεσθαι, δει την αυτήν των αστέρων 
σχεσιν μη άπαξ συμπαρατετηρηκεναι τώ τίνος βίω 
άλλα καί δεύτερον δευτέρου καί τρίτον τρίτου, ΐνα 
εκ τοΰ διομαλίζειν επί πάντων τάς των αποτελε
σμάτων εκβάσεις μάθωμεν ότι των αστέρων τοι- 
οΰτον άναδεξαμενων τον σχηματισμόν τόδε πάντως

104 εσται το άποβησόμενον · και ον τρόπον εν τη 
ιατρική ετηρήσαμεν ότι η της καρδίας τρώσις αί
τιόν εστι θανάτου, ου την Αίωνος μόνον τελευτήν 
αυτή συμπαρατηρησαντες άλλα καί θεωνος καί 
Έωκράτους καί άλλων πολλών, ουτω καί εν μαθη
ματική εί πιστόν εστιν ότι όδε ο συσχηματισμός 
των άστερων τοιουτου βίου μηνυτικός καθεστηκεν, 
πάντως ούχ άπαξ εφ’ ενός άλλα πολλάκις επί

105 πολλών παρετηρηθη. επει ουν 6 αυτός τών άστε
ρων συσχηματισμός διά μακρών, ώς φασί, χρόνων 
θεωρείται, άποκαταστάσεως γινόμενης τοΰ μεγά
λου ενιαυτού δι εννεακισχιλίων ενακοσίων καί 
εβδομηκοντα καί επτά ετών, ου φθάσει ανθρώπινη 
τηρησις τοΐς τοσουτοις αιώσι συνδραμειν επί μιας 
γενεσεως, καί ταϋτα ούχ άπαξ αλλά πολλάκις ήτοι

α Cf. § 95.
6 These are used as “  stock names ”  (as we might say
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is straight-haired, bright-eyed, and white-skinned,® 
it must follow that none of the Ethiopians has the 
Virgin for horoscope, else they will be granting that 
an Ethiopian is white, bright-eyed and straight
haired, which is of all things the most absurd.—And 103 
in general, since they declare that it is not the stars 
that inform them of the differences in men’s lives 
but they themselves observe them together with the 
positions of the stars, I affirm that if the prediction is 
to be reliable, the same position o f the stars ought not 
to be observed once only in connexion with the life of 
some one person, but a second time with a second life, 
and a third time with a third, so that from the equality 
of the resultant effects in all the cases we might learn 
that when the stars have assumed a certain configura
tion the result will certainly be of one particular 
kind ; and just as in medicine we have observed that 104 
a puncture of the heart is the cause of death, after 
having observed together with it not only the death 
of Dion but also of Theon and Socrates* 6 and many 
others, so also in astrology, if it is credible that this 
particular configuration of the stars is indicative of 
that particular kind of life, then it certainly has been 
observed not once only in one single case but many 
times in many cases. Since, then, the same con- 105 
figuration of the stars is seen, as they say, at long 
intervals—the recurrence of “ The Great Year ” c 
taking place after 9977 years,—human observation 
will not succeed in traversing so many centuries even 
in the case of one nativity, and that, too, when it is 
interrupted not once but oftentimes, either by the
“  Smith and Jones and Robinson ” ) ;  they do not refer to the 
historical persons named : cf. Adv. Phys. i. 269, ii. 289.

e For various theories of “  The Great Year ”  see Adam’s 
Republic o f Plato, vol. ii. p. 304.
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(τής)1 του κόσμον φθοράς, είρήκασιν ως̂  τινες, 
μεσολαβονσης αυτήν, ή πάντως γε τής κατά μέρος 
μεταβολής εξαφανιζονσης το συνεχες τής ιστορικής 
παραΒόσεως. _ t

ΙΟβ Τοσαΰτα μεν οΰν έστι και τα πραγματικώς Βννα- 
μενα λέγεσθαι προς τούς ΧαλΒαίους. μεθ* ά πάλιν 
άπ* άλλης αρχής σύντομον οΰσαν καί την προς τούς 
μουσικούς ζήτησιν άποΒώσομεν,

S70
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destruction of the Universe, as some have declared, 
or certainly by a partial upheaval which wholly does 
away with the continuity of historical tradition.

Such, then, are the many valid objections which 106 
can be brought against the Chaldeans. After which, 
making a fresh start, we shall set out our criticism— 
which is brief—of the Musicians.

1 {-Hjs) add. cj. Bekk.
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ΠΡΟΣ ΜΟΤΣΙΚΟΤΣ

1 *Η μουσική λεγεται τριχώς, καθ’ ενα μεν τρόπον 
επιστήμη τις περί μελωδίας και φθόγγους καί 
ρυθμοποιίας και τα παραπλήσια καταγιγνομενη 
πράγματα, καθό και *Αριστόξενον τον Σπινθάρον 
λεγομεν είναι μουσικόν, καθ’ ετερον δε ή περί 
οργανικήν εμπειρία,1 ώς όταν τούς μεν αύλοΐς καί 
φαλτηρίοις χρωμενους μουσικούς όνομάζωμεν, τάς 
δε φαλτρίας μουσικός, αλλά κυρίως κατά ταΰτα* 
τά σημαινόμενα καί παρά πολλοΐς λεγεται μουσική ·

2 καταχρηστικώτερον δε ενίοτε προσαγορευειν είώ- 
θαμεν τω αντω όνομα τι καί τήν εν τινι πράγματι 
κατόρθωσιν. οϋτω γοΰν μεμουσωμενον τι εργον 
φαμεν, καν ζωγραφιάς μέρος ύπάρχη, καί μεμου- 
σώσθαι τον εν τουτω κατορθώσαντα ζωγράφον.

3 άλλα δή κατά τοσουτους τρόπους νοούμενης τής 
μουσικής, πρόκειται νυν ποιεΐσθαι την άντίρρησιν 
ου μά Αία προς άλλην τινά ή προς τήν κατά το 
πρώτον νοουμενην σημαινόμενον· αυτή γάρ και 
εντελεστάτη παρά τάς άλλα? μουσικάς δοκεΐ καθ-

4 εστηκεναι. τής δε άντιρρήσεως, καθάπερ και επι

1 ίμπαρία cj. Bekk. : Ιμικιοίαν m ss., Bekk.
* κατά ταΰτα cj. Bekk. : κατ αντά mss., Bekk·
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BOOK VI
AGAINST THE MUSICIANS

T h e  term “  Music ”  is used in three senses ; in one 1 
as a science dealing with melodies and notes and 
rhythm-making and similar things, in which sense 
we say that Aristoxenus,® son of Spintharus, was a 
musician ; in another sense it connotes instrumental 
skill, as when we describe those who use flutes and 
harps as musicians and female harp-players as 
musicians. It is with these significations that the 2 
term “ Music ”  is properly and generally used. But 
it is sometimes our habit to apply the same name in a 
loose sense to correctness in some performance. Thus 
we speak of a work as “ musical,” even though it be 
a piece of painting, and of the painter who has 
achieved therein correctness as “  musical.”  While 3 
music, then, is conceived in all these ways, it is 
certainly not our present purpose to frame our 
refutation of it if conceived in any other way than 
that first signified ; for Music in this sense, as com
pared with the other kinds, seems to be the most 
perfect. And, as in the case o f Grammar, the *

e Aristoxenus of Tarentum, circ. 320 b .c., was a musician 
and disciple of Aristotle.
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γραμματικής, διττόν εστι τό εΐδος. οι μεν οΰν 
δογματικώτερον επεχείρησαν δίδασκειν ότι ούκ άνα- 
γκαχόν εστι μάθημα προς ευδαιμονίαν μουσική, 
άλλα βλαπτικόν μάλλον, καί τούτο δείκνυσθαι εκ 
τε του διαβάλλεσθαι τα προς των μουσικών λεγά
μενα καί εκ του τους προηγούμενους λόγους άνα- 

δ σκευής άξιοϋσθαι· οι δε άπορητικώτερον πόσης 
άποστάντες της τοιαυτης άντιρρήσεως εν τώ σα- 
λευειν τάς αρχικός υποθέσεις των μουσικών 

β ωήθησαν καί την δλην άνηρήσθαι μουσικήν, δθεν 
καί ημείς ύπέρ του μη δοκέΐν τι της διδασκαλίας 
χρεωκοπεΐν, τον εκατερου δόγματος η πράγματος 
χαρακτήρα κεφαλαιωδεστερον εφοδεύσομεν, μήτε 
εν τοΐς παρελκουσιν ύπερεκπίπτοντες εις μακρας 
διεξόδους μήτε εν τοΐς άναγκαιοτε'ροις υστερούντες 
προς την τών επειγόντων εκθεσιν, άλλα μεσην 
καί μεμετρημενην κατά το δυνατόν ποιούμενοι την 
διδασκαλίαν.

7 Τάξει δε άρχετω πρώτον τα ύπερ μουσικής εΐω- 
θότα παρα τοΐς πολλοΐς θρυλεΐσθαι. είπερ τοίνυν, 
φασί, φιλοσοφίαν άποδεχόμεθα σωφρονίζουσαν τον 
ανθρώπινον βίον καί τα φυχικα πάθη καταστελ- 
λουσαν, πολλω μάλλον άποδεξόμεθα1 την μουσι
κήν, ότι ου βιαστικώτερον επιτάττουσα ήμΐν άλλα 
μετά θελγούσης τίνος πειθοΰς τών αυτών άπο- 
τελεσμάτων περιγίνεται ώνπερ καί ή φιλοσοφία.

8 ο γοΰν Π υθαγόρας μειράκια υπό μέθης εκβεβακ- 
χευμενα ποτέ θεασάμενος ώς μηδέν τών μεμηνότων 
διαφερειν, παρήνεσε τώ> συνεπικωμάζοντι τούτοις 
αυλητή τό σπονδείον αύτοΐς επαυλήσαι μέλος· του 
δε τό προσταχθεν ποιήσαντος ούτως αιφνίδιου

1 άποδ*ξόμ*θα cj. B ekk .: άπο&*χίμ*θα MSS., Bekk.
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refutation is of two kinds. Some have tried in a 
dogmatical way to show that Music is a subject not 
necessary for happiness, but harmful rather, and to 
prove this both by finding fault with the statements 
made by the Musicians and by claiming to refute 
their leading arguments ; whereas others, avoiding 5 
all that sort of refutation, have held, in more sceptical 
fashion, that through the wrecking o f the principal 
assumptions of the Musicians the whole of Music is 
likewise destroyed. Accordingly, in order to avoid β 
the appearance of cutting down at all our debt of 
exposition, we shall discuss in summary fashion the 
character of each of these dogmas or operations, 
neither divagating into long disquisitions regarding 
irrelevant matters, nor, as regards such as are rele
vant, failing to give a full account o f the pressing 
points, but making our exposition as moderate and 
measured as possible.

First in order, let us state the views commonly ex- 7 
pressed concerning Music by the majority of people. 
If, they say, we welcome Philosophy as regulating 
human life and repressing the passions o f the soul, 
much more shall we welcome Music because it produces 
the same results as Philosophy not by commanding us 
in a violent manner but by means of a seductive per
suasiveness. Thus Pythagoras, having noticed on 8 
one occasion that the youths who were in a state of 
Bacchic frenzy from drunkenness differed not at all 
from madmen, advised the flute-player who was with 
then in their revels to play them the “  spondean ”  
tune * ; and when he had done as instructed, they

■ The sort of slow, solemn melodies used at tpondai 
“  libations ” ).
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μεταβαλειν σωφρονισθόντας ώς el και τήν αρχήν 
9 ϋνηφον. 61 re τής Έλλάδο? ήγούμ€νοι και επ’ 

άνδρια διαβόητοι Σπαρτιάται μουσικής del 7Tore 
στρατηγούσης αυτών επολεμουν. και οι ταΐς 
Σολωνο? χρώμ€νοι παραινε'σεσι προς αυλόν και 
λύραν παρετάσσοντο, evρυθμόν ποιούμενοι την

10 ενάπλιον κίνησιν. και μην ώσπερ σωφρονίζ€ΐ μεν 
τούς άφρονας ή μουσική, ει? άνδρίαν δε προτρέπει 
τούς δ€ΐλοτόρους, οϋτω και παρηγορ6ι τους ύπ 
οργής εκκαιομε'νου?. ορώμεν γοΰν ώς και 6 παρά 
τώ ποιητή μηνίων Άχιλλευ? καταλαμβάνεται υπδ 
των όξαποσταλόντων πρεσβευτών

φρόνα τερπόμενος φόρμιγγι λιγβίη 
καλή δαιδαλε'ττ ε’πι δ’ άργύρ€ον ζυγόν ήεν. 
την ελετ’ ε£ ενάρων, πάλιν Ή ετιωνο? ολεσσα?. 
τή ο γ€ θυμόν ότερπεν

ώς αν σαφώς γινώσκων την μουσικήν πραγματείαν 
μάλιστα δυναμένην περιγίνεσθαι τής περί αυτόν

11 διαθόσ€ως. καί μήν δι Ζθους ήν και τοϊς άλλοι? 
ήρωσιν, ει ποτέ άποδημοίεν και μακράν πλουν 
στε'λλοιντο, ώς πιστότατους φύλακας και σω- 
φρονιστήρας τών γυναικών αυτών άπολειπειν του? 
μουσικούς. Κλυταιμνήστρα γό τοι παρήν άοιδός, 
ω πολλά επε'τελλεν ’Αγαμέμνων περί τής κατά

12 ταύτην σωφροσύνης, άλλ’ ό Αΐγισθος πανούργος 
ών αυτίκα τον άοιδόν τούτον

άγων ει? νήσον όρη μην
κάλλιπεν οίωνοΐσιν ελωρ και κυρμα γ€νόσθαΐ'

376
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suddenly changed and became sober just as if they 
had been sober from the beginning. The Spartans, 9 
too, the leaders of Hellas and renowned for their 
bravery, always had music to lead their army when 
they went to war. And those α who followed the 
counsels of Solon formed up their ranks to the sound 
of the flute and the lyre and made their movements 
under arms rhythmical.6 Moreover, as Music gives 10 
sober sense to those lacking in sense and incites the 
cowards to courage, so also it calms down those who 
are burning with anger. Thus we see how Achilles 
in his rage (as the poet describes him) is found by the 
messengers who had been sent to him e—

Giving delight to his soul with the tuneful notes of his 
zither;

Goodly and cunningly wrought it was, with its cross-bar 
of silver,

Which he did choose from the spoils when he sack’d 
Eetion’s city.

With this now he was soothing his soul,—

—as if he knew full well that the practice of music 
was the thing best able to overcome his state of 
mind. Furthermore, it was customary for the other 11 
heroes, whenever they left home and set out on a long 
voyage, to leave the musicians behind as being the 
most trusty guardians and controllers of their wives. 
Thus Clytaemnestra was accompanied by a minstrel, 
to whom Agamemnon gave strict orders regarding 
the chastity of his wife.d But Aegisthus, who was a 12 
crafty rascal, straightway took this minstrel

Unto a desolate island,
There did he leave him a prey to become and a spoil to the 

vultures;
• The rhythm of war songs and dances was that of the 

“  Cretic ”  ( - w - )  or “  Paean ”  ( w ^ - ) .
• Gf. Horn. Π. ix. 186 if. * Cf. Horn. Od. in. 267 ff.
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εΐθ' ούτως αφύλακτον λαβών την Κλυταιμνήστραν 
διεφθειρε ν, προτρεψάμενος αυτήν επιθεσθαι τη

13 αρχή του ’ Αγαμε μνονος. 61 τε μεγα δυνηθεντες
εν φιλοσοφία, καθάπερ και Πλάτων, τον σοφόν 
ομοιόν φασιν είναι τω μουσικω, την ψυχήν ήρμο- 
σμενην εχοντα. καθό και Σωκράτης καίττερ βαθυ- 
γηρως ήδη γεγονώς ούκ ηγείτο προς Αάμπωνα τον 
κιθαριστήν φοιτών, καί προς τον επί τουτω ονει- 
δίσαντα λε'γειν ότι κρεΐττόν εστιν οψιμαθή μάλλον

14 η αμαθή διαβάλλεσθαι. ού χρή μεντοι, φασίν, από 
τής νΰν επιτρίπτου καί κατεαγυίας μουσικής την 
παλαιόν διασύρειν, δτε καί *Αθηναίοι πολλην πρό
νοιαν σωφροσύνης ποιούμενοι και την σεμνότητα 
τής γε μουσικής κατειληφότες ώς άναγκαιοτατον

15 αυτήν μάθημα τοις εκγόνοις παρεδίδοσαν. και 
τούτου μάρτυς 6 τής αρχαίας κωμωδίας ποιητής, 
λε'γων

λε'ξω τοίνυν βίον εξ αρχής ον εγώ θνητοΐσι 
παρεΐχον.

πρότερον γαρ εδει παιδός φωνήν γρύσαντος 
μηδέν’ άκοϋσαι,

εΐτα βαδίζειν εν ταϊσιν όδοΐς εύτάκτως ες κιθα- 
ριστοΰ.

δθεν εί καί κεκλασμενοις τισί μελεσι νΰν καί γυ- 
ναικώδεσι ρυθμοΐς θηλύνει τον νουν ή μουσική, 
ούδεν τούτο προς την άρχαίαν καί επανδρον μου-

16 σικήν. εητερ τε ή ποιητική βιωφελής εστι, ταυτήν 
δ« φαίνεται κοσμειν ή μουσική μελιζουσα και 
επωδόν παρεχουσα, χρειώδης■ γενήσεται ή μου
σική. αμελεί γε τοι καί οι ποιηταί μελοποιοι

378
• Of. Plato, Rep. 410 ε ,  443 ε ,  554 ε .
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and then he took Clytaemnestra, who was now without 
a protector, and seduced her, having urged her to seize 
Agamemnon’s dominion. Those also who have been 13 
men of great ability in philosophy, such as Plato, say 
that the sage resembles the musician as he has his 
soul “  harmonized.”  α Accordingly, Socrates, though 
he was already far gone in years, was not ashamed 
of going to get lessons from Lampon the lyre-player, 
and in reply to one who jeered at him for this he said 
that it was better to be accused of being late-learned 
than unlearned.—Nor indeed, they say, ought we 14 
to run down the ancient music because the present- 
day music is hackneyed and effeminate, when the 
Athenians, who devote great care to temperance, 
appreciating the dignity of music have handed it 
down to their descendants as a most necessary branch 
of learning. A  witness to this is the poet o f the Old 15 
Comedy,6 who says—

I will now relate from the start the life which I have pro
vided for mortals.

The first rule was that none should hear from an urchin 
the sound of a mutter,

Next, they must walk in order good on their way to their 
master of music.

Hence, even if music now weakens the mind by its 
effeminate tunes and womanish rhythms, this is no 
argument against the ancient and virile music.— 
Also, if poetry is useful for life,® and music appears to ie 
adorn it by its melodies and and by making it fit 
for singing, then music will be beneficial. And, of 
course, the poets d are called “ tune-makers,”  and of

6 V . 1 comes from Telecleides (ap. Athen. vi. p. 268 b), w .
2, 3, from Aristoph. Nub. 963 f.

* Of. Adv. Oram. 272 ff.
* i.e. lyric (or “  melic ” ) poets, like Pindar.
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λέγονται, καί τα 'Ομήρου επη το πάλαι προς λύραν
17 ηδετο· ωσαύτως 8ε και τά παρά τοΐς τραγικοΐς 

μέλη και στάσιμα, φυσικόν τινα επεχοντα λόγον, 
όποια εστι τά οϋτω λεγάμενα,

γαΐα μεγίστη καί Διός αιθήρ,
6 μεν ανθρώπων καί θεών γενετωρ, 
η δ* υγρό βόλους σταγόνας νοτιάς 
παραδεξαμενη τίκτει θνατούς, 
τίκτει δε βοράν φΰλά τε Θηρών, 
δθεν ούκ άΒίκως 
μητηρ πάντων νενόμισται.

18 καθόλου γάρ ου μόνον χαιρόντων εστιν άκουσμα, 
άλλ' εν ΰμνοις καί εύωχίαις καί θεών θυσίαις η 
μουσική· Βιά δε τούτο καί επί τον τών αγαθών 
ζήλον την Βιάνοιαν προτρεπεται. αλλά καί λυπου- 
μενών παρηγόρημα' όθεν καί τοΐς πενθουσιν αύλώ1 
μελωδοϋσιν οι την λύπην αυτών επικουφίζοντες.

19 Ύοιαΰτα μεν υπέρ μουσικής· λεγεται δε προς 
ταΰτα τό μεν πρώτον ότι ούκ εστιν εκ προχείρου 
ΒιΒόμενον τό φύσει τών μελών τά μεν είναι Βιεγερ- 
τικά της φυχης τά  δε κατασταλτικά, παρά γάρ 
την ημετεραν δόξαν τό τοιοΰτο γίνεται, ώσπερ 
γάρ 6 της βροντής κτύπος, καθά φασιν ' Επικού
ρειων παΐδες, ου θεού τίνος επιφάνειαν σημαίνει 
άλλα τοΐς Ιδιώταις καί δεισιδαίμοσι τοιοϋτος είναι

20 δοξάζεται, επεί καί άλλων σωμάτων επ' ίσης άλ- 
ληλοις προσκρουσάντων όμοιος άποτελεΐται κτύ
πος, ώσπερ καί μύλου περιαγομενου η χειρών 
συμπαταγουσών, τον αυτόν τρόπον καί τών κατά 
μουσικήν μελών ου φύσει τά μεν τοΐά εστι τά  δε 
τοΐα, άλλ* ύφ' ημών προσδοξάζεται. τό αυτό γοΰν 
880
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old the verses of Homer were sung to the lyre. So 17 
likewise were the songs and choral odes of the tragic 
poets, preserving a natural relation, such as are those 
in verses like these α—

Mightiest Earth and Aether of Heaven,— He of mortal 
men and of gods is the Sire,

She takes to her bosom the drippings of rain, And she 
bears as her offspring mortal men,

And food does she bear, herds too of wild-beasts ;
Wherefore not without cause Mother of all is she deemed.

For, in sum, music is not only a sound of rejoicing, is 
but is heard also in sacred hymns and feasts and 
sacrifices to the gods ; and because of this it incites 
the mind to emulate the good. It is, too, a consola
tion to those in grief; and for this reason those who 
are trying to lighten the grief of mourners sing for 
them to the flute.

Such are the arguments in defence of music ; but 19 
in reply to these it is argued, firstly, that it is not 
conceded oif-hand that some tunes are in their 
nature stimulating, others repressive. For such a 
thing is contrary to our belief. For just as a clap 
of thunder—as the Epicurean fraternity declare6— 
does not betoken the epiphany o f a god, though 
supposed to do so by ignorant and superstitious folk, 
since a similar clap is produced by other bodies clash- 20 
ing together in the same way, as by a mill-stone 
revolving or the clapping of hands, so likewise in the 
case of musical tunes it is not by nature that some are 
of this kind and others of that kind, but it is we our
selves who suppose them to be such. Thus the same

e Cf. Eurip. Frag. 836 (Nauck). 
b Cf. Lucret. vi. 96 ff.

1 ανλω scrips!: avAol mss., Bekk. (avAots Heintz).
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μέλος τών μεν ίππων διεγερτικόν εστι, των δε 
ανθρώπων εν θεάτροις άκουόντων ούδαμώς. και 
των ίππων δε τάχα ον διεγερτικόν εστιν άλλα

21 ταρακτικόν. εΐτα καν τοιαΰτα ή τα της μουσι
κής μέλη, ού διά τούτο καί η μουσική βιωφελής 
καθεστηκεν. ού γάρ ότι δνναμιν εχει σωφρο
νιστικήν, καταστέλλει τήν διάνοιαν, άλλ’ ότι1 
περισπαστικήν· παρά και ήσυχασθεντων πως των 
τοιουτων μελών πάλιν 6 νους, ώς αν μή θερα
π ευθείς ύπ’ αυτών, επί τήν άρχήθεν άνακαμπτει

22 διάνοιαν, όνπερ οΰν τρόπον ό ύπνος ή 6 οίνος ού 
λύει τήν λύπην άλλ* νπερτίθεται, κάρον εμποιών 
και εκλυσιν καί λήθην, οντω το ποιόν μέλος ού 
καταστέλλει λυπουμενην φυχην ή περί οργήν 
σεσοβημενην τήν διάνοιαν, άλλ* εΐπερ, περισπά.

23 ο τε ΪΙυθαγόρας τό μεν πρώτον μάταιος ήν, τούς 
μεθύοντας άκαίρως σωφρονίζειν βουλόμενος άλλα 
μή εκ κλινών εΐτα και τούτω τώ τρόπω επανορ- 
θούμενος αύτούς ομολογεί πλεΐόν τι δύνασθαι τών 
φιλοσόφων προς επανόρθωσιν ηθών τούς αύλητάς.

24 τό τε τούς Σπαρτιάτας προς αύλόν και λύραν πό
λε με ιν τοΰ μικρώ πρότερον είρη μενού τεκμήριόν 
εστιν, άλλ’ ούχι τοΰ βιωφελή τυγχάνειν την μου
σικήν. καθάπερ δ’ οί άχθοφοροΰντες ή ερεσσοντες 
ή άλλο τι τών επιπόνων δρώντες έργων κελεύουσιν 
εις τό άνθελκειν τον νουν άπό της κατά τό εργον 
βασάνου, οϋτω και (οί)® αύλοΐς ή σάλπιγξιν εν 
πολεμοις χρώμενοι ού διά τό όχειν τι τής διανοίας 
επεγερτικόν τό μέλος και άνδρικοΰ λήματος αίτιον 
ύπάρχειν τούτο εμηχανήσαντο, άλλ’ άπό τής αγω-

1 άλλ’ ότι scripsi: άλλα η m ss ., Bekk. (άλλά fj Shorey).
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tune serves to excite horses, but not at all to excite 
men who hear it in a theatre. And even to horses it 
may prove not exciting but disturbing.—Secondly, 21 
even if the tunes of music are of the kind stated, 
music is not on that account useful for life. For it 
does not repress the mental state because it possesses 
a moderating influence, but because its influence is 
distracting ; consequently, when tunes of that sort 
have ceased to sound, the mind, as though not cured 
by them, reverts to its original state. Thus, just as 22 
sleep or wine does not banish grief but puts it off 
by inducing torpor and languor and oblivion, so a 
certain kind of tune does not repress a soul in grief or 
a mind that is shaken by anger but, if anything, 
distracts it. And, as to Pythagoras,® in the first 23 
place he was foolish in desiring to render drunkards 
sober at the wrong moment, instead of quitting the 
place ; and secondly, by trying to reform them in 
this way he confesses that flute-players have more 
influence than philosophers for the reforming of 
morals. Also, the fact that the Spartans b make war 24 
to the sound of flute and lyre is a proof of what was 
said a little while ago, but not of the usefulness for 
life of music. And just as men carrying loads or 
rowing a boat or doing any other toilsome work make 
rhythmical calls c in order to divert their minds from 
the distress caused by their work, so also when men 
make use of flutes or trumpets in war, it is not be
cause the tune has any power to excite the mind, or 
because it produces a courageous spirit, that they have 
employed this device, but through anxiety to divert

• Gf. § 8. * Cf. § 9.
• e.g. pvmtattal Aristoph. Ran. 1073.

<ot> add. cj. Bekk.
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νιας καί ταραχής1 άνθύλκξίν ξαντούς σπουδάσαντβς, 
ξ’ίγξ καί στρόμβοις τινύς των βαρβάρων βουκινί- 
ζοντξς1 καί τυμπάνοις κτυποϋντςς 7τολξμούσιν' άλλ*

25 ουδεν τούτων επ’ άνδρίαν προτρύπξται. τά  δε 
αυτά λξκτύον καί όπί του μηνίοντος Άχιλλύως * 
καίτοι βρωτίκοΰ οντος καί άκρατούς ού παράδοξον

26 την μουσικήν σπουδάζξσθαι. νή ΔΓ, αλλά καί 
οι ήρωξς τάς ξαντών γυναίκας ωδοΐς τισιν ώς 
σώφροσι φύλαξι παρακατξτίθξντο, καθάπξρ 6 
*Αγαμέμνων τήν Κλυταιμνήστραν, ταΰτα δε ήδη 
μυθολογούντων εστιν άνδρών, ξΐτα καί παρά πόδας 
αυτούς δΐξλξγχόντων πώς γάρ, ξΐπξρ μουσική πξρί 
τής τών παθών όπανορθώσξως όπιστξύξτο, τον μεν 
*Αγαμύμνονα ή Κλυταιμνήστρα όπί τής ιδίας εστία? 
κατύκτανξν ώσπξρ βουν ξπί φάτνη, ξίς δε τους 
Ό δυσσεω? οΐκους ή ΪΙηνξλόπη όχλον άσωτον επι
δέχεται μξίρακίων, αεί δε τάς Επιθυμίας αυτών 
ξλπιδοκοποΰσα καί παραύξουσα μοχθηρότξρον καί 
χαλξΐτώτξρον τής επι “Ιλιον στρατξίας τον εν

27 ’ Ιθάκη πόλξμον ήγξψξ τώ γήμαντι; καί μήν ούδ', 
ει* οι πξρί τον Πλάτωνα μουσικήν άπξδξζαντο, 
ρητύον [ού] προς ξύδαιμονίαν αυτήν συντεινειν, 
επει καί μή λξίπόμξνοι τής τούτων αξιοπιστίας, 
καθάπξρ οι πξρί τον 'Κπίκονρον, ήρνήσαντο ταύτην 
τήν άντιποίησιν, λύγοντξς τουναντίον αυτήν άσύμ- 
φορον είναι καί

αργήν, φίλοινον, χρημάτων άτημξλή.

28 ξύήθξίς δύ ξϊσι καί οι τήν από ποιητικής χρξίαν 
συμπλύκοντξς αυτή προς ξύχρηστίαν, εττείτερ δύ- 
ναται μύν τις, ώς καί εν τώ προς τούς γραμματι-

S8 4
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themselves from the struggle and turmoil, seeing that 
some barbarians blow the trumpet with conches 
and beat drums as they make w ar; but none of 
these practices impels men to bravery. And of Achil- 25 
lesa in his anger the same may be said; although 
for one who was amorous and incontinent it is not 
surprising that he was devoted to music. Yet (say 26 
they) the heroes entrusted their wives, as did 
Agamemnon Clytaemnestra, to minstrels, thinking 
them to be sober-minded guardians. But these, of 
course, are the fictions of story-tellers who at the 
next moment confute themselves ; for, if music was 
trusted as a means of rectifying the passions, how 
was it that Clytaemnestra slew Agamemnon on his 
own hearth-stone “ like an ox at the stall,” 6 and that 
Penelope admits into the halls of Odysseus a crowd 
of dissolute youths e and by contantly luring on and 
strengthening their desires by false hopes raised up 
for her husband the war in Ithaca which was more 
grievous and bitter than the campaign against Troy ? 
Moreover, if Plato d admitted music, we should not 27 
therefore assert that music contributes to happiness, 
since others who are not inferior to him in trust
worthiness,—such as Epicurus,—have denied this 
contention, and declared on the contrary that music 
is unprofitable and

Wine-loving, idle, having no regard for wealth. 
Simple-minded, too, are those who link with it 28 
the profit derived from poetry to prove its utility, 
since—as we stated in our book Against the Gram

« c/. § 10. * Cf. Horn. Od. xi. 411.
• i.e. Antinoiis and the other “ Suitors.” d Cf. § 13.
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κούς ελεγομεν, ανωφελή διδάσκειν τήν ποιητικήν, 
ούδεν δε ελαττον κάκεΐνο δεικνυναι δτι ή μεν 
μουσική περί μέλος καταγινομενη μόνον τερπειν 
πεφυκεν, ή δε ποιητική και περί διάνοιαν κατα- 
γινομενη δυναται συνωφελεΐν τε και σωφρονίζειν.

29 ΆΛΑ’ 6 μεν προς τα εγκεχειρημενα λόγος εστι 
τοιοΰτος· προηγουμένως δε λεγεται [/cat] κατά 
μουσικής ώς ειπερ εστι χρειώδης, ήτοι κατά τούτο 
λεγεται χρειοΰν παρόσον 6 μουσικευσάμενος πλεΐον 
παρά τούς ίδιώτας τερπεται προς μουσικών ακροα
μάτων, ή παρόσον ούκ εστιν αγαθούς γενεσθαι

30 μή προπαιδευθεντας ύπ* αυτών, ή τω τά  αυτά 
στοιχεία τυγχάνειν της μουσικής καί (τής')1 των 
κατά φιλοσοφίαν πραγμάτων είδήσεως, όποιον τι 
καί περί γραμματικής άνώτερον ελεγομεν, ή τω  
κατά αρμονίαν διοικεΐσθαι τον κόσμον, καθώς 
φάσκουσι ΙΙυθαγο ρικών παΐδες, δεεσθαί τε ή μας 
τών μουσικών θεωρημάτων προς τήν τών όλων 
εΐδησιν, ή τω τά ποιά μέλη ήθοποιεΐν τήν φυχήν.

31 ούτε δε τω τούς μουσικούς πλέον τερπεσθαι παρά 
τούς ίδιώτας από τών ακροαμάτων λεγοιτ’ αν 
χρειοΰν ή μουσική, πρώτον μεν γάρ ούκ αναγκαία 
ίδιώταις ή τερφις καθάπερ αί επί λιμώ ή δίφει ή 
κρύει γινόμεναι υπό (βρώματος η )% πόματος ή

32 αλεας- εΐτα καν τών αναγκαίων ύπάρχωσι, δυνά- 
μεθα χωρίς μουσικής εμπειρίας αυτών άπολαυειν. 
νήπια γοΰν εμμελούς μινυρίσματος κατακουοντα 
κοιμίζεται, καί τά άλογα τών ζώων υπό αύλοΰ καί 
σνριγγος κηλεΐται, ει γε* δελφΐνες, ώς λόγος, αν-

1 (της) add. cj. Bekk.
* (βρώματος rf) add. Herv., Fabr.
• «  ye scripsi: ot re xss., Bekk.
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mariansa—one can argue that poetry is useless, 
and prove equally well that while music, being con
cerned with melody only, naturally serves to give 
pleasure, poetry which is concerned with thoughts as 
well, is able to be of benefit and teach prudence.

Such, then, is the line of reasoning against the 29 
attempts at defence ; but the principal argument 
against music is that if it is useful it is alleged to be 
useful on the ground that he who has practised music 
compared with ordinary people gets more pleasure 
from hearing musical performances ; or on the ground 
that it is not possible for men to be good unless they 
have already been trained by musicians ; or because 30 
the elements of music are the same as those of the 
science of the subject-matter of philosophy, (which is 
much like what we previously said about grammar) ; 
or because the Universe is ordered according to 
harmony,6 as the Pythagorean fraternity declare, and 
we need the theorems of Music in order to under
stand the Whole of things ; or because tunes of a 
certain kind affect the character of the soul. But it 31 
will not be stated that music is useful because musi
cians as compared with ordinary people get more 
pleasure from listening to performances. For, firstly, 
the pleasure felt by ordinary people is not inevitable 
as are those caused by food, drink and warmth after 
hunger, thirst and cold ; and secondly, even if they 32 
are inevitable we can enjoy them without musical 
skill; infants, certainly, are lulled to sleep by listen
ing to a tuneful cradle-song, and irrational animals 
are charmed by the sound of the flute and pipe, seeing 
that dolphins, as we are told, swim up to ships as they

• Of. Adv. Oram. 277 ff., 297 ff.
6 Cf. Adv. Arithm. 3.

887



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

λών μελωδίαις τερπόμενοι προσνήχονται τοΐς ερεσ- 
σομενοις σκάφεσιν ών ουδέ όπότερον εοικε μου-

33 σικής εχειν εμπειρίαν ή έννοιαν, και διά τοΰτο 
μη ποτέ, ον τρόπον χωρίς όφαρτυτικής και οϊνο- 
γευστικής ήδόμεθα όφου η οίνου γευσάμενοι, ώδε 
και χωρίς μουσικής ήσθείημεν αν τερπνού μέλους 
άκούσαντες, τοΰ μεν ότι τεχνικώς γίνεται (τοΰ 
τεχνίτουμ ά λλον παρά τον ιδιώτην άντιλαμβανό- 
μενου, τοΰ δε πλεΐον2 ήστικοϋ πάθους μηδέν κερ-

34 δαίνοντος. ώστε ουχ αιρετόν μουσική παρόσον τούς 
ειδήμονας αυτής επί πλεΐον τερπεσθαι συμβεβηκεν. 
καί μην ουδέ τω  προοδοποιεΐν την φυχήν εις σοφίαν 
άνάπαλιν γάρ άντικόπτει καί αντιβαίνει προς το 
τής αρετής εφίεσθαι, εύαγώγους εις ακολασίαν καί 
λαγνείαν παρασκευάζουσα τούς νέους, επείπερ 6

35 μουσικευσάμενος
μολπαΐσιν ήσθείς τοΰτ αεί θηρεύεται, 
αργός μεν οϊκοις καί πόλει γενήσεται, 
φίλοισι δ* ονθείς, άλλ’ άφαντος οίχεται, 
όταν γλυκείας ηδονής ήσσων τις ή.

36 κατά ταύτά δε ούδε (εκ τοΰ) 8 από των αυτών στοι
χείων όρμάσθαι ταντην τε καί φιλοσοφίαν είσ- 
ακτεον τό κατ’ αυτήν χρειώδες, ώς αύτόθεν εστί 
συμφανες. λείπεται άρα τω  καθ' αρμονίαν τον κό
σμον διοικεΐσθαι ή τω ήθοποιοΐς μελεσι κεχρήσθαι 
χρειώδη προς ευδαιμονίαν λεγειν αυτήν τυγχάνειν. 
ών τό μεν τελευταΐον ήδη διαβεβληται ώς ουχ

37 ύπαρχον αληθές, το δε κατά αρμονίαν διοικεΐσθαι
1 {τοΰ τεχνίτου)  . . . άντιλαμβανομενου . . . KepSaivovros 

H eintz: άντίλαμβανόμενοι . . . κερδαίνοντες mss., Bekk·
* πλεΐον cj. Bekk., Heintz : πλείω mss., Bekk.
8 (εκ τοΰ> add. cj. Bekk.
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are being rowed along because of the pleasure they 
take in the tunes played by flutes a ; yet neither the 
infants nor the animals are likely to have skill in 
music or understanding of it. And for this reason it 33 
may be that, just as we enjoy tasting food or wine 
though without the art of cooking food or that of 
wine-tasting, so also, though without the art of music, 
we take pleasure in hearing a delightful melody ; for 
though the expert musician understands that it is 
artistically performed better than the ordinary man, 
he gets from it no greater feeling of pleasure. So 34 
that music is not choiceworthy on the ground that 
those who understand it receive in consequence more 
pleasure.—Nor yet because it prepares and leads on 
the soul to wisdom; for, on the contrary, it resists 
and opposes the striving after virtue, making young 
people easily led into incontinence and debauchery, 
seeing that he who cultivates music b—

In songs delighting makes this always his pursuit. 36
Whene’er a man is master’d by sweet pleasure’s charm
A t home he will be idle, idle too in town,
To friends no friend, he speeds away and disappears.—

In the same way, the usefulness of music must not be 36 
inferred (as is obvious at once) from the fact that it and 
philosophy are derived from the same elements.®—
It only remains, then, to say that it is useful for 
happiness because the Universe is ordered according 
to harmony, or because it employs tunes which form 
character. But the last of these reasons has already 
been denounced4 as not being true, and that the 37

“ So dolphins are called φίλαυλοι, “  flute-loving,”  in Eurip. 
BUctra 435.

b Cf. Eurip. AntiopS (Frag. 187, w . 3 ff. Nauck).
• Cf. § 30. * Cf. § 28.
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τον κόσμον ποικίλως δείκνυται ψεύδος, εΐτα και 
αν αληθές ύπάρχη, ούδεν τοιούτον δύναται προς 
μακαριότητα, καθάπερ ουδέ ή ev τοΐς όργάνοις 
αρμονία.

’Αλλά το μεν πρώτον είδος της προς τους μου-
38 σικούς αντίρρήσεως τοιοντότροπόν εστιν, το δε 

δεύτερον και των τής μουσικής αρχών καθαπτό- 
μενον πραγματικωτερας μάλλον εχεται ζητήσεως. 
οΐον επεί ή μουσική επιστήμη τίς εστιν εμμελών 
τε και εκ μελών εν ρυθμών τε καί έκρυθμων, πάντως 
εάν δείξωμεν οτι ούτε τα μέλη υποστατά εστιν 
ούτε οι ρυθμοί των υπαρκτών πραγμάτων τυγχά- 
νουσιν, εσόμεθα παρεστακότες καί την μουσικήν 
άνυπόστατον. λεγωμεν δε πρώτον περί μελών καί 
τής τούτων ύποστάσεως, μικρόν άνωθεν καταρα
μένοι.

39 Φωνή τοίνυν εστιν, ώς αν τις άναμφισβητήτως 
άποδοίη, το ίδιον αισθητόν ακοής· καθάπερ γάρ 
μόνης όράσεως εργον εστί το χρωμάτων άντιλαμ- 
βάνεσθαι καί μόνης όσφρήσεως το ευωδών καί 
δυσωδών άντιποιεΐσθαι καί ήδη γεύσεως το γλυ
κέων ή πικρών αίσθάνεσθαι, οϋτω γενοιτ αν ίδιον

40 αισθητόν ακοής ή φωνή, τής δε φωνής ή μεν τίς 
εστιν οξεία ή δε βαρεία, μεταφορικώτερον από τών 
περί την άφήν αισθητών εκατόρου τούτων λαμβά- 
νοντος τήν προσηγορίαν καθάπερ γάρ τό κεντούν 
καί τεμνον τήν άφήν οξύ προσηγόρευσεν ό βίος καί 
τό θλάσιν εμποιούν καί πιεζον βαρύ, τον αυτόν 
τρόπον καί τής φωνής τήν μεν οίονεί τεμνουσαν 
τήν ακοήν όξεΐαν, τήν δε ώσπερ θλώσαν βαρεΐαν.

41 καί ου ξένον εΐ ώσπερ φαιάν τινα καί μελαιναν καί 
λευκήν φωνήν από τών προς τήν δρασιν αισθητών 
390
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Universe is ordered according to harmony is shown 
to be false by a variety of proofs ; and further, even 
if it be true, a thing of this kind can be of no help 
towards felicity, just as the harmony in instruments 
is of no help. 38

Such, then, is the first kind® of argumentation 
against the Musicians : the second kind, which deals 
with the principles of music, involves an inquiry of a 
more practical nature. Thus, since Music is a science 
of what is “ in tune ” and “ out-of-tune,” “  in 
rhythm ” and “ out-of-rhythm,”  if we shall prove 
that neither are tunes existent nor rhythms realities, 
then we shall certainly have established that Music is 
non-existent. And first let us discuss tunes and their 
existence, starting with some preliminary matters.

Now sound, as one will grant without dispute, is the 39 
sense-object peculiar to hearing ; for as it is the task 
o f vision alone to perceive colours, and of smell alone 
to apprehend odours good and bad, and of taste to 
sense sweet things and bitter, so sound will be the 
proper sense-object of hearing. And of sound one 40 
kind is “  sharp,”  another “  grave,”  each of these 
deriving its name by transference from the sense- 
objects of touch; for just as custom has given the 
name of “  sharp ”  to what pricks or cuts the sense of 
touch, and “  grave ”  to that which causes crushing 
and compresses, in the same way it calls the sound 
which cuts, as it were, the hearing “  sharp,”  and that 
which crushes it, as it were, “  grave.”  Nor is it 41 
strange if, just as we describe sounds as grey or black 
or white, calling them after the sense-objects of 

* For the two kinds cf. §§ 4, 5.
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κεκλήκαμεν, ώδε καί από τω ν προς την αφήν 
όχρησάμεθά τισι μεταφοραΐς. όταν μεν οΰν επ 
ϊσης εκφερηται ή φωνή και υπό μίαν τάσιν, ώς 
μηδενα περισπασμόν γίνεσθαι τής αίσθήσεως ήτοι 
επί τό βαρύτερον ή τό όξυτερον, τότε 6 τοιοΰτος

42 ήχος φθόγγος καλείται, παρό και οι μουσικοί υπο
γράφοντας φασι ** φθόγγος εστιν εμμελούς φωνής 
πτώσις υπό μίαν τ ά σ ι ν τ ω ν  δε φθόγγων οι μεν 
είσιν ομόφωνοι οι δε ούχ ομόφωνοι, και ομόφωνοι 
μεν οι μή διαφεροντες άλλήλων κατ' οξύτητα και 
βαρύτητα, ούχ ομόφωνοι δε οί μή ούτως εχοντες.

43 τω ν δε ομοφώνων, ώς και των ούχ ομοφώνων, 
τινες μεν οξείς τινες δε βαρείς καλούνται, καί 
πάλιν τω ν ούχ ομοφώνων οί μεν διάφωνοι προσ
αγορεύονται οί δέ σύμφωνοι, και διάφωνοι μεν οί 
άνωμάλως καί διεσπασμενως τήν ακοήν κινοϋντες,

44 σύμφωνοι δε οί όμαλώτερον και άμερίστως. σαφε- 
στερον δε μάλλον εσται τό εκατερου γένους Ιδίωμα 
τή  από των προς γεΰσιν ποιοτήτων μεταβάσει 
χρησαμενων ημών, ώσπερ τοίνυν τω ν γευστών  
τα  μεν τοιαυτην εχει κράσιν ώστε μονοειδώς και 
λείως κινεΐν τήν αισθησιν, όποιον τό οίνόμελι καί 
ύδρόμελι, τα δε ούχ ωσαύτως ούδε ομοίως, καθ- 
άπερ τό όξυμελι (εκάτερον γαρ τούτων τω ν μ ιγ
μάτων τήν ίδιον έντυποι ποιότητα τή γευσει), οΰτω  
τω ν φθόγγων διάφωνοι μεν είσιν οί άνωμάλως τήν 
ακοήν καί διεσπασμενως κινοϋντες, σύμφωνοι δέ 
οί όμαλώτεροι. άλλα γάρ ή μεν διαφορά τω ν

45 φθόγγων τοιαυτη τις εστι παρά μουσικοΐς· περι- 
γράφεται δε τινα προς τούτων διαστήματα, καθ' 
α καί ή φωνή κινείται ήτοι επί τό όξυτερον άνα-

8 9 2
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vision, so also we employ names derived by trans
ference from those of touch. Whenever, then, the 
sound is expelled evenly and at one “ tension ” (or 
“  pitch ” ), so that there is no diversion of the sense 
towards the “ grave ”  or the “ sharp,” then such a 
sound is called a “ note,”  and so the Musicians say 42 
in their definitions “ A note is the fall under one 
tension of a musical sound.”  And of notes some 
are “ homophonous ”  (or “ in unison ” ), others not 
“ homophonous ”  ; “  homophonous ”  being those
which do not differ from one another in respect of 
“  sharpness ” or “  gravity,”  and not “  homo
phonous ”  those which are not o f this character. 
And of the “  homophonous,”—as also of the not 43 
“ homophonous,”— some are termed “  sharp,”  others 
“  grave ”  ; and of the not “  homophonous,”  again, 
some are called “ dissonant,”  others “  consonant,”
“ dissonant ”  being such as affect the hearing un
evenly and intermittedly, and “  consonant ”  such as 
affect it evenly and continuously. But the special 44 
character of each kind will be more clear if we make 
use of a comparison with the qualities relating to 
taste. Thus, just as some of the objects of taste are 
of such a blend as to affect the sense uniformly and 
smoothly, like honey-wine and honey-water, whereas 
others affect it in distinct and dissimilar ways, as for 
instance honey-vinegar (for each of these constituents 
stamps its own quality on the sense of taste),—so also 
with notes, those which affect the hearing unevenly 
and intermittedly are “ dissonant,” and those which 
are even are “ consonant.” Such, then, is the dis
tinction as to “  notes ”  as laid down by the Musicians.
— And by these, certain “  intervals ”  are determined 45 
within which the sound moves, either ascending
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βαίνουσα ή επί το βαρύτερον άνιεμενη. παρ' ήν 
αιτίαν κατά το άνάλογον των διαστημάτων τούτων 
τα μεν σύμφωνα τα  δε Βιάφωνα προσηγόρευται,

46 καί σύμφωνα μεν όπόσα υπό συμφώνων φθόγγων 
περιεχεται, Βιάφωνα Be όπόσα υπό Βιαφώνων. των 
δε συμφώνων διαστημάτων τό μεν πρώτον καί 
ελάχιστον διά τεσσάρων οι μουσικοί προσαγορευ- 
ουσι, τό δε μετά τούτο μεΐζον διά πόντε, καί του

47 διά πεντε μεΐζον τό διά πασών, πάλιν τε τών 
Βιαφώνων διαστημάτων ελάχιστον μεν εστι και 
πρώτον παρ' αυτοί? η καλούμενη δίεσις, δεύτερον 
δε τδ ημιτόνων, ο εστι διπλοΰν της διε'σεω?, τρίτον

48 ο τόνος, ός εστι διπλάσιων του ημιτονίου, ου μην 
άλλ’ ον τρόπον άπαν διάστημα κατά μουσικήν εν 
φθόγγοις εχει την ύπόστασιν, οϋτω καί παν ήθος' 
τό δ* εστι τι γένος μελωδίας, καθά γάρ τών 
ανθρωπίνων ηθών τινά μεν εστι σκυθρωπά καί 
στιβαρώτερα, όποια τά τών αρχαίων ίστοροϋσιν, 
τά  δε εύενδοτα προς έρωτας καί οίνοφλυγίας καί 
όδυρμούς καί οίμωγάς, οϋτω τις μεν μελωδία 
σεμνά τινα καί αστεία εμποιεί τη φυχή κινήματα,

49 τι? δδ ταπεινότερα καί άγεννη. καλείται δε κατά 
κοινόν η τοιουτότροπος μελωδία τοΐς μουσικοΐς 
ήθος από του ήθους είναι ποιητική, καθάπερ καί 
τό χλωρόν δέος τό χλωροποιόν, καί τό “  νότοι 
βαρυηκοοι άχλυώδεις καρηβαρικοί νωθροί διαλυτι-

60 κοί ”  άντι του τούτων δραστικοί, της δε κοινής̂  
μελωδίας ταύτης τό μεν τι χρώμα λεγεται τό δε 
αρμονία τό δε διάτονον, ών ή μεν αρμονία ανστη-

8 9 4

Of. Ρ.Η. iii. 155 ; Adv. Arithm. 6-9. 
* Cf. Horn. Jl. vii. 479.

towards the “ sharp ”  or descending towards the 
“  grave.”  And because of this some of these inter
vals are, by analogy, called “  consonant,”  others 
“  dissonant ”  ; and “ consonant ”  are all those con- 46 
tained by consonant notes, and “  dissonant ” all 
those contained by dissonant notes. Of consonant 
intervals the first and least is termed by the Musicians 
“  By-Fours ” (or “  The Fourth ” ), the greater one 
which comes next to this " By-Fives ”  (or “  The 
Fifth ” ), and the one which is greater than the 
By-Fives the “ By-Alls ” (or “ The Octave ” ).« Also, 
o f the dissonant intervals, again, the least and first 47 
is what is called by them “  Diesis ”  (or “  Quarter- 
tone ” ) ;  second is the “  Semi-tone,”  which is 
double the “  Diesis ”  ; third, the “  Tone,”  which is 
double the “  Semi-tone.”— Moreover, just as every 48 
interval in music consists of notes, so also does every 
“  flthos ”  (or “  character ”) ;  and it is a certain 
“  Genus ”  of melody. For just as o f human char
acters some are gloomy and stubborn, such as those of 
the ancients are reported to have been, while others 
yield easily to lusts and debauchery and lamentations 
and groanings, so a certain kind of melody produces 
in the soul stately and refined motions, another kind 
motions that are base and ignoble. Melody of this 49 
sort is called, in general, by the Musicians “  fithos ”  
from the fact that it is productive o f “  character,”  
just as fear is called “  pallid ”  6 for “  pallor-causing,”  
and South-winds “  deaf ” and “ foggy ”  and “  head- 
achey ”  and “ dull ”  and ‘ ‘ relaxing,”  instead of being 
said to be causes of these effects. And of this general 60 
type of melody one kind is called “ Chroma ”  (or 
“  Colour,”  Chromatic), another “  Harmony ”  (or 
“  Enharmonic ” ), another “ Diatonic ”  ; and of these

AGAINST THE PROFESSORS, VI. 4&-60
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ροΰ τίνος ήθους καϊ σεμ νότητος κατασκευαστική  
π ω ς ύπήρχεν, το  Be χρώ μ α  λιγυρόν τ ί  εστι και 
θρηνώ δες, το  Be Βιάτονον εντραχυ καϊ ύπάγροικον.

61 άλλα Βή πάλιν τό  μεν αρμονικόν μέλος τω ν  μ ελ ω 
δούμενων άΒιαίρετόν εστι, τό  δε Βιάτονον και τό  
χρώ μ α είδικω τερας τινάς είχε Βιαφοράς, Βύο μεν  
τό  Βιάτονον, τή ν  τ ε  του  μαλακού Βιατόνου καλού
μενων και τή ν  του συντόνου, τρεις Be τό  χ ρ ώ μ α · 
τό μεν γάρ τ ι αύτοΰ τονικόν καλείται τό  Βε η μ ιτό 
νω ν τ ό  Be μαλακόν.

52 ΪΙλήν εκ το ύ τω ν  συμφανες ότι πάσα  ή κατά μ ελ ω 
δίας θεωρία παρά το ΐς  μουσικοΐς ούκ εν άλλω τινι 
τη ν ύπ όστασιν εΐχεν εί μή εν το ΐς  φ θόγγοις. και 
διά τούτο  αναιρούμενων αυτώ ν τό  μηδέν εσται η 
μ ουσική, π ώ ς  ουν και ερεΐ τ ις  ότι ούκ είσί φ θόγ
γ ο ι ; εκ του  φωνήν αυτούς κατά  γένος ύπάρχειν, 
φήσομεν, και τή ν φωνήν ανύπαρκτον ήμΐν εν τοΐς  
σκεπτικοΐς ύπομνήμασι δεδεΐχθαι από τή ς  τώ ν  Βογ-

53 μ ατικώ ν μαρτυρίας, οι τ ε  γά ρ  από τή ς  Κυρήνης  
φιλόσοφοι μ όνα φασιν ύπάρχειν τά  π άθη, άλλο Βε 
ο ύ δ εν  δθεν καϊ τή ν φωνήν μή ούσαν π άθος, αλλα 
πάθους ποιητικήν, μή γίγνεσθα ι τώ ν  υπαρκτώ ν. 
οι γ ε  τοι περί τον  Δημ όκριτον και Πλάτωνα παν  
αισθητόν άναιροΰντες συναναιροΰσι και τή ν φωνήν,

54 αισθητόν τι δοκοΰσαν πράγμα  ύπάρχειν. και γάρ  
άλλως, εί εστι φωνή, ήτοι σώ μ ά  εστιν ή ά σ ώ -  
μ α τ ο ν  ούτε δε σώ μ ά  εστιν, ώ ς  οί περιπατητικοί δια 
πολλών ΒιΒάσκουσιν, ούτε ά σώ μ α τος, ώ ς  οι απο

55 τή ς  σ τ ο ά ς · ούκ άρα εστι φ ω νή, άλλος Βε τ ις  καν 
εκείνως επιχειρήσειε λεγειν, ώ ς  εί μή εστι φυχη
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the Enharmonic is o f an austere £thos and produc
tive of solemnity, while the Chromatic is shrill and 
dirgelike, and the Diatonic somewhat rough and 
unrefined. And further, the Enharmonic tune is 51 
inseparable from the songs that are being sung, but 
the Diatonic and the Chromatic have certain distinct 
sub-species, the Diatonic two,—that of the so-called 
“  Lax Diatonic ”  and that of the “  Tense Diatonic,”
— and the Chromatic three, called respectively the 
“  Tonic,”  the “  Semi-tonic ”  and the “  Lax.”

Now from this it is evident that the whole o f 52 
the Musicians’ theory o f melody is based on nothing 
else than notes. And, because of this, if these 
are destroyed Music will be nothing. How, then, 
can one assert that notes do not exist ? From 
the fact, we shall say, that they come under the 
genus “  sound,”  and that sound is non-existent has 
been proved by us,a in our Sceptic Commentaries, 
from the evidence of the Dogmatists. For the 53 
Cyrenaic philosophers 6 assert that only the feelings 
exist, and nothing else ; and hence that sound, not 
being a feeling but productive of feeling, is not an 
existent. Democritus,® indeed, and Plato, by de
stroying every sense-object, destroy therewith sound, 
which is held to be an object of sense.— Furthermore, 54 
if sound exists it is either corporeal or incorporeal; 
but it is not corporeal, as the Peripatetics demon
strate by numerous arguments ; nor is it incorporeal, 
as the Stoics proved ; therefore sound does not 
exist.— And some other person will attempt to argue 55 
thus : I f the soul does not exist, neither do the

“ Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 131 (though this is not the book re
ferred to).

6 Cf. vol. i. p. xvii, P.H. . 215 ; Adv. Log. i. 191.
* Cf. vol. i. pp. xi f. Λ Cf. Adv. Oram. 155.
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ουδέ aίσθήσεις· μέρη γάρ ταύτης ύπήρχον. el δέ 
μη είσϊν al αισθήσεις, ουδέ τά αισθητά· προς 
αισθήσεις γάρ ή τούτων ύπόστασις νοείται, εΐ 8έ 
μη αισθητά, ού8έ φωνή* εΐ8ος γάρ τι των αισθη
τών νπήρχεν. άλλα μην ούδέν εστι ψυχή, καθώς 
εν τοΐς περί αυτής ύπομνήμασιν έδείκνυμεν· ούκ

5β άρα εστι φωνή. καί μην εΐ μήτε βραχεΐά εστι 
φωνή μήτε μακρά, ονκ εστι φωνή· ούτε 8έ βραχεΐά 
εστιν ούτε μακρά φωνή, ώς εν τοΐς προς τούς 
γραμματικούς νπεμνήσαμεν, περί συλλαβής και 
λέξεως ζητοΰντες προς τούτους· ούκ άρα εστι

57 φωνή, προς τοντοις ή φωνή ούτε ev άποτελέσματι 
ούτε εν ύποστάσει νοείται, άλλ’ εν γενεσει και 
χρονική παρεκτάσει * το δε εν γενεσει νοούμενου 
γίνεται, ού8έπω 8* εστιν, ώσπερ ουδέ οικία γινό
μενη ή ναΰς και άλλα παμπληθή είναι λέγεται.

gg τοίνυν ούθέν εστι φωνή, και άλλοις 8ε συχνοΐς είς 
τούτο ενεστι λόγοις χρήσθαι, περί ών, ώς εφην, 
εν τοΐς ΐΐυρρωνείοις υπομνηματιζόμενοι διεζήειμεν. 
νυνϊ δέ φωνής μή οϋσης ού8έ φθόγγος εστιν, ος 
έλέγετο φωνής πτώσις υπό μίαν τάσιν· φθόγγου 
8ε μή δντος ουδέ διάστημα μουσικόν καθεστηκεν, 
ού συμφωνία, ου μελωδία, ου τά εκ τούτων γένη. 
διά τούτο ουδέ μουσική· επιστήμη γάρ έλέγετο 
εμμελών τε και έκμελών.

59 "Οθεν απ' άλλης αρχής ύποδεικτέον ότι καν τού- 
39 8
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senses ; for they are parts of the soul. And if the 
senses do not exist, neither do the sense-objects; for 
their existence is conceived as relative to the senses. 
And if sense-objects do not exist, neither does sound ; 
for it is a species of sense-object. But, in fact, soul 
is nothing, as we have shown in our treatise concern
ing i t α ; therefore sound does not exist.— Moreover, 56 
if sound is neither short nor long, sound does not 
exist; but sound is neither short nor long, as we 
have shown in our treatise Against the Grammar
ians* when questioning their theory of the syllable 
and the word ; therefore sound does not exist.—In 57 
addition, sound is conceived neither as a completed 
thing nor as a substantial thing,® but as a thing which 
comes into being and has extension in time ; but 
that which is conceived as coming into being is 
coming into being, but does not as yet exist,—just 
as a house which is coming into being, or a ship or a 
multitude of other things, is not said to exist. So, 
then, sound is nothing. There are also many other 58 
arguments one might use to prove this point, such as 
those with which, as I said, we have dealt fully in 
our comments in Pyrrhonea,d— Now, then, as sound 
does not exist, neither does the note, for it was de
scribed as “  the fall of a sound under one tension ”  e ; 
and when the note does not exist, neither does the 
musical interval exist, nor symphony, nor melody, nor 
the Genera formed from these/ Therefore, Music 
does not exist either ; for it was described as “  the 
Science of things in tune and out of tune.” 9

Hence, making a fresh start, we must show that, 59
■ No longer extant; but cf. P.H. ii. 31 ff., iii. 186.

* Cf. Adv. Oram. 124 ff. · Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 131.
* Another lost work. * Cf. § 42.

'  Cf. § 50. · Cf. § 38.
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των άποστώμεν, διά την εγχειρη θησο μόνην ini τής 
ρυθμοποιίας απορίαν ανυπόστατος καθεστηκεν ή 
μουσική, εί γάρ μηδέν εστι ρυθμός, ουδέ επι
στήμη τις  εσται περί ρυθμοϋ· άλλα μην ουδόν όστι 
ρυθμός, ώς παραστήσομεν · ούκ άρα εστι τις επι-

60 στήμη περί ρυθμοϋ. ώς γαρ πολλάκις είρήκαμεν, 
ρυθμός σύστημά εστιν εκ ποδών, ό δβ ποϋς το 
συνεστώς εξ άρσεως και θεσεως· ή δε άρσις και ή 
θεσις εν ποσότητι χρόνου θεωρείται, ών τινάς μεν 
επεΐχεν ή θεσις τινάς δε ή άρσις χρόνους, καθάπερ 
γαρ εκ μεν στοιχείων σύλλαβοι εκ δε συλλαβών 
λέξεις συντίθενται, ούτως εκ μεν των χρόνων οι

61 πόδες εκ δε τω ν ποδών οι ρυθμοί γίνονται, εάν 
ούν δείξωμεν οτι ουδόν εστι χρόνος, έξομεν συν- 
αποδεδειγμόνον οτι ουδέ πόδες ύπάρχουσιν, διά 
δ$ τούτο ουδέ οι ρυθμοί, εξ εκείνων την σύστασιν 
λαμβάνοντες. ώ ακολουθήσει το μηδε επιστήμην 
εΐναί τινα περί ρυθμούς, πώς ούν; οτι ουδόν εστι 
χρόνος, ήδη μεν παρεστήσαμεν εν τοΐς ΤΙυρρω- 
νείοις, ούδεν δε ήττον και τά  νυν παραστήσομεν

62 επί ποσόν. εί γάρ εστι τι χρόνος, ήτοι πεπερασται 
ή άπειρος εστιν. ούτε δε πεπερασται, επεί εροΰμεν 
ποτέ γεγονόναι χρόνον οτε χρόνος ούκ ήν, και 
εσεσθαί ποτέ χρόνον οτε χρόνος ούκ εσται, ούτε 
άπειρος καθεστηκεν· εστι γάρ τι αύτοΰ παρωχηκός 
[και ενεστώς]1 καί μέλλον, ών έκάτερον εϊ μεν ούκ 
εστιν, πεπερασται ο χρόνος, εί δ* εστιν, εσται εν 
τφ  παρόντι καί ο παρωχηκώς καί 6 μελλων, δπερ

63 άτοπον. ούκ άρα εστι χρόνος, το γε μην εξ

4 0 0
1 [καί « wtcos] del. Heintz.
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even if we lay aside these considerations, Music is 
non-existent owing to the doubt regarding rhythm- 
making which is now to be raised. For if rhythm is 
nothing, no science of rhythm will exist; but, in fact, 
rhythm is nothing, as we shall establish ; therefore 
no science of rhythm exists. For as we have fre-60 
quently stated, rhythm is a system composed of 
“  feet,”  and a “ foot ” is that which consists of 
“  arsis ”  and “  thesis ”  α ; and “  arsis ”  and “  thesis ”  
are seen in quantity of time, for the “  thesis ”  
occupies certain periods of time and the “  arsis ”  
certain other periods. For just as syllables are com
posed of elements, and words of syllables, so feet are 
composed of times, and rhythms of feet. If, then, we 61 
shall show that time is nothing, we shall have shown 
therewith that feet also do not exist, nor, conse
quently, rhythms, as they derive their consistence 
from feet. And from this it will follow that no science 
of rhythms exists. How then ? That time is no
thing we have already established in our Pyr- 
rhcmea,& but none the less we shall also establish it 
now, up to a point.—For if time is anything, it is 62 
either limited or unlimited. But it is not limited, 
since, if so, we shall be saying that there was once a 
time when time did not exist, and that there will 
sometime be a time when time will not exist. Nor 
is it unlimited ; for a part of it is past, a part future, 
and if each of these does not exist time is limited, 
and if each does exist, then both the past and the 
future will exist in the present, which is absurd. 
Therefore time does not exist.—Also, that which is 63

• Terms derived from the motions of dancers in raising 
(“  arsis ” ) and setting down (“  thesis ” ) the feet.

* Cf. Ρ .Π . in. 136 f f . ; Adv. Phya. ii. 169 IF.
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ανυπάρκτων συνεσ τώ ς ανύπαρκτον εστιν ' ο δε 
χρόνος εκ τε  του  παρω χημένου καί μ η κ ετ όντος  
καί εκ του  μέλλοντος μηδεπ ω  δε οντος συνεσ τώ ς

64 ανύπαρκτος εστα ι. άλλως τ ε ,  εί μεν άμερης εστιν  
ό χρόνος, π ώ ς τό  μ εν  τ ι αύτοΰ παρω χημενον τ ό  
δε ενεστώ ς  το  δε μέλλον λ εγομ εν ; εί δε μ εριστός  
εστιν , επεί παν τό  μ εριστόν υπό τίνος αύτοΰ μ έ 
ρους κ αταμ ετρείται, ώ ς  π ηχυς μ εν  υπό παλαιστοΰ, 
6 παλαιστής δε υπό δακτύλου, δεησει καί αυτόν

65 υπό τίνος τω ν  αύτοΰ μ ερώ ν καταμετρεΐσθαι. ούτε  
δε τ ώ  ενεσ τώ τι δυνατόν καταμετρεΐν του ς άλλους 
χρόνους, επείπερ ό  γινόμενος καί 6 ενεστώ ς χρόνος 
6 αύτός εστα ι κατ αύτούς π αρω χημένος καί 
μελλων, παρω χημένος μ εν  ότι τον  παρω χημενον  
καταμετρεί χρόνον, μελλων δε δτι τον  μέλλοντα· 
δπερ άτοπ ον. ούτε1 τοίνυν τινί τω ν  λειπομενών  
δυοΐν τον  ενεσ τώ τα  κ αταμ ετρη τεον. δι’ ήν at-

66 τίαν ούδε το ύ τη  λεκτεον είναι τινα χρόνον, προς  
τούτοις 6  χρόνος τριμερής εσ τι, καί τό  μεν εχει 
παρω χηκός τό  δε ενεστώ ς τό  δε μέλλον, ώ ν τό  μεν  
παρω χημενον ούκετι εστιν , τό  δε μέλλον οΰπω  
εστιν , τό  δε ενεστώ ς ήτοι άμερες εστιν η μ εριστόν. 
άλλ’  άμερες μ εν  ούκ αν ειη· εν άμερεΐ μ εν γά ρ  
ούδεν δύναται γίνεσθαι μ εριστόν, ώ ς φησί Τ ίμ ω ν,

67 οΐον τό  γίνεσθαι, τό  φθείρεσθαι. καί άλλως, εΐπερ  
άμερες εσ τι τ ό  ενεσ τώ ς τ ο ΰ  χρόνου, ούτε αρχήν  
εχει άφ* ής άρχεται, ούτε πέρας εφύ δ καταλήγει, 
διά δε τοΰτο  ούδε μ έσ ο ν · καί ο ύ τω ς ούκ εστα ι ό  
ενεσ τώ ς χρόνος, εί δε μ εριστός εστιν , εί μ εν εις 
το υ ς  μη όντας χρόνοιις μ ερ ίζετα ι, ούκ εσται χ ρό
νος , εί δ* εις το ύ ς  όντας χρόνους, ούκ εσται όλος δ

1 οΰτ€ scripsi; ον mss., Bekk.
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composed of non-existents is non-existent; and time 
being composed of the past, which no longer exists, 
and of the future, which does not yet exist, will be 
non-existent.— Again, if time is indivisible, how is it 64 
that we call a part of it “  past,”  a part “  present,”  
and a part “  future ”  ? And if it is divisible, since 
everything divisible is measured by some part of 
itself,—as the cubit by the palm, and the palm by the 
finger,—time, too, will have to be measured by one 
of its own parts. But it is not possible to measure the 65 
other times by the present, since, according to them, 
the same instant and present time will be both past 
and future,—past because it measures the past time, 
and future because it measures the future ; which is 
absurd. Nor yet can one measure the present by one 
o f the two remaining times. And, because of this, 
one must declare that thus, too, no time exists.— 
Furthermore, time is tripartite,® and one part is past, 66 
one present, and one future ; and o f these the past 
no longer exists, the future does not yet exist, and the 
present is either indivisible or divisible. But it will 
not be indivisible ; for, as Timon asserts, no divisible 
thing, such as becoming and perishing, can become 
in indivisible time.—Again, if the present part of 67 
time is indivisible, it has neither a beginning from 
which it begins, nor an end at which it ceases, nor, in 
consequence, a middle, and thus present time will not 
exist. And if it is divisible, then, if it is divided into 
the non-existing times, time will not exist; while if it 
is divided into the existing times, time will not exist as

“ Cf. P.H. iii. 1 4 4 ; Adv. Pkys. ii. 197 ff., where, too, Timon 
is quoted.
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χρόνος, αλλά τω ν μερών αύτοΰ τινά μεν carat 
τινά 8ε ούκ εσται. τοίνυν ούδεν εστι χρόνος, διά 
δε τούτο ουδέ πό8ες, ουδέ ρυθμοί, ούδ* ή περί τους  
ρυθμούς επιστήμη.

68 Ύοσαΰτα πραγματικώς και προς τάς της μου
σικής είπόντες άρχάς εν τοσουτοις την προς τα  
μαθήματα διέξοδον άπαρτίζομεν.
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a whole, but some of its parts will exist and others will 
not exist. So, then, time is nothing ; and, conse
quently, feet, too, and rhythms, and the science of 
rhythms are nothing.

Having said thus much by way of effective 68 
argument against the principles of Music, we here 
bring to a close our disputation against the Arts 
and Sciences.
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Abas Gr. 237 
Academies R. 20, 43 
Acamas Gr. 257 
Achaeana Gr. 42 ; R. 3 
Achilles Gr. 133, 139, 140, 163, 

165 ; M. 10, 25 
Aegisthus M. 11 
Aeolian Gr. 78 
Aeschines R. 40 
Agamemnon M. 11 f., 26 
Alcaeus Gr. 298
Alexander Gr. 263, 282; Ast. 89
Alexandrians Gr. 213
Ambracia Gr. 48
Amycus R. 104
Anacreon Gr. 298
Antaeus R. 104
Antigonus Gr. 276
Antiochus Gr. 293
Apollo Gr. 101
Aracynthus Gr. 257
Aratus Gr. 304 ; Ast. 98
Arcadians Gr. 261
Archilochus Gr. 298
Archimedes Gr. 301
Archon Gr. 239
Areopagus R. 77
Ares Gr. 101, 106, 237, 255
Argives Gr. 42
Argolicon Gr. 262
Aristarchus Gr. 44
Aristion Gr. 169, 173, 174
Ariatocles Gr. 258
Ariaton R. 61
Aristophanes Gr. 44; (Poet) Gr.

Aristotle P. 2 ; Gr. 258, 315 ; R. 
8, 61; Gm. 57 fl.

Aristoxenus Μ. 1
Asclepiades Gr. 47,72,252; Gm. 5
Asclepiads Gr. 261
Asclepius Gr. 260
Athenaeus R. 62
Athenians Gr. 87, 148, 228, 246, 

295 ; R. 22, 77 ; M. 14 
Athens Gr. 154 
Attic Gr. 87, 89 
Attica Gr. 257
Babylon Gr. 263 
Brilesus Gr. 257 
Busiris R. 104 
Byzantine (orator) R. 38
Cadmus Gr. 53, 54 
Callimachus Gr. 48, 309 
Camandodus Gr. 275 
Cerastes Gr. 226 
Chaeronea Gr. 295 
Chaldeans Ast. 5, 21, eto.
Chares Gr. 76, 237 
Charmidas R. 20 
Chians R. 23 
Chrysippus Gr. 258, 301 
Citium R. 6 
Cleombrotus Gr. 48 
Cleopatra Gr. 262 
Clitomachus R. 20 
Clytaemnestra M. 11 f., 26 
Cnidus Gr. 258 
Coans Gr. 246 
Colophon Gr. 257, 289
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Corax R. 06 ff.
Crates Gr. 44, 79, 248 
Creopliylus Gr. 48 
Cretan (lawgiver) R. 20 f. 
Critolaus R. 12, 20, 61 
Cronos Gr. 289. For the star see 

“ Saturn”
Cronos (Diodorus) Gr. 309 f. 
Ctesiphon R. 40 
Cyclops Gm. 42, 49 
Cyprus Gr. 257 
Cyrenaics M. 53 
CyrenO Gr. 261
Deidameia Gr. 308 
Deipnion Gr. 174 
Demades Gr. 295 ; R. 16 
Demaratus Gr. 258 
Demeter Gr. 255, 271 
Demetrius (Chlorus) Gr. 84 
Democritus M. 53 
Demosthenes Gr. 59, 98; R. 40 
Dicaearchus Gm. 3 
Diodorus (Cronos) Gr. 309 f. 
Diomede Gr. 264 
Dion Ast. 104
Dionysius (Thrax) Gr. 57, 72, 80, 

81, 250, 253 
Dorian Gr. 78, 87, 89
E6tion M. 10 
Egyptians Ast. 31 
Empedocles Gr. 302 f. 
Epicharmus Gr. 273 
Epicureans Gr. 299 ; R. 25 
E^curus P. 1, 3, 21, 272 f., 283 ff.;
Erasistratus Gr. 258 
Eratosthenes Gm. 28 
Erechtheus Gr. 262 
EriphylS Gr. 261 
Eteocles Gr. 62 
Ethiopians Ast. 102 
Euboea Ast. 92 
Eudoxus Gr. 301; Ast. 1 
Euripides Gr. 58, 62, 271, 274, 

287, 308 ; Gm. 3 
Eurytus Gr. 48
Gorgias (of Plato) R. 2 
Gorgon Gr. 264
Harmonia Gr. 816 
Hecuba Gr. 264 
Helen R. 3

Hephaestus Gr. 291 
Hera Gr. 261, 290 f.
Heracleitus Gr. 301 
Heracles Gr. 255 ; R. 105 
Hermagoras R. 62 
Herodotus Gr. 58 
Hesiod Gr. 58, 204, 289 
Hesione Gr. 255 
Hipparchus Ast. 1 
Hippocentaur Gm. 41, 47 
Hippolytus Gr. 261 
Hipponax Gr. 275, 290 
Homer Gr. 48, 58, 203 ff., 272 f., 

281, 284, 289, 307 ; M. 16 
Hypereides R. 4
Ida (Mt.) Gr. 291 
Iolcia Gr. 48 
Ionian Gr. 88 
Isocrates R. 62 
Ithaca M. 26
Jupiter (planet) Ast. 29, 32 ff.
Lacedaemonians Gr. 228,258. See 

also “ Sparta, Spartan ”  
Lampon M. 13 
Lebedians Gr. 275, 293 
Lemnos Gr. 291 
Leo Ast. 10, 21, 95 
Libya R. 105 
Linus Gr. 204 
Lycomedes Gr. 808 
Lycurgus R. 21
Macedon Gr. 282 ; Ast. 89 
Marathon Ast. 92 
Mars (planet) Ast. 29, 34 ff. 
Memnon Gr. 237 
Menander Gr. 58 
Menon Gr. 239
Mercury (planet) Ast. 29, 32 ff. 
Metrodorus Gr. 61, 258 
Musaeus Gr. 204 
Mycenae Gr. 154 
Mytilene P. 4
Nausiphanes P. 2, 4 
Nicanor Gr. 258 
Niob6 R. 104
Odysseus Gr. 42, 264, 267; B* 

105 ; M. 26
Orestes (of Euripides) Gr. 215 
Orion Gr. 262 
Orpheus Gr. 204; R. 81
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Pallas Athene Gr. 290 
Pan Gr. 314 
Panyasis Gr. 261 
Pegasus Gr. 264
Peleus Gr. 133,139, 140,163,165
Peloponnesian Gr. 148
Pelops Gr. 255
Penelope M. 26
Peripatetics M. 54
Perseus R. 105
Persians R. 33
Philip Gr. 295
Phineus Gr. 262
Phlius Gr. 305
Phoenician (signs) Gr. 53
Phrixus (of Euripides) Gr. 274
Phrynfi R. 4
Phylarchus Gr. 262
Pindar Gr. 58
Pindarion Gr. 202, 205
Plataea Gr. 154
Plato P. 2 ; Gr. 48, 58, 69, 98, 

258, 301, 303: R. 2, 4 12,
61; Ar. 11, 14,17, 21; M. 13, 
27, 53

Plato (Poet) R. 35 
Polyanthus Gr. 261 
Poseidon Gr. 290 ; R. 104 
Priend Gr. 293 
Procles Gr. 258 
Proetus Gr. 261 
Ptolemy (King) Gr. 276 
Ptolemy (the Peripatetic) Gr. 60, 

72
Pyrrho P. 1, 2, 5 ; Gr. 63, 272, 

281, 305
Pythagoras Gr. 303 ; Ar. 2 ; M. 

8 23
Pythagoreans Ar. 2, 9 ; Ast. 8 ; 

M. 30
Pythias Gr. 258
Saturn (planet) Ast. 29, 32 ff. 
Scopes Gr. 237 
Sirens Gr. 41

Smyrna Gr. 169,178
Socrates R. 25; Gm. 40; Ast.

104: M. 13 
Solon M. 9
Sophocles Gr. 313; Gm. 3 
Sophron Gr. 284 
Sostratus Gr. 276, 293 
Sparta R. 21, 24
Spartan R. 21 f . ; M. 8, 24. Of.

Gr. 228, 258 
Spintharus Μ. 1 
Stageira Gr. 258 
Staphylus Gr. 261 
Stesichorus Gr. 261 
Syrians Gr. 314
Tantalus Gr. 286
Tauriscus Gr. 248
Telegonus Gr. 267
Telesarchus Gr. 262
Thales (the Cretan) R. 21
Thebes Gr. 154, 261
Theon Gr. 237, 239 ; Ast. 104
Theophrastus Gr. 258
Thracian Gr. 63, 72
Thucydides Gr. 58, 59, 98
Timaeus (of Plato) Gr. 303
Timon Gr. 53,305 ; Gm. 2 ; M. 66
Tissaphemes R. 22
Titans Gr. 264
Tityos Gr. 286
Troezen Gr. 261
Trojans Gr. 42 ; R. 3
Troy Gr. 42,101; Ast. 92 ; M. 26
Tyndarefis Gr. 261
Venus (planet) Ast. 29, 84 ff.
Xenocrates R. 6, 61 
Xenophanes Gr. 257, 289
Zeno R .7
Zeus Gr. 48, 101, 177, 195, 276, 

288 ff.; R. 105. Of. Ast. 29, 
32 ff.
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