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JoNATHAN BARNES

THE BELIEFS OF A PYRRHONIST *

A Pyrrhonist’s researches do not end in discovery; nor yet do
they conclude that discovery is impossible. For they do not terminate
at all: the researches continue (PH 1 1, 4), and the researcher finds
himself in a condition of &moyh (PH 1 7). "Enoyn is defined as «a
standstill of the intellect, as a result of which we neither deny nor
affirm anything» (PH 1 10). The Sceptical investigator 2 neither asserts
nor denies, neither believes nor disbelieves 3,

"Enoyf is characteristically produced by argument — indeed, one
of the most refreshing features of the Pyrrhonist tracts of Sextus
Empiricus is that they are stuffed full of argumentation. When a
philosopher offers us an argument, he normally implies that, if we
accept the premisses, we ought to accept the conclusion. It is thus

" Drafis of this paper have been read at Cambridge, Rome and Milan: I am
indebted 1o my three audiences for numerous suggestions and improvements.
.Y PH is Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism; M is SEXTUS, adversus
:\farbema({w;. ’
71 shall use “Sceptic” and “Pyrrhonist” interchangeably: I have nothing to say
about the Academic Sceprics.
* Modern sceptics customarily reject knowledge and they may allow themselves 2
full measure of befief. Ancient Sceptics reject belref; they also, of course, reject know-
8¢, but that is only a trivial consequence of their rejection of belief.
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natural to suppose that a Pyrrhonist’s arguments similarly imply a
:rellectual ought: “Consider these premisses”, the Sceptic urges, “an
you will see that you should suspend judgement”. A few Pyrrhonia
‘passages do indeed contain such an intellectual ought % but thos.

passages are, I think, misieading. Sextus usually says, not “you should.”

&

suspend judgement”, but’ “you will (or: must) suspend judgement”?,
"Enoyt is «an affection (madog) that comes about (y{yvetai) in the |
inquirer after the investigation» (PH 1 7). The onset of &moyd i,
something which simply happens to us. :

More specifically, Scepticism is a d0vapg dvudetix, «a capacity
for opposing what appears and what is thought in any way at all, from
which, because of the equipollence in the opposed objects and state
ments, we reach first &moyfi and then dragakio» (PH 1 8). Th
sequence for the Sceptic is: investigation — opposition — equipolt
ence — E&moyh — atapakia. That sequence is causal: famously
dropatio follows &moyf «by chance» (PH 1 26) or «like a shadows
(PH 1 29; Diog. Lacrt. 1x 107); and &moyri follows {oocOévela in jus
the same fashion. The Pyrrhonist’s arguments lie before you: rea
them, and you will find yourself in a state of Exoyn ®.

Any investigation attacks some specific subject-inatter and pose
some particular question, The state of Emoyf resulting from any inve
stigation will therefore itself be directed towards some specific subject
matter and some particular question. A Pyrrhonist asks: “Is it the cax
that P?” (“Do there exist gods?”, “Can we discern true from falst
appearances?”’, “Is the world a structure of atoms and void?”). He
then assembles arguments in favour of an affirmative answer, ané
arguments in favour of a negative answer. The two sets of argument
exactly balance one another. ‘Enoyi supervenes — groyn directet
towards the proposition that P.

Pyrrhonism thus works piecemeal. The d0vajug avridetnt is §

4 E.g. PH 1 34 (o0déaw yof ovyxatatideadar); Dioc. Laert. 1% 81 (¢gpentéovt
TiMoN, apud ARISTOCLES, apud Eusesius, PE x1v 18, 3 (undE motedery oel).

$ Ep PH 159 (kgéEopev); 1 78 (Efyev d\'u*,'xaoﬁf]oopdl); 189 (elogyesBan T
Etoyhiv).

¢ The point needs stressing: unjess it is firmly grasped we canpot begin to under
stand the Pyrrhonist’s bizarre auitude to his own arguments (PH 111 280-1).

gcncml capacity, but it can only be exercised on particular issues.

Esoxf) is not a global state — a state of total intellectual paralysis;
racher, it is a particular attitude, essentially directed towards some

‘i issue. "Emoyn on one issue does not imply &moxn on any
‘other issue 7. Hence if you ascribe &ntoyn to a man you must indicate
the object of his &oyi: towards what issue is his &moyq directed? and
if a Pyrthonist claims that &roxf is the route to atopakia we must
cqually ask him to specify the object of that &royf: over what range

< of issues is his Enoyij extended?

It is pointless to ask a Pyrrhonist whether we ought to suspend
judgement on this or that specified topic: &roys is not something to
be adopted or rejected at will But it is wholly appropriate to ask
where — over what range of topics — a Pyrrhonist will exercise his
divapg aviidenixy, and hence to ask what is the scope of his

Scepticism.

I

We may wonder what is the extent of a Pyrrhonist’s Scepticism;
and we may ask, equivalently, what a Pyrrhonist believes. (The que-
stions are equivalent since a man may have beliefs on a topic just in
case he does not find himself in a state of &moy# towards it.) The
question, “What may a Pyrrhonist believe?”, or “What is the scope of
Pyrrhonian &moyi?”, is of the last importance for an understanding of
ancient Scepticism; and it has been the subject of scholarly contro-
versy 8,

) But the question, generally posed, has no general answer. Dif-
ferent Pyrrhonists underwent &moyr to different degrees and exercised

7 Hence the Stoics may consistently indulge in selective &moyf: Cicero, Ac 1t 29,
$4. PH 11 253; cfr. Dioc. Lagrt. 1m1 52 (on Plato).

* See esp. M. F. BURNYEAT, Can the Sceptic Live his Scepticsm?, in Doubt and
Dogmatism, edd, M. Scroriep, M.F. BURNYEAT, J. Barnes, Oxford 1980, and M.
FREDE, Des Skeptikers Meinungen, «Neue Hefte fiir Philosophie», 15/16 (1979) pp.
102-29. (Cfr, M.F. Burnveat, ldealism and Greek Philosophy: what Descartes saw and
‘?'"‘»‘516‘)' missed, «Philosophical Reviews, xct (1982) pp. 3-40, esp. pp. 23-32.) My paper
B indebted on every page to the work of those two scholars and friends.
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their dOvapg dvudennf over different areas. Whether or not we can’
detect a line of developrﬁ‘ent running through the long history of;
ancient Pyrrhonism and see &moxy becoming gradually more moderate
in its claims %, there can be no doubt that there was no single Pyrrho. ’
nian orthodoxy: Galen, for example, was able to distinguish extreme
and moderate Sceptics among the Pyrrhonists of his own day '. The:
unanswerable general question must thus be replaced by a series of:
specific questions. Here I shall limit my attention to Sextus Empiricus
(who is, after all, the chief representative of Pyrrhonism for us today); -
moreover, to avoid any problems raised by the possibility of change
and development in Sextus’ own views '!, T shall restrict myself to one
of Sextus’ works. My question is this: What is the scope of &royny in
Sextus’ Outlines of Pyrrbonism? what, if anything, may the Pyrth-
onist of the Qutlines believe '2? ‘
Two rival answers to that question define two types of Scepti
cism. The first type I shall call, following Galen '*, rustic Pyrrhonism.
The rustic Pyrthonist has no beliefs whatsoever: he directs &moyd
towards every issue that may arise. The second type of Scepticism |
shall call urbane Pyrrbonism ‘*. The urbane Pyrrhonist is happy to

9 See esp. V, BROCHARD, Les sceptigues grecs, Paris 19232

10 GaLen, diff. puls. vi1 711 K; praenot. xtv 628 K.

11 Sextus' extant writings were probably composed in the order: PH—M vit-x1—-M
1-v1 (see esp. K. JANAZEK, Die Hauptschrift des Sextus Empiricus als Torso Erbalten?,
«Philologus», cvir (1963) pp. 271-7. Jandtek’s various philological studies have shown in
detail how Sextus” sryle altered in the course of his carcer. I think it is plausible to
suppose developments in his rhought too — but the topic awaits detailed investigation.

12 There may, of course, be no determinate answer to that question either — PH
may, in the end, turn out to offer no coherent view on the extent of toxdj. See further
below, pp. 40-3. )

13 gypowxorugedvelol: see the passages cited above, note 10.

14 Myles Burnyeat has called this the country gentleman’s Scepticism, in honour of
Montaigne. (I take this from an unpublished paper on “The Sceptic in his Place and
Time”, which he has kindly allowed me to read.) Burnyeat suggests that urbane Pyrrho:
nists “insulate” their philosophy from the rest of their life, and that only a rustic treatt
his Scepticism as a philosophy to live by. But “insulation” may be taken in either of twe
ways. a). Some modern Sceptics claim that their doubts are “philosophical” doubts, not
ordinary doubts. “Philosophical” doubt is allegedly compatible with ordinary belief: 8
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belicve most of the things that ordinary people assent to in the
ordinary course of events: he directs &moxy} towards a specific target
— gyoughly speaking, towards. philosophical and scientific matters.
Thus the rustics hotly reject everything, while the urbane coolly dis-
miss the rash claims of the sor-disant savants.

An interpreter who finds rustic Pyrthonism in PH will appeal
primarily to two features of Sextus’ work. First, many of the argu-
ments in PH appear to demolish a// beliefs on a given topic if they
demolish any beliefs: the attacks on causation or on time or on truth,
say, do not appear to restrict their target to scientific or philosophical
positions in those areas; and the Five Tropes of Agrippa, in terms of
which much of the argumentation of PH is conducted, seem wholly
indifferent to any distinction between scientific theory and everyday
opinion. Secondly, PH makes it plain that the opponents of Pyrrho-
nism regularly construed Pyrrhonism in a rustic fashion — the noto-

man may believe, with everyone else, that roses are red and violets blue — and at the
sume t‘imc he may doubt, philosophically, that violets are blue and roses red. A
?CtptiClSm which limits itself to philosophical doubt “insulates” itself from real life,
ma_.su'luch as a Sceptic may share in all the beliefs — and hence join in the normal
sctivities — of his fellow men. The distinction between philosophical doubt and ordi-
nary doubt is scarcely to be found in ancient Scepticism. (But some scholars find it at M
1 165; and Michael Frede has in effect suggested that it underlies the theorising of the
Methodical School of medicine: sce his The Method of the so-called Methodical School of
Medicine, in Science and Speculation, edd. J. Barnes, J. BRunscuwiG, M.F. BURNYEAT,
M."SCHOHELD, Cambridge-Paris 1982, pp. 18-22). The “insulation” which “philosophi-
cx}l doubt introduces was no part of normal Pyrthonism. b) The urbane Pyrihonist
dlh.ccts his #oyf to philosophico-scientific matters; although he never doubts and
believes the same things, his doubts are siill, in a sense, “insulated” from ordinary life
— for they touch onily on the concerns of professionals. But that is not to say that his
doubts have no practical manifestations. For, first, in some cases at least he may well
part company with ordinary beliefs and practices (see below, pp. 31-2). And secondly, his
Pfo-fcssmnal doubts may have a profound effect on his professional pracu’ccs.‘One
anclent 'example may illustrate that point. The Empirical doctors were urbane Sceptics;
:hnd their Scepticism had a notable effect upon their approach to medicine — it affected

ar research, their classification of diseases, their diagnoses and prognoses, their

‘htmp}': See, most strikingly, the remarks on anatomy and vivisection at CELSUS, prooesr.
40-3 (with 23.4).
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rious argument that Sceptics cannot act, evidently presupposes that
Pyrrhonists have no beliefs at all. '

The rustic interpreter takes his motto from Timon: «That honey -
is sweet, I do not affirm; that it dppears so I allow» '%. ‘ ;

An interpreter who finds urbane Pyrthonism in PH will also
appeal primarily to two features of Sextus’ work. First, Sextus fre-
quently characterizes Pyrthonism by reference to its opponents, the
“Dogmatists”: «the Sceptic, being a philanthropic sort, wishes to cure !
by argument, to the best of his ability, the pretension and temerity of -
the Dogmatists» (PH 111 280). Pyrrhonism is a therapy, a cure for the
mental illnesses induced by scientists, philosophers, and other learned
charlatans: it is not concerned with the ordinary beliefs of ordinary '
men. Secondly, Sextus frequently presents himself as the champion of
Btoc, of Ordinary Life or Common Sense. Like Berkeley, he is eter-
nally attacking Metaphysics and reducing men to Common Sense. He
is a defender, not an opponent, of ordinary beliefs.

The urbane interpreter takes his motto from Diogenes’ summary
of Scepticism: «That fire burns we perceive; as to whether it has a
caustic nature, we suspend judgement» '8, ‘

Is PH rustic or urbane? A full discussion of the question would
demand an investigation of a major part of Sextus’ text. Here I shall
consider only three issues raised by the question — the three which
seem to me the most significant, both historically and philosophically,
of the many which the question suggests. I shall look first at PH'’s
commitment to T aivopeve; then at the notion of déypo and PH’s
opposition to ol doypotxol; and thirdly at PH's attitude to Blog and
the Meaning of Life. As an epilogue I shall briefly suggest that the
question itself may be ill-conceived 7.

15 Tmmon, frag. 74 Diels = DioG. LaerT. 1x 105.

1€ Dioc. LAErT. 1% 104; cfr. M vit 197-9; GALEN, simp. med. X1 380 K.

17 Two- troublésome side-issues should be mentioned. a) Very many sentences in
the text of PH appear to commit the Pyrthonist to beliefs of various sorts: Sextus says
that men’s eyes are differently structured from those of cats (PH 1 47), and his account
of the Ten Tropes is largely composed of such observations; he says that Plato was not
a Sceptic (PH 1 222), and his writings are full of such doxographical remarks. Surely all
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The major part of Book 1 of PH presents the Ten Tropes of
txoy. The characteristic conclusion of the Tropes is this: «how each
of the external objects appears (palvetat) we can perhaps say; but
how it is in its nature we cannot assert» (PH 1 87). The Pyrrhonist of
PH is undeniably committed to t& @atvépeve: he is prepared to say
how things appear. Surely that in itself is enough to show that he is
no rustic? surely in saying how things appear he is exhibiting some
beliefs?

The point is not that the phrase “it appears to me” mcans “I
believe™ gaivetar in Greek, like “appears” or “seems” in English,
may indeed carry such an epistemic sense; but the word does not do
so in PH 1. There the appearing is “phenomenological” — gaiveta
reports the way things look '8. (Not necessarily the way they look to
perception, Although perceptual appearings predominate in the Ten
Tropes, there are also numerous examples of non-perceptual appea-
rings. The phenomenological sense of “seem” or alvetow is not in
any way tied to perception. I may say, phenomenologically, “That
argument Jooks sound — but don’t be taken in by it” '°.)

that indicates a mass of ordinary beliefs? (So already the ancient critics of Pyrrhonism:

see Aristocues, apud Eusestus, PE xiv 18, 11.) It does not, and the passages will bear
no weight: sometimes we should plainly understand 2 xaddsnee paowy (cfr. PH 1 80, 85)
— Sextus is not spesking /n propria persona; sometimes an glvar must be read “cata-
chrestically” as paiveadat (cfr. PH 1 135, 195, 202; cfr. M x1 18-19) — Sextus is not
saying how things are; sometimes, no doubt, we should simply suppose an understanda-
ble carelessness- on Sextus’ part. If PH 'is urbane, then (some of) those passages may be
teken 1o express Pyrrhonian beliefs; but the passages cannot be adduced as evidence for
urbanity, b) Sextus is a Pyrrhonist attempting to describe Pyrrhonism: the attempt, as
Sextus is acutely aware, is always close to incoherence — how can someone who
purports to have no philosophical beliefs describe his own philosophical position? I am
not here concerned with that problem, or with Sextus’ efforts to surmount it. For it is a
problem independent of the dispute berween rustic and urbane interpreters (it arises for
the urbane no less than for the rustic). My question is this: how should we, who are
PTObably not Pyrrhonists, describe the philosophy which Sextus advocates in PH?

'® Burnyeat (Can the Sceptic ..., pp. 43-6) is convincing on this point.

1% See further ]. Barnes, Aristotle’s Methods of Etbics, «Revue Internationale de
Philosophien, 133/4 (1980) pp. 490-511, at p. 491 note 1.
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Rather, the point is that the utterance of phenomenological gai
vetal sentences itself seems to commit the utterer to various beliefs

Sextus’ Pyrrhonist will say things like: “The honey tastes sweet to me *

now”, “The tower looks round to me from here”; “Incest strikes me :
as wrong in Alexandria” 2°. Such utterances appear to imply beliefs in

at least four different ways. First, the utterer appears to refer to
himself, and hence to presuppose his own existence (and perhaps also :

certain facts about his own nature, e.g. that he is a being capable of
perception and thought). Secondly, the utterer appears to refer to the
present time, and hence to presuppose that there is such a thing as
time, Thirdly — and more strikingly — the utterer appears to refer to
external objects, and hence to assume their existence; for if I say
“That tower looks round”, I may be in doubt about the “real nature”
of the tower, but I can hardly doubt that there /s a tower there of
‘some sort or other. Finally ~— and most obviously — the utterer

appears to be expressing a belief by his very utterance, namely the -

belief that the honey tastes sweet to him, etc. For the utterance of an
indicative sentence functions characteristically as a manifestation of
belief in the proposition expressed by the sentence.

 His use of the Ten Tropes, then, commits the Pyrrhonist of PH
to at least a limited number of beliefs; and that is enough to show
that he is not a rustic.

That argument supposes that the Sceptic’s utterances are to be
construed as statements or affirmations, And the supposition must not
be allowed to go unquestioned. Not every utterance is a statement:
modern philosophers are familiar with the notion of a “speech act”
and with the idea that there are many things other than stating which
an utterer may do in making an utterance; nor do we suppose that
every utterance of an indicative sentence must be construed as the

20 The canonical form of the Pyrrhonist’s paiveral sentences is: “x appears F to
me now' (see e.g. PH 1 196: 10 8t auvépevoy Apiv nepl altdv dre fply Omominte
Léyopev, cfr. e.g. 1 4, 193, 197). Sextus says little about what appears 1o others or to us
ar other tmes; but I assume that the conclusions of the Ten Tropes, at least, are
implicitly limited to what appears (o me now.

-
RS
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making of a statement. Those notions are not modern: Greek philo-
sophers had recognized, centuries before Sextus, that statements were
only one among many speech acts. We must ask — and we may do so
without anachronism ~— what speech act the Pyrrhonist is performing
when he utters paiverat sentences 2!,

Diogenes says that the Pyrrhonist’s utterances are ¢EoporoynoeLc,

aconfessions» (1x 104). Sextus does not himself use that term 22, but -

he does say that the Sceptic’s utterances “show” or “reveal” his mental
state (1&90c) °, and his term for the utterances is dnayyehlan, «avo-
walss *. It is plain that avowals and confessions were supposed by the
Pyrrhonists to be speech acts of a different kind from statements or
affirmations: Sextus in effect compares them to questions (and to
sdmissions of ignorance) 25 and contrasts them with assertions.

*' Burnyeat (Can the Sceptic..., pp. 25-6) takes a different line. He argues, in effect,
that @alverar sentences were not regarded by the. Pyrrhonists — or, in general, by the
G.mdcs - 35 being true (or false); for truth was, for them, a matter of correspondence
1'1!}1 external reality, and gaivetan sentences say nothing about external reality. Now
since belief is ted to truth {believing something is believing it true), palvetal sentences
do not express beliefs at all. I am not happy with that argument; but I have no room to
cxamine it here, The argument I produce in the text may be regarded either as an
akernative or as a complement to Butnyeat’s, '

X :’. At M 1 269, 272, Ezopohoyeiv is merely a synonym for dpohoyeiv. Note that
tSopohoyeiv is the technical term in Christian writings for “confess” (e.g. TERTULLIAN,
paca. 1% 2, and see G.M.H. Lampe, Patristic Lexicon, s.0.). — tEayopedely also has the
sense of “confess” {e.g. Bion F 30 Kindstrand = PLUTARCH, superst. 168 p; ProvLemy,
-'f-"dli. 154); but I have found no occurrences of the word in 2 Pyrrhonian context.

:j PH 1187 (uvutnée); 197, 201 (Snhwrinég).
? 'Scc PH 1 4, 15, 197, 200, 203. (At M 1 255, 258, {nayyéLhety means no more
) m::z]s.lv.) I hav'e not f.ound any clear parallels to this usage outside Sextus. But there
o ing CIOSc.m Plotinus, who frequently uses dnayyéihewv for the “reports” made
T or on the testimony of, the senses (e.g. Enn. 1v 4.18.35, 19.6., 23.38; 5.4.24) — ie
tor "SPORS of aédy, '
I**.Lrnstif SSZ;SP:a: :S{jhil EOEC Si;:ptics ctor?struc’d oUbkv palhov as a guestion; Sextus
denial, oug e phrase o0dEV paihov has. the form of an assertion or
we do not use it in this way; rather, we employ it abapbpwe xoi HOTOY PO

xWBZ, g e . .
191-)' ¢ither in lieu of a question or instead of saying “I do not know whether [..]"» (1

than
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The term “avowal” has recently attained currency in Wittgenstein
ian circles. In 2 celebrated passage Wittgenstein wrote: «Words ar
connected  with the original and natural expression of feeling
(Empfindung = nédoc], and are put in their place. A child hurts itseli:
and cries: adults then talk to him and teach him exclamations and:
later sentences — they teach the child a new pain—behaviour; — ‘Then
you're saylng that the word «pain» really means crying?’: — Quite the
opposite: the verbal expression of pain replaces crying and does not
describe it» (th’losopbical Investigations 1 § 244). Elsewhere Wittgen-
stein calls such “expressions of feelings” Ausserungen OF avowals; and’
he explicitly says that «to call the avowals of a feeling 2 statement it
misleading» (Zettel, § 549) 5.

Children cry when they are in pain: they thereby express thelr
pain, but they do not state that they are in pain (they state nothing &
all). Adults, when they are in pain, may utter the sentence “] am in,
pain” (or some yulgar equivalent): they thereby express their pain, but
they do not (according to Wittgenstein) séafe that they are In pain.
(they state nothing at all). The Pyrrhonist of PH, when he is mentally
affected, may utter the sentence “The tower seems round”: he thereby
expresses his nadoc, but he does not state that he is experiencing 3
certain nadog (he does not state anything at all).

The child’s cry is not 2 statement, and it does not manifest 2
belief. The adult’s avowal expresses his pain, not his belief that be &
in pain. Avowals are not ctatements; and they by-pass belief. The
avowals of a Pyrrhonist may similarly by-pass belief 27. The Pyrrhonist
of PH 'is committed to T& QoLvOUEVa, and he readily assents ©0
@oivetal  sentences 28 Bur his utterances are avowals, not

26 For details and discussion see €.3. P.M.S. HACKER, Insight and Hlusion, Oxford

1972, ch. 9.
27 Do they also by-pass truth? There is no need to suppose o, pace Wittgenstein
When 1 say "It hurts” it may be true that it hurs, even if T am not staling that it hurts
(If 1 say “Suppose it's raining in London™ it may be true that it's raining in London
though 1 am not stating that it's raining in London.) A Pyrrhonist who is commitied 1€
avowals does not require 2 metaphysically Joaded concept of wuth (see above, note 21
28 ;) Why does he limit his verbal repertoire to QOIVETAL sentences? Instead ©
uttering “x is F7 10 make a statement he urers “x appears F"' to make an avowal — Wit
e rerain Ux is F7 but use it 10 make an avowal? Not evervthing can be avowed: o
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 statements 29 they express nadn and do not evince beliefs. Thus if we
are prepared 1o take seriously Sextus’ talk of avowals 3%, the Pyrrho-

pist may support Ta poavoueva volubly while remaining an exemplary
rustic. :

Y

The PH Pyrrhonist is not only a supporter of t& pawvopeva: he
is also a devoted opponent of of doypatiwol and of their §6ypata.
Now according to the urbane interpreter of PH, do6ypata are beliefs
of a special sort: they are, roughly speaking, philosophico-scientific
opinions — doctrines, principles, tenets 31 In rejecting O0Oypota,

svoual is an expression of your n6fm, and sentences of the form “x appears F" were
wken by the Pyrrhonists as canonical formulae for expressing G, b) Does the
Pyrr’n.oniSt hold that “x appears F"' is always used to make avowals? He need not: he
wses it to make avowals, but he need not claim that other men do or must use it 5o, nor
that the formula characteristically functions in ordinary speech as an expressio’n of
aabm.

29 The Cyrenaics held that pova & @ watodnrtd (e PH 1 215; M vit 1915
Awon. in Tht 65, 30). Like the Pvrrhonist of PH, they assent only to sentences of the
form "x appears F"' (for their curious neologisms — revxalvopat, yhvxafopa — are
terely verbal variants on palveral pot); urilike the Pyrrhonist, they ap;-)arcn[ly used
such sentences to make statements and express beliefs. (Hence, incidentally, thefr notion
of truth was not the one mentioned in note 21 above.) — Galen says of ‘ccnain people
influcnced by the Pyrrhonians that lowg obd bt paiveTot TLg adtolg (Mot anoqii-
vaoal tohyfjoovoty, & 1d A6via se(olvio Tolg AmMOENTIKOLG’ tnelvov yobv Evol
qaowy obdt 18 op@y alTdy xébn Befaimg YIVOOXELY, olg xohobawv elxdrwg éygot-
xatvppwvelovg (diff. puls. vi 711 K). Galen does not mean that rustics do not assent
:(;:")ﬁ;zlﬁser)ucnces: }?e means that they do r:not use such sentences to make assertions

Al Thcseut or l‘(: express kno“jledge (BePaiwg yivdanewy) of their own néadn.
Dyrshanists m::ralx;cz t:u'r:ban clucldactllon, not a defence, of Sextus. Sextus means the
At [:,, ceo;omnis:!r:; ‘asba\l;o?'al.s, afld lt‘hat shows that, i bis view, th.e
o e e ma(\)'eml i o be ;:, i.e. it shows that the {’H Pyrrhonist is
Srdosortind woi e n er;:es go. In 'ordcr to defend Sex:lus account from a
o point of view, we should require 2 decent analysis of avowing. One

ent in that analvsis would presumably be the claim that the Pyrrhonist’s utterances
e produced as a direct and natural respons ; 1 stimuli — j d's cn
S pon e to cxt.crna stimuli — just as a child’s cry

natural response 1o the sumulus of pain.

M T}] . . .
b is is vague — intentionally and harmlessly so. For a more rigorous definition
¢ below, note 86.
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then, the Pyrrhonist rejects not beliefs but doctrines; and insofar as &

the Pyrrhonist is defined as a non-dogmatist, he is apparently able to U
. i
admit and to profess all ordinary beliefs. ' §

To assess the force of that urbane contention, we must determine
the sense and the colour of the word dypa. I shall first survey thef
use of the word outside PH 32, and then consider Sextus’ own usage
The survey is, I fear, tedious; but it is an indispensable preliminary to
an understanding of Sextus’ attitude to Dogmatism. W

The noun d6ypa first appears in extant Greek at the turn of the |
fifth century. Its syntax and its sense are not obscure. Syntactically,
S6ypa derives from the verb Soxeiv 3. (AoypatiCewy ** and Soype- -
Tinde are later formed from d6ypua.) Semantically, déypa takes its
sense from its patent verb: as a mEAypa is O modtTeL TG or a Thypa &
t@TTeL Tig, so a doypa is & doxnel Tvi. { -

The verb doxelv presented itself to fifth “tentury Athenians, with -
monotonous frequency, in public documents: £d0Ee Ty Povhf nal T
SMuw. And doypa, in its earliest surviving occurrences, has a-political -
colouring: a &6ypa is what doxel to an official or to an authoritative

body: it is a decree or a resolution *%. The word is found in Plato with the :

same political tone ¢; and throughout its history it appears frequently in
political or semi-political contexts 37, I shall return to the fact later.

32 The survey is impressionistic: I have not conned every occurrence of d0ypa and
its cognates in Greek. In addition to the authors mentioned in the text, 1 have
consulted concordances or indexes. to all the major prose-writers from 400 BC to 250
AD: the general conclusions I reach in this section would doubtless be refined by
further study, but 1 hardly think that they would be overthrown.

33 For verbal nouns in -pa see C.D. Buck-W. PrTERSEN, A Reverse Index of Greek
Nouns and Adjectives, Chicago 1944, p. 221: they suggest that the -pa termination w2s
an intellectual's favourite. See also POLLUX, onom. Vi 180. ‘

34 See D106, LAERT. 111 51: alitd tolvuy 10 Soypatilewy Eott doypata tideval 0f
1o vopofetelv vopoug devar [= Supa, sv. doypatifed. ddypata bt Ewarépwsg
xoheitat, 1O 1€ dotafopevoy xal 1) O6Ea adri [ie a man’s doypata are either the
things he believes or his believings). ’ ‘

35 E.g. Lysias, v1 43 (399 BC); ANDOCIDES, 1V 6 (c. 395); XENOPHON, Anab. 111 3,5
{c. 375); IG n* 96 (375/4), 103 (369/8), 123 (357/6). .

3 E.g. Laws 644 D 3, 797 C 9, 926 D 2; Rep. 403 A.2, 506 B 9, 538 ¢ 6; cfr. Minos

314 p-E; Def. 415 8 8, 11, ¢ 2,
37 See, c.g, Mauersberger’s Lexicon to Polybius or Rengstorf’s concordance, 10
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_ Plato was perhaps the. first philosopher to use the word 86ypa 3%,
In the maieutic section of the Theaetetus Socrates states that his task

% . 4ill be to bring Theaetetus’ déypata into the light (157 o 2). As the

context shows, the d6ypota of Theaetetus are simply & doxel T
@eaite (157 ¢ 2, 5) %°. Since the things which doxel to Theaetetus
-are his beliefs or opinions, we should surely translate dOypa as
“belief* 4°. In the six centuries that separate Plato from Sextus, words
had tme to change their senses; but I find no evidence that the word
d6ypa underwent any semantic change, and I suppose that, outside
political contexts, “belief” generally conveys the sense of dOypa.

But the sense of a word is only one component of its meaning.
Another equally important component is tone or colour: if the Engl-
ish “belief” conveys the sense of 86ypa, it may still be false to its
colour 4. To discover the colour of d¢ypa we must learn the contexts
in which it was customarily used and the types of belief which it
standardly designated.

The beliefs which Plato denotes by 86ypa are usually philosephi-
cal opinions 42, Aristotle uses the word once or twice, again of philo-
sophical tenets *3; so too does Epicurus (who may have been the first

; lowephus; cfr. Soypatifery = to decree (e.g. JosErHUS, Ant. x1v 249; Lxx, 1T Mace. 10.8

£3.36).
3
- At Hfmcums, B'50 D..K. (= 26 M, from HiepoLYTUS (?), ref. haer. 1x 9, 1), the
,'.g 13, Iricad boy;'mrog: editors generally accept Bernays' Aéyov {see M. Marcovicy,
;‘(;NC tus, Menﬂda 1?67, p. 113), but d6éypotog has recently been defended by D.
H L\:;ERI})\, Spriinge in die Ticfe Heraklits, Groningen 1979, pp. 9-10.
Mm{wC T, Rep‘. 506 B 8, 1d TV GV ... ddypara, picking up B 6, T 10lg GhhoLg
o, — Abypa occurs some 30 times in the Platonic corpus, usually in ~political
‘0-’"?015 {see Brandwood’s concordance).
fscone LS] sv. offer “notion™ for 66yua at Ths 158 b 3; and the Supplement s.v.
P 8; a new sense for the word, viz. “thought, intention”, for which Tim. 90 B and
o B are cited. But at, Thr. 158 » and Tim. 90 B the word is used in the same way
% {;hlizi.c;' and até,aws 854 B the d6vpa is a decree or resolution. 4/
¢ distinction berween sense and colour (Firb is d
o i : drbung) is due to Frege: see M.
"‘Mz‘-‘g r;zge - Philosophy of Lenguage, London 1973, pp. 83-9.
wscs, .8 Laws 791 0 5, 798 £ 2, 900 B 4; Phib, 41 8 5; Tim. 48 0 6, 55 D 1; Soph.
«
« Top SIC(C)]P/JJ‘:, 209 b 15 (Plato’s dypaga doypara); Metaph. 992 a 21, 1076 a 14. (But
1062 l;25- Ma ’31-2 the word eppears 10 have a broader denotation.) See also Metaph,
P MXG 974 b12; Rbet. ad Alex. 1430 bl, 1443 a 25 (and Bonitz's Index).

e
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philosopher to use the verb doypatifety) 4. But the word only come ¥
into its own some centuries later: Philo of Alexandria is the firg
author we know to have made frequent use of déypo; Sdypozak
pervade his writings, and the 86ypota he adverts to are almost inva
riably philosophical tenets or religious beliefs — the ddypa that the ¥

ey

soul is immortal, the ddypa that the world was created by God, the§

doypata of Moses **. Adyuata are weighty, substantial beliefs —
tenets, doctrines, principles. It is significant that Philo uses the adjec
tive doypatixdg in a commendatory sense to mean “full of import” 4, §

Philo’s usage is typical. In Plutarch’s Moralia, for example, the
word déypa is not infrequent: outside a few political contexts, Plutar.
ch’s d6yparta are philosophical doctrines — I have found no-text in
which Plutarch uses 86ypo to denote a common or garden {belief #.
Again, Alexander of Aphrodisias uses &4yua to. rcfer\p the
philosophical beliefs of the Peripatetics and of their rivals: §¢ypota,i
in Alexander, are beliefs of weight and substance 5. .

ety

The theological writers, as we might expect, love d6ypa. Earlys
patristic Greek is crammed with references to ddypata #®. Lampe, inf

/

h
.

b

* For boypatilewv see frag. 562 Us= DioG. LAerT. X 121 (cfr. M. F. BURN\'EM.{‘
Can the Sceptic ..., p. 48 note 50). For 86ypo see esp. frag. 29 Arr, at 285, 6, 10, 12,
{with Arrigherti's note, pp. 602-3); cfr. frags. 30 (3L.1), 31 (2, 4, 6), 36 (10.3), andi.
Arrighetti’s index. Note also the title of Colotes’ pamphlet: mepl 100 &t xotd T& 18

&y puhocdpuy doypata obdE Liv Eotv (PLUTARCH, ady. Col. 1107 E). For d6ype!
in later Epicurean texts see the index to Philodemus by Vooys; and cfr. DioGENES of
OENOANDA, frag. 27 Ch,, 1 8.

43 Sec Leisegang's index (vol vit of the Cohn-Wendland edition of Philo). — I ss¥
“almost invariably” only because Philo occasionally uses ddypa of decrees.

46 Leg. alleg. 11 25, 100; migr. Abr. 21, 119,

47 See Wyttenbach's index.

4% See the indexes to the relevant volumes in CIAG; e.g. de faro 164.16; 165.k
177.6; 187.9, 12, 27; 18B.17, 22; 190.6, 12; 192.21; 199.23; 205.23; 212.2; in Met. 40.3k
78.2, 24; 1971, 8; 652.33. See also, e.g., ATricus, frags, 2 (83, 113, 149), 4 (33, 60}, 1
(10, 12, 35) des Places; Lucian, vit, auct. 17, bis acc. 21.

¥ The way was prepared by the LXX (e.g. 111 Mace 1.3; 1v Mace. 10.2) and the NI
le.g. Col 2.14, 20). See further G. KitTeL (ed.), Theologisches Warterbuch zum neutt
Testament, 11, Stuttgart 1933-5, pp. 233-5.
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his Lexicon, gives the main sense of d0ypa as “fixed belief, tenet”. He
indicates that the word is used to denote philosophical principles, the
tenets of pagan religion, the teachings of Moses, and — above all —
the doctrines of Christianity. The Fathers use doypatiCewv, in the
sense of “lay down as doctrine”; and we also find doypatinédg, doypa-
nopbs, doypatiotis, doypatodeoia, doyuatonoila. The writings of
Clement and Hippolytus and Origen are rich in evidence: the 86y-
pato they allude to are always philosophical, religious, or scientific
beliefs 5°.

Not every belief is)appropriately called a d6ypo. I believe that
Rome is north of Naples and that Oxford is west of Cambridge; but
no Greek would call such beliefs 6ypota. The Suda has a brief entry
running thus: doypatiter- deoloyel, puotoitar — «he dogmatizes —
he theologizes, he is puffed up» 5!, Its hostility apart, the notice is
fust.

And recall Galen’s standard nomenclature for the medical schools
of the day.*The Logical Doctors are also called doypatixol: they
propound and rely upon 8dypata — theories about the internal
structure of the body or the typology of diseases, doctrines about the
narure of causation or the relation of perception to knowledge. The
Dogmatists are opposed by the Eumeipinol. These Empirics abjure
b6ypata; they are against theory and for observation. But in abjuring
dypata they do not, of course, abjure belief. On the contrary, they
rely wholly on the rich store of beliefs which experience — their own
and other men’s — has amassed for them 52, Galen’s use of the term

-

) *® See eg. Stihlin's index to Clement, Wendland’s to HirroLyTus, ref. baer.,
Koetschau’s 10 Oricew, ¢ Cels.

*! For puotdw in this metaphorical sense see Lampe’s Lexrcon s.v., sense A.

' See, e.g. GALEN, in Hipp. vict. acut. xv 728 K (those who construe Hippocrates
2 doypaurée think he is referring to 16701, dradéoeic and airiar; those who make
"M an tuneipuxde hold that he is talking about doa, ydeay, ete.); in Hipp. ars. xvin
* 135 K {Heraclides advances his views o’ fvena DOYIUTOL RATATHEVHT PEVOGPEVOS
Y &v ol olot 1@y doyponndv Enoimoav..); ofr. opt. sect. 1 146 K (the Epuerpinoi
325 that whep, § lotoptv iotoef) pi dud ddypatog npoonalng ..., T6te &indic elval
SUkey fipeic 16 {otogotpevov). — Note that Galen may supply a new term from the
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d6ypa is not idiosyncratic, and Galen is especially close, both in date
and in interests, to Sextus. His works show cleatly that a man may ments — judgements which, by grounding mpoaipéoetg, lead to act-
reject all d0vpoto and yet retain innumerable beliefs 53, i 3on 57, Typically, such d6ypata are judgements about what is good or

That conclusion is apparently controverted by one important se¥ pad, just or unjust, right or wrong. Those are the d6ypata to which

Scmndl)'y 6éyuara are far more often practical or evaluative judge-

N

of texts — I mean the writings of the Stoic philosophers. The wordfy Epicterus refers in his monotonous injunctions to maintain ST
d6ypa rarely occurs in the surviving fragments of the Old Stoa 54 bm;_’ déypora; for those are the déypata over which a man has control
it is very common in the works of the imperial Stoics, in Epictetws}§ and in virtue of which he is the sole determiner of his moral well-
and Marcus Aurelius 35. There its range of application is. not limited‘é"g being. Such judgements, in Epictetus’ view, run through our whole
to philosophico-scientific tenets; and if Sextus’ chief opponents werc%%: lives: we need them at breakfast, in the bath, in bed.
the Stoics, it might be thought that Stoic usage of the term ddypa wa Epictetus’ usage, narrowly considered, does not suggest that any
peculiarly relevant to the interpretation of PH. belicf at all may be called a d6yua. His first class of ddypata is
At first sight, Epictetus seems prepared to call any belief a d6ypaii familiar. His second class reflects what I earlier called the political
At all events, he offers the sentences obtog téxtwv Eom, 0UT0s% colour of the word 86ypo: in public life, a §0ypa is an official decree;
jovotnds, obtog Phdcogog, as paradigm expressions of d6ypota . in the Stoic’s private life, a 86 ypa is a practical resolution. The use of
(Diss. v 8, 4); and he says, quite generally, that éxdotou, 66yuaro boypa for evaluative judgements, which seems to be peculiar to the
otav N yoela napf nedyepov avtd Exewy et & d@tmw T mgl Stoics, Is a natural extension of the original public use.
dplotov, &v Paraveip td nepl Poravelov, &v xottfi th mepl noLTi ,'_'j‘
(Diss. 11 10, 1) — &0ypata about breakfast, bath, and bed ar
unlikely to be philosophical tenets. If such beliefs are 60yuom1 then ¢ Consider Cicero. He determined to translate 8dypa, in its philosophi-
surely any beliefs are 66ypota. " cal applications, by the Latin decretum 58, Why? He could, after all,
Yet it would be hasty to conclude that, in Stoic usage ever) have called upon credo or opinor had he wanted a general word for
belief may be called a 86ypa. Epictetus’ 86ypata fall, almost all of . “belief’; he could have used doctrina or perceptum had he wanted a
them, into one of two classes. First, ddypota are often philosophical. specific term for “tenet”. Instead, he appealed to decerno, a word
tenets 5¢ — here Epictetus is not departing from normal Greek usage. primarily at home in the language of politics and the law. Cicero was a
~ conscientious and sensitive translator 5%, His choice of decretum shows

' The same is true for Marcus — see Dalfen’s index. For Epictetus see the index

déyua family, viz. ddoypatinds or &doypatiotds (see subfig. emp. 65.15: the Latin hs Schenkl's edition.
in dogmratibus, emended by Schéne to indogmaticus). M Sec Acad, 119, 27: ... de suis decresis, guac philosophi vocant déypata (cfr. 29;

53 ‘Compare also the use of d6ypa in the stock definition of a.algeatg: PH 1 16, >4 109 Tuse. 11 11; fin. 11 28, 99). Seneca uses decretum frequently in this sense (see the
D106, LAERT. 1 20; CLEMENT, strom. VIII 5.16.2 (p. 89.24 St.); [GALER] bist. phil. 7; ddf Concordance of Busa and Zampoili). See esp. Ep.. 95.12: decreta sunt quae muniant,
med. 13, x1x 352 K; Supa, s.v. aipegic. ouae -‘C‘C‘Mn'ta{em nostram tranguillitatemque - tueantur, quae totam iitam lotamque rerum

54 See D10G. LAERT. Vil 199 (a title of 2 work on ethics by Chrysippus: miubavt . ®&%ram simal contineant; cfr. ibid. 45: persuasio ad totam pertinens vitam — boc est
ifppota e ta ddypata medg DPikopadd); ORIGEN, ¢ Cels. vin 51 (from Chrysippus v decretum voco. See further TLL s.v. — The word dogma was itself used by Cicero
neol naddv Bepaneutindv); STOBAEUS, ecl. 11 62, 112; PHILO, om. prob. lib. 97 (0 ta had already been Latinised by the poet Laberius), and it is common in later authors,
28.5-9). abways with reference to principles or tepets: see TLL s.v.

5 Compare also Seneca's frequent use of decretum (see below, note 58). % See, g, his worries over the translation of tnoyn, where he is explicitly

56 E.g. diss. nm 22.37; m1 7.20-29, 16.7. " coacemed to ger the colour right: Ad Az x1m1 21, 3.

From the fact that Epictetus uses 86ypa to refer to two different’
* types of judgement, we should not infer that the word is ambiguous. .
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‘ . o i B ection is a practical or evaluative judgement — a doypa falling

. " Séyuma even in 1ts philosophitg i’ question o
that be Qerc‘clvcd a 301'1?%1‘ col)ourlcriie;:ed lu s0, 1 suppose, did th: inio. the second Epictetan class. Although the remaining passages are,
cal applications; -and 1 LACET P ’ . © B aricly speaking, neutral, it would, I think, be wholly perverse to
Greeks. PR - ¢hat in them 86ypa usually or even often referred to ordinary

ki i ¢ official doypata, about whai suppose . i
There are two S\tr‘k_‘“i ’ﬂ“mg;;‘:uth: are weig:fy, formal thingxg beliefs. It is really plain that when Sextus uses a term from the d6ypa
£66Ee TR Pouhy ol TQ nue. dr ) ctizm I suggest that those tw;’i family he is designating 2 philosophical principle or a scientific theory.
Secondly, they ar;z] pray\ct,lé:aléézlf‘il; t}i;ozghou.t its life, and explain infy In short, Sextus’ use of doypa is entirely comparable to the usage of
features colour the “;’r 1 ascs, where the doyna. is 2 tenet o3 Galen or of Clement or of any 'o.ther Greek of that era.
range of application. in SOEE 25 & . Sextus also has some explicit remarks to make about the sense of
N h . f weight is uppermost. (But even abstract tenct? : : ¢ 359 .
principle, the .notlon o action: Hellenistic philosophy was, abow; the word d6ypa. %en he .co?slders. the question “Do Pyrrhonists
nﬁly }mve anﬁlx:tﬂuoefmfiv?rl:; r)1 In ot}')'erv cases, where the d0Ypa is o dogmatise?” 63, he begins by distinguishing two senses of 6Oy
all else, an . ’ - ;
. ; cality is uppermost. (B . L o

cvaluf;\tlve tljdtiem:ymr,n :?tengt)t{;)en d:fori;z(:‘tlicn gpictetui(?nphﬂos‘mhid} «We say that Sceptics do not dogmatise not 1n the sense [i] in
practice and theo : \ ;

ol tExts.) © which some people say, fairly broadly, that dogma is To ebdO%ELV TVt
principles are never far from the surface of the practical [ o apGypatt [.J; rather, we say that they do not dogmatise in the sense
Aéyua, in sum, has 2 single sense: a man's DOYROTQL & wht’ %7} in which some people say that dogma js an assenting to some

2

boxel to him, the things which seem good or right. But the Worfi }“ Obptd(g}r;)m 1a3rn0ng the unclear things being investigated by the scien-
a éistinctive colouring, derived from its public use: the colouring i, ces.» 1 13).
: < ality 60 ' |
s Welgbt " pramcahz éextus. First, some rough/statistics ¥ There are two senses of ddypa: in the narrow sense, sense [iil, Pyrrho-
It 1s tlglg tc; :s;lznzs times, doynatiGery 30 times, 6oyuatmb:‘, nists have no 6§YHGT_0!; - the broad sense, sense [i], Pyrrhonists .
2;)51:1;1:56,5 60\7$anxd3g 20 times 2. About 150 of those passages & have Ibfypqm, _ L
. here Sextus uses O doypauxol to refer to the Pyrrhonit. e narrow sense, as Sextus characten'zes it, COrrespo.nd.s c]ose'ly
o nents. t, in 45 of those 275 places, d0Ypa (or onet enough to the colour of the word déypa in the vast majority of its
'Opponems' By' “f]iy ;ou&’ refers to a PhilOSOPhiCO'SCiemiﬁC tenet. | occurrences: 66ypata in sense [ii) are, roughly speaking, philosophi-
e i g 1y two texts does dOYpa certainly not refer! co-scientific tenets. Of course no Pyrrhonist accepts such ddypata.
- }?Sa It;aer: (SAZC’Xinlgg yléﬁ); and in each of those passages the 6y¢ But & Pyrthonist does accept ddypata in sense [i] — and surely that is
suc , .

an explicit recognition on Sextus’ part that a Pyrrhonist will have
some beliefs.

50 i , retty unexciting. But it is” not uncontroves b SF{XSe l?i] req\:lires scrutiny . .Sex’tus C)ipl'c}ins it by tl'ne phrase. T.F)
R S Z;e':mi 50) concludes that d67ud ip Hellenistic “Sag°':n oxely tivi tpdypatt. The verb ebdoxelv is not classical, but it is
Buéz;zzl:ia:d!:szfl;t;ﬂ) ;;eutral cerm than DOEa, not a term for a more st.ringf}fli <ommon in prose from Polybius onward, and its meaning emerges
ilcfined type of beliefn; it means « belief ' or ' judgement " in the l?road sense in W
it is a component of km:!wledge».

sl seek’s index. o |

2 Sljztza::tckozef half tc. 140) of those occurrences are in PH, thougb M ;JSH‘}: Gl Droe. Laster 1 102.4"foe below: o 70
times the length of PH. I detect no difference in Sextus’ use of d6yua between e e Skapkrt o .
AL
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clearly from the texts it appears in 8% ebdoxeiv Tivt means “be con B
y ;

tent with something”. Often the contentment is minimal, and “acquie ,{(

sce in” is an appropriate English translation; sometimes — particularly &

in Christian texts — the contentment is maximal, and “rejoice in” kg
required 6. g
Pyrrhonists, then, “are content with” certain things — why doesy

Sextus say that?

«[..] 10 eodoxeiv Tvt wpdypatt. For the Sceptic assents to the
affections [tédm] which are forced upon him xatd govioolav [cfr
PH 11 10] — e.g. when he is warmed or cooled he will not say, 1
believe (Sox®) that I am not being warmed (or: cooled)’» (PH 1 13).

Loy

If a Pyrrhonist experiences a feeling of warmth he will 7ot say “I thinkf
I'm not being warmed”; and that is what 0 £0d0xeivis for him.

It is clear that t© ebdoxeiv is being used to convey a minimaly
notion of contentment — a Pyrrhonist acquiesces in his 169y, he doey
not speak out against them or deny them 7. It is clear, too, that hisk
acquiescence, as Sextus describes it, does not involve any beliefs. Fox§
Sextus’ language is scrupulously careful. He says that a4 Pyrrhonist willt
not say “I believe I'm not being warmed”. From that it does noﬁ;.
follow that a Pyrrhonist will say "I believe I am being warmed’": hist
c0Sonio is a matter of refraining from belief (he will not say ‘I
believe...”), and not a matter of believing anything at all. If a Pyrrho-
nist dogmatises in sense [il, he may do so while presetving his rusti:
city; for a 86ypa in sense [i] is not a belief of any sort 68, '

T NI RN
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.. Thus from PH 1 13 we learn two things: that a Pyrrhonist will
pot accept any scientific or philosophical theories; and that he will
scquiesce in his an 69 And that information is peculiarly. unsatis-
fying. A Pyrrhonist rejects science and avows his madn; but what
wtitude does he take to ordinary beliefs? The sentences of breakfast-
time, bath-time, and bed-time — “The butter's hard”, “The water’s
cold”, “The springs are protruding” — do not express scientific
déypato, nor yet do they serve in avowals. If we are concerned to
discover -the scope of &moy#W in PH, it is precisely such humdrum
sentences which will most exercise us; yet of them Sextus says noth-
ing.
It might be suggested that, since ordinary beliefs patently do not
fall under the heading of d6ypata, they must somehow be accommo-

dated under the heading of ehdonia 7°. Alternatively, it might be

-

found no texts outside PH 1 13 where 86ypa or its cognates are used in that weak way.

~1.can only suppose that the “broad” sense of ddypa is a dialectical concession by the

Pyrthonists {(who do not indulge in puwvopayio: PH 1 195, 297). An opponent urges:
"q course you Py'rrhonists dogmatise — after all, you avow your ndin”. The Pyrrho-
aist retorts: “If you like to use ‘dogmatise’ in rhat sense, we do indeed dogmatise — but
that does not imply that we also dogmatise in the normal, narrow sense”.

** {GALEN] def. med. 14, x1x 352-3 K, should be quoted: déypa tott 10 piv 1divg
L] ?t xotvlg heydpevov: wowvidg pev 1) Evegyela npdypatog ouyratddeos, tdimg ok
"(’GY.}lu‘tog ovyxatradeorg- dud O padhov ) hoywrd algeorg doypatini réxintat. The
text s hardly sound. Evagyols for Evegyelg is easy enough; but I suspect the
corTuption is more extensive. E.g. xowdg piv ) [Evegyelq) mpdypatog auyratddeorg,

_ibiwg 8t mpdypator <adijhov> ovyrarddearg. If something like that is right, then

. iGalen] may be recognizing “belief” as the peneral sense of d6ypa (i.e. he may be

5 See Lampe’s Lexicon s.v.; G. KiTTeL, Theol. Weart. ... 11 736-48; Mauersberger's
Lexicon to Polybius. Typical texts: Porysius, 11 38.7; 1 8.7; v 22.7; vin 14.8; bt
Supa, s.ov. etdorely, etc

#6 S at NT, Mark. 1 11 («Thou art my only begotten son: in thee I am wel
pleased»), the Greek is: £v ool ehdoxnoa,

67 See BEKKER, Ance. Gr. 11 260: ehdorovpevog: & cvyratandépevog rzal pi
dvrinyan, where | take xai to be epexegetic. Note that ovyratotideadal, outside it
Stoic use 1o mean “assent”, regularly means “accept”, “acquiesce in”, see e.g. POLYBIUS
x¥1 30.8, where etdoxeiv and cvyratatieodar appear in the same sentence as sync

nVvIns.
8 Why does Sextus think that 10 eidoxelv gives a sense of doypatitew? 1 havt

allowing that, in cne. sense, any belief may be called a d6ypa). Then [Galen) is close 1o
D106, LaErT. 1% 102-4 (see below, note 70) and his distinction of senses is not the same
% the one in PH 1 13,
’.° That urbane suggestion may. appear appropriate 1o Dioc. LAERT. 1 102-4,
‘;’l::;lg:lg to' the chargc‘ d{mt t}jey dogmat?ss:, the Pyrrhonists there are made to concede
Iy Autpa fow wol &t Lapev xal Gilo éRia v By 1 Bl dayyvdoxopey. In
:U:m[\:'ords,fdaey auo.w thal', if béypa‘l may cover ordinary beliefs, then they do
- Hlsc. Of course, if [}?al is the meaning of Diogenes Laertius’ Pyrrhonists, it does
o ?W that the same is true of PH. And in any event, the meaning of Diogenes
in:n:]us Pyrthonists. is by no means clear-cut. For the sentence 1 have just quoted is
Oduced by the remark that nepl dv dg Gvipwrol rdoyopey dpoloyovuey, and
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thought that ordinary beliefs, evidently escaping the net of Eiwf)om
must somehow be caught in the snares of 86yua. I shall end m
remarks on 06yna by pursuing that second suggestion. 4

Adypa in sense (i} is B} T AEAYHATL TV 2ATA TAG émorfma;
Dnrovpévay adfhwy ovyxaz..veorg, The phrase xoatd TG émmﬁpu]f
{ntotueva does not function as a restrictive qualification on 1
&dnha. Sextus is not insinuating a distinction between those &dwh¥
which are subject to scientific investigation and those which are na
when he later adverts to déypata in sense {ii] he drops the referena}
to the sciences — a “dogmatic supposition” is defined simply a‘
«assent to something unclear» (PH 1 197), and that is Sextus’ norm{:
way of identifying 66ypata ’!. Td notd Tdg émotmmg Z;nrouusm
&énla are simply ta ddnia. o

And 1 &dnha here are what Sextus later distinguishes as u
@hogL Adnna, ie. «those things which do not have a nature of dx
sort to fall under our direct perception (e.g. imperceptible pores)».
(PH 11 98). T 8dnha contrast with t& meddnha (or, equivalently'
with 1@ &vagyl or ta @owvépeva ’?). Paradigm sentences which in’:
volve only moédnia are “It is day”, “I am conversing” (PH 1 97; X
viir 144). Now those sentences, being explicitly said 1o involve b
dnha, cannot be taken to express 86ypata. On the other hand, the'
surely do express ‘ordinary beliefs. And an easy generalisation is «
hand: all or most sentences expressing ordinary beliefs will invole
only meédnia; hence all or most ordinary beliefs will fail to k
déyuara. .

That simple argument might seem quite enough to scotch
suggestion that ordinary beliefs should be somehow subsumed unde

followed by the assertion that pova td madn yuyvoropev. Thus fpépa tow and B
like are apparently to be construed as expressions of wé&®y. Diogenes Laerins Py
nists accept ordinary beliefs — but only because they reconstrue them as beliefs abe
their own 1a¥y. Hence they are not exactly urbane (though they are not rustic either:
we insist on the claim that they &now — yiyvdoxopev — their dthy). It must be s&
however, that the text of this passage in Diogenes Laertius is very confused, and:-
would be unwise to rely upon it for the interpretation of any piece of Pyrrhonism.

T E.g PH 116, 193, 198, 200, 202, 208, 210, 219, 223; 11 9; cfr. 1 18, 201.

? See Tanstek’s index, s.v. tvageyis; dfr. [GAaLEN] opt. secr. 1175-6 K.

* por about T8 mpddnha. Both parts of the
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* the heading of d6ypata. But there is, in fact, an equally simple
counterargument available.

The Pyrrhonian attack on “logic” is rehearsed twice by Sextus, in
PH 1 and in M vir-vir In each case the strategy is the same 73, The
Dogmatists claim knowledge in two areas: since they possess a “crite-
rion of truth”, they have knowledge of 1& &vapyl or T mEOdnia;

' since they can employ “signs” and. “proofs”, they have knowledge of
' 1& &dmha. Now the Pyrrhonists dispute bozh parts of that dual claim.

. They produce reasons for doubting the existence of a criterion (PH 11
14-96; M vi1 24-vir1 140); and they argue against signs and proofs (PH
1 97-192; M vinr 141-481). By the end of the attack on “logic” it
seems that the Pyrrhonist will entertain beliefs neither about & ddnha
Pyrrthonian attack are
directed against the Dogmatists. Sextus’ presentation makes it appear
that 18 71069Mha, no less than & &dnha, are the subject-matter for
doypara. But 1 ngoénha are the subject-matter for ordinary beliefs.
Hence ordinary beliefs are, after all, to be dlassified as doypaza.

Thus there seems to be an inconsistency within PH over the
starus of ordinary beliefs 74, and that inconsistency makes it unclear

“what the Pyrrhonist’s attitude to such beliefs is supposed to be. But in

fact the inconsistency is only apparent.

Consider the ordinary bath-time belief that the water is tepid.
That belief makes no reference to t& &dnha, nor is it a ddypa. For all
that, we cannot affirm that the water is tepid unless we have a
criterion of truth — a way of judging that the nddoc with which the
water affects us corresponds to the actual state of the water. The
criterion is needed not to snfer that the water is tepid (there is nothing
to infer it from) but rather to judge that the water is tepid; we require

7 See esp. PH 11 95; M v 25; viu 140-1.

™ There is another connected inconsistency in the same suretch of argument.
Sextus plainly states x}xat the Pyrrhonist attack on xgutipua undermines belief in 1é
bragiy (PH 95; M vi1 25): he also expressly defines a xQuTigiov as pETpov ddirov
phypatog (PH 11 15; M vir 33), I see no escape from that inconsistency — except the
*ppea to 2 systemauc and unexpressed ambiguity in such terms as Génhog, wpddnioz,
bvapyig, :




28 JONATHAN BARNRE

not ‘reasons for an inference but grounds for a judgement — ané;
unless we have such grounds we are not warranted in making thé

judgement.
A Pyrrhonist will only believe that the water is tepid if he ]udgu{

it to be so; and he can only judge it to be so if he possesses a criterio

of truth by which to judge it. But the thesis that there is a criterion

truth is itself a 66ypua — indeed it is a perfect specimen of thosef"

philosophico-scientific tenets which the Greeks called d6ypata. Nov?
the Pyrrhonist of PH rejects all déypata, Hence he will not have -»,
or rather, will not believe that he has — a criterion of truth. Hence b
will not be able to judge, or to believe, that the water is tepid. ;‘

In general, the Pyrrhonist of PH will have no ordinary beliefs at al:
Ordinary beliefs are not ddypata 7%, nor do they advert 1o ddnha. Nonc’

theless, in rejecting 86yuata the Pvrrhomst must reject ordinary be,

at least one 86vua — the d6ypa that there is a criterion of truth.

and the PH Pyrrhonist emerges as a rustic. In rejecting d6ypata he
explicitly rejects any scientifico-philosophical theory; but he implicith"
rejects all other beliefs as well 77.

Py

i
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v

Sextus frequently characterises his Pyrrhonist negatively, as an
opponent of Dogmatism, But he also sometimes characterizes him
positively, as a champion of Life. Blog in classical Greek usually

should be dd0EGoToUg Rl dxhivelg ol dxpadavtous: efr. ibid 16 — nhg dovynati-
drot xal adéEaovor yevoiped &v;). In PH the adverb adofdotwg usually qualifies

# either 8 verb describing the Pyrrhonist's way of life (fiov: 1 23, 231; 1 246, 258;

lxeoBa o Ple: 1 226; 11 235; etc) or a verb describing the Pyrthonist’s utterances
daayyihheu 1 15; apfv: 124, m 151; ovyxatandépevor: 11 102). The word may be
part of the Pyrrhonist vocabulary adopted by Sextus; but ‘it is not clear to what extent
Aristocles is citing Timon’s own words, and @doZdotovg could well be his own gloss
on dwktveic xol Gxpaddvtoug (which are presumably genuine Timon). What does

’ &bétaotog mean in PH? Plainly, it means “having no 56%a”; but that is capable of

" three importantly different glosses, according to the colour we sce in d6Ea here. («t]
liefs; for the possession of ordinary beliefs presupposes the possession o‘ :

~ “Having no mere opinions”isthat is the word's meaning in D1oG. LAERT. Vi1 162 (and in

i the Phaedo «not an object of mere opision»). If the word was used by Timon, then it
In that way, the apparent inconsistency within PH is dissolved ™.

might well bear that meaning in his sentence: “having no mere opinions”, ie. “fixed”,

: “hrm™ (cfr, dxhveig nal dxpaddviovs). In many — but not all — the passages in PH

a sense like “fixedly”, “unwaveringly”, fits perfectly well. [B] "Having no &6ypata’
that meaning is hardly suggested by the word's etymology ot by its history; buwt
8dbZaotoc is frequently contrasted with doypatinde vel sim., and such a contrast could

o« well give the word that particular colouring. (And some might see a neat polemical

75 Myles Burnyeat has suggested to me that anything which depends on a 60Y|16
must itself be a doyna. Hence ordinary beliefs are 86ypata in the Pyrrhonists’ eyes.

him. Against the argument advanced in the text it might be objected that, although i’
order to judge that p I must possess a criterion, it is not true that in order to judge the
p 1 must believe that 1 possess a criterion. Thus the Pyrrhonian may possess a criteriot,

even if he himself does not believe that he does; and in that case he is in a position ¢ -
judge that p. That is perhaps true; but could a Pyrrhonist judge that p after reflecting o..
the existence of a criterion and reaching Enoyf on the matter? Sextus might plausibl,

argue that, having reached &moyt on the déypa - of the criterion, a Pyrrhomsx wi
naturally find himself in a state of &xoyy vis-d-vss ordinary judgements, / ‘

"7 Something must be szid about the word (66Zaotog, which occurs ]6 times &
Pi1, all but once in its adverbial form. The word is rare outside PH (it docs not appet -
in M), It is found in a fragment of Sophocles (frag. 223, where it means uncxpecxcdlj
at Phaeds 84 A (where 10 doZaotov is joined with 10 amnléz and to deiov ©
characterize the objects of the couls proper study), at D10G. LAERT. vi1 162 (Aristet;
UG ATU T9O0CiyE T TTOiR Zmyuan p 1OV gomdy AddEaotov [Scaliger: dotaord

LS alNROEE Y T IR SO Tias tn Timan wt

potat: the Stoic Sage lives &doEdotwg, with d6ypd but without dGEa, and so in

Umquillity; the Pyrrhonian lives &dotdotwg, without d6ypa, and so in tranquillity.) All
76 Again (see  above, note 30), I am concerned to explain Sextus, not to dcfend,

the PH passages will readily accept that meaning. [y] “Having no belicf of any sor™
that is surely how Aristocles intends the word at x1v 18, 16 — and therefore how hie
mends us 1o understand it in Timon. That sense is, I think, compatible with most ol
the occurrences in PH, if not with all. (The coupling Epneipng te xui ddoEdoTtwg at 1
"46 does not sit easily with [y] inasmuch as #wteipia normally is supposed to involye
tchefs; and [y] does not have any obvious intelligibiliy at 1 239 and 240, where Sextus
talks of using technical terms ddokdotme.)

If sense 1y} is correct for PH, then there are two corollaries of immediare relevance
w0 my theme. First, we have Sextus explicitly stating that the Pyrchonist’s avowals do not
wvobve-him in any beliefs: 10 nddoz dayyénie 10 Eavtot ddotdatmg (1 15). Secondly,
we have Sextus explicitly claiming that the Buwtiedy mionas (below, pp. 31-40) does not
require belief in the Pyrrhonist who follows it: Exeran ddoidotws 1§ Prwtnf) mpijort
11 235). (See further, below notes 96, 98). Indeed, if [y) is right, then that alone vitnlly
maku PH rustic, Unfortunately, I can see no way of determining the sense of dddiaovo
. {ut Presupposing the rustic/urbane dispute solved; hence I have relegated ddotaao

cowote and shall not rest anv argument upon its interpretation,
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means “way of life”, “life style”. Sextus employs the word in a some

what different way: Plog contrasts with @uhooopia 78, Biotixds wikd

doyuatirdg 7P The contrast is roughly that between the layman an :
the professional, between real life and theory. Biog means somethinéif
like “ordinary life”, “everyday life”. Thus ol &nod to0 fiov (M x1 49,?5
are ordinary men, non-professionals; t& PloTind xourigLa are thef
standards used in everyday judgements, as opposed to the technical of:
“logical” standards invented by the philosophers (PH 1 15, M wi
33) ¥ Blog itself is often used to mean “Everyman” (e.g. M 11 18; “,
50). ;

Sometimes Piog is connected with language: Plog denotes ordix
nary language as opposed to technical usage (M 1.232; vinr 129). Hen;
Sextus is following the terminology of the grammarians 8!, Indeed, th:-
Sextan use of Plog is not peculiar to him: in later Greek the wort
frequently marks off the lay from the professional #2; in the~patrisic
writers PBlog invokes the affairs of the world as opposed to :dm\)affain?;
of heaven and of Buwtinol are laymen as opposed to clerics anc'j{
monks 83, !

Sextus is not unreservedly favourable to floc. In a few passagcj
the views of Everyman are subjected to the dvvapg dvuderxr alon
with the déypata of the professionals ®; and the First Trope ¢
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Agrippa — the ubiquitous trope of dtapuwvia — makes explicit refe-
rence to Plog: «we discover that there has arisen an undecidable
dissension both among ordinary men (mapd t1® Piw) and among the
philosophers» (PH 1 165) %.

But an urbane interpreter of PH should not be discountenanced
by such references, Laymen and professionals do sometimes make
propouncements on the same subjects. If a Pyrrhonist directs &moys
toward all d6ypata, he will in consequence direct &moyn toward some
beliefs of Everyman. (Most obviously, there will be an overlap be-

" rween d0ypa and Blog in the area of religion; and it is just there that

we find Sextus being sceptical about Pioc.) That does not commit a
Pyrrhonist to a uniformly hestile attitude to Biog ®.

Moreover, Sextus frequently expresses a friendly attitude toward
Everyman. «It is enough, I think, to live by experience and &8okd-
otwsg, in accordance with the common observations and preconcept-
ions, suspending judgement about what is said out of dogmatic em-
bellishment and far beyond the needs of ordinary life (85w tii¢ Prwti-

- e yeelog)» (PH 1 242); cfr. 254; 111 235) 87, Such passages seem to

** Cfr. D1oG. LAERT. 1x 88:.6 ptv obv &md thg doguvias [sc. tpdmog] & &v

* zootelf) timpa napd tolg puhoodpos | tf ovvnlelq mhelome payne »al Tapaxhs

78 E.g. PH 1165; M vt 322, viir 355, 1x 138; 1 232,

% E.g. PH 11 105, 258, 11 235; M 1x 50.

¥ Cfr. 10 Buwotind %outioia at NT, 1 Cor. 6.3-4,

81 E.g. AroLLonius Dyscorus, ade. 130.6; conj. 245.21, 246.10; syuz. 40,1; GALE
meth. med. % 269 K. For the various locutions for “ordinary usage” see Schneider’s net
in Grammatici Graea 11 1, 2; p. 45.

82 E.g. PLUTARCH, mor. 25 ¢, 1033 a; 1116 ¢; EricTETUS, diss. 1 15.2, 26.1, 3, 7. Ik
1 3.3, 5; frags. 1, 2; GALEN, subf. emp. 68.7; diag. puls. vint 78 K; Soranus, gyn. 1 4!
1 3.1, See EricteTus, frag. 16: eldévan ypi &n od Hadrov Sdypa nagayéveod
avipuzty e pf #od Erxdorny fufouv ta adtd ol Afyor tig nal arodor wod &
YeWwto nedg tov Blov. /

82 See Lampe's Lexicon s.ve. Blog (6), Protinds (cfr, eg. NT, Luke 21.34; 1t Tir
2.4). In Christian writers f{og is ofien contrasted with d6ypa (e.g. Eusemvus, PE vl
41); but that is only verbally comparable to- what we find in Sextus: the Christif
contrast is between deeds and words, between works and doctrine.

¥ See M 1x 50, 138, ’

. fog,

=rfipeg dmodeixvier. Here ovvijdela, as often, is synonymous with Biog.

* The contrast berween Blog and d6ypa, like the term 86ypa itself, is vague. I do
nox think the vagueness is harmful (see above, note 31), but a little precision can readily
e supplied. For Sextus’ remarks enable us to define 86ypa as follows:

A} A sentence expresses a S6ypa iff () it expresses a proposition and (ii) it
coniains at least one term which denotes something &dnhov.
_ Most ordinary beliefs will not be dévpota; most philosophico-scientific tenets will
be ddypara. Bu Blog will include some dGypara, notably (a) those involving reference
1o the Gods, and (b} those involving moral concepts (for, in the Pyrrhonist’s eves, terms
five &yadév and xandv denote &dnia). If an urbane Pyrrhonist defends the beliefs of
‘31: does so only for the most part.
. See also M 1x 165. A similar respect for Biog was ascribed to Pyrrho himself by
{(;:cn é‘"bf‘-emp. 62.20),"by Aenesidemnus (D106, LAERT. 1% 62}, and perhaps by Timon
Tn:'. ll'chls = D106. LAERT. 1x 105 — but see F. DecLeva  Caizzi, Pirrone -
monianze, Naples 1981, pp. 236-41). It was a commonplace among the Empirical
ts: €8 GALEN, diff. puls. vint 783 K; Med. Exp. xvnr 5 Walzer,

T et e regtos
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imply a limited Zmoxq: a Pyrrhonist will suspend judgement on ééy.f_ xi} TENOLS co'mmit.the .Sceptic to any beliefs at all? The PH Pyrrho-

poto, but he will not allow his &moxh to spill over inio “comme nian supports Blog just insofar as his actions are explicable by appeal

observations” and the beliefs of "ordinary life”. 1o the Bm)nx_ﬂ tﬁ@’r]ot;: if that appeal does not invoke beliefs, then

The crucial passage on Piog occurs near the beginning of PH. h; the Pyrrhonist may support Biog while remaining rustic; if the appeal

requires detailed analysis. ¥ does invoke belief, then his support for Bloc makes the PH Sceptic
¢ urbane.

X

4 . . - 89
«Attending to the appearances, we live &d0Edotwg in accordang: I shall consider each part of the tionow ® in turn — though for

with ordinary observation (xatd v Puotindy THENOLY), since w. dramatic reasons I shall not follow Sextus’ order.

cannot be altogether inactive. And this ordinary observation seems ; 1] "Avayxn nadmv, the necessity of affections, causes little trou-
consist of four parts and to dcpend first upon instruction of natumzﬁf bk Pyr!‘honians eat and drink. How is that to be explained? — By
then upon necessity of affections, then upon tradition of laws ax the fact that they are hungry and thirsty. There is no need to advert to

customs, and finally upon teaching of arts: on natural instruction, i . L i . . .
virtue of which we are capable of perception and of thought;’m anything else: his nadn alone suffice to drive the Sceptic — like any

necessity of affections, in virtue of which hunger guides us to fool other man or animal — to food and drink. Sextus does not explicitly ol
and thirst to drink; on tradition of customs and laws, in virtue ¢ sty that dvayxn nad®@v invokes no beliefs; but he will surely have
which we accept in accordance with ordinary life (Pwtindg) pios thought that it does not 9. That part of the tfionoic seems compatible g
action as good and impious action as wicked; on teaching of arts, i yp rusticity.

virtue of which we are not inactive in the arts we accept.» (PH 1 234
cfr. 226, 237). Ny

(2] Awdaorahiq teyvdy, teaching of arts, is needed to explain the
i professional  activities of a Pyrrhonist. Some Sceptics, like Sextus i
i tamsell, were doctors®!, and other trades were Pyrrhonianly permissi-
That paragraph details the Pyrrhonist’s allegiance to Biog, and "
context in which it does so is of some importance. ‘

Dogmatists had charged Pyrrhonjans with inactivity';/ if a Pyrthe
nist is consistent, he will never do anything; for, having no beliefs, ki, ™ The word tignoi has the same ambiguity as the English “observation” —

will have no motive for doing anything ®8. In PH 1 23-4 Sextus gi\'ﬁj’:‘- sevcvation of rules etc, (ie. obedience), or observation of objects and events (ie.
. Perroption eic.). Sextus generally uses the word in the latter sense (see Janszek's index),

his reply to that charge: ur-part “ordinary observation” is mea’ :
eply to t charge the four part "o dinary ob : on M - bes the former is more appropriate at PH 1 13,
to explain how it is that a Pyrrhonist can act despite his Scepnasm}: ™ "But surely "Because he was hungry™ will not by itself explain why men eat? We
Thus we must construe the elements of the Biwtixi) Tipnotg as typf > in sddition, some reference 10 belicks, “Why did he cat that tough steak> —
of explanation of action: the Pyrrhonian does act; the four-part ok ;':;T‘ h; was hungry, and thought that the steak was the only food available”. The
otg categotises the possible explanations of how he can act. - chgerrion ;ﬂ::"“:;es o "OS[ sufficient 10 explain even our simplest actions’. But that
. o et A Rl €S the point: tus i i ’i - i . ins
Here I am not concerned with the adequacy or the plausibility 67 % peneral why p extus s nos implying that “Because he is hungry” explains,
\ . ) B} » Wy 2 man eats; he may properly allow that in all normal cases an explana-
Sextus’ explanatory scheme. My sole question is this: does the BiOT:™m will iovoke beliefs as well as nadn. His point rather is that such actions can be
. LG R . . ) . -
v cven if the agent has no beliefs: strike 2 man on the knee and his foot will

kack, by

: . T ;. . . . H ]

) Y & son of.natural necessity; similarly, if a Pyrrhonian is thirsty he will drink, by,
wxt of natura] necessity. N

b'xﬁnf.x but, according to Sextu
-R:l that is all 5 Pyrrhonian
Sec the ligt of Pyrrh

on-Pyrrhonian drinking is no doubt only explicable s
s, drinking can be explained even in the absence of belief
requires.

onists' at D106, LAErT. 1x 115-6 (Menodotus, Sextus. ’

# The argument had a long history and went through different forms; see ¢
M. F. BURNYEAT. Can the Sceptic .... p. 22 n. 4; G. STRIKER, Sceptical Strategies, in Do¥,
and Dogmatism.
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ble 92, The Sceptic’s professional actions will be explained, in part ¢
least, by reference to what his master taught him. k

Now it might seem that teaching ineluctably involves belief;j_
Tradesmen believe things; doctors have professional vpinions; “tead”
ing, of arts” — in Medical School, Agricultural College, or Nax,
Academy — will surely consist in the transmission of facts and W
inculcation of beliefs. But I do not think that a Pyrrhonian is obli
so to understand the activity of teaching %3. Why may he not const:
teaching as the instilling of know-how, of skills and capacities? Tead:
ing a man medicine, on that view, is like training him to ride: w!
are attempting to impart a power Of skill to him; you are not trying v
give him any beliefs. A Pyrrthonian doctor’s professional activities .’
thus be explained by reference to his professional training, witho:
supposing that the explanation involves belief.

That view of teaching is not found in any Sextan text; but it is strong*

suggested by a curious passage from the end of PH 1. At PH 1 2364

Sextus the Empiric argues that Pyrrhonism is incompatible with media’

Empiricism, and he assimilates Scepticism rather to medical Methodist
The first of two points of association which Sextus fifids between Pyrrhe.
nists and Methodists leads him to say that «everythihgsaid by the Meth -
dists can be subsumed under the necessity of affections» (239). :

For «just as the Sceptic, in virtue of the necessity of his affe’
tions, is guided by thirst to drink and by hunger to food, so B,

Methodical doctor is guided by the affections to their corresponds..

treatments — by contraction t0 dilation 1.}, by fluxion to its sta®
ching [..]» (238). A Methodical doctor will observe his patien.
condition, and that condition will guide him — by 2 kind of pats

necessity — to the appropriate therapy. That must seem fantasticalt-

Sarurninus); add, e.g., Cassivs (GALEN, subf. cmp. 40.13), Dionysius of Aegae (PHOW_.T
bibl. cod. 185 = cod. 211} .
92 M v 1-2 accepts farming, seamanship and astronomy as Jegitimate professions. .

3 There is in any case 4 tension within PH; for Sextus argves at pH w 25F

(cfr. M xt 216-56; 1 9-181 that sibaonaria is impossible, and his argument does §
appear to make any excepuions for the sibaoraria teyviv which PH 123 accepts: (\
will the distinction berween transmitting beliefs anid inculcating skills help: many © t
arguments against didaoxaria 2re equally applicable to each sort of teaching.) )
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an account of medical practice; but I suppose it is to be taken
seriously. And Sextus explicitly connects his account of professional
medical practice to his descripsion of the frwtkd THENOLS 94,

Presumably that acrount of medical practice will be extended by,
the Pyrrhonist to cover all the professions. Thus professional expertise
i not a matter of factual — «till less of theoretical — knowledge and
belief; it is a matter of capacity or skill; a professional is a man who
responds in the appropriate way to the relevant stimuli. If that is so,
then teaching an art is simply the inculcation of a capacity. Sextus’
sccount of medical practice indicates that medical téywyn is to be
conceived of as skill or know-how. It is plausible to generalize that
sccount, and to construe all Téyval as skills or know-hows. If a Té&xwn
is 8 skill, then Sdaonakia TexveY is the instillation of a skill. And
thus — finally — a Pyrrhonist may explain his actions by reference to
mbaorakia teyv@v without thereby admitting to any beliefs. So far,
the frotzd) THENOLG is compatible with rusticity.

(3] Mapadooig EBGOY xal vopwv, the tradition of customs and
rules, will explain certain conventional acts which the Pytrhonist per-
forms. Why does Sextus wear trousers, spell his name with a sigma,
wke off his hat in churches, drive on the right? — “Because that is
the custom, that is the law”. Sextus’ primary point is doubtless this: a
Pyrrhonian does not have to believe that it is 4 good thing to wear
trousers or drive on the right — having abandoned beliefs about
goodness and badness, he may still act as other men do, and he acts
“because that is the done thing”.

[}‘ut it is plausible to go further. A Pyrrhonist need not believe
that it is good to drive on the right; nor need he believe that it is the
custom to drive on the right nor, indeed, need he believe anything at
all sbout driving on the right. He drives on the right because that is
the custom -— not because he believes that it is the custom {nor

. because he believes anything else) *%. Thus the tradition of laws and

Itoms s also compatible with rusticity.

»
" PH 1 2}7 (BLéyopoy #v toic Epnpoofev) refers back explicity to 1 23-4.
wons Al{::mé,.x(s;c above,. note 9'0), S?xtus does not imply that other men’s conventional
s 8t <o P»Cﬂblc \:’lthout u‘wokmg beliefs: his point is simply that 2 Pyrrbonian
nventionally, “because it's the custom”, without subscribing to any beliefs.




36 © JONATHAN BARNE &

It is, I said, plausible to go further in that way; but is it faithfy &
to . Sextus’ intentions? The answer might seem to be No. For Sextus
illustration of custom and law appears to invoke beliefs of some sort:
he says «we accept ragorapfavouey) [..] pious action 4s good» —§¢
and does not that mean “we believe that pious action is good™ ¥
Moreover, at PH 111 2, prefacing his remarks on dogmatic theology, &
Sextus expressly states that «following ordinary life &dotdotwg, wei
say that there are gods and we revere the gods and we say that they§§
care for us» 8. The ordinary customs which the Pyrrhonist of PH%;
accepts include religious beliefs as well as religious practices. :

That may be right, but it is not actually forced upon us by theft
texts. At PH 1 24, the phrase «we accept [...] pieus action as good»g;
may mean, hot “we believe pious action to be good”, but rather wctp
adopt pious action as though it were good” *7. So construed, thek:
phrase does not imply any beliefs on the part of the Pyrthonist. As for
11 2, it must be allowed that the Pyrrhonist will say “The gods exist",%f{f
“The gods care for us” and the like; but Sextus asserts only that hel:
will say such things, not that he will believe them ®%. A Pyrrhonist
who goes to church will do the customary things — he will bare his
head, genuflect, cross himself, and so on; and he will also say certain?;g;,

I

e

things. Those utterances are parts of the ritual: they-do not betoken

belief any more than the Sceptic’s other ritual gestures do *°. b
¢

9 1 [..] Biw xararohovdobvres 4botdotwg papky elval ﬂsgﬁg’x’@ otfoun-.
icfr. ehoefely, 1 24) Geobg voi EovoEly aftols Panéy. I inclinie 16 construe &doEd:
otz with ratazohordoivtes, rather than with the three finite verbs. See below nat:

98.
- - . . . . . . . » '
97 qagurapfavely may certainly indicate adoption without any implication &

belief tsee e.p. PH 1 191, 195, 240). But Gg dyoadov is more difficult to construe it

belief-neutral way. (See eg. M 1201, where v ovvidelay... G oty nag(x);auﬁé'f;

vELY means “to accept ordinary usage as reliable”, i.c. 10 belicue thar it is reliable.)

9 {f GdotGotwe is construed with @auév (see note 96) and if the adverb mea¥

“without heliel” (see note 77) then PH 11 2 acwually asserts this; for Sextus the

’

expressly argues that the Pyrrhonist will say “There are gods” but will not belreve the”

there are pods.

v9 Again, Wittgenstein might be invoked: see, e.g., his Lectures and Conversatior’
i . Religions Belief, esp. pp. 539 (But according to Wingenstein, alf churchgoers #;

»

plaving the lanpuage game which in the text I prescribe for the Pyrrhonian.)
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Thus a rustic interpretation of the “tradition of laws and cu-
soms” can be produced. But I confess that I find the interpretation
forced; for although Sextus’ abstract description of “tradition™ s
perfectly compatible with rusticity, his illustration of the Pyrrhonist’s
wraditionalism. strongly suggests belief — if Sextus, intends PH 1 24
tand 11 2) to be understood in a rustic fashion then his language is
misleading and perhaps disingenuous.

(4] "Yeiiynotg @uowet, natural instruction 100 seems, from its
name, a probable source of belief; and when Sextus glosses the phrase
by reference to perception and thought, that probability increases —
for perception and thought are surely prime originators of belief. But
what exactly has Sextus got in mind when he refers to “natural
instruction”’? A part of the answer to that question comes from Book
i of PH.

In PH 1, as I have already remarked, Sextus argues against the

Dogmatists’ use of signs and proofs. But his rejection of signs is not

wholesale; on the contrary, he carefully records a distinction between
two types of sign, and explicitly states that he is arguing against only
onc of those types. “Indicative” signs allegedly enable us to learn
anut naturally unclear objects (t& @voeL ddnia): Sextus will have
nothing to do with them. But in addition to indicative signs there are
“recollective” signs; and for them Sextus has more respect.

«They call a recollective sign something which has been directly
obstcrved together with the thing signified and which, at the same time
as it sfrikes us, while the latter is unclear, leads us to a recollection of
the l'hlng which was observed together with it and is now not striking
us directly — as in the case of smoke and fire» (PH 11 100). Smoke iz
2 rcco“ective- sign of fire because (a) we have often directly observed
;‘:0:; Zrili:tl;‘e together,' and (b) when we directly observe smoke and

y observe fire, the smoke leads us to think of fire '°".

00 F oo
or 1 : - :
Vg tiiynaig with the sense “instruction” (not “guidance”™) see P11 6. 1 1205
o "n:'m 300, x1 47,1 35, 172, 258, 111 18, v 3.
is is isati i
MF. Bosmns a rough characterisation; for a detailed and subtle treatment see now
. NYEA . . .
T, The arigins of nen-deductive Inference, in Science and Mecuition.
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Sextus admits such signs. «Recollective signs are relied upon m,‘
ordinary life. When a man sees smoke he infers (onpeiottan) fire, andi
when he has .noticed a scar he says that a wound has been receivedi-
Thus not only do we not fight against ordinary life, but we actually‘;
struggle at its side, assenting &doEGotwg to what it relies upon andi':
opposing the private fictions of the Dogmatists» (PH 11 102) 102,

The ordinary man sees smoke rising from the hillside or a speckf;.;
of blood on your chin (there he relies on alodnoic). He then infert:
(ompetotrtan) that there is a brush-fire or that you cut yourself shaviny
(there he exercises vonoic). He starts from one belief, based upor;
perception; and his deduction leads him to another belief. The Pyrrh.
onist accepts recollective signs and fights on the side of Blog. It i
natural to infer that the Pyrrhonist is thereby committed to thos.
beliefs which Everyman employs when engaged in sign-inference; and
it is plausible to regard that as a particularly good illustration of:
VR ynoig puow. In that case, the Pyrrhonist of PH, siding with Bio;
and relying on recollective signs, is urbane and not rustic. - '

A rustic interpreter must explain three things if his interpretatior
is to survive the acceptance of recollective signs. He must explain (i
how the Pyrrhonist can embark upon the inference — how he can ref
on atodnoig and report the smoke; (ii) how he can end the inferena
~— how he can come to report the fire; and (iii) how he-Can make th
infetence — how he can infer from the smoke to the fire, For all thra
of those things apparently involve beliefs, and the rustic interprete
‘does not allow beliefs to his Pyrrhonist. Col

Now it is easy to see how the rustic interpreter will proceed. Or
(i) and (i) he will suggest that, in uttering the initial and the fint
stages of the sign-inference, the Pyrrhonist is not stating beliefs bu
simply avowing his tédn: “It looks like smoke over there”,. “It look
like fire over there” '3, he will say; and those utterances, employin

102 Cfr. M viir 156-8, which makes the same point in similarly forthright terms.

1% But it does unf Jook like fire over there. The whole point of the sign is that
allows us to grasp that there is fire there even when we cannor see or otherwise perce
the fire: the fire is ddnrov— ddnrov mpds 2updy, not Gooe Gdnrov-—and if it ¥&
not, we should have no need of a sign’. The rustic must say, in reply, that when }
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rypical paivetan sentences, will commit him to no beliefs. As for (1),
the inference, that may be interpreted, analogously to the dvéyxn
aad@v, as a piece of natural necessity: having the nédoc reported by
“It looks like smoke”, the Pyrrhonist finds that he also has the nafog
reported by “It looks like fire” — he makes no inference at all, strictly
speaking; rather, as Sextus says, nature “leads him” to the second
aafog. A Pyrrhonist, like Evervman, uses recollective signs; and he
therefore produces utterances of the form “p, so ¢”. But in those

e, 9%

utterances neither “p” nor “4” expresses a belief (they merely avow
aafm); and the word “so” does not signify an inference (it marks a
psychological compulsion). The whole affair takes place without any
beliefs being invoked.

That is, I hope, a moderately. coherent account of the way in
which a “sign-inference” might work; and it shows that a rustic
Pyrthonist could give a coherent explanation of his use of recollective

AN

expetiences the tddog normally reporied, by “It looks. like smoke”, he also experiences
e 36Bog normally reported by “It looks like fire” — ie. he experiences the nafog
'l’hic.h he normally experiences when (as a non-Pyrrhonist would put it) he is amuall;
M at the fire itself. Naturally, he reports the second nédog in the standard way,
rnng "It looks like fire” — there is no reason why all cases of its Jooking like fire
'l-"ould be qualitatively indistinguishable. (But is that really coherent? Suppose a rustic
woks 2t an oar in water: why shouldn’t he say “It looks straight™? For there is no
fewson why all cases of oars looking straight should be qualitatively indistinguishable.
-“'_‘4»’(: 8 Pyrrhonist wi/l sometimes say "It looks straight”: he is, after all, simply
reporting his wédn, and there is nothing in Pyrthonism which demands that the néfioc
“rsed (as a non-Pyrrhonist would put it) by a submerged oar should always be the
"‘"‘”’05 normally reported by It Jooks bent™). The second example of a recollective sign
h PH n 102 introduces an important point which Sextus nowhere develops. For the
i:rdllsxo?" of the second sign is “He looks as though he has been wounded”, and
N contains a reference to the pass. The Pyrrhonist's qaivetat sentences are always
-“im:";t&sled: he reports his present nibn (see above, note 20). But the conrents of
. marlilayththemfc]ves advert w0 past"-— or 1o future — times. A Pyrrhonist may
‘t'rund:d" "TE i: point fully explicit — “The man sow appears 1o me as having been
g p- C'c‘ouds now appear 10 me as being about to produce rain”. In that way

¢ Pyrrhonist. may have some purchase on the past and the future; and plainly

*me purcha : ;

seon the future is necessary if .his acti i

" v if .nis actions are to be given any adequate
<2planations, v ¥ ’ 4
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signs '%%. But that is not enough. I am not asking whether a rusi
&

could give such an explanation: 1 am asking whether the account i}
PH 11 is rustic. And it is, I fear, hard to read the account I have ]ugl’%
given into the text of PH. Everyman surely has beliefs and make
inferences when he employs recollective signs. Sextus says that hil
Pyrrhonist sides here with Everyman: he does not say that the Pyrr}md.
nist transmutes Everyman’s statements of belief into avowals of mady¥:
he does not say that the Pyrrhonist replaces Everyman's inference by
psychological event. Had Sextus wanted to indicate that the Pyrrhon
ist’s use of recollective signs involves no beliefs he could have done s(’
quite easily. He does not do so. If, nevertheless, he intends a rusti:.
reading of recollective signs we must suppose, again, that his languay"
is misleading and perhaps disingenuous. | :

What, in sum, are we to make of Sextus’ account of the Prwtu,
tionotc? Three general conclusions seem to me to €MErge from a
analysis of the texts. First, it is possible to construct an interpretatior
of the tionowc which is compatible with a rustic view of PH -
adherence to the tijonatc does not positively demand a commitmen .
to belief. Or rather, a rustic Pyrrhonist might argue, with some shov
of plausibility, that his beliefless state is consistent with his followin;
the Tionoic. Secondly, if we insist upon a rustic §onstrual of th
THoNots, then we must dismiss Sextus’ claim that his Pyrrhonist side
with Blog: Everyman has everyday beliefs; a rustic Pyrrhonist has
beliefs; it is merely disingenuous for a rustic to pretend that he is o
the side of Everyman. (Just as it was disingenuous of B@keley K
pretend to be vindicating Common Sense.) A rustic may with mor
plausibility suggest that his own style of life need not differ markedt
in its external form from the life of Everyman, and to that extent
may reasonably claim an affinity to Everyman. But exactly the sam
claim could be made — with more propriety — by any Dogmatis
and the claim does not constitute a justification for- enrolling th

104 My standard of coherence -is pretty Jow: I mean only that this accountf
recollective signs is at least as plausible as, say, Sextus’ account of Methodical med

cine.

[
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rustic Pyrthonist as an ally of Blog in its alleged battle against d6ypa.
Thirdly, and most importantly, I fear that we must conclude either
thxt PH is not uniformly rustic or else that PH is culpably disingen-
wous: if we take Sextus’ remarks about Biog at their face value we
shall adopt the former conclusion, if we take them with' a large pinch
of salt we shall adopt the latter conclusion.

And there, for the moment, I rest the case. The general tenor of
PH is, I think, indubitably rustic. But PH also contains important
intrusions of urbanity.

VI

The problem I have been discussing concernis the range or scope
of Pyrrhonian Zmoyfi. It was granted that different Pyrrhonists may
well have set different limits to their &moyn — that some may have
permitted themselves to believe more than others. But it is a presup-
position of the problem, as it has been posed, that any particular
Pyrrhonist must, if he is to have a coherent philosophy, define the
scope of &moyi within his own version of Scepticism. I shall end this
paper by questioning that presupposition, and hence by suggesting
that the problem of the scope of &moyn is in a certain sense unreal.

'I'"hc goal of Pyrrhonism is drapatia, and the original cause of
Sceptical investigations is “the anomaly in things” and the disquiet
which such anomaly arouses (PH 1 12). We become aware of an
“anomaly" in, say, the alleged facts about death: do we survive our
dc:alkhs, as some hold, or do we rather perish utterly, as others main-
tain? ﬂe anomaly upsets us — we are tapacodpevor. We begin an
mvestiation of the subject in the hope, initially, of discovering the
z.ruth and so setting our minds at rest. But we possess a dUvaplg
avudetind; we find that the arguments pro are equally balanced bir
o e o e guestion = and vper

M e red &drapagia.

. }\’XH every Pyrrhonist exhibit é&moy# towards the possibility of an
C\‘:illiee: Eil;‘reg);vnot,' Ff)r' a() P}irr’honist \'vill only reac‘h é:'fox-ﬂ’ if bhe
e if ape dvd e, he'\\’lll only exercise his b.uva;u;

] if he finds himself suffering from tapayi; he will only
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suffer from tagaxf if he perceives a worrying &vwpohia in things. §
Nothing obliges us to think that Tapaxfi over death is a universa §
phenomenon (still less, tagoyfi over the nature of time and place, the i
possibility of causal interconnexions, the existence of numbers). Some §i
men may never light upon the anomaly in the thing. Others may &
discover the anomaly and laugh it aside. Untroubled, such men have {:
no motive for exercising their duvaplg dvuidennn on the puzzles of '
dying, and hence no means — and no motive — for achieving &moyd. §

The point of Pyrrhonism is dtagagia. Pyrrhonist strategies arcE
relevant only where tagayf exists. A man who suffers only mildly§
from Tapoyf may be a perfect Pyrrhonist; for he may achieve com- 8
plete dragutia by exercising his dUvajug and reaching £moys) in a:
very modest way. Others, who find the whole of life a sea of troubles,
will not be set at rest until they have achieved universal &mox. :

The medical simile which the Sceptics loved is helpful here
Tapayt is a disease, &oyf the cure. The Pyrrhonist is a doctor — 1.
psychiatrist — who claims the ability to cure Togayt in most of it}
forms 9. How much medicine does a man need to be healthy? How ;'
far will a competent doctor apply his plasters and administer his;

g

drugs? Plainly, it all depends on the disease. Some conditions require
massive doses and major surgery, others are assuaged by an. aspirin. It~
is absurd to imagine that doctors can produce d<single formula},

applicable to all men in all conditions, or pronounce generally that!
every patient needs so many pills a day. B

How much &moyy does a man need for &tagakia_or menta:.

health? How far will a competent Pyrrhonist apply his Tropes and:
exercise his dUvapg dvudetiy? Plainly, it all depends on the di-
sease. Serious mental conditions require strong remedies, minor mals-.
dies are righted by a simple argument or two. It is absurd to suppost:
that a Pyrrhonist can produce a single formula, applicable to all mer;
in all conditions, or pronounce generally that every patient needs s
much &10y# and so many Tropes a day. ;

05 A cerain amount of Taguyty is inseparable from the human condition: ther,
the best the doctor can do is produce pergomadeia (PH 1 25; m1 235-6)
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Yet that absurd supposition lies behind the question I have been
discussing. “What is the extent of &noxy recommended by the Pyrrho-
pist of PH?" The question is misconceived, for it rests upon a silly
presupposition. *Enoxy] may be broad or narrow. Pyrrhonism may be
rustic or urbane. Everything depends on the state of the particular
paticnt. :

That, I suggest, is the answer which Sextus shou/d have given to
the question. I do not claim that Sextus did give that answer. But I
am inclined to imagine that he would have given it had the question
been put to him directly. For, first, the answer is an obvious corollary
of the general remarks about the nature and goal of Pyrrhonism with
which Sextus prefaces PH. Secondly, the answer makes sense of the
dosing paragraphs of PH: there, at PH 111 280-1, Sextus makes some
curious comments on the power of his own arguments,and he exploits
the medical simile in a self-conscious way. Finally, the answer provides
w escape from the dismal conclusion to which the body of this paper
has led us: we need not accept that PH is inconsistent or. incoherent
or indefinite in its attitude to the scope of Emoyr;-if the scope qf
Exoxd is determined by the patient’s condition and not by the doctor’s
theories, then we should not expect the doctor’s theories to contain a
coherent thesis — or any thesis at all — about the range and scope of

toyf,




