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71 W h y t o s u s p e n d j u d g e m e n t 

A Diogenes Laertius 9.106-7 

(1) Aenesidemus, in the first of his Pyrrhonist discourses, says that Pyrrho 
determines nothing in doctrinaire fashion, because of the opposition of 
arguments, but follows appearances. He says the same in his Against 
wisdom and On inquiry . . . (2) Hence according to the Sceptics it is what 
appears that serves as a criterion, as Aenesidemus also says . . . (3) As end 
the Sceptics name suspension ofjudgement, upon which freedom from 
disturbance follows like a shadow, as the followers of Timon and 
Aenesidemus put it. 

B Diogenes Laertius 9.78 

Pyrrhonist discourse is a kind of recollection of appearances, or of ideas of 
any kind, on the basis of which they are all brought into confrontation 
with each other and, when compared, are found to present much 
disparity and confusion. This is what Aenesidemus says in his Outline 
introduction to Pyrrhonism. 

C Photius, Library i6ybl8-i7ob3 

(1) I read Aenesidemus' eight Pyrrhonist discourses. The overall aim of tbe 
book is to establish that there is no firm basis for cognition, either 
through sense-perception, or indeed through thought. (2) Conse
quently, he says, neither the Pyrrhonists nor the others know the truth m, 
things; but the philosophers of other persuasions, as well as being 
ignorant in general, and wearing themselves out uselessly and expending 
themselves in ceaseless torments, are also ignorant of the very fact thaw 
they have cognition of none of the things of which they think that theY 
have gained cognition. (3) But he who philosophizes after the fashion Qj 
Pyrrho is happy not only in general but also, and especially, in tr* 
wisdom of knowing that he has firm cognition of nothing. And e*ea 
with regard to what he knows, he has the propriety to assent no moreJH 
its affirmation than to its denial. (4) The whole scheme of the boo^B 
directed towards the purpose I have mentioned. In writing the discom - j 



Aenesidemus addresses them to Lucius Tubero, one of his colleagues 
from the Academy, a Roman by birth, with an illustrious ancestry and a 
distinguished political career. (5) In the first discourse he differentiates 
between the Pyrrhonists and the Academics in almost precisely the 
following words. He says that the Academics are doctrinaire: they posit 
some things with confidence and unambiguously deny others. (6) The 
Pyrrhonists, on the other hand, are aporetic and free of all doctrine. Not 
one of them has said either that all things are incognitive, or that they are 
cognitive, but that they are no more of this kind than of that, or that they 
are sometimes of this kind, sometimes not, or that for one person they are 
of this kind, for another person not of this kind, and for another person 
not even existent at all. Nor do they-say that all things in general, or some 
things, are accessible to us, or not accessible to us, but that they are 110 
more accessible to us than not, or that they are sometimes accessible to us, 
sometimes not, or that chey are accessible to one person but not to 
another. (7) Nor indeed, do they say there is true or false, convincing or 
unconvincing, existent or non-existent. But the same thing is, it might be 
said, no more true than false, convincing chan unconvincing, or exiscent 
chan non-exiscent; or sometimes the one, sometimes the other; or of such 
a kind for one person but not for another. (8) For the Pyrrhonist 
determines absolutely nothing, not even this very claim that nothing is 
determined. (We put it this way, he says, for lack of a way to express the 
thought.) (9) But the Academics, he says, especially those from the 
present-day Academy, are sometimes in agreement with Stoic beliefs, 
and to tell the truth turn out to be Stoics fighting with Stoics. Moreover, 
they are doctnnaire about many things. For they introduce virtue and 
folly, and posit good and bad, truth and falsity, convincing and un
convincing, existent and non-existenc. They give firm decerminations 
for many other things too. It is only about the cognitive impression that 
they express dissent. (10) Thus the followers of Pyrrho, in determining 
nothing, remain absolutely above reproach, whereas the Academics, he 
nys, incur a scrutiny similar to that faced by the ocher philosophers. (11) 
Above all, che Pyrrhonists, by entertaining doubts about every thesis, 
maintain consistency and do not conflict with themselves, whereas the 
Academics are unaware that they are conflicting with themselves. For to 
make unambiguous assertions and denials, at che same time as stating as a 
"feneralization that no things are cognitive, introduces an undeniable 
•inflict: how is it possible to recognize that this is true, this false, yet still 
•mtenain perplexity and doubt, and not make a clear choice of the one 
*™ avoidance of the other? (12) For if it is not known that chis is good or 

. or that chis is true but that false, and this existent buc chat non-
l * I , e r ' t , it must cercainly be admitted that each of them is incognitive. 

1 ' ^ t n ey receive self-evident cognition by means of sense-perception 



or thought, we must say that each is cognitive. (13) These similar 
considerations are set out by Aenesidemus o f Aegae at the beginning of 
his discourses, to indicate the difference between the Pyrrhonists and 
Academics. He goes on in the same discourse, the first, also to report in 
summary outline the entire way of life o f the Pyrrhonists. 

D Anonymous commentary on Plato's Theaetetus, 60.48-61.46 

(1) Since Theaetetus, when asked what knowledge is, repl ied ' . . . and as it 
appears to me at present. . . ' , Socrates [Theaetetus I5ie] welcomes his lack 
o f hesitancy in saying what appears to him and what he believes 
knowledge to be. For what he is saying is not the Pyrrhonian dictum, 
namely that one would not determinately assert any doctrine but just 
says that it appears to one. (2) For according to Pyrrho, what is the 
criterion is neither reason, nor a true impression, nor a convincing 
impression, nor a cognit ive impression, nor anything else o f the kind, but 
what now appears to him. (3) Whether it is or is not such as it appears he 
does not assert, because he thinks that the arguments for the opposing 
views are o f equal strength, and he makes the impressions on a par with 
each other, leaving no difference beiwtcn-them in respect of their being 
true or false, convincing or unconvincing, self-evident or obscure, ot 
cognit ive or incognitive, but holds that they are all alike. (4) He does not 
even assert as a doctrine the consequence - to live his life in accordance 
with whatever impression befalls him at each time, not on the grounds 
that it is a true impression, but because it now appears to him. 

• Our story of Hellenistic philosophy closes, as it opened, with Pyrrhonian 
scepticism. As the New Academy under the headship of Philo of Larissa in the 
early first century B .C . drifted away from its scepneal stance (see 68 
commentary), one disillusioned member, Aenesidemus, founded a breakaway 
movement, under the title 'Pyrrhonists* (sec especially C). This was the group 
which in time - probably not before the mid-first century a.d. - became known 
as the 'Sceptics', literally 'searchers'. Another title was ephektikoi, 'suspendersof| 
judgement'. The eventual outlook of the school is well presented in the 
surviving works of Sextus Empiricus, who wrote in the second century AA 
However, since our coverage is focused on the Hellenistic period, we wiB 
concentrate here on Aenesidemus himself, with just occasional help from 
Sextus' Outlines of Pyrrhonism. t | 

Academic scepticism had arisen as an essentially epistemological stance - the 
safeguarding of intellectual integrity against the temptation to hazard opinio* 
Although the Academy did develop certain strategies relating to the practical 
conduct of life (sec 69), and even, under Philo, the makings of an ethical system, 
these were subordinate to its scepticism rather than ac che root of i9 
Aenesidemus' idea, by concrasc, was co develop the philosophical basis ^ o r ~3 
celebrated tranquillity manifested by Pyrrho (A, C 3; cf. 2 for Pyrrho hims<»B 
so thac from the oucset his philosophy was shaped by a moral motnq 



Developing the picture presented in the writings of Pyrrho's disciple Timon (1 -
5passim), Aenesidemus defended the greac man's lifestyle against the derogatory 
tradition which had in the mean time grown up. Suspending judgement had 
not, he claimed, led Pyrrho into reckless behaviour (1A 4). He had lived his life, 
is any Pyrrhonist would, in non-committal conformity wich appearances: A 1 — 
1 (cf. 1H). 

Whac are Pytrhonian 'appearances'? First, although in a narrower sense they 
are confined to sensory appearances (cf. 72A), the commoner usage is one which 
involves no such restriction (cf. 72E4, K16) . Second, alchough chere has been 
some controversy so far as concerns Sextus' later account (Outlines of Pyrrhonism, 
especially 1.19-20), there is good reason to believe chac Aenesidemus, acany race, 
meant 'appearances' in a sense which eliminated any epistemic component. Thac 
is, when a Pyrrhonisc says 'Ic appears to me to be raining', he is not expressing 
any kind of belief that it is raining, but is jusc describing from a neutral stance the 
impression currently affecting him. This is clearly the distinction made in D, 
from an Academic work written possibly as early as the first century B.C. and, if 
so, reflecting 'Pyrrhonism' as it was presented at that date. Pyrrho. on chisscory, 
was able Co act in accordance wich impressions without taking them to be true (D 4). 

It may seem puzzling why a Pyrrhonist should open his umbrella at all if he 
does not even take his impression that it is raining to be true. Sextus. at least, 
would reply that his actions arc cither instinctive, e.g. drinking when thirsty, or 
conditioned by the customs and educational processes of his own society, and can 
therefore be performed automatically without the intervention of assent 
(Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.21-4). This might be read as an attempt to 
accommodate the fact that even though inwardly the Pyrrhonist insulates 
himself from assent in a way which results in supreme tranquillity, to all 
outward appearances he leads a quite conventional life. Since, however, Pyrrho 
himself had not led an outwardly conventional life (cf. 1 A—C). we may take his 
own acquiescence in appearances to have been rather more restricted in scope 
than this, and it must be left an open question how conventional Aenesidemus 
intended the Pyrrhonist lifestyle to be. (One might compare the influence of 
Socrates' personal example, which could encourage on che one hand respectable 
aniens like Xenophon and Plato, on che other hand the outrageous! y anti-social 
Cynics.) Minimally, wc can ascribe to Aenesidemus the posicion that ordinary 
acts of self-maintenance and self-pieservation may be performed automatically, 
without assent. 

The reward for eliminating assent is tranquillity ('freedom from disturbance', 
A 3)-Why so? One answer, based again on Sextus, might go as follows. Actually 
believing thac it is raining, that rain makes you wet, cold and ill, and thac getting 
JO is bad, wrecks your tranquillity by making you care about keeping dry. A 
•"yn-honisc, for whom opening his umbrella is litcle more chan a reflex action, 

'hese beliefs, and so is free from any such anxiecy. Excend chis to the entire 
n n 8 c of human actions, and sublime tranquillity will ensue In Aenesidemus' 
Q i c however, we might expect his defence of the position co resc more directly 
m aPPeal co Pyrrho's personal example (see 2), in which he seems co have taken a 
P^tcr inceresc than Sextus docs. 

e have spoken so far of the ordinary conduce oflife. Buc Pyrrho was also 



admired, ac least by Timon, for refusing to be seduced into any kind of 
cheoretical stance on any issue (2B-C), The Greek word for such a stance is 
dogma, and for one who takes it dogmalikos. We translate these respectively as 
'doctrine' and 'doctrinaire' (cf. 66I-J; 72K 5; 'dogma', often preferred as a 
translation, has misleading associations of pig-headedness). Opposition to 
doctrinaire theses is one of the hallmarks of Aenesidemus' philosophy (cf. A I, 
B), and the Academics were among his first targecs, for their alleged 
inconsistency in crying to combine numerous doctrinaire stances with a residual 
denial of cognitive certainty (C 5, 9-13; cf. 68N a). Doctrinaire belief creates a 
permanent state of inner torment (C a); since any subject of inquiry turns ouc to 
present conflicting impressions (B), to adopt this or that position in relation to it 
is to condemn yourself to being permanently troubled by ic. The alternative 
approach, called 'Pyrrhonist discourse' (B, cf. A i ) , involves methodically 
exposing the conflicts, precisely in order to suspend judgement and thus remain 
untroubled (A3) . How this is done will be the topic of 72, 

But how can Aenesidemus ac C II claim for his philosophy the virtue of self-
consistency? Is it not itself a doctrinaire position, laying down a partisan end and 
recommending a specific lifestyle? This time there is no sign of at least one 
defensive strategy later adopted by Sextus. thac of claiming an allegedly non-
doctrinaire (because uncontroversial) end, freedom from disturbance, and 
describing suspension ofjudgement as a means of achieving ic which has been 
scumbled upon by pure accidenc (Outlines of Pyrrhonism t.iz, ai-30). 
Aenesidemus* end is suspension of judgement icself (A3) , and he even 
apparently recommends ic as pleasurable (IF 5). One might, then, wonder how 
he can avoid disrupting his own tranquillity by caring about achieving his own 
partisan end (contrast 72L7), or being troubled by the arguments in favour of 
various rival ends. 

However we cry Co read Aenesidemus' fragmencs, a degree of this tension will 
probably remain (sec further, 72 commencary). Tojudgc from C 8 (cf. also D 4). 
his ground for the consistency claim lies in the policy of bnnging his sceptical 
utterances within their own and each other's scope. This is clearly a delicate 
procedure, since it involves simultaneously making and withdrawing an 
assertion. Sextus likes the parallels of fire, which descroys boch che combustible 
material and icself, and of a ladder which you climb up and chen throw away; but. 
these suffer from the weakness of seeming to make the two actions successive,, 
where they should be simultaneous. Aenesidemus seems to prefer che defence 
thac language is ill-fitted for expressing his idea: C 8 . You can adopt a noo-
asscrtive frame of mind; whac you cannoc serai gheforwardly doisawertthatyoa 
are adopting it. 

There is, admittedly, one puzzling exception to this strategy. Ac Ca-l 
Aenesidemus tells us chac unlike ocher philosophers the Pyrrhonist knows thatbej 
has firm cognition of noching. This sounds like che kind of negative dogman*" 
assodaced with the name of Socrates (68A 3), and nocionally approved by tne 
Stoic Antipacer (68N 1), but repudiaced as in con si scene by Mecrodorus ofChMJ 
(ID), by Arcesilaus (68A3), and by Cameades (68N1). Since Pyrrho him** 
had a strong tendency towards negative dogmatism (see 1 commencaryj.^j 
might be chought chac Aenesidemus is here following his lead. Buc that woW 



run directly counter to the more sophisticated policy noted above. It seems safer 
to take refuge in the fact that the verb which he uses at C 3 is the ordinary Greek 
verb for 'know', not the technical term for infallible 'cognition* (on which see 
40) used elsewhere in the same text, and that its usage here is such a weak one that 
it does not even entail assent. Perhaps, then, all that C 2-3 amounts to is that, 
unlike other philosophers, the Pyrrhonist is not under the illusion that he has 
cognition. (For a similar usage, cf. 69K.) 

The other tactic familiar from Sextus (e.g. 6814; cf. l H l ) , which 
Aenesidemus might be expected to use, is that of warning us to prefix 'It appears 
that..." to all his utterances. Aenesidemus certainly treated descriptions of what 
(non-epistcmically) appears as a basis for ordinary action. Whether he also 
anticipated Sextus in using them as a means of insulating himself from his own 
philosophical pronouncements is less clear. The only apparent instance in our 
texts of this tactic is at 7212. and there wc argue that a rather more restricted 
purpose is in view. But since it had already been to some extent sanctified by 
Timon as an interpretation of Pyrrho (IH2-3; 2E), it is hard to doubt that 
Aenesidemus too felt able to make use of it. 

Aenesidemus' position on the ethical end is also puzzling. If wc arc to avoid an 
outright contradiction between A 3, where suspension of judgement is the end, 
and 72L-7, where he argues that there is no end, 11 seems that wc must take his 
own end to be somehow exempted from the latter text's attack on 'any end 
which any philosophical persuasion might believe in'. A persuasion (hairesis) is, 
strictly understood, adherence to a doctrinal system (Sextus, Outlines of 
Pyrrhonism 1.16), and Aenesidemus might maintain that suspension of judge
ment runs directly counter to this. Hence far from being itself doctrinaire. 
Aenesidemus' end is the antidote to doctrine. Sec further. 72 commentary. 

72 H o w t o s u s p e n d j u d g e m e n t 

A Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.3 1-9 

(1) Broadly speaking, this [suspension of judgement about everything | 
comes about because o f the setting o f things in opposition. W e oppose 
either appearances to appearances, or ideas to ideas, or appearances to 
ideas. (2) We oppose appearances to appearances when we say 'The same 
tower seems round from a distance but square from near by. ' (3) W e 
oppose ideas to ideas when someone establishes the existence of 
providence from the orderliness o f the things in the heavens and we 
oppose to this the frequency with which the good fare badly and the bad 
prosper, thereby deducing the non-existence o f providence. (4) We 
oppose ideas to appearances in the way in which Anaxagoras opposed to 
mow's being white the consideration: snow is frozen water, and water is 
black, therefore snow is black too. (5) O n a different scheme, we oppose 
"ornetimes present things to present things, as in the cases just given, but 
Wmetimes present things to past and future things. For example, when 



someone presents us with an argument for a thesis which we cannot 
refute, we reply, 'Just as before the founder of the school you follow was 
born the school's thesis did noc yet seem sound, but was an objective 
nacural fact, likewise it is possible that the very apposite thesis to che one 
you have jusc argued is an objective natural fact but does noc yec appear so 
co us. Hence ic is premature to assent to che diesis which appears powerful 
co us ac che presenc momenc. (6) To give us a more a ecu race impression of 
these oppositions, I shall add the modes through which suspension of 
judgement is deduced. But I shall make no assertions about either their 
number or their cogency: it is possible that they are both unsound and 
more numerous than those which I shall be listing. (7) Well, the familiar 
tradition among the older Sceptics is of modes, ten in total, through 
which suspension ofjudgement seems to be deduced. They also use the 
terms 'arguments' and 'outlines' as equivalents to 'modes'. They are as 
follows. (8) /, the mode depending on the disparity between animals; 2, 
thac depending on the difference between men; 3, thac depending on the 
different struccures of the sense-organs; 4, that depending on situations; j , 
that depending on positions, distances and locations; 6, that depending on 
admixcures; 7, that depending on the quantities and configurations of che 
objects; S, chac derived from relacivicy; 9, that depending on regularity or 
rarity of meeting; 10, that depending on ways of life, customs, laws, 
legendary beliefs, and doctrinaire opinions. We adopt this order 
arbitrarily. (9) There are three modes superordinace to these: chac derived 
from the judging subjecc, thac derived from che object ofjudgement, and 
that derived from both. Modes t-4 fall under chac derived from che 
judging subject, since the judging subject is either an animal or a man or a 
sense, and in some situation. Modes 7 and 10 are referred to that derived 
from the objecc ofjudgement. And modes 5, 6, 3, and p are referred to 
that derived from both. (10) Then again, these three are referred co che 
mode of relacivicy. Hence che mode of relativity is the most generic, the 
three are species, and the ten are sub-species. We say this about their 
number in accordance with what is plausible. 

B Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.40-61 

(1) The first argument we mentioned was the one according to which 
depending on the difference between animals the same objeccs do not 
produce the same impressions. We infer this from cheir different model 
of generation and the variety of cheir bodily make-up. (2) The poirij 
about modes of generation is chat some animals are generated asexuaM 
some sexually; and of those generated asexually some are generated f r ° 9 
fire, such as the tiny creatures that appear in ovens, others 
putrescent water, such as mosquitoes . . . Of those generated sexuaflH 
some have homogeneous parencs, like che majority of animak, ocne"OJ 



have heterogeneous parents, as mules d o . . . It is likely, then, that the 

generative dissimilarities and divergences should produce great contrasts 

in the way the animals are affected, bringing in their wake incompatibil

ity, incongruity and conflict. (3) Another potential source o f conflict 

among impressions depending on the disparity between animals is the 

difference in the principal bodily parts, especially those whose natural 

function is to discriminate and to perceive. People with jaundice say that 

those things are yellow which appear white to us, and people with 

bloodshot eyes call them biood-red. Since, then, with animals too, some 

have yellow eyes, some bloodshot, some white, some of other colours, it 

is likely, I think, that they register colours in different w a y s . . . (4) The 

same argument applies to the other senses. How could the tactile 

processes of shelled, fleshy, prickly, feathered, and scaly creatures be 

called similar? How could hearing be called alike in creatures with the 

narrowest auditory ducts and those with the widest, or in those with 

hairy and those with bare ears, considering that even our own auditory 

processes are different when we block our ears from when we leave chem 

alone?... (5) Just as the same food when digested becomes here a vein, 

here an artery, here a bone, here a sinew, and so on, revealing different 

capacities depending on the differences in the parts which absorb i t . . . . so 

too it is likely that external objects are perceived differently according to 

che different structures of the animals undergoing the impressions. (6) A 

more self-evident understanding of the matter can be obtained from 

animals' choices and avoidances. Perfume seems delightful to men but 

unbearable to beetles and bees. Olive oil is beneficial to men, but is 

sprinkled to exterminate wasps and bees. Sea water, if drunk, is 

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

Pigs get more pleasure from wallowing in foul-smelling sewage than in 

clear pure water . . . If the same things are unpleasant to some animals but 

pleasant to others, and pleasant and unpleasant depend on impressions, 

the animals are receiving different impressions from objects. (7) If the 

same things appear unalike depending on che difference between 

animals, we will be able to say how the object is perceived by us, but will 

suspend judgement as to how it is in its o w n nature. For we ourselves will 

not be able to adjudicate between our own impressions and those of other 

animals: we are ourselves parties to the disagreement, and hence in need 

W an adjudicator, rather than capable of judging for ourselves. (8) 

Besides, we cannot judge our impressions superior to those found in 

Jfranonal a m m a l s either without proof or with proof. For in addition to 
e possibility that proof does not exist, as we will note later, the so-called 

proof must itself be either apparent to us or non-apparent. If it is non-

'Ppatent, we will not propound it with confidence. But if it is apparent to 

since our inquiry is about what is apparent to animals and proof is 



apparent to us, who are animals, it will itself in so far as it is apparent bt 
subject to inquiry as to its truth . . . (9) If, then, impressions diffei 
depending on the divergences between animals, and there is no way ol 
adjudicating between them, it is necessary to suspend judgement aboul 
external objects. 

C Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.79-91 

(1) Such [see B] is the first mode of suspending judgement. The second, as 
we said, is that derived from the difference between men. For even if one 
hypothetically grants that men are more credible than the irrational 
animals, we will find inducements to suspend judgement even so far as 
concerns our own differences. (2) Now man is said to have two 
constituents, namely soul and body, and we differ from each other in 
respect of both. In respect of the body, we differ both in form and in our 
individual mixtures. For the body of a Scythian differs from the body of 
an Indian in form. This divergence is, it is said, the result of different 
predominance of humours. And in accordance with different predomi
nance of humours impressions also differ, as we established in the first 
argument. . . {3) Such are the differences of our individual mixtures that 
some men digest beef more easily than rock-fish, and get an upset 
stomach from a drop of Lesbian wine. There was reportedly an old Attic 
woman who could swallow thirty drams of hemlock without ill-effect. 
Lysis also used to take four drams of opium without upset. Demophon, 
Alexander's butler, shivered in the sun or in the bath but felt warm in the 
shade . . . (4) Since (if wc may make do with listing a few of the many 
cases recorded by the doctrinaire writers) the divergence between men 
with regard to their bodies is so great, it is likely that they also differ from 
each other with regard to their actual souls. For the body is a sort of 
outline sketch of the soul, as is also shown by the science of 
physiognomies. (5) But the strongest indication of men's great and 
limitless mental differences is the disagreement between what the 
doctrinaire thinkers say, especially about what to choose and what t a 
avoid . . . (6) Since, then, choice and avoidance lie in pleasure and 
displeasure, and pleasure and displeasure lie in sensation and impression/ 
when some people choose what others avoid the natural consequence'* 
for us to infer that they are not moved in even similar ways by the same 
things, since if they were they would have the same choices oj 
avoidances. (7) But if the same things move us differently depending 
the difference between men, that too might reasonably induce us 
suspend judgement. Perhaps we are capable of saying how each obj 
appears, with respect to each human difference, but not of asserting w " f l 
its power is, with respect to its own nature. (8) For we will trust either 
men, or some. If all, we will be attempting the impossible and accepanB 



contradictories. If some, let them tell us whose view we are to assent to. 
The Platonist will say Plato's, the Epicurean Epicurus', and the others 
likewise. And by this inarbitrable dispute they will once again bring us 
round to suspension ofjudgement. (9) Anyone who says that we should 
assent to the majority opinion is accepting a childish idea. Nobody is 
capable of approaching all the men in the world and calculating what is 
the majority opinion. It is possible that in some tribes unknown to us 
things rare among us are found in the majority of people, while attributes 
which belong to the majority of us are rare . . . (10) Certain self-satisfied 
people, the doctrinaire thinkers, say that in judging things they should 
rate themselves above other men. We know the absurdity of this 
evaluation. They are, after all, themselves parties to the disagreement, 
and if their way of judging between appearances is to give themselves 
precedence they are, by entrusting the judgement to themselves, begging 
the question. But even so, in order to achieve the suspension of 
judgement by focusing the argument on a single man, such as their 
dream-figure the wise man, we adopt the third mode. 

D Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.91-8 

(1) This ['the third mode', cf. C io) is how we label the mode which 
derives from the difference between the senses. That the senses are at 
variance with each other is pre-evident. (2) Picrures seem to the sense of 
sight to have concavities and convexities, but not to the touch. Honey 
seems pleasant to the tongue on some things, but unpleasant to the eyes, 
so that whether it is absolutely pleasant or unpleasant is impossible to say. 
Likewise perfume: it delights the sense of smell, but displeases that of taste 
. . . (3) Hence what each of these is like as regards its nature we will be 
unable to say. What we can say is how it appears on each occasion. (4) . . . 
Each of the sense-objects which appear to us seems to make a complex 
impression on us. For example, the apple strikes us as smooth, pleasant-
smelling, sweet and yellow. Consequently it is not evident whether it 
really has these and only these qualities; or whether it has a single quality, 
but appears different according to the different structures of the sense-
organs; or whether it has more qualities than those apparent but some of 
them do not strike us. (5) The idea that it has a single quality can be 
*orked out on the basis of our earlier remarks . . . [see B s | (6) Our 
•fgument for the apple's having more qualities than those apparent to us 
Has follows. Let us imagine someone who from birth has had the senses 
0 1 touch, smell and taste, but has lacked hearing and sight. He will start 
JJJ believing in the existence of nothing visible or audible, but only of 
J* three kinds of quality which he can register. It is therefore a possibility 

1 we too, having only our five senses, only register from the qualities 
oncmo to the apple those which we are capable of registering. But it 



may be thac there objectively exist other qualities, and that these are che 
objeccs o f furcher sense-organs which we do noc share, so chac we do not 
regiscer che corresponding sense-objects either. (7) Someone will reply 
that nacure made che senses co-excensive with the range of sense-objects. 
What kind o f nature, in view of the great inarbitrable disagreement 
among the doctrinaire thinkers about nacural existence? For anyone 
arbitrating the very question whether nature exists would, if he were a 
layman, according to them be unreliable. But if he is a philosopher, he 
will be a party to the disagreement, and himself subject co judgement, 
not a judge. 

E Sexcus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.100-13 

(1) In order also co be able co end up suspending judgement by focusing 
che argument on each individual sense, or even withouc reference to the 
senses, we adopc in addition che fourth mode. This is the one which wc 
say depends on 'situations', a word which we use for 'dispositions'. We 
say chac ic is observed in the nacural or unnacural scace, in being awake 01 
asleep, and depending on age. on motion or rest, on hating or liking, on 
wane or satiety, on intoxication or sobriety, on predispositions, on 
confidence or fear, or on depression or elation. (2) For example, things 
strike us differently depending on whether our state is natural or 
unnacural, because those who are deranged or possessed seem to hear che 
voices o f spirits, while we do no t . . . And the same honey appears sweet 
to me but bitter to those with jaundice. (3) If someone says chat ic is an 
intermingling of certain bodily humours that produces, in those in an 
unnatural state, improper impressions deriving from objeccs, we must 
reply that since the healthy also have mixtures of humours, it is possible 
that external objects are in their nature such as they appear to people in 
the so-called 'unnacural' scace, and chac chese mixtures make them appear 
different to the healthy. For to assign a power o f distorting objects to one 
set of mixcures, while denying it co che other set, is artificial. Indeed, just 
as the healthy are in a state which is natural for the healthy but unnacural 
for che sick, so coo the sick ace in a state which is unnatural for the healthy, 
but natural for the sick. So we should have faith in the sick too, as being.-
relatively speaking, in a natural scace. (4) . . . The poinc about 'depending, 
on age' is thac the same air seems chilly to che aged buc mild co n j 
youchful, and che same colour dull to the elderly but strong to end 
youthful . . . Things appear different 'depending on motion or r tM 
because things which we see as stationary when we are standing we thna*j 
are moving when we sail past them . . . 'Depending on intoxicat ionaj 
sobriety': things we think infamous when sober appear noc at I J 
infamous co us when we are drunk. 'Depending on predispositions 
same wine appears dry co chose who have just eacen dates or dried fig 



but sweet to those who have been tasting nuts or chick-peas... (5) Given 
that there is also such a great disparity depending on dispositions, and that 
men are differently disposed on different occasions, while it is perhaps 
easy to say how each object appears to each person, it is by no means easy 
to say what the object is like. For the disparity is inarbitrable: its arbitrator 
is either in some of the dispositions we have mentioned, or in no 
disposition whatsoever. Now to say that he is in absolutely no disposition 
- neither healthy nor sick, neither moving nor stationary, of no age, and 
likewise lacking the other dispositions - is completely incoherent. But if 
he is going to arbicrate our impressions while himself in some disposition, 
he is a party to the disagreement, and in any case he is not a neutral judge 
of external objects, his viewpoint being obscured by the dispositions he is 
in. 

F Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.118—20 

(1) The fifth mode is the one depending on positions, distances and 
locations. For according to each of these factors too the same things 
appear different. (2) For example, the same colonnade seen from one end 
appears tapenng, and seen from the centre appears completely symmet
rical. The same ship appears small and stationary from far off, large and 
moving from near by. The same tower appears round from far off but 
square from near by. These are examples depending on distances. (3) 
Examples depending on locations are that the light of a lantern appears 
dim in sunlight but bright in the dark, and that the same oar appears bent 
in water but straight when out of the water . . . (4) Examples depending 
on positions are that the same picture appears flat when lying on its back 
but at a certain angle seems to have concavities and convexities; and that 
pigeons' necks seem differently coloured depending on the angle of 
inclination. 

G Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.124-8 

(1) The sixth mode is the one based on admixtures, by which we deduce 
that since no object strikes us entirely by itself, but along with something, 
it may perhaps be possible to say what the mixture compounded out of 
the external object and the thing perceived with it is like, but we would 
not be able to say what the external object is like by itself. (2) That 
nothing external strikes us by itself, but always along with something, 
and that, depending on this, it is perceived as different, is I think pre
cedent. Our colour appears one way in warm air, another in the cold, 
and we would not be able to say what our colour is like in its nature, but 
J°st how it is perceived along with each of these accompaniments. The 
**rne sound appears one way when accompanied by a rarefied 
^mosphere, another way when accompanied by a dense atmosphere. 



Smeib are more pungent in a bath-house or in sunshine than in chilly air. 
And the body is light when immersed in water, but heavy when in air. (3) 
To pass on from external admixture, our eyes have membranes and 
liquids in them. Hence visible objects, since they are not seen without 
these, will not be accurately grasped. For what we are registering is the 
mixture, and that is why jaundice-sufferers see everything as yellow and 
those with bloodshot eyes see everyching as blood-red . . . (4) Nor does 
the mind [register external objects accuracely], especially since its guides 
the senses make mistakes. It may also be that it itself adds some admixture 
of its own to the reports of the senses. For we see certain fluids belonging 
to each of the regions in which the doctrinaire thinkers believe that the 
commanding-faculty is located - be it the brain, the heart, or whatever 
part of the animal one may care to put it in. (5) So according to this mode 
too we see that, being unable to say anything about the nature of external 
objects, we are forced to suspend judgement about it. 

H Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.129-32 

(1) The seventh mode, as we said, is the one which depends on the 
quantities and configurations of the objects. By 'configurations' we 
mean quite generally their composition. This is another mode accortiing 
to which we are clearly forced to suspend judgement about the nature of 
things. (2) For example, filings of goatshom, when perceived simply and 
not in composition, appear white, but composed in the actual horn they 
are perceived as black . . . Isolated grains of sand appear rough, but 
composed as a heap they produce a smooth sensory effect . . . (3) Wine 
drunk in moderation invigorates us, but taken in larger quantities 
incapacitates the body. And food likewise displays different powers 
depending on the quantity. Often through heavy consumption it purges 
the body with indigestion and diarrhoea. (4) Here too, then, we will be. 
able to describe the quality of powdered horn and of the composite of 
many filings..., and in the cases of the sand . . . and the wine and the food 
to describe their relative qualities. But we will not be able to describe the 
nature of the things in itseif, thanks to the disparity among impressions 
which depend on composition. 

I Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.13 5-40 
(1) The eighth mode is the one derived from relativity, on the basis ofj 
which we deduce that, since all things are relative, we will suspenrttj 
judgement about what things exist absolutely and in nature. (2) It tavat^ 
be recognized that here, as elsewhere, we use 'are' loosely, to stand W*>| 
'appear', so that what we say is tantamount to 'all things are relative 



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

J Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1. 141 —4 

(l) Here now is some explanation of the mode which we listed as ninth, 
the one depending on regularity or rarity of meeting. (2) The sun is much 
more astonishing than a comet, but because we see the sun regularly but 
the comet rarely, we are so astonished at the comet as to think it a portent, 
but not at the sun. If, on the other hand, we imagine the appearance and 
setting of the sun as rare, and the sun as all at once illuminating the whole 
world, then suddenly casting it all into shade, we might expect to witness 
immense astonishment at it . . . (3) Also, rare things seem precious, 
whereas familiar and plentiful things do not. If we imagine water as a 
"nty, how much more precious it would appear to us than all the things 
J*$ a r e thought precious. Or if we imagine gold simply scattered over 

earth like stones, to whom could we expect it to be precious or worth 
•Warding? (4) Since, then, the same things seem astonishing or precious at 
"•ne times but not at others, depending on regularity or rarity of 
eontrontarion, we will be unable to state what each of the external 



objects is like by itself. Hence this is another mode that leads us to suspend 
judgement about them. 

K Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism r.145-63 

(i) The tenth mode, which is also the most relevant to ethics, is the one 
depending on ways of life, customs, laws, legendary beliefs, and 
doctrinaire opinions. {2) A 'way oflife' is a choice of lifestyle or of a 
certain behaviour adopted by one or many people, such as Diogenes [the 
Cynic] or the Spartans. {3) A law is a written agreement within the body 
politic, infringement of which incurs punishment. A custom, or 
convention (which is the same thing), is the acceptance of a certain 
behaviour in common between many people, infringement of which 
does not necessarily incur punishment. For example, not to commit 
adultery is a law, whereas not to have sexual intercourse in public is (for 
us) a custom. (4) A legendary belief is the acceptance of unhistorical and 
fictional events. A good example is the legends about Cronos, which 
induce many people to believe them. (5) A doctrinaire opinion is the 
acceptance of something which seems to be confirmed through 
analogical reasoning or through some proof, for example that as 
elements of existing things there are atoms, homogeneous substances, 
minima, or whatever. (6) We oppose each of these sometimes to itself, 
sometimes to each of the others. (7) For example, we oppose custom to 
custom as follows. Some Ethiopians tattoo their babies, but we do not. 
Persians think it proper to wear lurid ankle-length clothing, while we 
think it improper. And Indians have sexual intercourse in public, while 
most other races think it shameful. (8) We oppose law to law as follows 
. . . In Scythian Tauri, there was a la w that foreigners should be sacrificed 
in propitiation of Artemis, while here human sacrifice is banned. (9) We 
oppose way oflife to way oflife when we oppose that of Diogenes to that 
of Aristippus, or chat of the Spartans to that of the Italians. (10) We 
oppose legendary belief co legendary belief when we observe that in 
some places legend makes Zeus the father of men and gods, but in other 
places Ocean, quoting 'Ocean who begat the gods, and Tethys meir 
mother' [Homer, Iliad 14.201]. (11) We oppose doctrinaire opinions tot 
each other when we observe that some people declare that there is one 
element, others infinitely many; some say that the soul is mortal, otheOj 
immortal; some say that our affairs are governed by divine providene"*Vj 
others that they are unprovidential. (12) We also oppose custom to a*j 
other things. For example to law, when we say that among the Persian^ 
intercourse beween males is customary, whereas among che Romans it*, 
prohibited by law . . . (13) Custom is opposed to way oflife when nW"3 
men go indoors to have intercourse with their wives, while Crates [thej 
Cynic] did it with Hipparchia in public. (14) Custom is opposed • 



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

L Photius, Library i7ob3~35 (continuing 71C) 

(1) In the second [of his Pyrrhonist discourses] he [Aenesidemus] starts to 
expound in detail the arguments which he has summarily listed, 
analysing truths, causes, affections, motion, generation and destruction, 
and their opposites, and exposing by tight reasoning (or so he thinks) the 
impossibility of fathoming or grasping them. (2) His third discourse is 
also about motion and sense-perception and their peculiar features. 
Working elaborately through a similar set of contradictions, he puts 
them too beyond our reach and grasp. (3) In the fourth discourse he says 
that signs, in the sense in which we call apparent things signs of the non-
apparent, do not exist at all, and that those who believe they do are 
deceived by an empty enthusiasm. And he raises the customary series of 
difficulties about the whole of nature, the world, and the gods, 
contending that none of these falls within our grasp. (4) His fifth 
discourse too holds out an aporetic guard against causes, refusing to 
concede that anything is cause of anything, saying that the causal 
theorists are mistaken, and enumerating some modes according to which 
he thinks that, by being attracted to causal theory, they have been steered 
into such an error. (5) His sixth discourse turns to good and bad things, 
objects of choice and avoidance, and also preferred and dispreferred 
dungs, subjecting them to the same quibbles, so far as he is able, and 
Cutting them off from our grasp and knowledge. (6) The seventh 
b o u r s e he marshalls against the virtues, saying that those who 
Philosophize about them have uselessly invented their doctrines, and"u« 
**Y have misled themselves into thinking that they have a t u ' n e ° ™ 
*cory and practice of them. (7) The eighth and last launches an a.tack^on 
«•* ™d. allowing the existence of neither haopiness nor pleasure nor 



prudence, nor any other end which any philosophical persuasion might 
believe in, but asserting that the end which they all celebrate simply does 
not exist. 

M Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.180-5 

(1) Aenesidemus presents eight modes in accordance with which he 
thinks that he criticizes every doctrinaire causal theory and exposes it as 
defective, (2) The first, he says, is one according to which the whole class 
of causal theory, dealing as it does with non-apparent matters, does not 
have agreed attestation from things apparent. {3) The second is one 
according to which often, although the object of investigation has a 
plentiful variety of causal explanations available, some people choose a 
single kind of causal explanation for it. (4.) Third is one according to 
which, when dealing with things which come about in an order, they 
expound causal explanations for them which display no order. (5) 
According to the fourth mode, they take the way apparent things come 
about and think they have grasped how non-apparent things come 
about. For although the non-apparent things may be effected in a way 
similar to apparent things, it is also possible that they are not, but in their 
own distinctive way. (6) According to the fifth, practically all base their 
causal theories on their own hypotheses about the elements, and not on 
some common and agreed methods. (7) According to the sixth, they 
often adopt findings obtained by their own hypotheses while rejecting 
equally convincing findings to the opposite effect. (8) According to the 
seventh they often expound causal explanations which conflict not only 
with things apparent but also with their own hypotheses. (9) According 
to the eighth, the things thought to be apparent and the things subject to 
inquiry are often equally problematic, so that their demonstrations have 
their premises and their conclusions equally problematic. (10) It is not 
impossible, he says, that some people's errors in causal theory also accord 
with some mixed modes, dependent on those just listed. 

N Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.237-40 

[Reporting arguments of Aenesidemus against cause] {1) Again, if some 
cause exists, either it is the complete cause of something, using nothing 
but its own power, or it needs the matter affected as an auxiliary means to 
this, so that the effect is to be thought of in relation to the conjunction ol 
both. (2) And if it is its nature to be a complete agent by use of its own 
power, it ought, since it permanently has itself and its own power, to 
produce the effect ac all times, and not to act in some cases but be inactive 
in others. (3) If on the other hand it is, as some of the doctrinaire wncen 
say, noc absolute and independenc buc relative, since it and the t r i | a ^ 
affected are viewed in conjunction with each other, a worse result 



emerge. (4) For if the thing acting and the thing affected are thought o f in 
conjunction wich each other, there will be one conception, but wich two 
names, 'the thing acting' and 'the thing affected'. Consequencly, the 
productive power wil l reside no more in it than in the thing said to be 
affected. For just as it cannot act at all without the thing said co be 
affected, so too che thing said to be affected cannot be affected without its 
presence. (5) It fol lows that the power productive of the effect no more 
exists objectively in it than in the thing affected. 

• There can be little doubt that Aenesidemus made a pioneering contribution to 
the Sceptical methodology which wc find in the works of Sextus Empiricus, 
especially with his massive compilation under the heading 'The ten modes' 
(often rendered 'tropes'). These are, more fully, ten modes of suspending 
judgement (cf. A 6-7), i.e. ten methods of achieving the result which 
Aenesidemus had set up asthePyrrhonist'send (71A 3). In A-K our excerpts are 
taken from Sextus' own exposition of the modes, which is in most ways the best. 
Sextus himself elsewhere (Against the professors 7.34s) names Aenesidemus as 
their author. Much of the actual material was admittedly traditional - it is indeed 
in important part of the methodology that the doctrinaire writers should 
themselves be the source of the material that is to prove their undoing (cf. C 4) -
but Aenesidemus is beyond doubt the genius who shaped it for this new task. 

Some sources mention only eight or nine modes, and in partly different 
orders. This should not be read as a conflict of evidence, in any normal sense. To 
have insisted on any one specific list of the modes would have run counter to the 
true spirit of Pyrrhonist scepticism. Hence both the number and the order given 
by Sextus are to be understood as arbitrary and open to variation: A 6, 8. 

Broadly speaking the modes, like all Aenesidemus' arguments, are aimed at 
dissuading us from ever adopting a partisan stance with regard to any issue 
whatever (although the modes themselves concentrate largely on sensory 
matters). This is achieved by exposing the irresoluble conflict that exists between 
the opposing grounds of belief (A 1-6). 

If there is a single unifying theme in the modes, it is perhaps that of 
inarbitrability. There is not, and could not be. a privileged viewpoint from 
which any case of conflict could be resolved; therefore the only proper reaction 
is to suspend judgement (cf. also 40T). Sextus at A 1 0 suggests that the unifying 
theme is relativity. We will see that this is broadly correct, but only because 
relativity and inarbitrability here come out as virtually equivalent. 

It will be noticed that the first four modes (B-E) proceed in a careful 
dialectical sequence. (1) No one animal's viewpoint is privileged over those of 
others. (2) Even if man's viewpoint were privileged, no one man's is. (j) Even if 
one man's viewpoint were privileged, no one of his senses is. (4) Even if one ofhis 
senses were privileged, no one set of viewing conditions is. Modes 5-7 then 
supplement mode 4 with various further relativities to which sense-perception is 
•*bject (F-H). 

Mode 8 (lj moves to a generalization about relativity: all things are relative. It 
• tempting to read this as a version of the familiar sceptical inference from a 

•ng s being relative in character (e.g. sweet, good) to its being nothing in itself. 



i.e. unreal (the inference ably countered by the Epicurean Polystratus at 7D). It 
would then easily follow that the thing was unknowable too. This reading, 
however, faces several difficulties. First, the conclusion at 18 concerns only the 
undisco verability of things' natures, and their unreality plays no apparent part in 
the argument. Indeed, if there were good grounds for taking things to be nothing 
in themselves, thac would steer us less towards suspension of judgement than 
cowards a rather firm conclusion, namely that they have no intrinsic nacure. 
Second, che thesis is said at 14 to embrace modes 1-7, which are likewise about 
things' undisco verability, and do not arrive at this via cheir unreality. Third, the 
arguments at 15-6 would come out as ludicrous: it is not even superficially 
plausible thatgoid is nothing in itself just because it stands in some relation toother 
things. 

A more palatable alternative is to understand che slogan 'All things are 
relative' in the light of the correccive gloss at 12. The expression there which in 
order to hedge our bets we have cranslaccd 'All chings are relative in appearance' 
(cf. also 14) is ambiguous between 'All chings appear (to be) relative' and 'All 
things appear relatively.' The latter seems greatiy preferable. It much more 
straightforwardly yields the undiscoverabilicy conclusion ac 18. Ic makes che 
claim in I.4 thac modes 1-7 fall under chis heading entirely correcc. And it even 
endows che argument at 15-6 wich some prima facie plausibility. If gold appears 
co us as a 'differentiated' ( = absolute: cf. 29C) ching, that is only in virtue of ics 
appearing co us in a certain relation wich relative things; and che appearance of 
che nature of gold co us inextricably involves a relation co che genus of metals. 
These then are two ways in which ic is unimaginable that one thing's intrinsic 
nature might strike us entirely in itself and without relativity to other things. 
And although that leads to no ontological conclusion, ic does raise a good 
cpistemological question, whether one's grasp of a thing could ever be 
independenc of one's way of perceiving the world in general. 

Mode 9 (J) makes a rather peripheral point: che degree co which chings impress 
us is less a function of their nature than of their unfamiliarity to us. Of course, che 
surprisingness and preciousness mentioned chere are noc properties commonly 
held to be part of a thing's nature. But we may easily be tempted to infer i thing s 
nature from them, e.g. that a comet is a portent (J 2), or that gold is good (cf.j3)-

Mode 0 (J) makes a rather peripheral point: the degree to which things impress 
15 scarcely fit this reading. It may be more accurate co say chac whereas che first 
nine modes arc abouc che way chings naturally appear, the tenth is about conflicts 
between the various cultural viewpoints which men adopt. These viewpoints are 
not necessarily themselves offered as a further variety of'appearance', buc they, 
do at any race govern che way chings appear co us (K. l<5). 

According to A 9-10 che cen modes are incerrelaced as shown in che diagram-] 

relativity of appearances . . . 

I ' 1 

. . . to subject . . . to object . . . to both 
1 1 r—•—, , r ^ - r - J 
1 a '3 4 7 10 5 6 * « 



If relativity appears both as the supreme genus and, in mode 8, among the 
species, that is in virtue of the 'specific' applications of relativity in 15-8. Mode 
10 is perhaps the only one that fits the schema less than comfortably: 'relativity of 
appearances to their (cultural) context' would describe it better. 

The upshot is chat all appearances are determined by relativity to factots over 
and above che intrinsic nature of the appearing object, and thac chere is therefore 
no unconcaminaced viewpoinc from which che conflicts between chem can be 
arbicraced. Consequently we arc compelled co suspend judgemenc abouc che 
nacure of chings. 

Beyond che modes, Aenesidemus seems co have developed a huge baccery of 
anti-doctrinaire arguments, the range of which can be just glimpsed from L-N. 
Favourite targecs include cheones of signs (L 3; 36G 6: cf. 18; 42) and of cause 
(Li , 4,M. N; cf. 55). For furrher examples of his school's critiques, cf. 23F, 
36C6, 40T, 50F, 67B. 

The texts may occasionally give the impression thac Aenesidemus was 
arguing for che specifically negative conclusion that the object of inquiry does 
noc exist. On closer scrutiny, however, they turn out to divide up as follows. 
Alleged objective things or states of affairs, such as cruch, cause, mocion, 
generation, nacure, god and good, are shown to be beyond our cognition. This 
squares well with the strategy of the ten modes (ic is perhaps che allegedly 
excremisc position attacked at 68R), and implies the result chac we should 
suspend judgemenc abouc whethet there are such things, not actively deny them. 
On the other hand, positive cpistemological or moral doctrines are apparently 
shown to befalse: at L 3 he is reported as concluding that signs do not exist, and ac 
L7 chat no ethical end exists. 

Despite che frequent tendency of sources co exaggerate the negativicy of 
sceptics' conclusions, ic seems noc implausible chac here che reporting is correcc. 
Pyrrhonisc neucralicy is achieved by close accention to the inarbitrability 
principle which underlies the modes. But if a doctrinaire philosopher comes up 
wich a second-order doctrine, a theory of signs to provide secure access to the 
hidden nature of things, to react by merely suspending judgement about 
whether there arc such signs may seem altogether inadequace to safeguard your 
neutrality. It is safer co come down firmly against che possibility of learning the 
nacure of things -just as all the modes also do, and indeed as Pyrrho himself had 
done, according co Timon (IF). No doubt Aenesidemus felt he could do this 
wichouc committing himself to a knowledge claim, or even assenting co it or 
"""erring it as a truth (cf. 71C 6): he could simply say that this is the way things 
appear to him (non-epistemically: sec 71 commencary). 

His position on the 'end' mighc be treated similarly. Wc have already 
•tentatively suggested (71 commentary) thac he would see his own end. 
"^pension of judgement, as exempt from his atcack on doctrinaire ends in L 7. 
J U ) t . then, as he wants it to appear to us thac chings' nacurcs are undiscoverable, in 

e r m a t we may be freed of all doctrinaire belief about them, so coo he wanes ic 
JPpcar co us chac suspension of judgement is the end, precisely in order that we 

""ay be freed of doctrinaire commitment to any end. 



The strategy described above seems to affect all Aenesidemus' work. There is no 
sign of his following Cameades' method {see 68; 70) of defending both sides in a 
iispuce in order to induce suspension ofjudgement. If anything, he seems closer 
:o the directly polemical method we have ascribed to Arcesilaus (68 commen-
ary; cf. especially 681). All his recorded arguments are one-sided attacks on 
doctrinaire theses. His aim throughout is to show, not that there are two sides to 
:very doctrinal issue, but that there is no basts for contemplating a doctrinal 
stance on any issue in the first place. 

(One pan of the evidence which has proved too intractable to cover in this 
book consists of a number of passages linking Aenesidemus doctrinally with the 
views of the Presocratic Heraclitus. Suffice it to say that this may be adequately 
explained as a specifically anti-Stoic campaign on Aenesidemus' part. Heraclitus 
was regarded by the Stoics as an important forerunner, and it has been plausibly 
suggested that Aenesidemus was trying to embarrass them by developing the 
un-Stoic aspects of Heraclitus' thought.) 

Apart from the texts excerpted above, there is undoubtedly a good deal of 
Aenesidemus' argumencanon embedded in the text of Sextus; at Against the 
professors 8.440 ff. and 9.218 ff. che debt is made explicit. A cardinal feature of 
Aenesidemus' arguments was clearly the dilemmaric method exemplified atN, 
a mcchod ubiquitous in Sextus' writings coo. 
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