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™ke‹no m�n g¦r kaˆ pant£pas…n ™stin ºl…qion, ™peid¦n lšgwsin, Óti kaq£per t¦ kaqartik¦ f£rmaka sunekkr…nei met¦ tîn perittwm£twn kaˆ ˜aut£, tÕn aÙtÕn trÒpon kaˆ Ð p£nta ¢xiîn e�nai lÒgoj ¥dhla met¦ tîn ¥llwn ¢naire‹ kaˆ ˜autÒn. e„ g¦r aÙtÕj aØtÕn ™lšgcoi, lhro‹en ¨n oƒ crèmenoi toÚtJ. bšltion oân ¹suc…an ¥gein aÙtoÝj kaˆ mhd� tÕ stÒma dia…rein.

           (Aristocl. ap. Eus., PE 14.18.21)

ésper g¦r e„ ÐdÕj e‡h ™p… tina krhmnÕn fšrousa, oÙk çqoàmen aØtoÝj e„j tÕn krhmnÕn di¦ tÕ ÐdÒn tina e�nai fšrousan ™p' aÙtÒn, ¢ll' ¢fist£meqa tÁj Ðdoà di¦ tÕn krhmnÒn, oÛtw kaˆ e„ lÒgoj e‡h ™p… ti Ðmologoumšnwj ¥topon ¹m©j ¢p£gwn, oÙcˆ tù ¢tÒpJ sugkataqhsÒmeqa di¦ tÕn lÒgon, ¢ll' ¢posthsÒmeqa toà lÒgou di¦ t¾n ¢top…an. 

(S. E., PH 2.252)

Preface

This Degree Thesis is the result of an interest for Scepticism and ancient logic which has risen and developed throughout the years I have spent at the University of Bologna, starting from Autumn 1994.

The idea of focusing my Thesis research on the problem of self-refutation in ancient Pyrrhonism – idea suggested to me by some conversations with my supervisor in the Summer 1998 – could but reveal itself absolutely well chosen, by combining topics which are so charming for me.

The first part of my research, started in the Autumn 1998, took place at the University of California, at Berkeley, under the supervision of Professor Anthony Long, and led to the writing of an article – ‘Self-bracketing Pyrrhonism’ – in print, at the moment when I write this preface, in the 18th  volume of the Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy.

This Degree Thesis, as it is presented here, has been completed during the months following my return to Italy (June 1999), under the supervision of Professor Walter Cavini; it is a substantial revision and extension of what is being published in that homonymous article. 
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Notes
I list here some notes for the reader, in order to make the reading of this Thesis easier:

(1) 
TRANSLATIONS: all the translations, where not otherwise indicated, are mine.

(2) 
BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES: I adopted a progressive numbering for the titles in the bibliography, and author-number references in the text.

(3) 
ITALICS: the italics in the quoted passages are mine (I have not deemed necessary to indicate the few cases in which my italic corresponds to an italic already present in the original).

 (4) 
LOGICAL SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS: 

(
not (negation)

(

if … then (implication)

(

and (conjunction)

(

or (disjunction)

(

for every (universal quantifier)

(

for some (existential quantifier)

A

assumption

Def

for the definition of

Elim (
elimination of the universal

MPP
Modus Ponendo Ponens
V

true that

F

false that

(

necessary that

A

is an appearance

P

is a proof

In Appendix B I marked, on the basis of Nasti [470], three different kinds of implication:

(

Philonian implication (material implication)

—3
strict implication

(

Chrysippean implication (sun£rthsij)

I also used , again on the basis of Nasti [470], the symbol:

w

or (complete conflict)

L. C.


Cesena, February 2000

Introduction

‘One of the few brands of skepticism in the history of philosophy to [...] accept – and even embrace – the charge of self-refutation is Pyrrhonism, especially as it is represented to us by our most extensive source for Pyrrhonist “doctrine”, Sextus Empiricus.’
 Starting from this remark, in his ‘Skeptical Homeopathy and Self-refutation’ Mark McPherran tries to provide a detailed account of the way in which the Sceptical fwna… and lÒgoi, although self-refuting, can nevertheless ‘work’. As the similes of purgatives, of fire, and of a ladder attempt to explain – McPherran suggests – the Sceptical formulae (e.g. oÙd�n m©llon) and arguments (the proof against proof) are supposed to refute themselves, but only after having obtained their expected effect on the dogmatic tenets, and having thus left the dogmatist in the beneficial condition of ™poc» and ¢tarax…a.

What McPherran wants to do is to show that such a claim is not a ‘sheer bluff’, but that it is possible to reconstruct a dialectical strategy in which the admittedly self-refuting character of the Pyrrhonist’s
 position does not prevent him from defeating (or, better, curing) his dogmatic interlocutor. I shall be only incidentally concerned here with the details of McPherran’s defence of Sextus, its plausibility and its troubles; what I shall argue is, more broadly, that the overall interpretation of Sextan self-refutation on which that defence is based is misleading and wrong, beginning from its very foundations. I shall argue that Sextus never accepts, and so much the less embraces, the charge of self-refutation, either in relation to his fwna… or concerning the proof against proof; far from that, what is interpreted by McPherran
 as an admission of self-refutation is actually an amazingly refined tool that Sextus uses against the charges of inconsistency and self-refutation that the dogmatist deploys against him. At the same time, it will become clear how such a tool, although not unimpeachable, could be as effective as it is refined, and could be handled by an ancient Pyrrhonist without any need of further external supports, ad hoc justifications, or philosophical bluffs.

I hope, therefore, that my reading will afford us not only a more faithful historical understanding of Sextus’ Pyrrhonism and of one of its most intriguing arguments, but also an increased appreciation of the level of philosophical consistency and sophistication Sextus’ thought and prose can reach.

Let us see how.

1.   Preliminaries

1.1   The relevant passages

In this first chapter I shall just introduce very roughly the four passages that are usually supposed to attest Sextus’ acceptance of self-refutation and I shall sketch the main lines of McPherran’s treatment of them. I shall not examine how McPherran tries to reconcile the supposed self-refuting character of the Pyrrhonist’s utterances with the confidence Sextus exhibits in their argumentative effectiveness; what I want to do here is just to raise a preliminary terminological question from which my alternative reading starts.

In order to do that, let us begin by seeing what exactly McPherran means by ‘self-refutation’: ‘instances of self-refutation are – for the most part – referred to by Sextus as cases of peritrop», denominating those situations where some proposal “p” is advanced, and then “reversed into” (peritršpetai e„j) its contradictory “not-p”’
.

Here are the two passages from Sextus’ Outlines of Pyrrhonism that supposedly manifest the self-refutation of the Sceptical fwna…:

For they [the Pyrrhonists] suppose that, just as the fwn» ‘Everything is false’ says that it too, along with everything else, is false (and similarly for ‘Nothing is true’), so also ‘Nothing more’ says that it too, along with everything else, is no more, and hence it cancels itself along with (sumperigr£fei) everything else. And we say the same of the other Sceptical fwna… [...] Sceptics utter their own fwna… in such a way that they are implicitly cancelled (perigr£fesqai) by themselves. (PH 1.14-15)

In the case of all the Sceptical fwna…, you should understand that we do not affirm definitely that they are true – after all, we say that they can be destroyed by themselves, being cancelled along with (sumperigrafomšnaj) what they are applied to, just as purgative drugs do not merely drain the humours from the body but drive themselves out too along with the humours. (PH 1.206)
McPherran interprets Sextus as if he were overtly admitting in these passages that the Sceptical fwna… are subject to self-refutation, and more exactly to that kind of self-refutation labelled in modern terms ‘absolute self-refutation’
, i.e. they are cases ‘of single-premise reversals where the content of some claim is directly responsible for its falsity’. ‘Sextus’, McPherran writes, ‘on occasion utilizes this form of peritrop» to escape the charge that the Skeptic dogmatizes’
; ‘as Sextus says, his various maxims, taken as straightforward assertions
, assert the falsity of themselves as well as of anything else, and that when so taken they cancel themselves along with the rest’
.

Let me now introduce briefly the two occurrences of the (alleged) self-refutation of the proof against proof (hereafter also ‘PAP’):

Arguments, like purgative drugs which evacuate themselves along with the matters present in the body, can actually cancel themselves along with (sumperigr£fein) the other arguments which are said to be probative. (PH 2.188)

Just as, for example, fire after consuming the fuel destroys also itself, and like as purgatives after driving the fluids out of the body expel themselves as well, so too the argument against proof, after abolishing every proof, can cancel also itself along with (sumperigr£fein) them. (M 8.480)

McPherran classifies them among those ‘cases where a proposition is falsified by the particular mode in which it is presented; e.g. it is possible for “I am not speaking” to be truly asserted, but it will be falsified if I assert it by means of speech. For Sextus, such self-refutation occurs if someone uses a justified criterion to assert that there is no criterion of justification [...] or if he gives a sound proof for the non-existence of sound proof [...]. Let this form of peritrop» be called “pragmatic self-refutation”’
.

McPherran explicitly refers to the four passages just seen as instances of different forms of self-refutation (absolute in the case of the fwna…, pragmatic in the case of the PAPs); in Greek, peritrop». But it is an indisputable fact that in none of those passages does the noun peritrop» or the verb peritršpein appear. The only term that links all the passages is sumperigr£fein (just in one case perigr£fein, without prefix), which has been rendered in all the translations I quoted as ‘to cancel along with’, never as ‘to refute along with’.

McPherran claims that ‘instances of self-refutation are – for the most part – referred to by Sextus as cases of peritrop»’ and, as we shall see in a short while, he is right; things being so, we could look at our cases as some of the few instances where the concept of self-refutation is expressed in different, but essentially equivalent, terms. But can (sum)perigr£fein be regarded as synonymous with peritršpein? Or does Sextus at least use it somewhere else in close connection with the concept of self-refutation (apart from the alleged self-refutation of the Pyrrhonist, whose only instances are admittedly the four I quoted above)?

Before proceeding, it is necessary to survey carefully Sextus’ usage of these and some other related terms.

1.2   peritršpein / peritrop»
The verb peritršpein occurs several times in Sextus’ works, almost always in the passive form. It is possible (and I think philosophically rewarding) to distinguish in Sextus’ usage two distinct nuances of peritršpesqai:

(1) generically, ‘to be overturned’, ‘to be undermined’, ‘to be overthrown’
; 

(2) more specifically (and usually), ‘to be reversed’, ‘to be refuted by oneself’
. 
The latter sense is not only more frequent, but also much more interesting for us here
; the substantival form peritrop»
 seems to be coined directly from that very second usage, common translations being ‘turning about’, ‘reversal’, ‘self-refutation’
. 

peritrop» (or peritršpein in its second sense) is what we had expected to find in the four alleged occurrences of the Sceptical acceptance of self-refutation, according to McPherran’s account; but, as seen above, our expectations have been disappointed. However, it will be useful to spend a few words on this ‘self-refutation’; this will permit us to decide later whether Sextus is attributing a self-refuting character also to his own utterances, although using different words.

As Myles Burnyeat notices, ‘any refutation, of course, establishes the contrary of what it refutes’; but in Sextus peritršpein ‘tends particularly to be used of the special case where the thesis to be refuted itself serves as a premise for its own refutation, where starting out with “p” we deduce “not-p” and so conclude that the original premise was false’
. We find in Sextus several cases in which the Pyrrhonist charges the dogmatist with self-refutation, and also cases in which it is the dogmatist who charges the Pyrrhonist
. Let us begin with a standard example of self-refutation, belonging to the former group:

Now as to those who assert that all things are false, we proved above that they are refuted by themselves (peritrepomšnouj). For if all things are false, the statement ‘All things are false’, being one of the ‘all things’, will be false. And if the statement ‘All things are false’ is false, its contradictory, ‘Not all things are false’, will be true. Therefore, if all things are false, not all things are false. (M 8.55)

There are negative dogmatists asserting that ‘All things are false’; but, Sextus says, in doing that they expose themselves to peritrop»: their very assertion commits them to the final admission of the truth of the contradictory of that assertion
: 

1
(1)
((x)Fx


A

All things are false



1
(2)
F(((x)Fx)

1, Elim (
It is false that all things are false (self-

application of (1))

1
(3)
T((((x)Fx)

2, Def F

It is true that not all things are false 

1
(4)
(((x)Fx


3, Def T

Not all things are false

(peritrop» of (1))

According to McPherran, this case should be catalogued as an instance of absolute self-refutation
.

Here is a second, more complex, example of peritrop»:

But the dogmatists are accustomed to retort by inquiring ‘How ever does the Sceptic show that there is no criterion? For he asserts this either without any criterion or with the help of a criterion; but if it is without any criterion, he will not be persuasive, while if it is with a criterion, he will be self-refuted (peritrap»setai), and while asserting that there is no criterion he will agree to adopt a criterion in order to confirm that assertion’. (M 7.440)

According to Burnyeat, the view subject to self-refutation here (‘No criterion exists’) conflicts not with itself, but with the way the Pyrrhonist advances it (i.e. by using some criterion); as seen above, we would have, in modern terms, an instance of pragmatic self-refutation
.

Burnyeat identifies a third kind of self-refutation in Sextus’ works, which he labels ‘dialectical self-refutation’. Here is his example:

One cannot say that every appearance is true, because of self-refutation (di¦ t¾n peritrop»n), as Democritus and Plato taught in opposing Protagoras; for if every appearance is true, the judgement that not every appearance is true, being based on an appearance, will also be true, and thus the judgement that every appearance is true will become false. (M 7.389-390)

1
(1)
((x)(Ax(Tx)
A
Every appearance is true


2
(2)
A((((x)Ax(Tx)
A
It is an appearance that not every






appearance is true

1
<3>

A((((x)Ax(Tx)(T((((x)Ax(Tx)
1, Elim (
1,2
(4)
T((((x)Ax(Tx)
2,3 MPP
It is true that not every appearance is 






true 

1,2
(5)
F(((x)Ax(Tx)
4, Def T
It is false that every appearance is 




true 

1,2
<6> (((x)(Ax(Tx)
5, Def F
Not every appearance is true






(peritrop» of (1))

Here ‘Every appearance is true’ is falsified neither by its own content (as in our first example), nor by the way it is presented (as in the latter); ‘it is the act of submitting a thesis for debate or maintaining it in the face of disagreement that causes its reversal and shows it up as false’
. The additional assumption (2) that the refutation requires to work is provided by the dialectical context of the philosophical debate between Protagoras and his adversaries. Protagoras maintains that ‘Every appearance is true’
; his adversary can always reply that it appears to him, or to someone else, that not every appearance is true (namely, he can simply reassert the common-sense view); Protagoras has to admit that his adversary’s appearance is also true, and thus that his initial judgement ‘Every appearance is true’ is false.

Burnyeat is absolutely right when he remarks that ‘logic at this [Sextus’] period had not yet lost its connection with dialectic and disputation’
; and the only way of making sense of the charge of peritrop» against Protagoras here is putting it in its proper dialectical context.

Now let us see whether the only terms we found linking the four passages of section 1.1 (perigr£fein / sumperigr£fein) share, at least somewhere or partly, the meaning that Sextus’ peritrop» has just been shown to possess and that McPherran confidently attributes to them.

1.3   perigr£fein / perigraf»

We have found an occurrence of perigr£fein in PH 1.15, where our quoted translation said that the Sceptical fwna… are cancelled by themselves (Øf' ˜autîn perigr£fesqai). McPherran was interpreting that as an overt admission by Sextus of the (absolute) self-refutation which his fwna… are exposed to, clearly paraphrasing ‘to cancel’ with ‘to refute’, ‘to falsify’.

But an examination of all the other occurrences of perigr£fein makes it clear that such a paraphrase is, to say the least, ungrounded, since this term is never used by Sextus to indicate some form of refutation or self-refutation, and actually is not employed with any univocal or technical sense at all. Besides ‘to cancel’, most of the possible meanings the verb perigr£fein can assume in ancient Greek are represented in Sextus’ works: ‘exclude’ (M 7.268); ‘delineate’, ‘define’, ‘determine’ (M 1.68, 6.45); ‘draw a line around’, ‘circumscribe’ (M 5.79, 9.257); ‘conclude’ (PH 2.259, 3.279).

The noun perigraf»
 shares only a part of the semantic richness of the verb, appearing always in the phrase kat¦ perigraf»n, usually with the meaning  ‘alone’, ‘independently’.

1.4   sumperigr£fein / sumperitršpein / sunanaire‹n
As for sumperigr£fein, its several occurrences in Sextus are the earliest attested in the extant Greek literature
. This does not necessarily prove that sumperigr£fein is a Sextan neologism, for it is not implausible to conjecture that the verb had already appeared in the previous, unfortunately wrecked, Pyrrhonian tradition (or even outside it). What is beyond any doubt is that in Sextus’ usage sumperigr£fein did not inherit the wide semantic range of perigr£fein: in all its occurrences sumperigr£fein takes (and modifies) one and the same of the five possible meanings mentioned above: roughly, ‘to cancel’. Not only does Sextus attribute to sumperigr£fein a single meaning, but he also makes a quite specialized use of it, by employing it in very homogeneous contexts. Here are a couple of examples in which Sextus’ standard use of the verb is apparent:

If there is no right, neither will there be a left, owing to the fact that each of these is relative; and if there is no left, the notion of right also is cancelled along with it (sumperigr£fetai). (M 8.164)

Hence on all these grounds the criterion by which objects are to be judged is found to be inapprehensible. Since the other criteria too are cancelled  along with (sumperigrafomšnwn) this one … (PH 2.46-47)

‘Right’ and ‘left’ are correlative terms and concepts; if one of them no longer existed, the other one would be cancelled as well (note that here ‘would be cancelled’ cannot but mean ‘would no longer exist’, ‘would no longer be conceivable’, and not, say, ‘would be false’). In the second example, the criterion ‘by which’ (i.e. man) is found to be inapprehensible; hence the other criteria are cancelled along with this one, each of them being strictly related to the very concept of ‘man’. In this case ‘are cancelled’ clearly means ‘turn out to be inapprehensible’; if the notion of man is inapprehensible, it is a fortiori plausible that the human senses or intellect (criteria ‘through which’) and human appearances (criteria ‘in virtue of which’) are inapprehensible too. 

Most of the other passages in which sumperigr£fein occurs share the same general structure: there is something, say x, that Sextus proves to be not-P (most times non-existent), against the dogmatists who hold that x is P; and there is something else, say y, strictly related to x (in most cases they are correlative concepts), that is claimed to be not-P as well, because of its relation with x. Sextus maintains that in these cases there is no need of a separate proof that y is not-P, because in the very act of proving that x is not-P it has been automatically shown that y is not-P as well. It could be said that y is indirectly exposed to the same fate as x, in the very moment in which x is
.

What we have just seen strongly suggests that sumperigr£fein is somehow alien to our concept of ‘refutation’; something is refuted, strictly speaking, when it is shown to be false through some form of argument. But ‘is true’ never appears as the predicate P in Sextus’ usage, and a good reason for this is that x and y are always objects or concepts (and not statements), in relation to which it would not be proper to speak of truth or falsity, rather than of existence/non-existence or conceivability/non-conceivability
.

But if sumperigr£fein expresses a kind of cancellation that cannot be identified with refutation, a fortiori it does not look a promising candidate for Sextus to use for confessing the self-refutation of his own fwna… and lÒgoi. As I remarked above, McPherran does not seem to notice this, nor to appreciate any substantial semantic difference between peritršpein (and peritrop»), on the one hand, and (sum)perigr£fein, on the other
. 

I claimed above that Sextus adopts a specialized use of sumperigr£fein: by that I mean that this verb is usually employed to denote that particular kind of argument I have described, but not that it is the only term tailored to this task. Quite surprisingly, sumperitršpein (whose six occurrences all appear in PH
) is used in exactly the same contexts as sumperigr£fein, and with an almost identical meaning
. It seems that this compound verb has inherited the first broader nuance of peritršpesqai: generation and destruction are ‘overturned’ (in the plain sense that they turn out to be non-existent) together with addition, subtraction, and natural change (PH 3.109); teachers and learners are ‘overthrown’ (again, turn out to be non-existent) along with what is taught (PH 3.259); syllogisms are ‘undermined’ (turn out to be unreal) together with the reality of proof (PH 2.193), etc. It is clear enough that in all these examples sumperitršpein could be replaced with sumperigr£fein (and so the suggested translations with ‘cancelled’) without any appreciable shift in the meaning of the passages.

There is another verb that Sextus uses as a de facto synonym of sumperigr£fein and sumperitršpein: sunanaire‹n (‘to destroy along with’, ‘to abolish along with’)
. In the next section we will see ¢naire‹n playing a relevant role in the correct understanding of our main topic; here it will be sufficient to quote the following passage to show the synonymy relation that ties together its compound sunanaire‹n, sumperigr£fein and sumperitršpein:

And space too is overturned along with (sumperitršpetai) them: for if space is a large place, it is cancelled along with (sumperigr£fetai) place, if it is an interval partly occupied by a body and partly void, it is destroyed along with (sunanaire‹tai) both of them. (PH 3.130)

Let us now come back to the verb sumperigr£fein. It could be objected that it does not need to mean literally ‘to refute along with’ in order to signify a genuine self-refutation in the four passages we are interested in; after all, I myself suggested that the meaning of that verb is in some way context-sensitive and nothing prevents us a priori from filling that indeterminacy with the concepts of falsification and refutation (the predicate P could well be ‘is true’ just in our passages)
. In this case, ‘cancelled along with’ could perfectly be paraphrased with ‘shown to be false along with’, and self-refutation would be knocking at the door again.

I shall argue in the next sections that a thorough analysis of those passages rules out this possibility, both for textual and for logically compelling reasons, and that a much more appropriate (and appealing) translation can be found for (sum)perigr£fein. What I wanted to do here was only to achieve some terminological elucidation that will be useful later and to raise a preliminary question that suggests – I believe – the need for a radical rethinking about the problem of the alleged Pyrrhonian acceptance of self-refutation. 

As we have seen, Sextus possesses quasi-technical terms to express the concept of  self-refutation: peritršpein and peritrop». Why on earth in the act of accepting the charge of self-refutation should he not use these words (the very words which – as we shall see – the dogmatist has employed to formulate his charge in the case of the PAP)? And why should he adopt a verb, sumperigr£fein, that he does not seem to employ anywhere else to convey the idea of self-refutation (nor, strictly speaking, of refutation)? Such questions are bound to be a shaggy exegetical puzzle for anyone who embraces the standard reading that makes Sextus admit that the Pyrrhonist refutes himself.

Let us see now how it is possible to save Sextus’ consistency in word-choice and, at the same time, in philosophical argumentation.

2.   The Self-bracketing of the Sceptical fwna…
(PH  1.13-15, 1.206-208)

2.1   The two senses of dogmat…zein
Our first passage is entirely included in a paragraph which, as its title (EI DOGMATIZEI O SKEPTIKOS) makes clear, is meant by Sextus to give an answer to this question: does the Sceptic dogmatize? Here is Sextus’ answer to that question:

When we say that the Sceptic does not hold beliefs (m¾ dogmat…zein), we do not take ‘belief’ (dÒgma) in the sense in which some say, quite generally, that belief is acquiescing (eÙdoke‹n) in something (for the Sceptic assents to the affections (p£qesi) compelled in accord with appearances – for example, he would not say, when heated (or chilled), ‘I think I am not heated (or chilled)’). Rather, we say that he does not hold beliefs in the sense in which some say that belief is assent (sugkat£qesin) to some unclear object of investigation in the sciences (for the Pyrrhonist does not assent to anything unclear (oÙdenˆ tîn ¢d»lwn)). (PH 1.13)

The tacit allusion is to the polemic between Sceptics and dogmatists, and to the common dogmatic charge that the Sceptics do not really live ¢dox£stwj, ‘without beliefs’
. The Sceptics claim to be in a perfect and untroubled condition of suspension of judgement (™poc»); the dogmatists think that this claim is insincere and that the behaviour (linguistic and otherwise) of the Sceptics betrays the fact that they do actually hold beliefs too.

Sextus responds that when the Sceptic denies holding beliefs
 he is not denying his mere acquiescence in the p£qh he finds himself with; he admits involuntarily assenting to them, and in this generic sense of dÒgma the Sceptic can also be said to dogmatize (dogmat…zein)
. But, on the other hand, the Sceptic does not dogmatize in the narrower sense in which dÒgma is assent to some of the unclear things (¥dhla) investigated in the sciences.

Even though in Sextus’ work we find no explicit definition of ¥dhlon, it will be sufficient for our present purposes to say, roughly, that for the Pyrrhonist all those things are ‘unclear’ that happen to be the case in external reality (t¦ ™ktÕj Øpoke…mena)
. It appears to me now that honey is sweet: this ‘appearing’ that honey is sweet is a fainÒmenon, something which leads me, without willing it, to assent, engendering in me a p£qoj in which I cannot but acquiesce. But that honey is (or is not) actually sweet is not a fainÒmenon, rather something about the thing underlying the fainÒmenon, about the nature of honey, that is, about external reality. It is therefore one of the unclear matters investigated by the dogmatists, about which the Pyrrhonist withholds his assent and has no beliefs. The Pyrrhonist will not be in dread of saying that honey appears sweet to him, and overtly admits that he holds beliefs in this weaker and uncommitted sense; but he will never compromise himself with the claim that honey is sweet (PH 1.19-20). Even if sometimes he uses ‘is’, he will do so loosely, in the sense of ‘appears’ (PH 1.135, 1.198; M 11.19).

2.2   The grammar of oÙd�n m©llon
But not even (¢ll' oÙdš) in uttering (profšresqai) the Sceptical fwna… about unclear matters (perˆ tîn ¢d»lwn) – for example, ‘Nothing more’ (oÙd�n m©llon), or ‘I determine nothing’ (oÙd�n Ðr…zw), or one of the other fwna… which we shall later discuss – does he [the Sceptic] hold beliefs. For he who holds beliefs posits as real (æj Øp£rcon t…qetai) what he is said to believe, whereas the Sceptic posits these fwna… not as absolutely real (oÙc æj p£ntwj ØparcoÚsaj). (PH 1.14)

¢ll' oÙdš at the beginning of the passage makes it clear what worries Sextus here. During his philosophical activity (skšyij) the Sceptic gives utterance to certain expressions he himself calls fwna… (‘Nothing more’, ‘I determine nothing’, ‘I suspend judgement’, ‘Everything is undetermined’, ‘Opposed to every account there is an equal account’, etc.). As Benson Mates has noticed, ‘the word phone, in its fundamental sense, refers to the sound of voice, whether of man or of any other animal with a larynx and lungs’
, and we shall see that it was not by chance that the Pyrrhonists chose this non-commital term to label their utterances. The fwna… are essentially vocal sounds (voces) the Sceptics utter
; but it is not prima facie apparent whether the kind of generalisations most of them seem to signify express the Sceptic’s acquiescence in his p£qh, or, rather, maxims, slogans, about external reality
. There is thus room for the dogmatist to charge the Sceptic with holding beliefs – in the strong sense which the Sceptic does not wish to admit  – by taking up a definite position about unclear matters. But – Sextus replies – while to believe that p
 in that strong sense you have to posit that p as real (i.e. as being the case), the Sceptic does not posit his fwna… as absolutely
 real, i.e. he does not affirm that they truly describe what is the case in the external world. As we shall discover below, although the fwna… are not regarded by the Sceptic as absolutely real, they have nevertheless a conditional and relative value; it is to express such value that the Sceptic wants to utter, does utter, and considers himself allowed to utter these ‘sounds’. But before explaining how his fwna… are to be taken, Sextus will take care to rule out the very possibility of misinterpreting them as formulae expressing dogmatic beliefs about reality
. He will achieve this purpose by showing that it would be impossible for the Pyrrhonist, as well as for anyone else, to believe his fwna…, once dogmatically taken as true maxims about reality, given their very logical form. It will follow that the dogmatist’s charge (the Sceptic shows that he holds beliefs when he utters his fwna…) not only is de facto false, but could not be true.

What immediately follows is introduced by Sextus as an explanation (g£r) of the fact that the Sceptic does not attribute an absolute reality to his fwna…:

For he realizes (Øpolamb£nei g£r) that, just as the phrase ‘Everything is false’ says that it too, along with the other things, is false (and similarly for ‘Nothing is true’), so also oÙd�n m©llon says that it too, along with the other things, is oÙ m©llon, and hence ˜aut¾n sumperigr£fei with the other things. And we say the same also of the other Sceptical fwna…. (PH 1.14)

As seen above (pp. 6-7), ‘Everything is false’ is self-referring and self-refuting (falling into its own scope, it comes to say that it itself is false, along with all the other things, and therefore that its contradictory is true). We are now told that, in the same way (ésper ... oÛtwj), oÙd�n m©llon ˜aut¾n sumperigr£fei with the other things, and that the Sceptic’s realization of this is the reason for which he does not advance the absolute truth of this fwn». How exactly should we here interpret the verb sumperigr£fein? How is the argument supposed to work?

It is time to learn a little more about the protagonist of this section. From the section about the Sceptical fwna… in the Outlines of Pyrrhonism (PH 1.187-208) we learn that:

(1) oÙd�n m©llon (interchangeable with oÙ m©llon, ‘No more’) is elliptical: it implicitly stands for ‘No more one thing than the other’ (oÙ m©llon tÒde À tÒde,  PH 1.188)
. 

(2) It makes clear (dhlo‹) the Pyrrhonist’s p£qoj; because of the „sosqšneia of the opposed (i.e. conflicting) objects, the Pyrrhonist ends in equilibrium (¢rrey…a), i.e. he assents to neither side (PH 1.190), where „sosqšneia means ‘equality in what appears persuasive (piqanÒn) to us [the Pyrrhonists]’
. oÙ(d�n) m©llon stands for ‘I do not know which of these things I should assent to and which not assent to’ (PH 1.191)
, or for an equivalent question. 

(3) The Sceptic does not adopt his fwna… about all things universally, but only about things unclear and investigated dogmatically (PH 1.208)
 he himself has examined (PH 1.199, 1.203).

For (1), oÙ(d�n) m©llon corresponds to a general formula about pairs of conflicting matters (for (2)) which are unclear and which the Sceptic has examined (for (3)); its meaning is:

For every pair of conflicting unclear matters p and q I have examined, it appears to me now that p is as persuasive as q and therefore I do not know which of these things I should assent to and which not assent to
.

But we know from PH 1.13 that assenting to something ¥dhlon is dogmatically believing (dogmat…zein) it, so we can finally analyse the meaning of oÙ(d�n) m©llon in this way:

(M 
For every pair of conflicting unclear matters p and q I  have examined, it appears to me now that p is as persuasive as q, and therefore I can believe neither the one nor the other (I suspend judgement).

This being the deep grammar of oÙ(d�n) m©llon
, it is possible now to establish what it means that ‘oÙd�n m©llon sumperigr£fei itself along with the other things’. We know that this meaning should guarantee both some parallelism with ‘Everything is false’ and an explanation of why oÙd�n m©llon is not posited by the Pyrrhonist as absolutely real (contra the charge of dogmatizing).

We inherited from the previous chapter a rough translation for sumperigr£fein, ‘to cancel along with’, whose precise meaning is to be further determined as we proceed. Let us try to understand this context-sensitive verb as meaning here ‘to refute along with’, ‘to make false along with’. It does not take long to realize that we would come to McPherran’s interpretation of the passage: oÙd�n m©llon says ‘no more’ of itself, as well as of the other things, and so it refutes itself along with them. oÙd�n m©llon would be subject to absolute self-refutation, its content being directly responsible for its falsity. The parallelism with ‘Everything is false’ would be complete: both of them would be self-referring and absolutely self-refuting. It is also quite easily understandable why the realization of this self-refuting character of oÙd�n m©llon could guarantee that the Pyrrhonist is not dogmatizing when he utters it; the Pyrrhonist could never take as ‘absolutely real’ something he knows to be absolutely self-refuting, and therefore necessarily false.
There are two main difficulties I detect in this interpretation. I have already raised the first one in the previous chapter: why does Sextus not use here his standard verb peritršpein (or the noun peritrop»), if he is really speaking of self-refutation? But apart from this urgent terminological question, I think that there is an even more puzzling and primary point to raise against this reading: how on earth could oÙd�n m©llon be absolutely self-refuting? ‘oÙd�n m©llon refutes (makes false) itself along with the other things’; but oÙd�n m©llon does not make anything false! We have found in the deep grammar of oÙd�n m©llon the epistemic concepts of appearance, degree of persuasiveness, assent, and belief, not the semantic concepts of truth or falsity. ‘p no more than q’ does not mean ‘p is false and q as well’ (nor ‘p is true and q as well’); its actual meaning is: I can believe neither that p nor that q because they appear to me equally persuasive.

It is simply mysterious to me how the self-application of this fwn» could be a self-refutation (furthermore an absolute one), and conduce to its own falsity.

2.3   The perigraf» argument: Pyrrhonian brackets

Let me now present my alternative interpretation of the whole passage, based on a more relaxed paraphrase of ‘cancel’, or, better, on what I take to be the exact shade of  meaning the verb sumperigr£fein has in our passages.

As seen above, the dogmatist charges the Pyrrhonist with holding beliefs, a disposition which would be betrayed by his utterance of oÙd�n m©llon and, more generally, of the Sceptical fwna…; not only does the Pyrrhonist reply that he does not posit oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real (and thus does not dogmatize), but he also wants to provide an unquestionable reason for this. We know that holding a belief (in the strong sense we are interested in here) means giving one’s assent to something ¥dhlon, and that for the Pyrrhonist whatever happens to be the case in reality, as opposed to what merely appears to him, is to be considered ¥dhlon. Thus, in order for the Sceptic to hold beliefs in uttering oÙd�n m©llon, this fwn» itself should signify something ¥dhlon, that is, it should stand for a truth-claim about some objective state of affairs or feature of the external world. But we know from our previous acquaintance with the grammar of oÙd�n m©llon that when the Sceptic utters this fwn» he is not asserting anything absolute, de re, but just expressing something relative, de se: he is voicing his mental state of equilibrium and suspension of judgement, and what appears to him about the persuasive force of unclear matters. What does it mean, on the contrary, ‘to posit oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real’? I believe it means to use the two Greek words oÙd�n m©llon to assert implicitly a maxim like the following:

(M* 
For every pair of conflicting unclear matters p and q, p is as persuasive as q and therefore one should believe neither the one nor the other (one must suspend judgement).

Although (M* looks, at first glance, almost identical to (M, it radically differs from it. It is the quasi-modal operator ‘it appears to me now that’ and the first-person pronoun ‘I’ that attest that (M is a mere avowal of the speaker’s frame of mind, and not a pretentious statement about reality. But in (M* these two hints are replaced by the verb ‘to be’ (unqualified) and the impersonal pronoun ‘one’, and this is why (M* is to be taken as a truth-claim about the external world, if we understand, as Sextus does, ‘external world’ in a broad sense: ‘We may say […] that ta ektos hupokeimena, for a given person at a given time, would include any and all things and states of affairs that he takes to exist or to be the case independently of the present pathe of his soul’
. If posited æj p£ntwj ØparcoÚsa, oÙd�n m©llon signifies something ¥dhlon, the actual equipoise of the objective force of persuasiveness of all t¦ ¥dhla. It does not record that the Sceptic has found all the conflicting unclear matters he has examined equally persuasive, but claims that all
 the conflicting ¥dhla are equally persuasive, that is, that the possible reasons in favour of the ones and those in favour of the others are really equally strong (or weak), independently of what can (rightly or wrongly) appear to Tom, Dick, and Harry. And presumably (M* hints also at the fact that this objective „sosqšneia is deep-rooted in an intrinsic indeterminacy of the world
 or in an intrinsic weakness of human mind
; or both of them. (M* does not announce that, at the moment, the speaker suspends judgement about certain unclear matters, but that everyone must always suspend judgement, because it is the real nature of things that commands ™poc».

By saying that the Sceptic does not posit oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real, Sextus wants to clarify that in uttering this fwn» the Sceptic is not implicitly asserting (and assenting to) (M*, or something similar, and that therefore he is not falling into dogmatism. A formula like (M* is not the meaning oÙd�n m©llon has for the Sceptic, but a misinterpretation of it
; the charge of dogmatism deployed against the Sceptic finally rests on a misunderstanding of the actual significance of the Sceptical language, which Sextus takes care to denounce and correct
. But, as I said above, Sextus does not confine himself to claiming that the Pyrrhonist does not posit oÙd�n m©llon in a dogmatic way; he also argues why he does not do so. I interpret this argument as a dialectical move adopted against the most obstinate dogmatic adversaries, who might refuse to listen to the Sceptic’s account of the nature of his utterances, or reject it as delusive, and claim that the Sceptical fwna… are phrases the Sceptic asserts just because he believes that they truly describe some feature of reality which he is eager to inform his audience of. 

Let us follow Sextus’ refined defensive mechanism step by step. [1] Suppose that the Pyrrhonist really posits oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real, as the dogmatist complains. This would mean that the Pyrrhonist is implicitly asserting a maxim like (M*, and this would reveal that [2] he gives his assent to (M* (assuming that his assertion is genuine, neither ironical nor insincere). But since (M* affirms something ¥dhlon, [3] to assent to it means to dogmatize (by the definition of dogmat…zein); under assumption [1], the dogmatist’s charge looks well-grounded. But the dogmatist – Sextus would reply – has told only half of the story. [4] Just because oÙd�n m©llon, when posited as absolutely real, stands for an ¥dhlon thesis, it falls into its own scope and is self-referring (remember that the domain of p and q is constituted by all t¦ ¥dhla, and only by them). And since it is self-referring, [5] whoever posits oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real cannot help conceding that it itself is oÙ m©llon than its opposite (not-oÙd�n m©llon). But this implies [6] admitting that the reasons for believing (M* are truly as strong (or as weak) as the reasons for believing (((M*), and that therefore it is necessary to suspend judgement about the truth of (M* (to believe the dogmatic maxim (M*, rather than its contradictory, would be completely groundless). [7] The Sceptic has finally to admit that he himself cannot believe oÙd�n m©llon (i.e. he cannot assent to it as to a slogan truly descriptive of reality). [8] oÙd�n m©llon has cancelled itself from the set of the theses the Sceptic considers as possible objects of belief, and so, a fortiori, from the set of his beliefs. 

Now we know why the Sceptic does not posit oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real (i.e. does not assert nor believe any dogmatic maxim like (M*): he fully realizes that (M* has such a logical form that, were it true, one could not believe it, and therefore he is aware that there is no reason for asserting (M* (if an assertion is to be – as it normally is – a way of manifesting your belief that something is true). But even if someone, being unaware of this character of (M*, asserted it (showing he believed it), it would be easy in the dialectical game to make him realize the necessity, given his very belief, of suspending judgement about the truth of (M* itself (and of all the other unclear issues), and thus somehow withdrawing his assertion and cancelling his belief
. The outcome would be a mental condition of ™poc» on all dogmatic matters, a condition which could itself be recorded by uttering certain voces: the assertion of the dogmatic maxims would immediately turn into the utterance of non-compromising avowals, belief into suspension of judgement
. The dogmatist’s charge has been brilliantly faced by Sextus’ refined argument, which I here baptize ‘perigraf»  argument’
.

Sextus’ defence is not based, pace McPherran, on an alleged acceptance of the absolute self-refutation (and thus falsity) of oÙd�n m©llon; oÙd�n m©llon is here self-referring, exactly like ‘Everything is false’, but its self-application does not (and could not) conduce to a self-refutation
. We can still speak of a form of ‘cancellation’, as I have done so far, but it is not the cancellation of something that was believed true and is proved instead to be false. ‘oÙd�n m©llon cancels itself’ simply means that, if you have assumed its truth, it immediately excludes itself from the range of the possible objects of belief (you must admit there is no ground to assent to it), and, a fortiori, from the body of your beliefs. Here the parallelism with ‘Everything is false’ ends: ‘Everything is false’ is self-referring and by applying to itself it is self-refuting as well; in the case of oÙd�n m©llon self-reference and self-refutation do not coincide. This asymmetry seemingly represents a problem for the interpretation I have just proposed, but if we read PH 1.14 more carefully we shall discern that the stress there is not on the self-refuting character of ‘Everything is false’, but simply on its self-reference; p£nta ™stˆ yeudÁ merely says (lšgei) that it itself, as well as all the other things, is false. That this saying constitutes at the same time a self-refutation does not seem to be what Sextus really cares about here (and in fact he does not claim here that p£nta ™stˆ yeudÁ is subject to peritrop»). 

I earlier promised to suggest a translation more accurate than ‘to cancel (along with)’ for the Greek verb (sum)perigr£fein in our passages. Having cleared up the exact argumentative role of (sum)perigr£fein, I can now keep my promise. In section 1.3 I wrote that ‘to cancel’ is one of the possible meanings the verb perigr£fein has in ancient Greek. It is important to specify now that perigr£fein could denote, presumably starting from the first century A. D., a very specific kind of cancellation: that kind of cancellation practised by copyists, correctors and philologists on a text that we call ‘expunction’ or ‘deletion’. While in our modern editions we find square brackets to indicate the expunctions made by the editors, the ancients used different ways and diacritical marks to expunge: 

A sponge may be used to delete a whole word or a line (or more). Deletions may be indicated by enclosing a passage in round brackets (the technical term is perigr£fein) [perigrafa… are the expunging round brackets]; by cancelling a letter or letters by means of a stroke drawn horizontally or obliquely through them (diagr£fein); by placing a dot (‘expunging dot’) or a line above, or above and below, or to either side; or by a combination of these methods
.

I suggest that what Sextus has in his mind when he uses the compound sumperigr£fein is just the technical meaning that perigr£fein has among copyists and philologists of his time, and not simply a broad concept of cancellation
. I think also that to translate sumperigr£fein as ‘to bracket along with’ is not merely an exegetical subtlety, but that in some measure it will help us in correctly understanding the arguments in which the verb appears. The application of the image of bracketing, for example, fits very well the passage I analysed above; oÙd�n m©llon, when taken as a true maxim, does not cancel the dogmatic beliefs (and itself) in the sense that it completely erases (or wants to erase) one person’s mind contents. oÙd�n m©llon brackets (i.e. expunges) the dogmatic contents: it says that those contents, being groundless, should no longer be believed to be true, and that they are now to be contemplated in a different light, i.e. with the Sceptical disposition of suspending one’s judgement about the objective reality of what they represent. It does not say that our minds are to be empty minds, tabulae rasae; what is to be emptied in our minds is the set of the dogmatic theses we take to be true, or, stressing a bit the analogy with philological practice, the whole ‘sections’ containing those beliefs have to be bracketed.

Up to this point I have laid a marked stress on the fact that, while self-refuted theses are falsified, self-bracketing does not end with a falsification of the thesis involved. There is actually a more basic difference at the bottom of this distinction. As we have seen, in Sextus peritrop» consists in a reversal whereby advancing a proposal commits one to its contradictory opposite
; the distinctive mark of peritrop» is that at the end of the dialectical game there is something one is committed to (the contradictory (p of one’s initial proposal p), a ‘residue product’ of peritrop».

At the end of the perigraf» argument, on the contrary, we have no such residue: according to Sextus, one who has advanced oÙd�n m©llon as a dogmatic maxim is not committed to the truth of its contradictory (some dogmatic theses are more persuasive than their opposite, and therefore one has grounds to believe them). As seen above, he will be forced only into admitting the necessity of not-believing oÙd�n m©llon; but not-believing oÙd�n m©llon is not tantamount to (nor does it imply) believing not-oÙd�n m©llon. At the end of the day, he is not committed to believing anything (he suspends judgement): his initial proposal, and the connected belief, have been bracketed, without being replaced by alternative proposals or beliefs. 

I think that Sextus’ conscious usage of the different terms peritršpein (peritrop») and (sum)perigr£fein does perfectly mirror this distinction in the inner logic of the arguments. It is indisputable that peritršpein and peritrop» were almost terms of art at Sextus’ time; nevertheless, their original meaning could not but sound clear to the ears of any Greek speaker. peritrop» is a reversal, a turning round: if you are walking and suddenly turn round, you are no longer walking towards your previous destination, but there is still some place towards which you are directing your steps. If there is in front of you the white face of a cube and then you turn the cube, you will no longer be able to see that face, but this does not mean that you will no longer see anything at all; you will find in front of you the opposite black face. The philological metaphor of bracketing, on the other hand, fits very well the distinctive feature of the perigraf» argument: the act of putting a text within round brackets indicates that you reject it as spurious, but by this very act you are not replacing the expunged words with any alternative text
.

According to my interpretation, therefore, it is not only by means of the three well known similes of fire, purgatives, and a ladder that Sextus attempts to clarify the logical nature of a particular argument which is not, as McPherran and most scholars believe, a self-refutation; in the formulation of the perigraf» argument a charming philological metaphor is hidden in the very choice of the verb (sum)perigr£fein.   
The overall reading I have proposed hitherto receives, I believe, strong support from the following passage:

Thus, if one who holds beliefs posits as real what he believes, while the Sceptic utters his own fwna… in such a way that potentially (dun£mei) they are bracketed by themselves (Øf' ˜autîn perigr£fesqai), then he cannot be said to hold beliefs in uttering them. (PH 1.15)

The Sceptical fwna… have such a nature that they are potentially self-bracketing, i.e. if taken as true dogmatic maxims they are self-referring and say of themselves what they say of the other unclear things (roughly, that they cannot be believed). They are, we could say, ‘self-bracketing brackets’. Thus the dogmatist can no longer protest that the Sceptic betrays his holding beliefs when he utters his fwna…. Logic itself prevents the Sceptical fwna… from being believed as true assertions about reality, and the Pyrrhonist is fully aware of that
; the necessary conclusion is that it is not only de facto false, but cannot be true, that the Pyrrhonist dogmatizes in uttering his fwna….

2.4   The Pyrrhonist’s actual attitude towards his fwna…
Having shown the logical impossibility of the dogmatist’s charge, Sextus can now present what he takes to be the main point (tÕ mšgiston) of his defence, i.e. the explanation of the actual significance of the Sceptical fwna…: 

In uttering these fwna… he [the Sceptic] says what appears to him (tÕ ˜autù fainÒmenon) and announces his affection without holding beliefs (tÕ p£qoj ¢paggšllei tÕ ˜autoà ¢dox£stwj), affirming (diabebaioÚmenoj) nothing about the external objects (perˆ tîn œxwqen Øpokeimšnwn). (PH 1.15)

The Sceptic’s fwna… are only avowals (¢paggel…ai)
 of his own p£qh and do not imply the belief that what appears to him is absolutely real, or has any correspondence with unclear external states of affairs. The fwna… voice the way the Sceptic is mentally affected in examining those unclear matters that the dogmatists investigate and posit as real
, but these p£qh themselves are not anything unclear, and it is not by avowing or confessing them that one could be guilty of dogmatism. As Jonathan Barnes has pointed out, the Pyrrhonian utterances are ‘speech acts of a different kind from statements and affirmations’
; they express p£qh, and do not describe or state anything at all, bypassing belief. ‘Honey is sweet’ states something ¥dhlon, which can thereby be the object of dogmatic belief; ‘Honey appears sweet to me now’ is a mere confession of the Pyrrhonist’s mental disposition, of his present acquiescence in an involuntary p£qoj; it is not supposed to describe any feature of reality. ‘Honey is sweet no more than it is bitter’ is itself to be taken as the mere avowal of a p£qoj the Pyrrhonist is experiencing (the p£qoj of being unable to decide whether honey is sweet or bitter): a p£qoj generated by his investigation about unclear matters, but still a p£qoj. The Pyrrhonist is expressing something about himself (how he is affected now), and he is not describing as real any obscure feature of the external world (that honey is sweet and bitter
, or that it is neither sweet nor bitter
, or that reality has such an intrinsic indeterminacy, or human mind such an intrinsic weakness, that it is actually impossible to decide whether honey is sweet or bitter)
. 

The Sceptical fwna…, whose utterance appears prima facie to compromise the Pyrrhonian project of avoiding dogmatism and living ¢dox£stwj, turn out at the end of the day to be absolutely innocuous: they are merely the linguistic expression of that kind of dogmat…zein lato sensu the Pyrrhonist has no worries about admitting and even endorsing
. Their status does not differ from that of any first-order Sceptical utterance; a status which Sextus takes care to elucidate from the very opening of his work, through the following crucial caveat:

Of the Sceptic way we shall give now an outline, first premising that on none of the matters to be discussed do we affirm (diabebaioÚmeqa) that things absolutely (p£ntwj) are just as we say, but on each matter we report as a chronicler (ƒstorikîj ¢paggšllomen) what appears to us at the time (tÕ nàn fainÒmenon ¹m‹n). (PH 1.4)

Any plausible doubt that this caveat does not hold for the Sceptical fwna… has been banished by Sextus through his refined perigraf» argument. Suppose the dogmatist stubbornly refuses to believe in the earnestness of the Pyrrhonist’s account, and continues to charge that the Sceptical fwna… are not plain first-person ¢paggel…ai, but much more pretentious claims about the world, and that the Sceptic is therefore only a disguised negative dogmatist; this dogmatist will have finally to be silent, faced with the irresistible force of logic and argument.

2.5   PH 1.206: the simile of purgatives

We now proceed to examine the second passage (PH 1.206), to see whether it can provide a validation of my reading of  PH 1.13-15:

Of all the Sceptical fwna…, one should understand first of all that we [the Sceptics] do not affirm definitely (oÙ diabebaioÚmeqa) that they are absolutely (p£ntwj) true, since we say that they can (dÚnasqai) do away with (¢naire‹sqai) themselves, bracketing themselves along with (sumperigrafomšnaj) what they are said of, just as purgative drugs do not merely drain the humours from the body but drive themselves out too along with the humours. (PH 1.206)

The first part of the passage quoted above seems almost an abstract of what we have read and commented on in the previous section; and dÚnasqai, I think, is one of the most crucial exegetical clues, by reminding us of dun£mei at PH 1.15. The Sceptical fwna… are not self-bracketing tout court, but they are such potentially, only if advanced (or interpreted) as p£ntwj  ¢lhqe‹j; in this case (and only in this case) they do away with themselves. 

The verb ‘to do away with’ (¢naire‹sqai) has to be taken here as broadly as possible. There are many ways in which things can do away with other things (or themselves), these different ways depending, to begin with, on the very nature of the things involved in the elimination. For example, one can do away with a word from a text by erasing it, by drawing a stroke horizontally through it, or, more gently, by putting it within round (or square) brackets; merely saying that one has done away with a word leaves unprejudiced how one did so. ‘The Sceptical fwna… (when posited as true maxims) do away with themselves’; one could reasonably ask: ‘How?’. They could do so, for example, by being reversed into their contradictory and thus confessing that they are indeed false (by refuting themselves), or by saying that actually they are worthy of being believed no more than their opposites (by bracketing themselves). In our case we do not need to ask, because Sextus has anticipated our question: the fwna… do away with themselves by bracketing themselves (along with what they are applied to)
. ¢naire‹n is the genus, peritršpein and (sum)perigr£fein the species.

In the second part of the passage a simile is introduced which we have not met before, and which appears to substitute for the analogy – absent here – with ‘Everything is false’ of PH 1.14. I judge the simile of purgatives much more enlightening than that analogy, which could actually be a source of the misunderstanding of PH 1.14, by apparently bringing into the picture the concepts of falsehood and absolute self-refutation. 

Here is how the simile works in the case of oÙd�n m©llon. Suppose – Sextus would say – that the Sceptic really posits it as true, as the dogmatist complains; in this case, oÙd�n m©llon would behave like purgatives: the Sceptic has ‘introduced’ oÙd�n m©llon into his mind, among the other beliefs he is committed to, like someone introducing purgatives into his body, among the harmful humours. oÙd�n m©llon puts within brackets the Pyrrhonist’s beliefs, saying that there is no real reason to believe them (not because they are false, but because they are equipollent with their opposites). In the same way, the purgatives act on the humours and expel them outside the body (the purging of the humours from the body is the counterpart of the bracketing of beliefs in the mind). But when oÙd�n m©llon says that all the beliefs in our minds are actually unbelievable, it is making this very claim also about itself, being itself ex hypothesi a dogmatic belief (so the dogmatist charges), and brackets itself too. Accordingly, the purgatives expel themselves along with the harmful humours (they themselves would act as harmful agents if retained in the body). The parallelism is once more complete: also oÙd�n m©llon, if retained in the mind as a belief (unbracketed), would harmfully undermine the Sceptic’s claimed lack of beliefs and his ¢tarax…a. The simile of purgatives, like the philological metaphor, provides a vivid image of the distinctive feature of Sextus’ perigraf»: at the end of the day, no dangerous residue remains in the Pyrrhonist’s mind, even under the dangerous (and actually false) assumption that the Sceptic dogmatically asserts oÙd�n m©llon.

 But again, and more important, the Sceptic by no means intends to advance true maxims when he utters his fwna…:

[In uttering our fwna…] we say what appears to us (tÕ fainÒmenon ¹m‹n) and do not make firm assertions (diabebaiwtikîj) about the nature of external things. (PH 1.208)

2.6   Interim conclusions

We can now sum up the main points about the role of the perigraf» argument in Sextus’ treatment of the fwna…:

(1) 
When the Pyrrhonist utters his fwna…, he is merely recording or avowing his own p£qh. He is not asserting anything about unclear matters of fact in the external world.

(2) 
The dogmatist could reject this account as delusive: the Pyrrhonist, in uttering his fwna…, is not merely voicing his mental affections about unclear issues, but is dogmatizing, by positing unclear matters as true through second-order maxims. So, the Pyrrhonist too, at the end of the day, holds beliefs.

(3) 
The Pyrrhonist replies that, if dogmatically taken, his fwna… are self-referring and thus self-bracketing; they say of themselves what they say of all the other ¥dhla, that there is no reason to believe them rather than their opposites (which induces suspension of judgement). Once one has realized this (as the Sceptic has), he no longer considers the fwna… as possible objects of dogmatic belief, and a fortiori he does not believe them, or advance them as true: the dogmatist’s charge is groundless. None the less, even if the Sceptic believed that his fwna… express true maxims about reality, this belief would necessarily induce in him a generalized condition of suspension of judgement about the truth of any dogmatic thesis, these maxims not excepted. But if also the assertion of the dogmatic maxims would turn into the utterance of non-compromising avowals, the dogmatist cannot but finally accept as sincere the Pyrrhonist’s account of his attitude towards his fwna… (because it finally turns out to be the only possible one).

My interpretation has ruled out the concept of self-refutation, in all the nuances distinguished by modern logicians, from the two passages containing the alleged Sceptical acceptance of self-refutation; I have tried to point out that there are compelling reasons for doing so, from both a terminological and a philosophical point of view.

The concept of self-refutation has been replaced with that of ‘self-bracketing’. But self-bracketing too is not a property to be attributed to the fwna… tout court: they would be self-bracketing only if advanced with a dogmatic attitude. The Sceptical fwna… as the Sceptic understands them are neither self-refuting nor self-bracketing; all this subtle talk about that particular form of self-elimination which I baptized perigraf» is made possible (and necessary) only by the dialectical context which I sketched at the beginning of this chapter. The self-bracketing of the Sceptical fwna… is a complex defence mechanism which Sextus adopts against the charge of disguised dogmatism (and more specifically, as seen above at point (2), against the most relentless supporters of that charge). In the actual use which the Sceptic makes of them, his fwna… are not self-bracketing, because they are not self-referring either; since Sextus explicitly says that they are adopted only about unclear things, to be self-referring they themselves should be considered ¥dhla (truth-claims about certain states of affairs). But Sextus, time and again, claims that they are plain utterances voicing the Sceptic’s p£qh, and that this is the main reason (tÕ mšgiston) why the Sceptic is not guilty of dogmatism when he utters them
.

Suppose now, lÒgou c£rin, that self-bracketing were to be considered instead a mechanism really at work whenever the Sceptic utters his fwna…; Sextus’ reply to the dogmatist’s charge would be pretty odd: ‘I (that very Sceptic who is always announcing that I want to live ¢dox£stwj) wish to believe my fwna…, but I cannot: every time I try to assert them dogmatically, unfortunately they bracket themselves. So, at least don’t accuse me of holding beliefs!’. 

The Sceptic would be no longer a disguised negative dogmatist; he would be a bankrupt negative dogmatist.

3. The Self-bracketing of the Proof Against Proof

(M 8.463-481, PH 2.185-188)

In this chapter I shall show how an analysis parallel to that of PH 1.13-15 and 1.206-208 can satisfactorily be applied also to the two sections regarding the (alleged) acceptance of the self-refutation of the proof against proof
. As I pointed out in  section 1.1, the key word of these passages, sumperigr£fein, is the same as we found in the two passages about the fwna…; I hope it will be clear at the end of our reading that this is not mere chance. 

But the first point of contact between the two pairs of passages is that both of them can be properly analysed and understood only within the broad dialectical context in which Sextus locates them. I start then with an outline of this context.

3.1   The dogmatist’s dilemma and the charge of self-refutation

We are almost at the end of the second book of Against the Logicians; Sextus has just presented a series of arguments against the existence of proof (¢pÒdeixij)
; now (M 8.463) he invites his readers to have a look also at the opposite argument (presumably, an argument in support of the existence of proof):

The dogmatic philosophers think that one who maintains that proof does not exist is refuted by himself (aÙtÕn Øf' aØtoà peritršpesqai), and that he affirms proof by the very means by which he denies it. (M 8.463)

We have finally come across the concept of self-refutation that was absent from the passages analysed in chapter 2: self-refutation is presented as the charge the dogmatist moves against whoever maintains by argument that proof does not exist. 

In withstanding the Pyrrhonists, the dogmatists submit to them a dilemma: he who says that proof does not exist does so either by using a bare and unproved assertion (yilÍ kaˆ ¢napode…ktJ f£sei) or by proving it by argument (M 8.463)
. If the denier of the existence of proof falls under the first horn of the dilemma, he will not be credible (or, better, he will be no more credible than those who merely assert that proof exists)
.

But if it is by proving the non-existence of proof […], he has thereby admitted that proof exists; for the argument which proves the non-existence of proof is a proof of the existence of proof. (M 8.464)

It is properly under this second horn of the dilemma that the dogmatist’s charge of peritrop» works:

(1)
Proof does not exist

(2)
There is a proof for (1)

(3)
Proof exists



from (2), peritrop» of (1)

One who states (1), as for example the Pyrrhonist at the end of his arguments against proof, and who does not want to buy into the first horn of the dogmatist’s dilemma (admitting that his assertion is not credible), has to affirm (2); but from (2), (3) follows, i.e. the contradictory of (1). The Pyrrhonist has refuted himself.

We have seen in chapter 1 that Burnyeat and McPherran classify the self-refutation of the PAP in the category of ‘pragmatic self-refutation’. But it is apparent to me that the charge of self-refutation we met here should be catalogued under the label of ‘dialectical self-refutation’
; according to that charge, (3) is not implied by the way the Sceptic utters (1), but by the successive dilemma the dogmatist could always submit to him, that is intended to compel the Sceptic to accept the further assumption (2). (3) follows from (2), and not from the way (1) is uttered; and assumption (2) can be provided only within a dialectical framework in which the dogmatist can submit his dilemma. The similarities with Protagoras’ self-refutation leap to the eye (see p. 8).

That is how Sextus goes on:

And, in general, the argument against proof (Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj) either is a proof or is not a proof; and if it is not a proof, it is untrustworthy (¥pistoj), but if it is a proof, proof exists. (M 8.465)

What at first sight seems to be only a summary of the dogmatist’s dilemma, with the charge of self-refutation embedded in the second horn, brings actually something slightly different into the discussion. Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj is not the statement ‘Proof does not exist’, but the whole argument against the existence of proof (adopting McPherran’s acronym, the PAP). The charge of self-refutation thus slips from the conclusion of the PAP (or, more precisely, from whoever states it) to the PAP itself, and there it will remain up to the end of the passage. Here is the analysis of the new argument:

(1)
<{p, q, r, ...} |- Proof does not exist>

PAP

(2)
(1) is a proof


(3)
Proof exists




from (2)

The structure of this self-refutation is virtually the same as that seen above. The Sceptic propounds the PAP, i.e. a ordered set of sentences {p, q, r, ...}, the last of which is the conclusion ‘Proof does not exist’. According to the dogmatist’s dilemma, he can say that that set of sentences does not constitute a proof (it lacks at least one of the characters I listed above, at n. 88); in this case, the PAP is not credible (i.e. it does not generate persuasion as to the truth of its conclusion). Alternatively, if the Sceptic says that the PAP is a proof, then (3) follows, and the Sceptic who presumably presented the PAP because committed to the truth of its conclusion (((3)), can be considered self-refuted
.

Needless to say, the dogmatist’s charge of peritrop» against the PAP is supposed to be at the same time the announced argument in favour of the existence of proof: in very rough terms, if one who attempts to deny the existence of proof is forced into admitting it, the existence of proof receives a most convincing backing. Nevertheless, Sextus reports also a formal argument for the existence of proof (a form of constructive dilemma)
:

(1) 
If proof exists, proof exists


p ( p
(2) 
If proof does not exist, proof exists

(p ( p
(3) 
Either proof exists or does not exist

p ( (p
(
Proof exists




p

Sextus’ justification for assuming the soundness of (2) is the peritrop» of any attempt to prove the non-existence of proof: 

For the very argument which proves the non-existence of proof, being demonstrative, confirms the existence of proof. (M 8.467)

At face value, (2) is sound only under the very disputable assumption that proof could be non-existent only if proved to be so. Sextus, however, does not dwell upon this point; his reply will be directed against the charge of self-refutation itself, and not against its employment as a positive proof of the existence of proof
.

3.2 
 The ‘returned  dilemma’

The Sceptic’s reply consists in putting the burden of the dilemma on the dogmatist who formulated it, embedding it in a second dilemma. 

Suppose the dogmatist declares himself unable to answer his own question, i.e. cannot say whether the PAP is a proof or not; in this case, he ought to be indulgent towards the Sceptic if he has no answer to such a difficult question, and let him leave the problem unsolved (M 8.470)
. 

Suppose, on the other hand, that the dogmatist takes up the challenge, deciding to grasp one of the horns of his own dilemma. If the dogmatist answers that the PAP is not a proof, from that it will not be possible to show that proof does not exist, nor to affirm that, since the PAP is a proof, proof does exist (M 8.471)
. If the dogmatist, on the contrary, subscribes to the second horn of his own dilemma (‘The PAP is a proof’), then he is conceding that the PAP’s conclusion (‘Proof does not exist’) is true (a genuine proof has both premisses and conclusion true), and hence that its contradictory is false. The dogmatist, being eager to say that the PAP is demonstrative, no more affirms than denies the existence of proof (M 8.472)
.

I disagree here with McPherran’s reading of the passage: Sextus is not ‘requesting that he [the dogmatist] produce a non-dilemmatic proof that the Skeptic’s PAP is unsound’ (‘Homeopathy’, 300)
. Sextus is just asking him to say (and not to prove) whether the PAP is or is not a proof; he is just proposing the very same dilemma as the dogmatist put to him (as seen above, the dogmatist did not ask the Sceptic, with a question-begging move, to prove that the PAP is a proof).  

I presume that the rationale for addressing back to the dogmatist his own dilemma is to show him that neither of the two horns implies – via peritrop» – the existence of proof. If the dogmatist says that the Sceptical PAP is not a proof, clearly nothing will follow, neither that proof does not exist nor that proof exists: we have no self-refutation
. If the dogmatist answers the Sceptic ‘Well, your PAP is a proof’, hoping by that to show that the Sceptic in propounding it has involuntarily admitted that (at least one) proof does exist, this hope will soon be disappointed. If the PAP is a proof, then its conclusion (‘Proof does not exist’) is true, and so it is false that proof exists. The dogmatist, by subscribing to the second horn of his dilemma, would no more affirm the existence of proof (there is at least one proof, the PAP) than he would deny it (as the PAP concludes, proof does not exist), obtaining the same result as he would reach by grasping the first horn: a perfect equipollence between opposite theses
. Thus, no confirmation of the existence of proof comes to the dogmatist from the mere fact that the Sceptic has presented his PAP
.

3.3 
 The Pyrrhonist’s actual attitude towards his lÒgoi
But now that the dogmatist has answered his own dilemma, he could refuse to be indulgent with the Pyrrhonist and reclaim an answer from him. In this case, Sextus writes, the Pyrrhonist will give a ‘safe’ answer:

For they [the Pyrrhonists] will say that the argument against proof is merely persuasive (piqanÒn) and that at the moment (prÕj tÕ parÒn) it persuades them (pe…qein aÙtoÚj) and draws them to assent (™p£gesqai sugkat£qesin), but that they do not know whether it will still do so later on because of the variableness of the human mind. (M 8.473)

According to Sextus, this answer is safe for two reasons
:

(1)
even if the dogmatist can prove that the argument against proof is not true (and hence is not a proof
), he will not be in conflict with the Pyrrhonist, who does not definitely affirm (diabebaioàsqai) of this argument that it is true, but only that it is persuasive for him (M 8.474)
;

(2) 
if the dogmatist attempts to overthrow the p£qoj of the Pyrrhonist, he will be rash; as nobody can persuade by argument the man who feels pleasure that he does not feel pleasure and the man in pain that he is not in pain, so nobody can persuade the man who is persuaded that he is not persuaded (M 8.475)
.

Furthermore – Sextus adds – if the Sceptic had asserted with assent that proof does not exist, perhaps he might be refuted by one who shows that proof exists; but the Pyrrhonist merely propounded the arguments against proof, without assenting to them (cwrˆj toà sugkatat…qesqai toÚtoij)
.

There are some important textual clues scattered in the passage I have just paraphrased that recall Sextus’ treatment of the Sceptical fwna…, and help us to interpret what is happening here. Here the dogmatist faces the Sceptic with a dilemma, containing an embedded charge of self-refutation (peritrop»); there, we found the dogmatist charging the Sceptic with holding beliefs (dogmat…zein), a behaviour that would betray the internal inconsistency of the Pyrrhonist’s project of living ¢dox£stwj. In the one case the Sceptic would refute himself, denying the existence of proof and at the same time affirming its existence by admitting using it; in the other one, he would refute himself, by holding and expressing beliefs, through his fwna…, about the impossibility of having justified beliefs at all
.

We have seen in chapter 2 how Sextus responds to the latter charge: not only would it be impossible to believe what is expressed by the Sceptical fwna…, if they were used as dogmatic maxims, but actually the Sceptic in uttering them merely avows his own p£qh, affirming nothing definitely (diabebaioÚmenoj) about external objects. We get a similar answer to the dilemma about the PAP: the Sceptic does not affirm definitely (diabebaioàsqai) either that the PAP is true (and hence is a proof), or that it is false. A question about the objective demonstrativeness or non-demonstrativeness of an argument is a question about something ¥dhlon, and since the Pyrrhonist never assents to anything unclear, Sextus refuses to take any position about this unclear technicality. What on the other hand Sextus does not refrain from saying is that at present the Sceptic finds the PAP persuasive, this persuasion being a mental p£qoj that Sextus does not consider different from feeling pleasure or feeling pain; to be persuaded by the PAP does not mean, or imply, believing that the PAP is a proof (nor that its conclusion is true)
. The plausibility and intelligibility of this point could certainly be disputed
; but, if we concede it to him, Sextus is perfectly right in saying that neither does a proof of the actual existence of proof count as a refutation of the Sceptic, nor does the bare fact of the Sceptic’s presenting the PAP commit him to self-refutation
.

Sextus goes on to say that any dogmatic argument in favour of the existence of proof is so far from damaging the Pyrrhonist that, on the contrary, it is even to his advantage:

For if the arguments brought against proof have remained uncontradicted (¢nant…rrhtoi), and the arguments adopted in favour of proof’s existence are in turn strong, adhering neither to the former nor to the latter let us agree to suspend judgement. (M 8.477)

The „sosqšneia of the Sceptical and dogmatic arguments (i.e. their equality with regard to persuasiveness and non-persuasiveness) brings the Sceptics to ™poc». The claim that the PAPs have remained ¢nant…rrhtoi is crucial for a correct understanding of our problem, by indicating Sextus’ full confidence about the fact that, at least up to now, the dogmatist has not refuted the PAPs.
 This means not only that the dogmatist has not found any direct argument for their falsity (e.g. pointing out a false premiss or a fallacious inference), but also that his previous charge of self-refutation is to be considered, at least according to Sextus, a failure, given the Pyrrhonist’s actual frame of mind as just explained.

And not only has Sextus rejected – and not embraced – the charge of self-refutation; it can also be said that, if we trust in the sincerity of his account, that rejection has to be considered justified. Sextus has admitted that he does not consider the PAP a proof (the demonstrativeness of the PAP is an unclear issue about which he does not dogmatize
), but only that he is undogmatically persuaded by it; it is therefore mysterious how a charge of self-refutation of the kind we have seen above could be successful.

But the dogmatist is reluctant to die; he could still say that he does not believe in Sextus’ account. As he did not believe that the Pyrrhonist utters his fwna… at a merely ‘pathological’ level, so he could now refuse to accept that the Pyrrhonist is only involuntarily persuaded by the PAP, without being committed to believing that the PAP is a proof.

In chapter 2 I tried to reinterpret Sextus’ alleged acceptance of the self-refutation of the Sceptical fwna… as a smart defence mechanism against this form of dogmatic obstinacy (I baptized this mechanism ‘perigraf» argument’). I shall explain below that where McPherran sees Sextus finally accepting the self-refutation of the PAP, something closely resembling that mechanism is actually at work.

3.4 
 The PAP’s exception

Sextus has described his mental disposition about the PAP and its conclusion, showing that such an uncommitted disposition protects him against the charge of self-refutation and, more broadly, against any refutation: the dogmatist could also refute the PAP, but the refutation of the PAP would not in any case be a refutation of the Sceptic. 

Nevertheless, Sextus is playing a dialectical game, and dialectic is a serious affair, with well-defined rules
; and the Pyrrhonist still owes the dogmatist an answer to the initial dilemma. It is true that Sextus’ answer, if taken seriously, makes that dilemma in a certain sense unsound, because incomplete
: the choice is not merely between believing that the PAP is a proof and believing that it is not a proof; there is a third option, suspending judgement about the real demonstrativeness of the PAP, and this was Sextus’ actual choice. But, as I have already said, the dogmatist could refuse to believe the sincerity of this choice: not only has Sextus presented an argument, but he also believes that it is a proof; otherwise he would not find it persuasive (and could never hope to persuade his adversary: remember the first horn of the initial dilemma).

I take the whole final passage of Against the Logicians as Sextus’ keen answer to this implicit further worry:

And even if it be conceded (k¨n sugcwrhqÍ) that the argument against proof is demonstrative, the dogmatists will not gain any advantage thereby in establishing the existence of proof, as we have already shown; for it concludes that proof does not exist, and if this is true it becomes false that proof exists (M 8.478)

The very beginning of this passage is crucial for a correct understanding of what follows; the concessive protasis must not be understood as meaning that the Sceptic
 does actually admit that the PAP is a proof
. Sextus here is only making an assumption dialectically, to satisfy finally the dogmatist’s request for a ‘yes/no answer’ to his dilemma. Sextus will show that even the apparently most compromising choice (‘Yes, the PAP is a proof’) cannot force the Pyrrhonist (via self-refutation) into the undesired admission of the existence of proof. The reason, as Sextus explicitly reminds us, is the same as he provided when the dilemma had been directed back to the dogmatist: it is not enough to say that if the PAP is a proof, then, by peritrop», proof exists; one should not overlook the fact that, if the PAP is a proof, its conclusion (‘Proof does not exist’) is true, and that it is therefore false that proof exists
.

While by the same argument Sextus concluded above with the assurance that from admitting that the PAP is a proof the belief in the existence of proof follows no more than the belief in its non-existence, now he voices a possible further reply by the dogmatist:

Yes, they say, but the argument concluding that proof does not exist, being a proof, rejects itself (˜autÕn ™kb£llei). (M 8.479)

At first glance it could seem that this objection does not bring anything new into our discussion; it could in fact be interpreted as a mere restatement of the charge of peritrop» we have already seen at the very beginning and a few lines above (although such redundancy would be uncomfortable). But it is Sextus’ answer that helps us to appreciate the fundamental newness of this objection: the PAP – Sextus specifies – does not reject itself in all cases (oÙ p£ntwj). In fact many things are said with an exception (kaq' Øpexa…resin): as Zeus is said to be ‘the father of gods and men’ with the exception of himself, so also when the Pyrrhonists say that proof does not exist, they say so with the (implicit) exception of the argument that proves that proof does not exist; for this alone is a proof (M 8.479)
.

This answer contributes to making clear what the objection was; the rejection the dogmatist was speaking about is not the peritrop» of the form:

if the PAP is a proof, then there is at least one proof (the PAP itself), therefore proof exists (contra the PAP’s conclusion):

 


P(PAP) ( ((x)P(x)

The rejection on the table here takes this form:

if the PAP is a proof, its conclusion (‘Proof does not exist’) is true; but then, if proof does not exist, the PAP itself is not a proof:

 P(PAP) ( (((x)P(x) ( ( P(PAP)

Sextus’ first reply to this charge consists in interpreting the conclusion of the PAP as containing an implicit exception: from the fact that the PAP is demonstrative, it follows that no proof exists apart from the PAP, but from that it clearly no longer follows that the PAP is not a proof. The PAP does not reject itself (from the set of the alleged proofs); it does not say that it itself is not a proof, and therefore it does not banish its own demonstrative power, whose effect is to prove that no other proof exists. At the same time, Sextus retains his immunity to the initial charge of peritrop»; if the version of the PAP he presented is implicitly

PAP*
<{p, q, r, ... } |- No proof exists apart from the PAP*>

then even the assumption that the PAP* is a proof does not cause peritrop». The dogmatist is left with a very meagre consolation: under the assumption that the PAP* is a proof, the Sceptic will be committed to allowing that there exists one (and only one) proof, the PAP*
.

But Sextus is merciless; his further reply to the dogmatist’s objection will take away even this final consolation from his adversary
.

3.5 
 The Pyrrhonist’s final move: the perigraf» argument

Sextus said above that not in all the cases (oÙ p£ntwj) does the PAP reject itself; when it is taken without any exception (not as an elliptical statement of the PAP*), the PAP does indeed reject itself, but

even if it does reject itself (k¨n aØtÕn d� ™kb£llV), the existence of proof is not thereby confirmed. For there are many things which dispose themselves in the same condition in which they dispose other things. Just as, for example, fire after having consumed the wood destroys also itself, and like purgatives after having driven the humours out of the bodies expel themselves as well, so too the argument against proof, having done away with (¢nele‹n) any proof, can (dÚnatai) bracket also itself  along with them (kaˆ ˜autÕn sumperigr£fein). (M 8.480)

The verbs dÚnatai and sumperigr£fein and the simile of purgatives recall the passages about the self-bracketing of the Sceptical fwna…, and invite us to apply the same approach here. The PAP’s conclusion is ‘Proof does not exist’ (here without any exception); but if the PAP is considered a proof by the Pyrrhonist (as Sextus is conceding here only dialectically), then that conclusion is a conclusion about the PAP itself too. The PAP, when (and only when) the Pyrrhonist gives the answer ‘The PAP is a proof’ to the dogmatist’s dilemma, becomes itself one of the alleged proofs (and thereby self-referring), and by establishing that no proof exists, it brackets itself as well as the other alleged proofs
. The self-bracketing of the PAP that Sextus accepts and embraces has as its result the expunction of the PAP from the set of the alleged proofs; it is not a form of pragmatic self-refutation (as McPherran and Burnyeat believe), nor the peritrop» with which the dogmatist charged the Pyrrhonist at the very beginning of the passage, and which I have proposed to classify, on the contrary, as an instance of dialectical self-refutation.

I think that in the analysis of the passage much confusion has been caused by bringing into the picture the concept of pragmatic self-refutation, and collapsing into a single entity a sentence, the way in which it is presented, and the reasoning in support of that sentence
. On the contrary, I believe that we should carefully distinguish three distinct linguistic objects implied in Sextus’ treatment of the PAP:

(1) 
the PAP itself (the whole set of sentences <{p, q, r, ...} |- Proof does not exist>);

(2) 
the statement ‘The PAP is a proof’;

(3) 
the conclusion of the PAP (‘Proof does not exist’).

The PAP is not inclusive of the thought that it itself is a proof; the very aim of the  dogmatist’s dilemma is to force the Pyrrhonist’s commitment to this
. The acronym ‘PAP’, that I have used hitherto for uniformity with McPherran, is in an important sense misleading: Sextus always (and cautiously) speaks of Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj, this very name leaving the demonstrativeness or otherwise of that argument unprejudiced. A more exact label would have been, therefore, ‘AAP’ (argument against proof), where ‘argument’ is to be understood in the broadest and least technical sense possible (any set of sentences disposed in some orderly manner). I shall use hereafter this acronym that I deem more adequate.

The dogmatist’s initial charge of self-refutation (peritrop») concerns the connected statement of (3) and (2). Sextus has stated (3) (as the last step of (1)); if he endorses (2) in answering to the dilemma, he is forced into admitting ((3), refuting himself:

(a) Proof does not exist



(3)

(b) The AAP is a proof



(2)

(c) Proof exists




from (b) (peritrop» of (a))

The dogmatist’s objection of self-rejection regards (1) and (3), under the assumption of (2):

(A) <{p, q, r, ...} |- Proof does not exist>

(1), previously propounded 

(B) The AAP is a proof



(2), assumed dialectically      

(C) The conclusion of the AAP is true 

from (B) 

(D) Proof does not exist



(3), from (A) and (C) 

(E) The AAP is not a proof


from (D)

What is the conclusion (E)? (E) is the rejection of (A), that is of the AAP, from the set of the alleged proofs, being a result of its self-bracketing; and (A) has become self-bracketing only under the assumption of (B). Not only is the AAP not involved in any self-refutation, but it is not even self-bracketing tout court. When presented along with the further assumption that it is a proof, the AAP inscribes itself into its scope, bracketing and rejecting itself in the plain sense that it says that it too is not a proof, and expunges itself from the set of alleged proofs in which it had been assumed.

The parallelism with Sextus’ use of self-bracketing with regard to the Sceptical fwna… appears amazingly exact: in this latter the perigraf» argument shows how it is impossible for the Pyrrhonist to dogmatize, even if he wished to diabebaioàsqai his fwna…; here, the perigraf» argument shows that it is impossible for the Pyrrhonist to be subject to peritrop» and involuntarily admit the existence of proof when he propounds his AAP. Even if the Pyrrhonist should claim that the AAP is a proof  (the necessary condition for being subject to peritrop»), he would be logically committed to believing that no proof exists, the alleged PAP not excepted, and thus he would avoid the danger of peritrop»; and the Pyrrhonist is perfectly aware of that.

Self-refutation (peritrop»), once again, is not in the picture; or, better, it is, but only as a charge which the Sceptic strongly rejects. And Sextus refutes the truth of the charge against himself in virtue of his actual mental attitude (see section 3.3), and its very logical possibility by his exquisite perigraf» argument.

I think that McPherran’s claim that here we have a form of pragmatic self-refutation in which ‘a proposition is falsified by the particular mode in which it is presented’
 does not grasp the real mechanism at work in this passage. Apart from the non-trivial fact that the AAP is not a proposition, what could it mean that the AAP is falsified? That one of its premisses is shown to be false? That one of its inferences is shown to be fallacious? That its conclusion is shown to be false? None of these conclusions can justifiably be drawn by the argument I analysed above. What could be correctly regarded as subject to peritrop» is the assumption (B) (‘The AAP is a proof’); one who endorses (B) is finally forced into admitting its contradictory, namely (E) ‘The AAP is not a proof’
. And (B) is not the AAP, but only a necessary condition for the AAP to bracket itself; I see no plausible reason to say that the AAP is refuted by itself. The only sense in which the AAP can be said to be cancelled is that, under certain conditions, one has honestly to admit that it is not a proof. I specify ‘under certain conditions’ because such confession makes sense only in the case in which the AAP had been previously taken to be a proof; to employ once again the philological metaphor, it could be said that it would be impossible to bracket something that has not even been written.

Both the lÒgoi against proof and the fwna… can be compared to expunging brackets; they indicate respectively the expunction of the alleged proofs and of the alleged truths. Their status is different from the status of what they expunge; the AAPs are not advanced as members of the set of the alleged proofs, the Sceptical fwna… are not considered members of the set of the alleged truths. In the same way, the nature of diacritical marks, like expunging brackets, is intrinsically different from that of the other signs that can appear on the page of a codex; the perigrafa… are in the text, but not part of the text. 

Suppose that a dogmatist is – or pretends to be – unable to grasp the real nature of the AAPs and fwna…; he insists on claiming that the AAPs are meant by the Pyrrhonist to be genuine proofs and that the fwna… are meant to express true maxims, and thus he charges his adversary with self-refutation and dogmatism. It will be sufficient to explain to him that, in this case, the AAPs and the fwna… would be part of their own scope of application, and would immediately cancel, respectively, their own alleged demonstrativeness and truth; and that the Pyrrhonist is perfectly aware of that. 

Such a situation would be like a circumstance in which someone (say, a dull copyist) is unable to understand the difference between ordinary linguistic signs (e.g. letters of the Greek alphabet) and diacritical signs (e.g. a pair of expunging round brackets). Someone tells him that whenever in the exemplar he finds something included within round brackets, he is not to reproduce it on his codex. The copyist follows the instructions, but continues to consider the brackets themselves as a part of the text: he does not copy what is included within brackets, but he zealously reproduces the outer text and the brackets themselves. The copyist’s supervisor tries hard to explain to him the particular status of the expunging brackets, but his attempt is unsuccessful. The supervisor, however, does not lose his well-known tranquillity, and devises a trick to obtain the desired result from the copyist (a manuscript in which the original text appears, without the expunged passages or, needless to say, the expunging brackets). He explains to him that the pairs of round brackets mean not only ‘Don’t copy what we bracket!’, but also ‘Don’t copy us either!’; he explains to him that the round brackets are actually ‘self-bracketing brackets’.

Obviously this would be an imprecise and naïve account of what expunging brackets are and of how they operate; but it works, and in such a desperate situation that is enough. Actually expunging brackets do not need to expunge themselves too, simply because they are not the kind of things that need to (or can) be expunged from a text; the Sceptical fwna… do not need to say to themselves ‘Actually you are no more believable than your opposite’, simply because the Pyrrhonist does not believe that they are true; the AAP does not need to say to itself ‘Actually you are not demonstrative’, simply because the Pyrrhonist does not believe that the AAP is demonstrative. None the less, if the dogmatist wishes to behave like the dull copyist, the Pyrrhonist still has something effective to say.

I hope it is now clear enough that Sextus’ similes of  purgatives and fire are intended further to delineate the functioning of the perigraf» argument, by depicting an expunction without residues, and are not, once again, similes for peritrop»; and I think that the purgatives simile is much more helpful and worth analysing in detail. 

Suppose that when the Sceptic presents the AAP he additionally believes that the AAP is a proof (he thinks, and is disposed to concede, that he is presenting a PAP); in this case the PAP, it could be said just a bit naïvely, is ‘introduced’ into his mind among all the other arguments taken to be demonstrative, as purgatives are introduced into the body among the humours. The PAP, in virtue of its alleged demonstrativeness, concludes persuasively that proof does not exist, and that all the arguments previously considered genuine proofs actually are not; these arguments are expelled from the set of the alleged proofs, or are bracketed, as spurious words or sentences could be bracketed in a Greek manuscript. In parallel, purgatives expel the harmful humours from the body. Having applied its conclusion to all the other alleged proofs, the PAP brackets itself too, supposedly being itself a proof, and says that it itself is not a proof (the set of the arguments considered genuine proofs is now completely empty); in the same way, having expelled the humours from the body, purgatives also expel themselves.

There is a further interesting simile for the self-bracketing character which the AAP would assume if considered a genuine proof, and for the use that Sextus makes of it here:

And again, just as it is not impossible for one who has ascended to a high place (™f' ØyhlÒn tÒpon) by a ladder to overturn the ladder with his foot after his ascent, so also it is not unlikely that the Sceptic, having arrived at establishing what he proposed by means of the argument showing the non-existence of proof, as if it were by a scaling ladder, should then do away with (¢nele‹n) this very argument. (M 8.481)

We find in this ladder simile a temporal ingredient that is actually scattered in the whole passage: first the PAP does away with the other proofs, and then brackets itself; first the fire consumes the wood, and then destroys also itself; first purgatives expel the humours from the body, and then themselves; first the man ascends to a high place, and then overturns the ladder he has just used
.

McPherran grounds his overall interpretation of Sextus’ acceptance of self-refutation on this temporal ingredient: the ‘temporal gap’ between the impression of finding the Sceptical fwna… and PAPs persuasive and the subsequent realization of their self-refutation (absolute in the former case, pragmatic in the latter) leaves sufficient room for them to perform their function (to induce ™poc») in the dialectical play against the dogmatist
.

I shall not try here to supply an account of the complex and interesting defence McPherran makes of the plausibility of Sextus’ final move of accepting self-refutation, nor to point out the factors I still consider unconvincing in it. That defence is founded on the presupposition that Sextus happily admits that his fwna… and lÒgoi, when considered from a dogmatic perspective, are self-refuting; I hope to have shown thoroughly enough why I believe that this presupposition itself is not correct.

I shall spend, however, just a few words on the temporal aspect on which McPherran lays such stress; it is true that the temporal gap seems to be quite an important element for Sextus in the final section of Against the Logicians. But it is also an indisputable datum that in none of the other three passages analysed above does such a temporal variable appear: ‘oÙd�n m©llon says that it too, along with the other things, is oÙ m©llon, and hence it brackets itself along with the other things’ (PH 1.14); ‘We [the Sceptics] do not affirm definitely that they [the fwna…] are absolutely true, since we say that they can do away with themselves, bracketing themselves along with what they are said of’ (PH 1.206); ‘Arguments, like purgative drugs which evacuate themselves along with the matters present in the body, can actually bracket themselves along with the other arguments which are said to be demonstrative’ (PH 2.188).

If I was right in considering the four passages to be strictly related and in maintaining that they present a homogeneous philosophical strategy, the most plausible thing to say is that a temporal gap between the expunction of the alleged proofs and the realisation of the self-bracketing character of the PAP itself can certainly exist at a psychological level
, but does not play any role in the work the perigraf» argument is supposed to do
. The only thing Sextus absolutely needs is that the AAPs should not be bracketed before they can do the work they are supposed to do, as bizarre purgatives somehow vanishing before being swallowed; and Sextus seems to have no doubts that such a requirement is fully satisfied by his perigraf» argument. I shall explain in the next section why such confidence might be too easy and actually exposed to substantial questions and doubts.

3.6 
 Perigraf» argument and Stoic logic
From the very beginning of my analysis I have tried to point out the several features that make Sextus’ treatment of the Sceptical fwna… and lÒgoi strongly parallel, starting from the dialectical role the perigraf» argument plays in both cases. But that parallelism, although very wide and attractive, is not absolute.

We have seen that in both cases the starting-point is a charge which the dogmatist brings against the Pyrrhonist: the charge of dogmatizing (dogmat…zein), in the case of the utterance of the fwna…, and the charge of self-refutation (peritrop»), in the case of the Pyrrhonist’s presentation of the AAPs. 

In both cases Sextus rejects the charge, because of the actual attitude the Pyrrhonist has when he makes his utterances: his fwna… are mere avowals of his mental p£qh, and are not to be intended as true assertions about reality;  and although his AAPs are persuasive for the Pyrrhonist at present
, he suspends judgement about their actual demonstrativeness (he does not want to give a positive answer to the dogmatist’s dilemma, whose second horn contains the charge of peritrop»).

Not only does Sextus reject the dogmatist’s charges, however, but he wants also to show that what he is accused of is actually something impossible, even from a strictly logical point of view. The Sceptic is well aware of the fact that even if he advanced his fwna… as true maxims (a necessary condition for being guilty of dogmatism), the result would be that, via self-bracketing (and not via self-refutation), he would not believe them (and that guarantees that he does not dogmatize in uttering them). Again, even if the Pyrrhonist conceded that the AAPs are proofs (are PAPs), the effect would be that, via self-bracketing (and not via self-refutation), he would not believe that they are proofs (any charge of peritrop» becoming impossible)
.

Up to this point, the main elements of parallelism are apparent; let us see now where and how the two accounts diverge. The most basic difference rests on the trivial fact that the AAPs, unlike the fwna…, are arguments. Sextus can even say that his fwna… are merely the verbal expressions of his present state of mind, and in this way avoid the charge of dogmatizing; one who utters oÙd�n m©llon on finding himself in a mental state of ™poc» would be, in an important sense, no different from one who utters an ‘ouch’ when in a state of pain. This interjective nature of the Sceptical utterances might appear naïve, but it is still perfectly consistent. 

But in the case of the AAPs this account is not adequate. Sextus cannot be satisfied with showing that, when the Pyrrhonist presents the AAPs, he is not refuting himself; the AAPs are arguments, and one function of arguments is to persuade other people of something (the truth of their conclusion), not merely to record what one feels. Sextus certainly has every right to claim that he finds the AAPs persuasive (to a certain degree), and at the same time to refuse to decide whether the AAPs are genuine proofs or not. Nevertheless, he cannot confine himself to this kind of first-person confession.

In the case of the AAPs, self-bracketing has to work not only as a defensive mechanism against the charge of peritrop». As I pointed out in the last section, Sextus has also to guarantee that the AAPs keep the capacity to persuade the dogmatist that proof does not exist, to the same degree to which the arguments in favour of proof persuade the dogmatist that proof exists; only in this case will the dogmatist finally suspend judgement about the existence of proof. We have seen above that Sextus is confident of having guaranteed the AAPs a persuasive power, and not only safety from peritrop»; let us now consider whether this confidence is justified.

The dogmatist, on the one hand, starts from the assumption stated in the first horn of his dilemma: (a) if the AAPs are not recognized as demonstrative, they are not credible (an argument is credible only if it is a proof). The Pyrrhonist, on the other hand, thinks that such a requirement is excessive and claims that (b) not all persuasive arguments are demonstrative (even an argument that is not recognized as demonstrative can be persuasive
).

Here again is the perigraf» argument, as I sketched it in the last section:

(1) <{p, q, r, ...} |- Proof does not exist>

AAP

(2) The AAP is a proof



dialectically assumed     

(3) The conclusion of the AAP is true 

from (2) 

(4) Proof does not exist



from (1) and (3)

(5) The AAP is not a proof



from (4)

As a defensive mechanism against the dogmatist’s charge of peritrop», the perigraf» argument seems to be entirely successful
. From assuming that the AAP is a proof and the AAP itself, it follows that no proof exists (the AAP not excepted); even if the Sceptic were committed to the compromising assertion of (2) (which he actually is not), he would not end up admitting, by peritrop», the existence of proof (at least no more than he would end up admitting its non-existence)
.

Also as a positive argument intended to lead the dogmatist to ™poc», Sextus’ perigraf» argument seems at first sight to work: it concludes that proof does not exist in a credible way, namely through an argument, the AAP, which on assumption (2) is a proof (the dogmatist’s requirement (a) is therefore satisfied). But why on earth should a dogmatist grant premiss (2)? Let me suggest a possible answer. The dogmatist has not yet produced any argument capable of denying the demonstrativeness of the AAP (by showing, for example, that the AAP contains some false premisses, or some fallacious inferences). The burden of proof is on him; given what counts as a proof from a dogmatic perspective, the Sceptical AAPs have the external appearance of genuine proofs and thus, until he has proof to the contrary, the dogmatist should admit that this is what they are. In virtue of his own high standards of assent and argument, the dogmatist cannot confine himself to saying that the AAPs, unlike many other proof-like arguments, actually are not demonstrative, merely because he does not like their conclusion, without giving any reason
. If he wished to do that, he ought for coherence to admit that his arguments too cannot be considered proofs; but since he will be unlikely to renounce to the demonstrativeness of his own arguments, he ought honestly to grant that the AAPs too are proofs, and accept premiss (2).

An alert reader should feel dissatisfied with this whole line of reasoning. There is actually a straightforward argument that shows the falsity of (2), blocking from the very beginning the argument sketched above: the assumption (2) (‘The AAP is a proof’) has, as its last consequence, (5) (‘The AAP is not a proof’). But, (5) being the contradictory of (2), we have the result that (2) implies its own contradictory (in Sextus’ own terms, (2) is subject to peritrop»):

(P2)    (2) ( ((2)

Now, the following is a valid formula of the sentential calculus:

(CM) (p ( (p) ( (p

This formula is called Consequentia Mirabilis
: if a sentence implies its own contradictory, it is (necessarily) false. From the Mirabilis and  (P2) we can easily infer, by modus ponens:

((2)

(2) is false, or, more precisely, is necessarily false; it is logically impossible that the AAP is a genuine proof. The dogmatist has at his disposal a powerful argument against (2); Sextus cannot assume (2) as the starting premiss of his argument, not even dialectically. No one could ever believe that the AAP is a proof.

The realization of the necessary falsity of (2) would prevent Sextus – as well as anyone else – from endorsing the second horn of the dogmatist’s dilemma, and so would allow him to avoid the charge of peritrop», playing indirectly the same role as the perigraf» argument in its defensive aspect. But now Sextus is left with no argument to persuade his adversary: he has to definitely seize the first horn of the dilemma, and say that the AAP is not a proof. He can still say, perhaps, that the AAP, although admittedly non-demonstrative, appears persuasive to him, just as much as the arguments in favour of proof, but he can no longer hope to lead the dogmatist to ™poc»; the dogmatist will never be persuaded by the AAP which he knows for certain not to be a proof (see (a) above).

If the Sceptic really – though mysteriously – finds the AAP persuasive and is in a mental state of ™poc»  about the existence of proof, perhaps the dogmatist would be rash to accuse him of either self-refutation or insincerity, but, on the other hand, the Sceptic seems to have no cure left for the dogmatic disease. It seems that the maximum we might concede to Sextus is that all his talk about the AAPs is fairly useless: he and the dogmatist have achieved only a draw, each of them sticking to his starting position (but most neutral observers would say that the Sceptic has achieved the draw simply by giving up fighting).

But are we so certain that the dogmatist really has at his disposal an argument against (2) based on the application of ‘our’ Consequentia Mirabilis?
 To begin with, we do not find in Sextus (or in other ancient sources) a simple argument against the AAPs based on the Mirabilis like the one I presented above. And it is difficult to believe that the dogmatists would not have taken advantage of the opportunity to prove, in accordance with their own high standards of argument, that the AAPs necessarily were not proofs, had this been a real possibility for them
. Although quite impressive, however, this argument ex silentio cannot be considered decisive, since it is not implausible that Sextus could in his account have suppressed such a dangerous anti-Sceptical argument.

Nevertheless, there is a further, more general, point to raise. If we look carefully through Sextus’ work for some instance of peritrop» in which the ‘reversed’ thesis is for this reason said to be false, we shall be disappointed. There is no case in which Sextus claims that a given sentence is necessarily false because it implies its own contradictory. Furthermore, I think that it is not even completely correct to speak of sentences as the subjects of self-refutation: it is always a statement made in a particular dialectical context (or, even better, the utterer himself) that is said to be exposed to peritrop»: Burnyeat’s account of dialectical self-refutation probably turns out to be the best account of peritrop» tout court in Sextus’ work. There is someone, X,  who makes an assertion, p; someone else, Y, starting from p and through a more or less long and complex series of steps (implying more or fewer additional assumptions) manages to force X into admitting that not-p. Here the dialectical game is over, with the victory of Y and the peritrop» of X; there is never a further formal reflection about the fact that p, having implied its contradictory, expressed thereby from the very beginning something logically false.

Consider again the example of peritrop» I quoted on p. 6:

Now as to those who assert that all things are false, we proved above that they are refuted by themselves (peritrepomšnouj). For if all things are false, the statement ‘All things are false’, being one of the ‘all things’, will be false. And if the statement ‘All things are false’ is false, its contradictory, ‘Not all things are false’, will be true. Therefore, if all things are false, not all things are false. (M 8.55)

This is probably the most formal instance of self-refutation we can find in the whole Sextan corpus. Not only is the peritrop» explicitly ascribed to those who assert that ‘All things are false’, and not to the sentence itself; it is also clear that Sextus halts one step before the application of the Mirabilis. The final remark ‘Therefore, if all things are false, not all things are false’ seems to be a mere summary of the previous argument
; from it Sextus does not infer the further conclusion that ‘All things are false’ is necessarily false because it implies its own contradictory
.

Not only does Sextus never employ the Consequentia Mirabilis in his cases of peritrop»
, but, more generally, to the best of my knowledge, no similar rule is explicitly attested by our sources either for Hellenistic logic
 or, more broadly, for ancient logic
. To say confidently that the dogmatist has at hand a strong argument against (2) may mean providing him anachronistically with a weapon he would be unable to handle. Before discarding Sextus’ perigraf» argument as a hopeless failure, therefore, we should find some clear example in ancient logic in which some rule like the Mirabilis is, if not explicitly stated, at least unequivocally applied. If we cannot, the dogmatist does not yet have any decisive argument against (2); so he should either accept (2) and all its consequences, among which there is not only (5) (‘The AAP is not a proof’), but (4) as well (‘No proof exists’), or reject (2), by saying that the AAPs are not genuine proofs, or by suspending judgement about this unclear issue. But in this latter case, perhaps, he ought for coherence to deny (or suspend judgement about) the demonstrativeness of all other proof-like arguments too.

There is actually another argument that could conclude the falsity of (2). We have seen at section 3.2 that if the dogmatist said in answer to Sextus’ returned dilemma that the AAP is a proof, then, according to Sextus, he would affirm the existence of proof no more than he would deny it. From ‘The AAP is a proof’ it follows that (at least one) proof does exist; but it follows likewise that the conclusion of the AAP is true, i.e. that proof does not exist. Sextus’ implicit moral is that the dogmatist, confronted with such equipollence, should be led to ™poc»; but an alert modern logician, again, would get a very different conclusion from Sextus’ premisses. The following is a valid inference-schema of the sentential calculus:

p ( q

p ( (q
( (p  

But, hence, we have:

If (p) the AAP is a proof, then (q) proof exists;

(by peritrop»)

If (p) the AAP is a proof, then ((q) proof does not exist; (by the truth of the 

AAP’s conclusion)

( ((p) the AAP is not a proof.



((2)

One could object, again: ‘the dogmatic adversaries of Sextus, and in particular the Stoics, were certainly skilled logicians, but they were not as skilled as present-day logicians are’. But this time we have a little evidence that the inference schema needed to refute (2) was known to the Stoics. Origen (Contra Celsum 7.15) preserves the following Stoic schema, which he calls di¦ dÚo tropikîn qeèrhma (‘theorem from two mode-premisses’
):

If the first, then the second;

If the first, then not the second;

Therefore, not the first.

Yet, Origen is our only source both for the schema and for its application; it is therefore extremely hard to say just when and how broadly the Stoics used it.

The name di¦ dÚo tropikîn qeèrhma (but only the name) is actually attested in Sextus also (PH 2.3); but I think it cannot be excluded that in PH 2.3 Sextus is referring to some different argument, since oƒ di¦ dÚo tropikîn are seemingly all those ‘two-premiss arguments composed of two mode-premisses which have a simple proposition as conclusion’, where ‘mode-premisses’ are broadly those ‘premisses which are a disjunction or a conditional or a (negated) conjunction’
.

It is a fact, however, that Sextus never presents, criticizes, or uses the di¦ dÚo tropikîn argument in his work; so it is hardly odd that he does not evoke it against himself in the final part of Against the Logicians. Moreover, even if Sextus knew the di¦ dÚo tropikîn as it is preserved by Origen, this would not imply that Sextus should grant its soundness. There is a passage in the Outlines of Pyrrhonism (PH 2.188-192), in which Sextus argues that the dogmatist’s constructive dilemma in favour of the existence of proof (see p. 43) is invalid
:

[A] If the conditional ‘If proof exists, proof exists’ is sound, the opposite of its consequent, i.e. ‘Proof does not exist’, must conflict (m£cesqai) with ‘Proof exists’; for this is the antecedent of the conditional. [B] But it is impossible, according to them, for a conditional composed of conflicting statements to be sound. [C] For the conditional announces that if its antecedent is the case, then so too is its consequent, and conflicting statements announce the opposite – that if either one of them is the case, it is impossible for the other to hold. [D] If, therefore, this conditional – ‘If proof exists, proof exists’ – is sound, then the conditional ‘If proof does not exist, proof exists’ cannot be sound.  (PH 2.188)

[A] is clearly true for anyone who adopts for conditionals the truth conditions involved by the (likely) Chrysippean sun£rthsij (‘connectedness’)
:

Those who introduce connectedness (sun£rthsij) say that a conditional is sound when the opposite of its consequent conflicts with its antecedent; according to them, the conditionals just stated [among which ‘If it is not the case that there are indivisible elements of things, there are indivisible elements of things’] will be unsound, but ‘If it is day, it is day’ will be true. (PH 2.111)

On the contrary, [B] has raised some debate: pointing out that the reasons given in [C] for attributing [B] to the Stoics (‘according to them’) look unsatisfactory, Stopper argued that [B] ‘is not a piece of Stoic logic but a consequence of a Sextan fallacy’
: one who adopts sun£rthsij is not thereby committed to the truth of thesis [B]. On the other hand, in a series of articles Nasti has maintained that [B] is not only a genuine Stoic thesis, but a pivotal, even if unnoticed, text for correctly understanding the meaning and truth conditions of sun£rthsij
.

I shall not enter here into the details of this debate; what is interesting for us is that, were [B] a genuine piece of Stoic logic, the Stoics themselves could not coherently consider the di¦ dÚo tropikîn a sound argument. If  p ( q  is sound, then  (q  conflicts with  p, but hence p ( (q  cannot be sound: it is impossible that both premisses of the argument should be sound. Sextus could charge his adversaries with inconsistency: they wish to use an argument the soundness
 of which they themselves ought to reject given their concept of sound conditional.

Yet, there remains the possibility that [B] is really the result of a Sextan fallacy. I think, however. that it is possible to devise an argument against the validity of the di¦ dÚo tropikîn on the sole basis of the Chrysippean definition of sun£rthsij, without employing the debatable [B]. We have seen above that those who adopt sun£rthsij believe that the conditional ‘If it is not the case that there are indivisible elements of things, there are indivisible elements of things’ is unsound, clearly because the opposite of its consequent does not conflict with its antecedent (since they are the same ¢x…wma, and on the assumption that no ¢x…wma conflicts with itself). More generally, it seems prima facie that no conditional of the form  (p ( p  or   p ( (p  can be sound if one accepts the Chrysippean interpretation of conditionals
. Chrysippean dialectic, thus, might turn out to be a system containing what is known as ‘Aristotle’s thesis’:

(AT) (((p ( p)

Aristotle himself proved that from endorsing (AT) it follows that  p ( q  and  (p ( q  cannot be sound together
; similarly, it would be easy to show that in a system adopting sun£rthsij  p ( q  and  p ( (q  cannot be sound together:

Suppose that (both p ( q  and  p ( (q  are sound)

If (p ( (q) is sound, then (q ( (p) is sound 


by contraposition

If (p ( q) and (q ( (p) are sound, then (p ( (p) is sound
by transitivity

But  (p ( (p) is not sound




by the definition 

of sun£rthsij
Therefore, ((both p ( q  and  p ( (q  are sound)
.

But, from this, it is plain that the the di¦ dÚo tropikîn cannot be sound. Even more important, as William Kneale noticed, in a logical system containing (AT) ‘there could never be any valid argument in the pattern of the consequentia mirabilis’
; and it seems that the same could to be said for a logic in which the truth conditions for conditionals involve sun£rthsij.

It is possible that we have arrived at an explanation for the absence, indicated above, of the Mirabilis from ancient texts: it seems that both Aristotelian and Chrysippean logic have features which make the Mirabilis and other arguments in its pattern unsound
. And we must be careful to avoid the blunder of considering such features as logical mistakes; classical sentential calculus is not the logic, and there exist many interesting alternative systems which have different logical goals and which reject as invalid important formulae of classical calculus. Some systems of twentieth-century logicians, usually classified under the name of ‘relevance logic’, have been compared with Stoic syllogistic
; in particular, Storrs McCall, by developing a system based on a concept of ‘connexive implication’ stronger than material and strict implication, has given up the classical law of simplification, the paradoxical theses Ex falso quodlibet and Ex impossibili quodlibet and the Consequentia Mirabilis, those very theses of which no trace can be found in our sources for Stoic logic
.

None the less, we should refrain carefully from considering Stoic logic as nothing but an illustrious ancestor of modern relevance logic, and from feeling certain that the Mirabilis and any other argument in its pattern were unsound for the Stoics. The fact, certified by our sources, that arguments like the di¦ dÚo tropikîn, or the constructive dilemma seen on p. 43, were employed by the Stoics cannot be overlooked, and some adequate explanation is therefore demanded for the apparent inconsistency between such usage and the adoption of Chrysippean sun£rthsij as we understand it. One could suggest that the Stoics simply were unaware of the danger, and wholly guilty of the inconsistency in question, even if attributing such a blunder to them seems rather outrageous
; or that in the problematic arguments we are interested in the underlying analysis of conditionals is not necessarily sun£rthsij, but perhaps, for example, Philonian implication
; or, again, that adopting sun£rthsij does not in reality undermine the validity of those arguments (one could argue, for example, that, given the mere definition of sun£rthsij, nothing prevents a necessary falsehood from implying its own contradictory, or a necessary truth from being implied by its own contradictory, since necessary falsehoods, or at least some of them, might be said to conflict with themselves
).

Any investigation of these issues should be directed by awareness that Stoic dialectic is not a monolith, and cannot be identified with Chrysippean dialectic tout court. Arguments which may have been unsound for Chrysippus, could have been adopted as perfectly genuine proofs by later Stoics
, and employed as powerful weapons against the Sceptics
; it is by no means necessary that sun£rthsij  be embraced by every Stoic over a period of four centuries or more
. Any attempt of tracing such historical distinctions is made extremely hard, if not impossible, by the scantiness of the extant testimonies for Stoic logic; but such difficulties as ours must not lead us to postulate an alternative, easier, but deeply inexact, image of Stoic logic as an immutable and compact whole, without internal conflicts, changes, and developments.

These sketchy remarks on the soundness of the AAPs’ perigraf» argument do not pretend to be exhaustive, and so much the less definitive; my primary purpose here was to show (against the standard reading) how that argument is supposed to work, and not to decide how well it works. What I wanted to make clear is that any correct interpretation and evaluation of Sextus’ argument is possible only within the boundaries of ancient dialectic, by refraining carefully from the anachronistic application of modern logical categories. It is in ancient logic, and in particular in Hellenistic and Imperial Stoic logic, that we should look for an answer to the question whether the dogmatist really has at his disposal the necessary tools to defuse that argument, or whether the Pyrrhonist’s strategy is not only refined, but also surprisingly effective in undermining the dogmatist’s confidence in the existence of proof.

3.7 
 Pyrrhonism as a treatment of the dogmatic disease

Leaving this question open to further reflections and researches, I think it will not be superfluous to lay down a final clarification about the double role (defensive and ‘offensive’) which I have attributed to the perigraf» argument as it is built in the final section of Against the Logicians. We have seen above that the protagonist of that passage is the Pyrrhonist; it is the Pyrrhonist who grasps the second horn of the dogmatist’s dilemma (though only for dialectical purposes), and thus gets involved in the self-bracketing of the AAP. And self-bracketing allows him to resist the charge of self-refutation (defensive role) and, at the same time, to be persuaded (to a certain degree) of the non-existence of proof. It is the Pyrrhonist who uses the ladder of the AAP (making of it ex hypothesi a PAP) to ascend to a ØyhlÕj tÒpoj, and then overturns it with his foot; no mention at all is made of the dogmatist. Where, then, is the ‘offensive’ side of the perigraf» argument supposed to lie? Again: we know that the Pyrrhonist claims to be already in a (presumably high) condition of ™poc» about the existence of proof, being persuaded with equal force by the AAPs and by the dogmatic arguments in favour of proof. Where is the ladder supposed to take him, then, when in the dialectical game he consents to subscribe to the second horn of his adversary’s dilemma? And how does the dogmatist enter into the picture?

The ancient Pyrrhonists – Sextus reveals to us – are not only skilled argument-makers; they ‘are philanthropic and wish to cure by argument, as far as they can, the conceit and rashness of the dogmatists’ (PH 3.280)
. The Pyrrhonist is already in the healthy and untroubled condition of ™poc», but from such high ground he does not confine himself to scornfully gazing at his adversary, stuck in the wretched lowlands of Dogmatism; he chooses to go downhill, just for a few moments, and to show the dogmatist the way to leave that unhealthy place.

The dogmatist, poisoned by his own dogmatism, strongly believes that proof exists, but at the same time is in the awkward position of being unable to find any argument to establish that the dangerous AAPs are not genuine proofs
. The Pyrrhonist, philanthropically descending from his ØyhlÕj tÒpoj
, shows him what presumably he himself realised (and put into practice) some time before: if they cannot be defused, the AAPs can be used as a ladder, safe enough to scale the dogmatic walls and climb to a higher place, where persuasion of the non-existence of proof will finally counterbalance the opposite belief in its existence, leading the dogmatist to ™poc». It is a ladder that can be overturned as soon as the summit has been reached, without hesitation or regrets
.

What for the Pyrrhonist is only the last, brilliant move in the dialectical play could represent for the dogmatist the first, crucial step towards mental health and Pyrrhonism.
Conclusion

This Thesis aimed at introducing and presenting an analysis of the problem of the so-called Sceptical acceptance of self-refutation different from (and possibly better than) the one advanced and espoused by McPherran and other scholars, on the basis of an accurate review of the relevant passages in Sextus Empiricus’ works.

I have attempted to show that the problem itself has not been correctly formulated in the past times: it is an indisputable terminological datum, up to now completely (and surprisingly) overlooked by the scholars, that Sextus never adopts, in relation to the Sceptical fwna… and lÒgoi, the noun peritrop» or the verb peritršpein, standard terms at his time for what we call ‘self-refutation’ nowadays, but invariably employs (sum)perigr£fein (chapter 1). I explained that under this precise and controlled terminological choice by Sextus is hidden a substantial difference in the deep logic of the peritrop» argument, on the one hand, and of the perigraf» argument – so I have baptized Sextus’ argument – on the other hand: the peritrop» argument ends with a reversal of the original thesis into its own contradictory (self-refutation), the perigraf» argument ends with a peculiar self-expunction without residues of the involved thesis (chapter 2). It is just this feature of self-bracketing, the absence of epistemic commitments for the Sceptic at the end of the day, that allows Sextus to employ the perigraf» argument as a refined defensive weapon, in a particular dialectical and concessive strategy, against the anti-Sceptical charges of disguised dogmatism and peritrop» (chapters 3 and 4). 

I also suggested that the similes of purgatives, of fire, and of a ladder, usually considered as similes for self-refutation, are actually to be intended as similes for self-expunction, and that a fourth charming philological metaphor is hidden in the Sextan choice of the verb (sum)perigr£fein. It remains open the necessity of attempting a reconstruction of the history of the perigraf» argument and of the connected philological metaphor (need which I attempt to meet in Appendix A).

In section 3.6 I have then examined the question whether the perigraf» argument can also have a positive, or so to speak offensive, role in its application to the proof against proof, as suggested by Sextus. The attempt of assessing the logical plausibility of such an employment of the argument has led us to examine and discuss some controversial features of Hellenistic and Stoic logic, and in particular of Chrysippean sun£rthsij. It is towards a reconstruction of Hellenistic logic finally set free from exegetic incrustations, interpretative prejudices and anachronistic projections that a possible research topic suggested by my Thesis goes (for some fragmentary starting-points, worth deeper inquiry, toward such a reconstruction see Appendix B).

I hope, finally, that the same attitude of cautious exegetic scepticism which has inspired my attempt of revising a fundamentis the problem of the Sceptical self-refutation (and which, I have suggested, ought to be applied to the whole Hellenistic logic), can also bear interesting results at the future time in a work of careful reconstruction and classification of the various ways of refutation (and self-refutation) in ancient dialectic, to establish, with logical and philological rigorousness, their analogies and differences and their historical development and stratigraphy.
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Appendix A  

Historical Appendix

The main thesis of my Self-bracketing Pyrrhonism is that in the four alleged occurrences of Sextus’ acceptance of self-refutation
 a different (and I believe much more refined) argument is actually at work. I baptized this argument ‘perigraf» argument’, after the verb (sum)perigr£fein Sextus employs in all those passages. The argument, as I reconstructed it, is meant to face the charges of dogmatism and self-refutation (peritrop») that the dogmatists deploy against the Sceptics, by showing that the Sceptical fwna… and lÒgoi would be self-cancelling (or, more precisely, self-bracketing), and therefore secure from those attacks, whenever (wrongly) interpreted, respectively, as dogmatic maxims and genuine proofs. I have argued that the inner logic of self-bracketing is different from the one of self-refutation, and that Sextus careful use of the different terms (sum)perigr£fein, on the one hand, and peritršpein (peritrop»), on the other one, perfectly mirrors this distinction.

My aim in this appendix is to understand whether my perigraf» argument – or at least something similar – appears in any other source of ancient Scepticism or, on the contrary, something closer to McPherran’s version can be singled out.

As far as I could ascertain by my research, only two texts, outside Sextus, look prima facie possible witnesses for our investigation: D. L. 9.74-76, 103-104 and Aristocles apud Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 14.18.21. In these passages an explicit admission of self-elimination is attributed to the Pyrrhonists and associated with the simile of purgatives which we are already familiar with.

I shall deal with Diogenes’ testimony in section 2, and with Aristocles’ in section 3; but, first of all, I shall consider a few other passages that according to Burnyeat and McPherran would testify further similes for the Sceptical self-refutation. I shall maintain that such a reading is inaccurate, and that those passages are indeed completely extraneous to our problem; from them we should not expect any help in correctly interpreting Sextus’ passages, nor should we consider them relevant to our quest for the perigraf» argument (or the Sceptical acceptance of self-refutation) outside the boundaries of Sextus’ work.

A.1   Penelope, the Octopus and the Hydra
In the Appendix to his ‘Protagoras and Self-Refutation in Later Greek Philosophy’, in which a tentative history of the peritrop» argument is sketched, Myles Burnyeat writes:

Two comparisons attributed to Carneades suggest that he openly used reason to controvert reason: in one, dialectic is said to end by destroying the steps that came before like Penelope unweaving her web (Cicero, Academica II, 95); in the other, it refutes its own results like a polypus which eats its tentacles after they have grown (Stobaeus, Florilegium 82, 13; Plutarch, De communibus notitiis 1059e [...]; cp. Numenius frag. 25, 49-50=Eusebius, PE XIV, 6, 3 on Arcesilaus as a hydra cutting himself).
 

McPherran picks up the point, and in a footnote to his ‘Skeptical Homeopathy and Self-refutation’ he associates the same comparisons with Sextus’ simile of purgatives, taking all of them, as it is apparent from the context, as similes for the Sceptical self-refutation
. On p. 297 one of the pivotal points of McPherran’s interpretation is so stated: 

The ladder and the purgative metaphors indicate that Sextus finds it plausible that there should seem to be a ‘temporal gap’ between the ‘immediate’ application of a propositionally-construed utterance to the world and its further logical applications – especially to itself.

And in a footnote he adds:

The metaphors of the polypus and Penelope support this interpretation as well: the polypus eats its own tentacles only after they have grown, and Penelope first weaves her web and then unweaves it.

A brief survey of the passages will be sufficient to make it clear that they cannot offer the hoped support for McPherran’s interpretation. I shall explain that there are two compelling reasons for rejecting as ungrounded the very idea that the similes of Penelope and the octopus should be related to any (alleged) Sceptical self-refutation: the first one is that in Cicero’s, Plutarch’s and Stobaeus’ passages the target of the criticism is not the Sceptics, but their most strengthened dogmatic adversaries, the Stoics; the second one – applying also to Numenius’ passage – is that the self-elimination portrayed through those similes is of a kind which has very little if anything to do with the peritrop» which McPherran wants Sextus to attribute to his fwna… and lÒgoi
.

A.1.1   Penelope

Let us begin with Cicero’s passage in Lucullus. As Long and Sedley point out, Cicero is speaking ‘on behalf of the New Academy, here attacking Antiochus’ faith in Stoic dialectic. The material probably derives from Clitomachus, and can be taken as authentically Carneadean’
. The Stoics and the ‘Stoicizing’ Academy of Antiochus consider the Sorites arguments fallacious (vitiosum interrogandi genus); according to Carneades, on the other hand, those arguments simply show that ‘nature has permitted us no knowledge of limits such as would enable us to determine, in any case, how far to go’ (Luc. 92)
. Cicero argues, after Carneades, that Chrysippus’ treatment of the Sorites is unsuccessful (Luc. 93-94), and ‘hence this science [dialectic] [...] does not teach what is the lower or upper limit of increase or decrease’ (Luc. 94)
. We come then to our passage:

What of the fact that the same science, like Penelope unweaving her web, ends up by destroying what has come before? (quid quod eadem illa ars, quasi Penelopae telam retexens, tollit ad extremum superiora?) Is that your fault or ours? It is presumably the foundation of dialectic that whatever is asserted (what they call ¢x…wma, the equivalent of ‘proposition’ (effatum)) is either true or false. Well, are these propositions true or false? ‘If you say that you are speaking falsely, and you are telling the truth, you are speaking falsely’ and ‘if you are speaking falsely, you are telling the truth’? Of course, you call this insoluble (inexplicabilia) [...] if these puzzles of yours are insoluble, and no criterion is found for them, to enable you to answer whether they are true or false, what has become of that definition of the proposition as that which is either true or false? (Luc. 95)

The passage is unambiguous and can hardly be misunderstood: the Sceptic Carneades argues, against the Stoics, that Stoic dialectic tollit ad extremum superiora, being thus quasi Penelopae telam retexens. Here we find no Sceptic being charged with self-refutation, and so much the less accepting self-refutation, but there are Sceptics (Carneades, and Cicero after him) charging dogmatic (Chrysippean) dialectic with self-elimination. That seems to me a sufficient reason for making any matching with Sextus’ passages (and in particular with McPherran’s interpretation of them) extremely feeble. 

But if we consider a bit more what this ‘self-unweaving’ consists in, the analogy almost fades away altogether. In Sextus the Sceptical fwna… and lÒgoi, being self-referring, eliminate themselves; I argued that (1) this self-elimination is not a self-refutation (given both the modern nuances of ‘self-refutation’ and Sextus’ usage of peritrop») and (2) plays a well determined argumentative role in the broader context of the dialectical dispute between Pyrrhonists and dogmatists. However, it is beyond any doubt that, according to Sextus, each Sceptical fwn» and each argument against proof cancels itself  (whatever that may exactly mean and whatever specification or restriction should be added).

In Cicero’s passage the scenario is completely different: Chrysippus can confidently claim that ‘the Liar is insoluble’, i.e. that that no criterion is found to answer whether propositions like ‘I am speaking falsely’ (™gë yeÚdomai) are true or false, without fearing that such claim cancels itself, in both the senses of ‘cancelling’ we are interested in. The sentence ‘the Liar is insoluble’ does not refute itself (your mere stating it can in no way force you to finally admit its contradictory, that is, to confess that ‘the Liar is actually soluble’), nor does it bracket itself
. The same can be said about the principle of bivalence; one can safely claim that ‘whatever is asserted is either true or false’; this assertion does not refute itself, that is, in no way implies its own contradictory (‘There is some ¢x…wma neither true nor false’), nor, again, does it bracket itself
.

What Cicero says is that a part of Chrysippean dialectic (its ‘solution’ of the Liar) refutes, i.e. is inconsistent with, another part of it, and actually one of its very foundations: roughly, the principle of bivalence. But, clearly, to say that Chrysippean dialectic makes mutually-inconsistent claims is very different from saying that it includes self-refuting theses. The simile of Penelope’s web is not meant to depict a self-refuting thesis; it paints an intrinsically inconsistent system of theses: Chrysippean dialectic.

The existence of the temporal element which McPherran so much emphasises (‘Penelope first weaves her web and then unweaves it’) is unquestionable, but does not provide any support for McPherran’s ‘temporal’ interpretation of Sextus’ passages. The gradual weaving and successive unweaving of the web are not to be interpreted as the metaphorical counterpart of the alleged ‘“temporal gap” between the “immediate” application of a propositionally-construed utterance to the world and its further logical applications – especially to itself’. They represent, instead, the progressive enlargement of the range of Stoic dialectic and its final falling into troubles. Cicero had previously described this logical movement: dialectic ‘starts out by cheerfully imparting the element of discourse, an understanding of ambiguities, and the principles of deduction’ (Luc. 92)
. We know that among the first elements of dialectic which Cicero is hinting at there is certainly also the principle of bivalence, or better the definition of the ¢x…wma as ‘that which is either true or false’. ‘But it [dialectic] then, by a few increments, gets to Sorites Arguments, a slippery and hazardous area’
 and to the consideration of the Liar. The web of Chrysippean dialectic reaches its maximal extension when it comes to deal with these paradoxes, being fully confident of its own capacity for handling them properly. But at this point the troubles begin: Chrysippus’ policy against the Sorites, based on ¹suc£zein, is judged unsatisfactory, and his (non-)solution of the Liar is inconsistent (at least according to Carneades) with one of the foundations of his dialectic, the very definition of ¢x…wma. If Chrysippus wants (or rather has) to classify the Liar as an inexplicabile, then he ought to unweave a part of his logical web, and actually one of the parts that had been woven first: his dialectic tollit ad extremum superiora, ends up by destroying its very foundations (the general validity of bivalence for ¢xièmata).

Cicero makes an analogous point in the following passage:

To my premisses I shall add this one, that of <inferences of the same type one of which is valid, the remainder> should be accepted, while others, of a contradictory type, should be rejected. Well then, what is your verdict on this inference? ‘If you say that it is now light, and you say so truly, <it is now light. But you say that it is now light, and you say so truly.> Therefore it is now light’. You certainly endorse this type, and declare it an entirely valid inference, so that in your teaching you present it as the first mode of inference. It follows that either you will endorse any inference in the same mode, or this science of yours amounts to nothing. So see whether you will endorse this inference: ‘If you say that you are speaking falsely, and you say so truly, you are speaking falsely. But you say that you are speaking falsely, and you say so truly. Therefore you are speaking falsely’. How can you not endorse this one, when you endorsed the earlier one of the same type? This is Chrysippus’ puzzle, but even he did not solve it. (Luc. 95-96)

Here, again, Chrysippus’ belief that the Liar is insoluble is not charged with self-refutation, but with refuting (being inconsistent with) another cornerstone of Stoic dialectic, that is the validity of the first indemonstrable
. If Chrysippus really endorses the first indemonstrable, he should endorse any inference in the same mode, and therefore also the given syllogism that concludes that the Liar by telling the truth is speaking falsely. Yet, since Chrysippus does not want to accept this conclusion and claims that the Liar is insoluble, it seems that he has to do away with a fundamental part of his logical web
.

Cicero’s sarcastic final remark, Chrysippea sunt ne ab ipso quidem dissoluta, confirms what I anticipated above. In his adversaries’ opinion, Chrysippus is guilty of over-confidence: he thought that his dialectic would be able to solve any problem, and he dared up to the point in which he discovered its intrinsic fragility. For the final collapse of the foundations of his dialectic Chrysippus should blame only himself
.

But what is even more interesting for us is that, once more, neither ‘The Liar is insoluble’ nor ‘The first indemonstrable is a valid mode of inference’ are charged with being self-refuting theses; they are considered mutually inconsistent theses. Not only does Penelope’s web not represent any Sceptical self-refutation; if by ‘self-refutation’ we mean what McPherran means and Sextus expresses by peritršpein / peritrop», we should not even take it as a simile for Chrysippean self-refutation
.

A.1.2   The octopus
Let us examine now Plutarch’s passage. We are at the very beginning of De communibus notitiis; the Academic Diadumenus is arguing that it is not the Academics who are at odds with the common conceptions, as the Stoics pretend, but truly the Stoics themselves. Chrysippus is presented as an outstanding example of that, a very subverter of life as Caesar was a subverter of the Roman republic (1059c-d):

This man [Chrysippus] seems to me to put all his efforts and ingenuity into overturning and wrecking common sense (¢natršpein kaˆ katab£llein t¾n sun»qeian), as his own supporters to some extent testify when they disagree with him about the Liar. For, my dear, to deny that a conjunction formed of contradictories is unrestrictedly false, and again, to say that some arguments with true premisses and sound inferences still have the contradictories of their conclusions true as well – what conception of demonstration or what preconception of confirmation does that not overturn (po…an œnnoian ¢pode…xewj À t…na p…stewj oÙk ¢natršpei prÒlhyin)? They say that the octopus gnaws off its own tentacles in winter. Well, Chrysippus’ dialectic destroys by amputation its own vital parts and principles (t¦ kuriètata mšrh kaˆ t¦j ¢rc¦j aØtÁj ¢nairoàsa kaˆ perikÒptousa). So which of our other conceptions has it left free from suspicion? (1059d6-e9) 
 

Plutarch’s argument is not as pellucid, at least to us, as Cicero’s, but our previous reading will provide a useful exegetical framework and make its comprehension easier. To begin with, it is difficult to determine which Chrysippean solution of the Liar Diadumenus is hinting at here (if the same as Cicero’s or a different one), but fortunately that is not strictly necessary for our present purposes
. What is certain is that Diadumenus (but also some ‘dissident’ Stoics) believe that such a solution implies (1) denying that a conjunction formed from contradictories is unrestrictedly false
 and (2) saying that some valid arguments with true premisses have the contradictory of their conclusions true as well
.

Both (1) and (2) seem to be inconsistent with our common logical conceptions and – needless to say – with the foundations of Chrysippean dialectic as well: (1) likely imposes some restriction on the principle of non-contradiction
 and (2) is at odds with any idea, either common or philosophical, of ¢pÒdeixij. The similarity with Carneades’ argument in Lucullus is remarkable. Chrysippean dialectic subverts common sense (and its own foundations) once it has rashly engaged ‘the most hazardous topics’. The octopus is certainly an odd creature, because it gnaws off its own tentacles in winter time; but Chrysippean dialectic is something even odder, because when it comes to deal with some particularly puzzling issues, such as the Liar, it ends up by destroying not some appendix, but its most important and vital parts (t¦ kuriètata mšrh kaˆ t¦j ¢rc£j). It could be said that in the case of the ‘dialectical octopus’ it is not the octopus that eats its own tentacles, but the tentacles that cut to pieces and destroy the octopus’ body itself.

Like Cicero, therefore, Plutarch portrays a situation in which a Sceptic (Diadumenus) is the accuser and a Stoic (Chrysippus) the accused person; and the charge is that a part of Chrysippean dialectic (its most advanced inquiries) overthrows and eliminates other (more fundamental and common-sensical) parts, but not that some part of Chrysippean dialectic is itself self-refuting. Self-refutation is not on the table here, unless one wants to loosely characterize the mutual inconsistency of different sections of dialectic as a self-refutation of dialectic itself taken as a whole. However, apart from the possibility of this terminological shift, certainly in Plutarch’s passage there is no trace of the kind of self-refutation which McPherran is thinking about when he analyses Sextus’ passages. 

The same comparison between dialectic and the octopus has been preserved also by Stobaeus, in a section of his Florilegium collecting the judgements of several philosophers about dialectic:

Carneades used to say that dialectic is similar to an octopus; for the latter eats its tentacles after they have grown, the former overturns (¢natršpein) also its own results as its capacity rises. (82.13)

Plutarch’s and Stobaeus’ excerpts clear up each other. On the one hand, Stobaeus informs us of something significant, by explicitly attributing the octopus comparison to Carneades (who likely, as we have seen, was the conceiver of Penelope’s web simile too); on the other hand, Plutarch’s testimony allows us to understand that ‘dialectic’ in Stobaeus’ concise report should be read as ‘Stoic dialectic’ (or better, ‘Chrysippean dialectic’), and not as dialectic tout court. 

Unlike Plutarch, Stobaeus explicitly states a temporal element we have also found in Cicero’s passage
: dialectic refutes itself as its power rises, like an octopus that eats its own tentacles after they have grown. I interpret proioÚshj tÁj dun£mewj as referring to that stage in which dialectic comes to deal with the most advanced issues, like the Sorites and the Liar, that time in which, in Cicero’s terms, the dialectical web reaches its maximal extension. It is at this point that Chrysippean dialectic t¦ sfštera ¢natršpei. It is not easy to find a fully satisfactory translation for t¦ sfštera; Burnyeat’s ‘its own results’ seems to suggest it is the newest and most puzzling parts of dialectic (the tentacles just grown) that are destroyed, and that would make the similarity between the octopus and dialectic perfect. But we have seen in De communibus notitiis that according to Diadumenus the correspondence is not complete: Chrysippean dialectic is a peculiar kin of octopus that destroys not its tentacles, but its own vital body.

It is almost impossible to decide whether Plutarch modified Carneades’ original version of the simile, faithfully reported by Stobaeus, or on the contrary whether it is Stobaeus’ later report that is partly distorted
. If we consider the argument underlying Cicero’s and Plutarch’s passages, Plutarch’s version should certainly be deemed more appropriate than Stobaeus’
. However, I believe that, after all, Stobaeus’ testimony could be reconciled with Plutarch’s by adopting a more opportune translation for t¦ sfštera, compatible with the Greek usage and suggesting, unlike Burnyeat’s ‘its own results’ I have proposed above, that the parts of dialectic subject to refutation are not the newest and most advanced acquisitions, but the foundations themselves (e.g. ‘its own bases’, ‘its own secured property’). 
A.1.3   The hydra

There is a last passage which McPherran, drawing on Burnyeat’s Appendix, has taken as displaying a further simile for the Sceptical self-refutation:

For to keep to one argument and ever say the same thing, was not possible for him [Arcesilaus], nor indeed did he ever think such a course by any means worthy of a clever man. So he went by the name of a ‘keen sophist (deinÕj sofist»j), slayer of men unskilled in fence’. For by preparation and study in the elusive show of his arguments he used to stupefy and juggle like the Empusae, and could neither know anything himself nor let others know; he spread terror and confusion, and in carrying off the prize for sophistries and deceitful arguments, he rejoiced over his disgrace, and prided himself wonderfully on not knowing either what is base or noble, or what is good or bad, but after saying whichever came into his thoughts, he would change again and upset his argument in many more ways than he had constructed it (metabalën ¢nštrepen ¨n pleonacîj À di' Óswn kateskeu£kei). So he would cut himself and be cut in pieces as a hydra, neither side being distinguished from the other, and without regard to decency. (Numen. ap. Eus., PE 14.6.1-3)

In this case, unlike the previous ones, at least one half of the alleged ‘Sceptical self-refutation’ is present: the protagonist of the passage and target of the criticism is really a Sceptic, the Academic Arcesilaus, and not a Stoic (Chrysippus) and his inconsistent dialectic. The roles suggested by McPherran are finally restored: the dogmatists (here the middle-Platonist Numenius) are the indictors, the Sceptics are in the dock.

But, once again, the charge unfortunately is not what we expected. The charge here is not self-refutation, at least in the quite technical sense McPherran attributes to ‘self-refutation’ and Sextus to peritršpein / peritrop». Arcesilaus is not accused of endorsing doctrines that are self-refuting, that is implying their own contradictory. Numenius portrays Arcesilaus as a terrific sophist (deinÕj sofist»j), capable of speaking equally persuasively on both sides of any question
. 

The image of the hydra cutting itself is meant to represent such amazing capacity of unceasingly finding arguments (more or less deceitful) pro and contra. For any thesis p, not only could Arcesilaus devise some argument in favour of p, but he could subsequently present more counter-arguments against p, and then again produce even more counter-counter-arguments in favour of p, and so on. Any refutation, thus, was overturned by more refutations, as whenever a head of the hydra was cut off, two new grew in its place. 

It is worth noticing that in this case, as in De communibus notitiis, the philosopher is represented as odder than the oddest creatures: the hydra was able to regenerate itself after its heads were cut off by Heracles; Arcesilaus did not even wait for being refuted by some opponent before replying with renewed force and wealth of arguments; he himself willingly acted as his own Heracles.

The hydra simile has a charming figurative force, but what is important to our present purposes is that the particular form of ¢ntilog…a it depicts has nothing to do with the kind of self-refutation McPherran wishes to find in Sextus’ passages: to unceasingly refute one’s own arguments through new arguments is something very different from refuting oneself by asserting a self-refuting maxim or presenting a self-refuting argument
.

Summarising the interim outcomes of our analysis, it can be concluded that McPherran has no real grounds for presenting – as he does – Cicero’s, Plutarch’s, Stobaeus’ and Numenius’ passages as metaphorical accounts of the Sceptical self-refutation, nor for claiming, therefore, that the temporal ingredient of those similes provides an external support for his temporal interpretation of Sextus’ passages.

At the same time, it is apparent that those texts are not even relevant to our quest for the perigraf» argument outside Sextus’ writings, since a necessary condition for self-bracketing, as for self-refutation, is self-reference, which is absent from all those passages.

Let us now see what Diogenes and Aristocles can tell us.

A.2   An Inconsistent Report? D. L. 9.74-76, 9.103-104
The Sceptics, then, spent their time overthrowing (¢natršpontej) all the dogmas of the schools, whereas they themselves pronounced nothing dogmatically, and while they would go so far as to utter and setting out in detail the dogmas of others, they themselves determined nothing (mhd�n Ðr…zontej), not even this very thing. Thus, they even did away with (¢nÇroun) the non-determining, when they said, for instance, ‘We determine nothing’ (oÙd�n Ðr…zomen), since otherwise they would  have determined something. (9.74)

But the Sceptics even do away with the fwn¾ oÙd�n m©llon. For, as providence is no more than it is not, so oÙd�n m©llon is no more than it is not ... (9.76)

Starting from the quoted passages, I shall argue that Diogenes’ account of the ‘behaviour’ of the Sceptical fwna…, although apparently similar to Sextus’, differs from it in substantial respects. The Sceptic, engaged in his dialectical contest against the dogmatist, does not assent dogmatically to anything; it can be said, by using a typical Sceptical fwn», that ‘he determines nothing’. But he does not determine such non-determining of himself either. Up to here Diogenes’ account perfectly matches Sextus’: in PH 1.197 we read that ‘perhaps it will be found that the Sceptic determines nothing, not even the fwn» “I determine nothing”’
.

But then Diogenes goes on saying that the Sceptics even do away with (¢nÇroun) their non-determining (anything), when they say, for example, ‘We determine nothing’, since otherwise they would determine (something). We came across the verb ¢naire‹n in PH 1.206 and M 8.480, where it denoted, loosely speaking, a form of ‘self-elimination’ to which the Sceptical fwna… and arguments against proof would be exposed if advanced with a certain dogmatic frame of mind. I suggested that Sextus further spells out the nature of such self-elimination (which is not a self-refutation) not only by means of the well-known similes of purgatives, fire, and a ladder, but also by a philological metaphor hidden in the very use of the verb (sum)perigr£fein.

In Diogenes’ passages ¢naire‹n has apparently the same broad import it has in Sextus; that the Sceptics do away with oÙd�n Ðr…zomen seems to mean that they deny any alleged determinateness of such fwn», that is they withhold their assent to it and give up considering it objectively true; and the same for oÙd�n m©llon (since to say that something is ‘no more’ is to say that one cannot assent to it rather than to its opposite).

But while such ‘denying’, ‘withholding’ or ‘giving up’ make perfect sense in Sextus, where the self-elimination of the fwna… appears in a particular dialectical framework that makes it possible (and necessary), in Diogenes it appears absolutely puzzling, since there is no trace of such dialectical context. In Sextus oÙd�n m©llon does away with itself (that is, it says oÙ m©llon of itself too, barring its own chances of being believed as a true dogmatic maxim) only when supposed to mean a true dogmatic maxim, that is only when hypothetically it is made object of dogmatic belief, otherwise there would be nothing to eliminate; in Diogenes’ passages this key specification is missing.

Diogenes says that (1) the Sceptics do not determine anything, not even the fact that they do not determine; then he says that (2) the Sceptics abolish (the determinateness of) ‘We determine nothing’, since otherwise they would determine something. I think that the two claims, far from being equivalent, as they could prima facie appear, are even inconsistent, at least given other claims Diogenes makes and granted some general features of Pyrrhonism we know and we cannot imagine Diogenes, or better Diogenes’ Sceptical sources, ignored
.

At 9.103-104 Diogenes explains (indeed very perspicuously) why the Sceptics in saying ‘I determine nothing’ are not determining even that (that is, he explains the reasons for (1)):

Regarding the fwn» ‘I determine nothing’ and the like, we say them, but not as dogmas. For they are unlike saying ‘The cosmos is round’. The latter is unclear (¥dhlon), whereas the former are mere confessions (™xomolog»seij). So (oân), when we say ‘We determine nothing’ we are not determining even this very thing.

The Sceptics do not determine ‘I determine nothing’ because such a phrase, like all the other fwna…, is only a confession (™xomolog»sij) of their own mental disposition and not an unclear assertion about external reality; we read at 9.74 that by ‘I determine nothing’ (and by all the other fwna… as well) the Sceptics ‘indicate their mental affection of  equilibrium (tÕ tÁj ¢rrey…aj p£qoj)’. And such admission or avowal of an inner p£qoj can not be equated to determining something, since – as Sextus teaches us – ‘“to determine” is not simply to state a thing but to put forward something unclear with assent’ (PH 1.197)
. Diogenes’ account of the merely expressive nature of the Sceptical fwna… is therefore virtually identical to Sextus’.

But we have seen that Diogenes claims also that the Sceptics do away even with ‘I determine nothing’ when they say it, since otherwise they would determine something (presumably the truth of the fwn» ‘I determine nothing’ itself). That seems to presuppose the idea that such fwn» is somehow ‘determined’, that it means an unclear assertion put forward with assent by the Sceptic; otherwise there would be – I believe – no determinateness to abolish.

The two accounts are therefore inconsistent because they make of oÙd�n Ðr…zw at the same time an undogmatic avowal of an inner affection and a dogmatic truth-claim about something ¥dhlon. The same two accounts appear in Sextus, but I argued, contra Burnyeat, that there they are not inconsistent since they are not to be considered logically and temporally simultaneous
: one of them (the first) reveals the Pyrrhonist’s actual attitude, the second one represents only a dialectical defensive move Sextus employs against certain dogmatic accusations. But in Diogenes there is no trace of the complex dialectical framework I reconstructed in Sextus, and thus the inconsistency cannot be explained in such way.

There is another feature, much more manifest, that strongly distinguishes the elimination of the Sceptical fwna… in Diogenes’ and Sextus’ accounts. At D. L. 9.76 we read:

Even this account [i.e. that to every account is opposed an equal account] has an opposing account, so that after it has done away with (¢nele‹n) every other account it refutes itself and is destroyed by itself (Øf' ˜autoà peritrapeˆj ¢pÒllutai), just like purgatives which first purge the foreign matter and then themselves are purged and destroyed.

Here the self-abolishing nature of the Sceptical fwna… is explicitly spelled out by Diogenes by employing the verb peritršpein, whereas Sextus uses (sum)perigr£fein; at face value, Diogenes’ Sceptic accepts the self-refuting character of his fwna…, whereas Sextus’ Sceptic – if I am right – speaks only of self-bracketing. McPherran’s interpretation which I criticized as ungrounded by taking as textual evidence Sextus’ passages seems to fit perfectly Diogenes’ account; and Diogenes is drawing here on some Sceptical source, so it seems that at least some Sceptic accepted and – as McPherran would add – happily embraced self-refutation.

I think that such a conclusion would be exceedingly hasty: the same logically compelling reasons for which I rejected as untenable McPherran’s interpretation can cast serious doubts on the preciseness of Diogenes’ words. It is not difficult to show that the sentence ‘To every account is opposed an account equipollent to it’
 – ((x)(Ax(((y)(yOx ( yEx))
 – is not self-refuting, in all the present-day conceivable nuances of the expression ‘self-refuting’, all of them involving a falsification of the thesis refuted
. What is even more important to us, the fwn¾ pantˆ lÒgJ cannot be said to be refuted by itself in the dialectical usage Sextus makes of peritršpein / peritrop»: there is no way in which the mere utterance and self-application of such fwn» can force the Sceptic into admitting the truth of its contradictory (‘Some account has no equipollent opposing account’), and into declaring his defeat in a dialectical contest. One who asserts that 

(1) ‘To every account is opposed an equipollent account’, 

showing to believe it, will not help admitting that the opposed account 

(2) ‘Some account has no equipollent account’

 is equipollent to his proposal, that is that the reasons for believing (2) are as strong as those for believing (1). But this could never lead him to endorse the truth of (2) and admit (1)’s falsity; on the contrary, it will presumably induce a condition of ™poc» about the truth of (1) and (2). The initial belief that (1) will be subject to self-bracketing, a self-elimination without residues from the set of the proponent’s beliefs, and not to peritrop», a reversal into the opposed belief that (2). The self-application of pantˆ lÒgJ cannot come out to be a peritrop» (and the same can be said for the other fwna…); either Diogenes’ source is using peritršpein in a (probably loose) way that differs from Sextus’, or Diogenes is inaccurate in reporting his source.

Someone could object now: ‘Perhaps it is true that the fwn¾ pantˆ lÒgJ is not self-refuting, but the ancient Pyrrhonists erroneously  thought and claimed that. So much the worse for them’.  Perhaps; but I think that if it is not outrageous to attribute to the Pyrrhonists a logical blunder like that, it is certainly unfair to attribute to them a philosophical behaviour completely silly. Only in the event that a decent reason is found for which a Sceptic would be happy to claim that whenever he utters his fwna… he is refuted and defeated, and that this reason can work under the charitable assumption that ancient Pyrrhonists were not insane people, one could believe that Diogenes uses peritršpein exactly as Sextus does and at the same time that his account is doxographically faithful and logically consistent.

Yet, my main aim here is not to ascertain the plausibility and consistency of Diogenes’ doxography; it is to see whether any clue to the existence of the perigraf» argument I attributed to Sextus can be found outside his work.

As for Diogenes, the answer is certainly ‘No’. Diogenes’ account appears, prima facie, very similar to Sextus’, but in the passages we have read the perigraf» argument cannot be discovered for two reasons. The first one is, trivially, that Sextus’ perigraf» argument is an argument: Sextus’ claim that his fwna… are self-abolishing, or better self-bracketing, is circumscribed to a particular dialectical context in which it plays a  particular argumentative role. The Sceptical fwna… are not self-bracketing tout court, but Sextus shows that they would be so if asserted with (a wrong) dogmatic attitude, and in such a way he hopes to defuse the charge of dogmatism
. In Diogenes this dialectical framework is completely absent; self-elimination is not presented as the consequence of a hypothetical misinterpretation, but seems to be an intrinsic feature of the fwna… themselves (as I suggested, this makes his account inconsistent). The second reason is that Diogenes never employs the verb (sum)perigr£fein, but the generic ¢naire‹n, and in one case he goes so far as to explicitly associate it to peritršpein. I argued in my Self-bracketing Pyrrhonism that the choice of (sum)perigr£fein by Sextus was not random, but a conscious way to differentiate the Pyrrhonian peculiar self-bracketing from self-refutation, for which peritršpein should be at Sextus’ time almost a term of art. If Diogenes were using peritršpein with the same meaning as Sextus, and thus with the intention of charging the Pyrrhonists with self-refutation, then not only would his account definitely diverge from Sextus’, but, for the reasons given above, it would be in deep logical troubles. 

I will return in the Conclusion of this appendix on some possible reasons for such divergence and troubles; now let us see briefly whether Aristocles has anything more to say about the perigraf» argument.

A.3   The Pyrrhonist’s Silly Move: Aristocles ap. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica  14.18.21
Aristocles offers us far less to work on, but his account seems at least much clearer and more consistent than Diogenes’ one:

It is altogether a silly thing, when they [the Pyrrhonists] (1) say that just as purgatives purge out themselves together with the excrements, in like manner the argument which maintains that all things are unclear (¥dhla) does away with (¢naire‹) itself also together with everything else. (2) For if it refutes (™lšgcoi) itself, they who use it must talk nonsense. It were better therefore for them to hold their peace, and not open their mouth at all. (PE 14.18.21)

Aristocles is making here two distinct claims, which I marked as (1) and (2). (1) is clearly meant to be a report of what the Pyrrhonists themselves say, and closely resembles Sextus’ and Diogenes’ passages; it is plausible that (1) is a faithful quotation of the Pyrrhonian source which Aristocles is drawing on
. (2) represents Aristocles’ criticism of (1); the peripatetic philosopher argues that the Pyrrhonist’s admission of self-refutation is a silly move: if what the Pyrrhonist says refutes itself, it would have been better for him to be silent.

It could seem, again, that we have finally come across a passage attesting the Sceptic’s acceptance of self-refutation; but this conclusion, once more, could reveal itself to be hasty after a more accurate analysis. To begin with, it seems to me quite plausible that ™lšgcein in (2) is just the ‘Aristotelian’ way in which the peripatetic Aristocles rewords ¢naire‹n of (1)
, and not how the Pyrrhonists themselves labelled the self-elimination of their argument. But apart from this terminological point, it is apparent that the self-elimination of the Sceptical utterances is in no way, even for Aristocles, a self-falsification. That the argument maintaining that everything is unclear does away with itself (or, in Aristocles’ words, refutes itself) cannot but mean that it attributes unclearness (and not falsity) to itself as well as to everything else, and that, like everything else, it is, qua unclear, unworthy to our assent and belief. Apparently Aristocles thinks that it is enough for loosely speaking of ‘self-refutation’, and deploying his charge of silliness: if the Sceptic himself admits that his lÒgoj should not be believed as true, because ¥dhlon, why does he still waste his time by propounding it?

Aristocles’ charge seems to be, on sight, of some moment; the first important thing to clarify, however, is that the Sceptical self-refutation to whose admission Aristocles testifies is not an instance of the Sextan form of peritrop» ‘denominating those situations where some proposal “p” is advanced, and then ‘reversed into’ (peritršpetai e„j) its contradictory “not-p”’. One who presents an argument concluding that everything is unclear cannot be forced, by the self-application of that argument, into admitting (or counter-arguing) that there is actually something clear. What he should admit is that since he explicitly recognises that what he has just argued is unclear too, it has been quite odd on his part to propound it: if you present an argument and at the same time confess that it is ¥dhlon, why are you presenting it? Whom do you hope to persuade? 

Aristocles’ argument – I said – seems to be of some moment; but I believe that much of its force fades away if one takes into serious account the peculiar Pyrrhonian attitude toward language. Our assertoric language is intimately connected to our beliefs, and our beliefs to the concept of truth: if someone asserts something, most times that indicates that he believes what he has asserted, that is that he considers it true; and if someone propounds an argument, he presumably believes in the truth of its premisses and conclusion and hopes to convince someone else. But, as seen above, these general remarks do not fit the Pyrrhonist’s peculiar linguistic habit: the Pyrrhonist’s language is non-assertoric, his utterances are mere avowals or confessions of mental p£qh, and not descriptions of beliefs about the reality of things. A Sceptic can well present an argument and claim that its objective truth is something unclear, but at the same time he can announce that he is at the moment persuaded (to a certain degree) by that argument; there is nothing logically contradictory in that. In Aristocles we find no account of the non-assertoric nature of the Pyrrhonian language, which is of course recalled infinite times in Sextus’ work and appears also, as we have seen, in Diogenes. It is this absence that gives room to Aristocles for charging the Pyrrhonist’s claim of self-elimination with silliness.

We have seen that Aristocles’ passage does not attest any acceptance of self-refutation of the kind McPherran locates in Sextus’ work, despite the use of the verb ™lšgcein. But it is also undeniable that we cannot recognise in it any evident trace of my perigraf» argument either, for the same reasons I pointed out in Diogenes’ case: two essential ingredients of that argument, as I reconstructed it, do not appear in Aristocles’ brief account: the use of the verb (sum)perigr£fein and the whole dialectical context in which the perigraf» argument gets its function.

It seems therefore that our quest for the existence of the perigraf» argument outside the boundaries of Sextus’ work is to be declared a failure: the only two texts that, to the best of my knowledge, can look at first promising candidates because of the appearance of an admission of some kind of Sceptical self-elimination and of the purgative simile have disappointed our expectations.  None the less, I hope that some further remarks and conclusions can be usefully drawn from this failure too.

A.4   Conclusion

Several possible explanations could be devised for the absence of the perigraf» argument from the excerpts from Diogenes and Aristocles I analysed in sections 2 and 3 of this appendix. Let us consider briefly three of them:

(1) 
the perigraf» argument is an interesting way of making sense of certain Sextan textual evidence otherwise difficult to interpret consistently; actually, however, this refined strategy has never been part of the Pyrrhonian argumentative arsenal, and Sextus’ text does not necessarily require on reading it into him;

(2) 
Aristocles and Diogenes misunderstood or oversimplified their Pyrrhonian sources, in which the claim of self-elimination and the purgatives simile were part of a more complex argument, namely the perigraf» argument itself (or something very similar);

(3) 
the perigraf» argument does not appear in Aristocles and Diogenes simply because it did not appear in their sources; it was conceived by Pyrrhonists later than those on whom these authors (either directly or indirectly) drew, or perhaps by Sextus himself
.

I begin by rejecting hypothesis (1), because at the moment I cannot see any alternative interpretation capable of making Sextus’ treatment of the Sceptical self-elimination sufficiently coherent, or at least of explaining all the details of the textual evidence. Aristocles’ idea of self-refutation is too vague and poor to be satisfactorily applied to Sextus, and I argued that Diogenes’ overall account, though more detailed and articulated, unfortunately looks inconsistent (for the same reasons for which Burnyeat believes that Sextus’ account is inconsistent and, after all, insincere).

We turn then to conjecture (2); the perigraf» argument – or something resembling it – appeared in Aristocles’ and Diogenes’ sources, but Diogenes mainly doxographical interest and Aristocles’ conciseness (probably amplified by his hostile attitude toward Scepticism) made it unrecognisable. It is not difficult to imagine that Aristocles could have excerpted only the passage containing the puzzling simile of purgatives and in this way deprived it of its actual role and effectiveness (either deliberately or not), submitting what remained to a (only too easy) reproach of silliness. In Diogenes’ text, on the other hand, both the Pyrrhonist’s actual justification for his linguistic behaviour and the purgative simile for self-expunction are preserved, but since they are presented independently and as disconnected an inconsistency arises, which Diogenes was unable to point out. It is not wholly fictional hypothesising that the lack of the necessary logical link between the two accounts is Diogenes’ fault
. Even regarding the non-use of (sum)perigr£fein, it could be conjectured that such verb did appear in Diogenes’ sources, but that Diogenes did not appreciate its difference from peritršpein, and preferred therefore to use the latter much more familiar term
 (the same explanation is open also for Aristocles’ ™lšgcein).

What about the possibility that the perigraf» argument does not appear in Aristocles and Diogenes simply because it did not appear in their sources, but that it was devised in the lapse of time between such sources and Sextus, or even by Sextus himself?
 That cannot certainly be excluded a priori; the last hypothesis in particular would be very attractive for whoever thinks that Sextus is not a mere copyist of the previous Pyrrhonian tradition, but has a certain degree of philosophical creativity and autonomy. The perigraf» argument could be Sextus’ own original and brilliant contribution to the defense of the Sceptic ¢gwg» against the dogmatic attacks; after all, the double-compound verb sumperigr£fein which stands in the very heart of such argument is attested in Sextus for the first time. 

Sextus’ supporters, yet, should not get off too fast: it is necessary not to lose touch with the fact that the admission of self-elimination and the connected simile of purgatives populated the debates between dogmatists and Pyrrhonists quite before Sextus’ advent, as Aristocles testifies
. It is true that such an admission, as we find it in Aristocles, is far less than Sextus’ refined perigraf» argument, but it cannot be denied that some rationale should still be found for its appearance. Since it is hard to imagine the Pyrrhonists coming to that admission unless they were dialectically facing some dangerous dogmatic challenge, we turn again to conjecture (2): although Aristocles and Diogenes relate it in a quite unsatisfactory way, the perigraf» argument – or something similar – should already exist in their sources, otherwise the presence itself of their deficient and unsatisfactory reports remains unexplained.

But clearly between conjecture (2) and the claim that Sextus is the solitary creator of the argument there is room for many intermediate (and maybe more plausible) alternatives.

It is very likely that from an early stage of their philosophical career the Pyrrhonists had to provide some vindication for their use of language and argument, against the charge that such behaviour was at odds with their announced lack of beliefs and mistrust in reason. It is possible that (1) the attribution of self-elimination to their utterances had been seen very early as a canny and effective answer to that charge. But the reflection on the nature of their language should have conduced the Pyrrhonists to elaborate also the idea of (2) the merely expressive and non-assertoric character of their utterances, and to realize that such a posture put them in a safe place against any possible charge of disguised dogmatism or self-refutation.

It is not necessary that from the beginning the Pyrrhonists determined precisely the logical nature of that self-elimination (but, obviously, it should be apparent to them that it was not a self-falsification), nor is it likely for chronological reasons
 that they expressed it at once by using the verb (sum)perigr£fein. And it is possible that they considered (1) and (2) simply as different arguments, without understanding that (1) requires (and tries to face) a presupposition that is inconsistent with (2) (i.e. the dogmatic, truth-claiming nature of their utterances). It is a quite typical feature of Pyrrhonism to amass through time arguments of different nature, provenience and degree of plausibility; (1) and (2) could perfectly well have lived together for a long time in the Sceptics’ argumentative arsenal, without their realizing that the two different strategies presupposed two inconsistent views about their linguistic attitude, or however without their caring about that. That could be reflected in Diogenes’ pages and provide an explanation for the internal incoherence I pointed out, different from ascribing to Diogenes himself philosophical dullness and doxographical inaccuracy
.

A supporter of Sextus’ philosophical talent could conjecture that Sextus himself finally saw the potential danger represented by the mere juxtaposition of (1) and (2) and that he managed to arrange the two distinct arguments in a brilliant unified argument (the perigraf» argument), in which not only was any inconsistency avoided, but the force of the whole was far greater than the sum of its parts.

On the other hand, someone less enthusiastic (and more realistic?) could say that Sextus found the argument already articulated in his sources, and that his contribution consisted only in characterizing the dialectical and hypothetical self-elimination of the Sceptical fwna… 
and AAPs as a form of philological self-bracketing, that is in introducing the verb (sum)perigr£fein, as his own hallmark, in an argument he had inherited from philosophically more creative Pyrrhonian ancestors.

Doubts could be raised also against a too easy attribution of this merit to Sextus; conjecturing Sextus’ introduction of (sum)perigr£fein in the Pyrrhonian vocabulary only on the ground of an argument ex silentio can appear incautious, since the silence could well have been caused by the wreck that devastated virtually the whole Pyrrhonian tradition (sparing Sextus). After all, even if the verb (sum)perigr£fein had crowded the Pyrrhonists’ books far before Sextus, we have so few testimonies available that it would be not impossible that no occurrence of the term has been preserved  all the same.

On the other hand, if I am right in saying that Sextus has his mind precisely on the philological nuance when he uses (sum)perigr£fein, it is likely that it could not be used in such a way before the first century A. D.; that would rule out the possibility that it was introduced by the early Pyrrhonists (Pyrrho, Timon, Aenesidemus) or even by the sceptical Academics (Arcesilaus, Carneades, Clitomachus, Philo). There are only few (and for us obscure) candidates left
; the only thing I can say here is that Sextus is certainly the most authoritative of them.

There is a witness, yet, that could overthrow Sextus’ candidacy; let us listen briefly to what he has to tell us. As I mentioned at n. 28 on p. 10, the compound sumperigr£fein appears again two times after Sextus in Clement of Alexandria
, in one of these occurrences seemingly with the same meaning as in Sextus and in a Sceptical context
:

The efficient causes of suspension of judgement are, in general, two: one of them is the variableness and inconstancy of human mind, which naturally engenders the disagreement of the ones with the others or of one with oneself, the other one is the disagreement in things, which also naturally causes suspension of judgement. In fact, since it is not possible to believe all appearances, because of their conflict, nor to say that none of them is credible, because also the one saying that all the appearances are not credible, being itself an appearance, is bracketed along with (sumperigr£fesqai) the others, nor believe some of them and not believe some others, because of their equipollence, we are led to suspension of judgement.
 (Strom. 8.7)

This passage appears at the beginning of chapter 7 of the eighth book of Clement’s Stromata; Clement does not tell us anything about that, but it is likely that here he is drawing on some Sceptical source, or perhaps even quoting it. The diafwn…a of the things is, together with the polutrop…a
 of human mind, the main cause of suspension of judgement: since the conflicting appearances (fantas…ai) are equipollent, it is impossible to discriminate which of them are credible and which not. Also the possibility of believing all the conflicting appearances is refuted, because, trivially, they are conflicting. But we cannot disbelieve all the appearances either: since the appearance according to which all the appearances are non-credible is itself an appearance, it is cancelled along with (sumperigr£fesqai) the others (it brackets its own credibility), so that we cannot believe it. It seems to me that Clement is employing here sumperigr£fein in a quite ‘Sextan way’; the only (but certainly important) difference is that in Sextus that verb appears in the complex defensive mechanism which I baptized ‘perigraf» argument’, whereas in Clement it is employed to show how a form of negative dogmatism maintaining that nothing is credible would be self-bracketing.

Now the question is: what is the link, if any, between Sextus’ passages and Stromata 8.7? Here are the main options:

(1)
Clement uses sumperigr£fein independently from Sextus and any other source;

(2)
Clement is drawing on some pre-Sextan Sceptical source, from which he picks up sumperigr£fein;

(3)
in 8.7 Clement is drawing on Sextus himself (or on some Sceptic posterior to Sextus), from whom he picks up sumperigr£fein.

I judge (1) quite implausible; were it true, however, Clement’s passage would not suggest anything about our present question whether Sextus was the first Sceptic to use sumperigr£fein in the particular way he does.

Were (2) true, Sextus would be deprived even of the honour of having introduced the philological metaphor of bracketing in ancient Scepticism; if (3) were true, on the other hand, every possibility would be still open: if Clement is drawing on Sextus, then either Sextus is the first who introduced that verb, or he himself is drawing on some earlier Sceptic
.

I fear it is impossible to take a definite decision between (2) and (3). The only Pyrrhonists whose name appears in Clement’s corpus are Pyrrho and Timon
, and as far as I know we have no certain evidence about Clement’s Sceptical sources
. What can be said is that there is no Sextan extant passage of which Stromata 8.7 could be either a verbatim quotation or a faithful paraphrase. If when writing the passage Clement was drawing on Sextus, either he was quoting/paraphrasing some passage from the lost general books on Pyrrhonism that preceded  M 7-11, or he is presenting with his words and a certain degree of autonomy what he learnt from his Sextan readings.

I think that any judgement about Sextus’ paternity of the perigraf» argument, or even Sextus’ primacy in introducing sumperigr£fein and the connected philological metaphor in the Pyrrhonian vocabulary, is bound to remain deeply conjectural. What can be concluded with a certain confidence is that the only extant occurrences of the perigraf» argument are those appearing in Sextus’ writings which I have analysed in this Degree Thesis. If that seems to cast some shadow on my overall exegesis and hence on the existence itself of the argument, I think that a partial reassurance will be found in the fact that, as I have shown, no confirmation of McPherran’s interpretation can be met outside Sextus either. And, even more reassuring, the excerpts by Diogenes and Aristocles, although highly problematic, could however be reconstructed more easily as defective reports of the perigraf» argument than as instances of McPherran’s Sceptical acceptance of self-refutation.

Appendix B

Nasti on the Chrysippean Conditional
The attempt of evaluating the logical effectiveness and coherence of the perigraf» argument in relation to the proof against proof (see above, section 3.6) has led us to face some shaggy problems which involve our understanding of Stoic logic and, in particular, of the nature and meaning of Chrysippean sun£rthsij. In this appendix I shall analyse the significant contribution to the solution of these problems offered by Mauro Nasti De Vincentis in a series of studies published in the last two decades, and in particular in the most recent outcomes of his research published in [469] and [470]. I shall begin with giving a rough compendium of the main and most interesting findings of Nasti’s researches, and I shall locate then some disputable points in his interpretation, regarding both the general method and specific contents, trying to sketch the main lines of a possible alternative interpretation.

B.1   Compendium of Nasti’s Interpretation

The first fundamental and universally recognized property of the Chrysippean conditional is that ‘a Chrysippean conditional “If P then Q” is healthy (i.e. sound) if (and only if) “not-Q” conflicts with “P”. This can be written, by using obvious symbols and abbreviations 

(1)
S(P,Q)(C(P,(Q)’
.
According to Nasti, there exists a second fundamental property of the Chrysippean conditional which has been considered and accepted as genuine for the first time in Nasti [471], and has now been confirmed also on the basis of some passages in Boethius. Such a property would be attested in this Sextan passage:
But it is impossible, according to them [the Stoics], that a sound conditional is composed of conflicting propositions (™k macomšnwn ¢xiwm£twn). (PH 2.189)

According to Nasti, this ‘second fundamental property of the Chrysippean conditional clearly can be written as follows:

(2)
(((S(P,Q)(C(P,Q))’
.

As Nasti reminds us, Galen’s testimony about conflict (m£ch) (Inst. Log. 4.1-3, 14.5) has led scholars to define the conflict between two propositions P and Q as incompossibility or strict incompatibility:

(C)
(((P(Q)

and, consequently, to identify sun£rthsij and strict implication (see, for example, Bochenski [414], p. 90 and Mates [458], p. 49).

Here is a compendium of the way in which Nasti proves that the Chrysippean sun£rthsij actually cannot be identified with our strict implication ([469], pp. 48-49):

a) 
From a Sextan passage (PH 2.111) we know that the conditional ‘If it is day, it is day’ is ‘connexively’ sound (S(P,P) and then, for (1), C(P,(P)).  

b) 
‘This should hold in general, independently of the choice of P, and thus also of its modality […] or of the fact that P is an atomic proposition […] every proposition conflicts with its negation’.

c) 
Thus it will be true that C(((P(P),(P(P)), and hence (for (2)) ((((P(P)((P(P)).

d)
But ((P(P)—3(P(P) (every impossible proposition strictly implies a necessary proposition).

e) 
‘Thus the Chrysippean conditional cannot be the same as strict implication’.

f) 
Moreover, from ((((P(P)((P(P)) it follows that (C(((P(P),((P(P)): no impossible proposition conflicts with itself (contra the definition (C) of conflict as strict incompatibility). 

I sketch now Nasti’s demonstration that conflict is not the same as incompossibility ([469], pp. 49-50):

g) 
Let us assume that P is impossible and Q contingent, and that this implies C(P,Q).

h) 
But if Q is contingent, (Q is contingent too, and therefore it will also be true C(P,(Q).

i) 
Given that C(P,Q), for (2), ((P(Q), and therefore, for (1), (C(P,(Q).

l) 
‘There will be, therefore, the contradiction C(P,(Q)((C(P,(Q) and then, by reductio ad absurdum, we will be able to conclude that Q does not conflict with P when P is impossible and Q contingent’: (C(P,Q). 

m)
But since with P impossible and Q contingent we have also (((P(Q), it is no longer possible to identify conflict and incompossibility.

Nasti specifies immediately ([469], p. 50) that ‘such an identification, to be exact, does not stand also for reasons which are completely independent of (2) and the connected testimony of Sextus. In other words, it is obvious to suppose that, in order to speak of the conflict C(P,Q) of Q with P, along with the mere incompossibility there must exist at least some deductive procedure that allows the derivation of (Q starting from P. […] The necessity of this further minimal condition of derivability which allows to ascertain some connection between the clauses of a conditional (through, let us say, the real existence of a consequential nexus in virtue of deducibility), has been correctly pointed out by M. Frede and, more recently, by J. Barnes’
.

I quote now some important remarks by Nasti about the modality of the clauses of a Chrysippean conditional:

-
‘(2) introduces a further restriction on conflict, in virtue of which in the Laertian  example [If earth flies, earth exists], the impossible premiss “earth flies” can conflict only with a necessary conclusion, and therefore cannot conflict with “earth does not exist”’ ([469], p. 52).

-
‘(2) also prevents a Chrysippean conditional with an impossible antecedent P from being sound unless its consequent Q is impossible too’ ([469], p. 52).

-
‘At this point the consequences of (2) are much clearer: in a (sound) Chrysippean conditional from the impossible only the impossible can follow, and thus for “(” the law of Duns Scotus does not hold and from the contingent nothing can follow but the contingent (and hence the necessary cannot follow but from the necessary)’ ([469], p. 53).

Starting from these premisses, Nasti shows in a rigorous manner that ‘the simplest and most natural solution of the problem of explicitly defining the Chrysippean conditional (and the conflict) is a definition by cases like the following’:

(3)
(P(Q)=df((P(Q) [C(P,Q)=df(((P(Q)] if P and Q are both contingent


(P(Q)=df((P(Q) [C(P,Q)=df(((P(Q) ( ((((P((Q)] otherwise.

Needless to say, Nasti accepts and presupposes the Frede-Barnes minimal condition of derivability seen above, in virtue of which

if S(P,Q) then P, {Ass.} |- Q

if C(P,Q) then P, {Ass.} |- (Q

(where {Ass.} is the set of the further implicit assumptions which can be involved in the deduction).

Nasti clears up that from (3) it follows that Chrysippean logic includes what is known as ‘Aristotle’s thesis’: 

(((P(P), or its counterpart ((P((P).

Nasti shows also that the Chrysippean logic includes ‘Strawson’s formula’ (or ‘Boethius’ weak thesis’):

(4)
(P(Q)(((P((Q)

According to Nasti’s interpretation, ‘Boethius’ (strong) thesis’

(5)
(P(Q)(((P((Q),

is instead unsound in the Chrysippean logic, or, better, it is sound only in certain cases.

If we observe the formula (4) carefully, it appears clear that according to Nasti the Chrysippean logic is not a logic of pure Chrysippean implication (not all the conditionals employed are Chrysippean sunart»seij). Moreover, if (3) is the correct definition of sun£rthsij, ‘also transitivity becomes false in a logic of pure Chrysippean implication, let alone the Modus Ponens, conditionalized and with a Chrysippean major premiss’. This means that not only (5), but also

((P(Q)(P)(Q


conditionalization of the first indemonstrable

((P(Q)((Q(R))((P(R)
transitivity

are unsound.

From this Nasti concludes that ‘of course both in the ancient logic of Chrysippus and in its modern counterparts any logic of pure Chrysippean implication is clearly excluded’ ([470], p. 38): that is, according to Nasti, in the Chrysippean logic three different kinds of conditional cohabit, and all of them are employed whenever necessary, also in the same formula:

- the Philonian conditional (‘(’, equivalent to our material implication);

- strict implication (‘—3’);

- Chrysippean sun£rthsij (‘(’). 

The conditionalization of the first indemonstrable, for example, is no doubt valid for Chrysippus, but only because the first indemonstrable is not conditionalized by Chrysippus connexively (that is by employing sun£rthsij as the main connective), but materially (by employing the Philonian conditional). For Chrysippus – Nasti maintains – the conditional ((P(Q)(P)(Q is false, but this is not a problem because the correct conditionalization of the first indemonstrable is actually the true Philonian conditional ((P(Q)(P)(Q.

At this point Nasti can explain how the Sextan argument in PH 2.188-192 rests on a false assumption on Sextus’ part (or on his source’s part), i.e. the assumption that Chrysippus’ logic is a logic of pure Chrysippean implication. It is true that the dogmatic argument in favour of the existence of proof:

If proof exists, proof exists.

If proof does not exist, proof exists.

Either proof exists of proof does not exist.

Therefore, proof exists.

would be invalid if all the involved conditionals (including conditionalization) were intended as Chrysippean sunart»seij (and assuming that (3) is the correct analysis of sun£rthsij), but, according to Nasti, Chrysippus himself actually intended a (sound) argument whose conditionalization is:

((P—3P)(((P—3P)((Pw(P))(P.

That is to say, according to Nasti Sextus erroneously attributes to Chrysippus a ‘hyperdogmatism’ (the sole use of sun£rthsij) that does not match the reality of things (Chrysippus’ logic is a liberal logic, in which three different analyses of the conditional usefully cohabit).

B.2   Comments and Criticisms on Nasti’s Interpretation

Although interesting, Nasti’s interpretation seems to me quite suspect from a purely methodological point of view: the fact that by assuming (3) as the definition of sun£rthsij transitivity and the first indemonstrable (and then the modus ponens) turn out to be unsound does not lead Nasti to doubt the correctness of his analysis, as it seems reasonable, but to postulate that Chrysippus, even though he had introduced sun£rthsij, still considered sound and employed also the rival analyses of the conditional, and exactly in those argument which otherwise would have come out to be unsound just because of the weakness of his contribution. According to Nasti, hence, Chrysippus introduced a new analysis of the conditional so defective that it did not allow him to renounce to the earlier and antagonistic analyses.

Nasti quotes the well-known passage of Callimachus about the crows on the roof tops of Alexandria cawing about the question which conditionals are true
, but he interprets this passage as a proof of the anti-dogmatic attempt of ‘hyperdogmatizing’ Chrysippus’ logic (of depicting it as a logic of pure Chrysippean conditional) in order to attack it more easily. But it seems to me much easier to understand that passage at face value, and take the disagreement as a real one and not as an ad hoc anti-dogmatic fabrication. Sextus tells us that in their e„sagwga… the Stoics presented conflicting and not decided (at the time in which Sextus writes) opinions about the true conditional (M 8.428), which does not suggest the idea of  a liberal logic in which  all the different conceptions of conditional were accepted and usefully adopted (the same can be said about the title of Chrysippus’ work Perˆ ¢lhqoàj sunhmmšnou, On the true conditional
). It seems, on the contrary, that Sextus’ passage (like many others) suggests the possibility that some dissident Stoics might have dropped the Chrysippean sun£rthsij to come back, for example, to the Philonian conditional, and not that Chrysippus himself, or any other Stoic logician, adopted sun£rthsij and the Philonian conditional at the same time.

Diogenes in the logical part of his seventh book does not even record the Philonian and Diodorean conceptions about the conditional: for Diogenes’ Stoics the conditional is, without doubts, sun£rthsij (D. L. 7.73), and the conditionalization of the arguments by which it is possible to assess their validity is a conditionalization through sun£rthsij. I found no examples of Philonian conditionalizations in our sources for Stoic logic; what Sextus says time and again (see e.g. PH 2.145) against the dogmatists is that to adopt conditionalization as the test of the soundness of an argument is impracticable, since there is no previous agreement on what conditional is sound (Philonian, Diodorean, Chrysippean?). 

The idea that Chrysippus himself (or even some other Stoic logician) used multiple conditionals and conditionalizations – an idea which Nasti considers as natural – seems to me, on the contrary, quite ungrounded. Therefore, the logical weakness and inadequacy revealed by sun£rthsij when we assume Nasti’s (3) as the correct definition for it should induce us to revise, correct or even reject (3), and not to postulate, as Nasti does, that Chrysippus’ logic was actually (and I believe a bit paradoxically) an impurely Chrysippean logic.

I have cast some doubts about the method by which Nasti defends his analysis of  sun£rthsij. But I think that there are also direct arguments which suggest that (3) could turn out not to be the correct definition of sun£rthsij.

In my sketchy presentation of Nasti’s ideas I did not report his proofs of why the (strong) Boethius’ thesis, the conditionalization of the modus ponens, the law of transitivity and the dogmatic dilemma in favour of the existence of proof would be unsound in a logic of pure sun£rthsij, with sun£rthsij defined as in (3). Leaving apart details, it can be said, roughly, that the invalidity of these argumentative schemes would arise from the second clause of (3), that is from the definition of sun£rthsij as strict equivalence (and of conflict as contradiction) in all those cases in which the antecedent and the consequent are not both contingent. This second part of (3) is a direct consequence of Nasti’s idea (see above p. 118) that a contingent proposition can be connected only with a contingent proposition, an impossible proposition only with an impossible one and a necessary proposition only with a necessary one (there is no sun£rthsij of the impossible with the contingent, or with the necessary, and the impossible conflicts only with the necessary; there is no sun£rthsij of the necessary with the contingent, or with the impossible, and the necessary conflicts only with the impossible). Well, I believe that this very idea from which the second half of (3) follows and that is the real cause of the logical asthenia of the sun£rthsij–according-to-Nasti (and, therefore, of the need of postulating a Chrysippus not fully Chrysippean) is not well-grounded, both from a logical and from a textual point of view. 

To begin with, that idea seems to be inconsistent with the textual evidence according to which for Chrysippus it is not true that what follows the necessary must be necessary (Cic., De fato 14), and nothing prevents the impossible from following the possible (Alex. Aphr., In APr. 177.25-27). If Chrysippus dared to maintain theses which seem so far from our common conceptions (even though in particular dialectical contexts, like the debate arisen by the Master Argument), I do not see why we should exclude the possibility that he considered true, for example, the conditional ‘If earth flies, earth exists’, in which a possible (or maybe necessary) consequent follows an impossible (as we know from D. L. 7.75) antecedent. It is clear that in this case there is some connection between the antecedent and the consequent, and that the contradictory of the consequent (‘Earth does not exist’) in an important sense does conflict with the antecedent (how could it be possible for something non-existent to fly?). And this is actually what Diogenes explicitly tells us in 7.81 (even if in 7.81 he say that from the false, and not from the impossible, ‘Earth flies’ follows the true ‘Earth exists’), and what Nasti contests, in a way which does not seem to me wholly persuasive, in [469], p. 52 n. 16.

But what are Nasti’s arguments for affirming that in a true Chrysippean conditional from an impossible antecedent can follow only an impossible consequent, from a contingent antecedent can follow only a contingent consequent, and hence from a necessary antecedent can follow only a necessary consequent?

What has been proven by Nasti through the argument seen above on p. 117 is that two propositions whatsoever P and Q, one of which is impossible and the other one contingent, cannot conflict for the mere fact that one is contingent and the other impossible (and this is enough to deny the classic identification of the conflict between P and Q with the incompossibility understood as (((P(Q)). But he has not proven that no impossible proposition P conflicts with some contingent proposition Q.

Nasti has also proven (but we shall see how) that every proposition is connected with itself, and is not connected with its own contradictory: therefore, every impossible proposition P conflicts with its own necessary contradictory (P, and no impossible proposition P is connected with its own necessary contradictory (P (and clearly every impossible proposition P is connected with some impossible proposition, namely itself). But this does not mean, or imply, that no impossible proposition is connected with a necessary proposition, and that impossible and necessary propositions can only be in conflict. What is likely is that no necessary proposition can imply in a true conditional an impossible proposition (the impossible does not follow the necessary, as the false does not follow the true: this seems to be a necessary minimal condition for any analysis of the conditional, also for the weakest one, i.e. Philo’s). But from the impossible could well follow the necessary (‘If 2+2=5, there is at least a sum of positive numbers with a result bigger than the first addend’; it will be clear below why according to my understanding of sun£rthsij such a conditional would be true).

I believe, therefore, that Nasti has mistakenly extended the scope of some conclusions absolutely valid: since two propositions, the one impossible and the other contingent, do not conflict for the mere fact that one is impossible and the other contingent, no impossible proposition conflicts with a contingent proposition (this unjustified extension is clear in Nasti’s ‘when’ at point l on p. 117); since every impossible proposition seems to conflict with its own (necessary) contradictory and to be connected with itself (that is, with an impossible proposition), from the impossible the necessary does not follow, and only the impossible can.

Nasti’s definition by cases (3) has also the unpleasant feature of explicitly referring to the modality of the clauses of the conditional: in order to know if a conditional is true, I must know before the modalities of its antecedent and its consequent, or, in the best case, of one of them (to decide whether the conditional means in that case a strict implication or a strict equivalence). In some way Nasti’s sun£rthsij inherits a typical feature of the Philonian conditional, that very undesirable feature that should have been, on the contrary, the main spring of Chrysippus’ proposal of an alternative analysis of the conditional: the truth of a Philonian conditional is a function of the truth value of its clauses, whereas the truth of Nasti’s sun£rthsij is, in an important sense, a function of their modalities. Martha Kneale has explained very clearly why the Philonian conditional does not appear to be cut out for being employed in arguments to be used as proofs: 

When a follower of Zeno whishes to refute some common assumption that-P, he produces an argument of the form ‘If P, then Q; and if P, then not-Q; therefore it is impossible that-P’. In this context he cannot assert his conditionals on the sole ground that they satisfy Philo’s requirement. Admittedly he believes that their common antecedent is false, which is enough to guarantee the truth of both according to Philo’s criterion; but he puts them forward as premises in an argument to prove the falsity of the antecedent, and he must therefore expect his opponent to concede them for some reason which is independent of the truth or falsity of the antecedent or the consequent’. ([452], p. 131).
Something similar can be said about (3): the opponent should be able to assess (and grant) the truth of a conditional wholly independently of an evaluation of the modalities of its antecedent and consequent (modalities which could be debatable). Even worse, Nasti must adopt the Philonian conditional for the conditionalization of most important argumentative schemes (like those seen above), that is just where an evaluation of the truth of the resulting conditional cannot be based on the respective truth values of the premisses conjunction and of the conclusion (the truth value of the conclusion is just what should be established by the argument, and cannot be what guarantees its validity).

To sum up, it seems to me that Nasti’s work, though acute and interesting, is harmed by his attempt of defining at any cost the Chrysippean sun£rthsij by anachronistically adopting modern logical categories (strict implication, strict equivalence, material implication, etc.).

B.3   Analysis of an Alternative Interpretation

I think it is possible to offer an interpretation of sun£rthsij which is simpler and better grounded on textual evidence than Nasti’s, and which can, as we shall see, not only include (2) as a genuine thesis of Chrysippean logic (and thus preserve Sextus’ reliability as a source), but also provide a much more coherent justification for it.

Consider again the truth conditions of sun£rthsij, unanimously reported by Sextus and Diogenes:

T1 
Those who introduce sun£rthsij say that a conditional is sound when the contradictory of its consequent conflicts with its antecedent [e.g. ‘If it is day, it is day’]. (S. E., PH 2.111)

T2 
Thus a true conditional is one the contradictory of whose consequent conflicts with the antecedent: for example, ‘If it is day, it is light’. This is true, since ‘Not: it is light’, the contradictory of the consequent, conflicts with ‘It is day’. On the contrary, a false conditional is one the contradictory of whose consequent does not conflict with the antecedent: for example, ‘If it is day, Dio is walking’; for ‘Not: Dio is walking’ does not conflict with ‘It is day’. (D. L. 7.73)

Here is one of the clearest texts about conflict:

T3
The two kinds of conflict have in common this feature, that things in conflict do not exist together (tÕ m¾ sunup£rcein), and differ in this, that besides not existing together, certain things cannot be destroyed together (sunapÒllusqai), whereas other things can. Therefore, when only one thing happens, that they do not exist together, then the conflict is incomplete (™llip»j ™stin ¹ m£ch); when it also happens that they are not destroyed together, then the conflict is complete (tele…a); for in this case it is necessary that one of the two things is. (Gal., Inst. Log. 4.2)

As we have seen above, the standard interpretation for incomplete conflict (™llip»j m£ch) between two propositions P and Q is 

(((P(Q),

whereas the interpretation for incomplete conflict (tele…a m£ch) is
(((P(Q) ( ((((P((Q).

In past times this interpretations, along with the definition of sun£rthsij, has suggested an identification of  sun£rthsij and strict implication. As we have seen, Frede and Barnes pointed out a further necessary condition for conflict, that is the deducibility of (Q from P, in order to avoid a bare conflict between propositions either one of which is impossible.

But there is another Sextan passage which clears up even more perspicuously the nature of sun£rthsij and m£ch:

T4 
For (a) the conditional announces that if its antecedent is the case, then so too is its consequent, and (b) conflicting statements announce the opposite, that if either one of them is the case, it is impossible for the other to hold.  (PH 2.189)

(a)
‘If P then Q’
announces
if P is true, then Q is true too.

(b) ‘P and Q conflict’ 
announces
if P is true, then Q cannot be true too, and if Q is true, then P cannot be true too.

I think that we ought to interpret the sentences ‘if P is true, then Q is true too’ and ‘if P is true, then Q cannot be true too’ in the simplest way possible, by attributing them  the meaning they have in natural language (since nothing suggests the contrary, unlike the case of the definition of the Philonian conditional, in which the divergence from natural language is, on the contrary, explicit). The conditional ‘if P is true, then Q is true too’ in natural languages, in Greek like in English, has at least these features:

- 
it says nothing about the actual truth values (or the actual modalities) of P and Q;

- 
it excludes the possibility that P is true and Q is false at the same time;

- 
it excludes this possibility not on the basis of the actual truth values (or the actual modalities) of P and Q, but because of some link or connection of the truth of Q with the truth of P.

The third point confirms that sun£rthsij (‘connectedness’) is to be interpreted just in the light of natural language, abandoning all hope of borrowing and adapting modern logical notions. There remains, of course, the non-trivial question of clarifying the nature of this ‘connection’: Barnes’ suggestion is that the connection of the truth of the consequent Q with the truth of the antecedent P rests on the fact the, if P is true, then Q is true because of (or in virtue of) the truth of P
. And this suggestion too moves only the problem, without solving it, since it is necessary to determine more exactly the nature of this causality (empirical? analytical? formal?). However, I believe that Barnes’ proposal is most promising, and worth exploring with more attention.

Let us consider the most classic example of a true conditional, ‘If it is day, it is light’. According to what we have just seen, whoever asserts this conditional is announcing that, were it true that it is day, then it would also be true that it is light just in virtue of the fact that (it is true that) it is day. Suppose, on the contrary, that one says that ‘It is day’ and ‘It is night’ conflict: he is announcing that, were it true that it is day, it could not also be true that it is night (since it is day), and, were it true that it is night, it could not also be true that it is day (since it is night).

But what are the truth conditions of these ‘announcements’? We know from T1 and T2 that the conditional ‘If P then Q’ is true if and only if (Q conflicts with P: this means that the conditional is true if assuming that P is true, then (because or in virtue of this assumption) (Q will not be able to be true (i.e. will be false) and thus, for the principle of bivalence, Q will be true. That is, by assuming that P is true, and given this assumption, Q will be true too, which is exactly what is announced by the conditional. To say that a conditional is true whenever the contradictory of its consequent conflicts with the antecedent, thus, turns out to be the same as saying that what is announced by the conditional is true. 

‘If it is day, it is light’ is true if ‘It is not light’ conflicts with ‘It is day’. This means that ‘If it is day, it is light’ is true if, if it is day, it will not be possible that it is not light since it is day. It is clear that the truth of ‘If it is day, it is light’ is not a function of the truth values or modalities of its clauses. The truth of ‘If it is day, then it will not be possible that there is not light too since it is day’ can be decided on a wholly analytical basis, by considering the meanings of the words ‘day’ and ‘light’.

Let us now consider more problematic cases. We have seen that, according to Nasti (but, I believe, against textual evidence), ‘If earth flies, earth exists’ is not a (connexively) sound conditional, because its antecedent is impossible and its consequent is not impossible, whereas from the impossible only the impossible should follow according to (3). Yet, I think that if we keep to the truth conditions for sun£rthsij formulated by Sextus and Diogenes ‘If earth flies, earth exists’ will turn out to be a true conditional. ‘If earth flies, earth exists’ is true if ‘Earth does not exist’ conflicts with ‘Earth flies’, i.e. if, were it true that earth flies, it would be impossible that earth does not exist since it flies. ‘Earth flies’ is impossible for a Stoic, and therefore the antecedent of the conditional will never be true. But this does not matter in the evaluation of the truth of the conditional. Again, it is an analytical truth that if earth flew, it would be impossible for it not to exist since it would fly (granting the implicit assumption that anything of which one can predicate the verb ‘to fly’ must exist); it is obvious that in cases like the present one in which the antecedent is impossible, the conditional assumes a counterfactual meaning. Consider now ‘If earth flies, earth does not exist’, another conditional which is false, according to Nasti, for the same reasons seen above. In this case the conditional is really false, but not because of the modalities of its clauses, but simply because the assumption that earth flies does not bring to the conclusion that it cannot exist (implying, on the contrary, its existence).

It is true that Chrysippus’ definition of sun£rthsij eludes the ex impossibili quodlibet paradox, but not, as Nasti maintains, because from an impossible proposition only an impossible one can follow (or, more precisely, an impossible one somehow deducible from the antecedent); from the impossible does not follow quodlibet, but everything whose contradictory necessarily would have been false in the (counterfactual) event in which what is de facto impossible had been true.

Consider now the following argument:

If Socrates is on the Moon, Socrates is not on Mars
P(Q

But Socrates is on the Moon



P


Therefore, Socrates is not on Mars


Q

If we keep to Nasti’s interpretation, this argument would be invalid if we adopted sun£rthsij not only for the antecedent, but also for the conditionalization:

((P(Q)(P)(Q.

In fact, the major premiss would be false (or, better, impossible, since according to Nasti every Chrysippean conditional which is false is also impossible and every Chrysippean conditional which is true is also necessary), the minor premiss would be impossible (according to the Chrysippean conception of ‘impossible’), and the conclusion would be necessary (again, according to the Chrysippean conception of ‘necessary’). Therefore, the conditionalized form would have an impossible antecedent and a necessary consequent, and thus it would be false, i.e. the argument to which it corresponds would be invalid. At this point Nasti would recur to a Philonian conditionalization to restore the validity of the argument: since, from a Philonian perspective, ex impossibili quodlibet, the argument conditionalized by employing the Philonian conditional is certainly valid.

If we adopt the interpretation I have proposed, the argument seen above remains valid (as it seems to me plausible) also adopting the sole Chrysippean conditional. According to my reconstruction, the major premiss would be true (it is not possible to be at the same time on the Moon and on Mars), the minor premiss would be  impossible and the conclusion would be necessary. But, once again, it is not the modalities of the parts that are relevant to the truth of the conditional. The argument is valid if the conditional ((P(Q)(P)(Q is true. And it is true if, were the antecedent true, the contradictory of the consequent could not be true just because of the truth of the antecedent. Were it true that, were Socrates on the Moon, then he would not be on Mars (which is indeed true), and were it true at the same time that Socrates is on the Moon (which is actually even impossible), it could not be true also that Socrates is on Mars, because of the truth of the premisses. It is by no means relevant to the truth of the conditional that the minor premiss is impossible, making de facto impossible the conjunction of the premisses and therefore the antecedent of the conditionalization, or that the conclusion is necessary.

It is not difficult to see how ‘Boethius’ strong thesis’ and connexively-conditionalized transitivity, which are invalid for Nasti, turn out to be perfectly valid if we adopt my interpretation of the conditional.

B.4   Further Doubts On Nasti’s Interpretation

In this final section I wish to present some further remarks on Nasti’s interpretation. Nasti adopts and defends (2) as a genuine fragment of Stoic logic, but he must admit that the arguments advanced by Sextus in support of the truth of (2) (see above T4) are unsatisfactory:

The justification which we are given for this assumption [(2)] straight after, that is that a true conditional with a true antecedent has a true conclusion, whereas if either one (Ðpoioud»pote) of two conflicting propositions is true, the other one cannot be true, clearly is not sufficient (obviously, given two conflicting propositions it is enough that the first one, and not either one of them, is true for the correspondent conditional (the conditional of which it is the antecedent) to be false. ([471], p. 524)

Here Nasti is erroneously interpreting Sextus’ ‘the conditional announces that if its antecedent is the case, then so too is its consequent’ as the equivalent of ‘a true conditional with a true antecedent has a true conclusion’ (actually the latter is implied by the former, but it is not the equivalent of the former), and therefore is unable to see how what is said in T4 can ground (2)
. Actually, it is absolutely necessary that (2) follows from T4 if we assume the interpretation of sun£rthsij and conflict I have proposed in the previous section. (2) says that if P and Q conflict the conditional ‘If P then Q’ cannot be true. And, in fact, if P and Q conflict, then if P is true Q cannot be true too, but hence the conditional ‘If P then Q’, by announcing just the opposite, that if  P is true then Q will also be true, announces, necessarily, something false.

A second perplexity regards Nasti’s remarks on the Sextan attack against the dogmatic dilemma in favour of the existence of proof (PH 2.188-192). As we have seen, according to Nasti Sextus ‘hyperdogmatizes’, more or less on purpose, Chrysippus’ logic, by presenting it as a logic of pure Chrysippean implication in which all the involved conditionals are Chrysippean sunart»seij (unlike Chrysippus, who is not purely Chrysippean!). Only in this way Sextus can prove the invalidity of the dogmatic argument in favour of proof:

If proof exists, proof exists.

If proof does not exist, proof exists.

Either proof exists of proof does not exist.

Therefore, proof exists.

Sextus would be considering and criticizing the following (purely Chrysippean) conditionalization of the argument:

(a)
((P(P)(((P(P)((Pw(P))(P,

whereas the correct conditionalization (the one intended by Chrysippus) would be:

(b)
((P—3P)(((P—3P)((Pw(P))(P.

According to Nasti, the conditional (a) is false, and therefore the corresponding argument is invalid, because the antecedent (the conjunction of the premisses) cannot be true (as Sextus shows, the premisses are mutually destructive: if one of them is true, the other one must be false), whereas in some cases the consequent can be contingent or necessary. This means that there are substitutions which would make (a) false, since it would be composed of an impossible antecedent and a non-impossible consequent (the falsity of these cases clearly results from Nasti’s particular definition by cases (3) of sun£rthsij, which I have criticized above).

But even if we concede to Nasti that (3) catches the true meaning of sun£rthsij and that Sextus is really bluffing, or, more simply, mistaking, when he criticizes the dogmatic argument on the false assumption that all the involved conditionals are sunart»seij, a point remains to be explained by Nasti. Nasti maintains that no proposition is connected with its own contradictory (and that no proposition conflicts with itself). If this is true, the conditional ((P(P) is necessarily false, independently of the meaning, truth value and modality of P (and indeed Nasti is explicit on this point), and therefore the conjunction of the premisses of the dogmatic argument (the antecedent of conditionalization (a)) turns out to be impossible. Why on earth does not Sextus point out this simple fact, which would be itself enough, if we accept Nasti’s interpretation, to prove the invalidity of the argument, but shows the impossibility of the conjunction of the premisses in a much more toilsome way, by showing that the truth of one premiss necessarily implies the falsity of the other? 

A possible answer could be that actually, pace Nasti, not all the Chrysippean conditionals of the form ((P(P) are false. On what grounds does Nasti maintain that no proposition is connected with its own contradictory and conflicts with itself? To tell the truth, Nasti has not really proven that no proposition is connected with its own contradictory and conflicts with itself, but he has simply assumed that:

Now, from Sextus (PH 2.111) we know that S(P,P) is true when P stands for ‘it is day’ and therefore, through (1), also C(P,(P) must be true. Moreover, also according to Galen’s testimony, this should hold in general, independently of the choice of P, and thus also of its modality (‘it is day’ is clearly contingent), or of the fact that P is an atomic proposition […] every proposition conflicts with its own negation’. ([469], p. 48).
The crux of the matter is just in Nasti’s ‘should hold in general’: from the fact that the conditional ‘If it is day, it is day’ is true, every conditional of the form (P(P) should be true, every proposition should be connected with itself and should conflict with its own negation. Once again, it seems to me that Nasti is unjustifiedly passing from what is true to what is doubtful, taking for granted what should be object of inquiry. There is no doubt, also by intuition, that a very large majority of the conditionals of the form (P(P) will be true, independently of the modality or complexity of P: were it true that it is day, then it would (also!) be true that it is day (just because it would be day); were it true that earth flies, then earth would certainly fly (just because it would fly); were it true that 2+2=5, then, clearly, 2+2=5 would be true, etc.

But there are also some problematic cases about which to give an answer is not so simple. Is the conditional ‘If everything is false, everything is false’ true or false? This conditional announces that, were everything false, then, given this assumption, everything would be false. But it is well-known that if everything is false, then it will be false also that everything is false, and thus it will be true that not everything is false. It can be said that, were ‘Everything is false’ true, then because of that ‘Not everything is false’ would be true. There would exist a true conditional of the form (P((P), and therefore a proposition (‘Everything is false’) conflicting with itself and connected with its own contradictory.

This possibility that in Chrysippus’ logic there were some self-conflicting propositions (fundamentally those propositions considered as subject to peritrop» by the Stoics) and some false duplicated conditionals is certainly conjectural, but not more conjectural than a unwarranted transition from the truth of the conditional ‘If it is day, it is day’ to the truth of all the duplicated conditionals
. And there is no doubt that it manages to make better sense of Sextus’ argument: Sextus does not claim that the second premiss ‘If proof does not exist, proof exists’ is false, but he only maintains that it conflicts with the other premisses, simply because a Stoic logicians would never admit that it is false: the contradictory of its consequent (‘Proof does not exist’) does conflict with it antecedent, i.e. by assuming the truth of the antecedent the necessary falsity of the contradictory of the consequent will follow by peritrop». By assuming the truth of ‘Proof does not exist’, the truth of ‘Proof exists’ will necessary follow, by peritrop», and so the falsity of the initial assumption (which is the same as the contradictory of the consequent). It is not important here that, unlike the peritrop» of ‘Everything is false’, the peritrop» of ‘Proof does not exist’ seems to be grounded on disputable extra-logical assumptions
; there is no doubt that the Stoics considered, either wrongly or rightly, ‘Proof does not exist’ as subject to peritrop», and therefore not only is not difficult, but is even natural to hypothesize that they maintained, consequently, the truth of the conditional ‘If proof does not exist, proof exists’. Aristotle’s thesis would not be a valid thesis in Stoic logic (but, actually, is it valid in Aristotelian logic?).

However that may be, the question of evaluating Sextus’ argument against the dogmatic dilemma in favour of proof remains open. While if we accepted Nasti’s interpretation Sextus’ argument would be unsound because it would presuppose a false image of Chrysippean logic as a logic of pure sun£rthsij, nothing in my interpretation suggests that Sextus’ argument is unsound. The dogmatic argument

P(P

(P(P

Pw(P

( P

looks really unsound, or, more exactly, necessarily false
, since its three premisses cannot be true at the same time, given the analysis of  sun£rthsij I have presented.

But how is it possible that such a top-level logician as Chrysippus accepted and used an invalid argument? We come here to another point that seems to me weak in Nasti’s interpretation: although without complete assurance, Nasti seems to attribute the origin of the dilemma in favour of proof to Chrysippus. Actually there is no textual evidence for such an attribution, and there is, on the contrary, a testimony which seems even to exclude any possibility of a Chrysippean paternity of that dilemma:

Now, you can meet many people minutely skilled in the ways of analysing by the first and the second qšma the di¦ dÚo tropikîn syllogisms, the di¦ triîn tropikîn […] And anyway, all the construction of such syllogisms is no small over-expenditure of effort on something useless, as Chrysippus himself testifies in practice by never in his own works needing those syllogisms to demonstrate a doctrine. (Galen, De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 2.3.18-20)

The dilemma in favour of the existence of proof is to be classified among syllogisms composed of three tropik£; but Galen witnesses that Chrysippus never used such syllogisms to prove his doctrines, hence, if we take his testimony in serious account, the dilemma in favour of proof cannot be Chrysippean. As a confirmation of that, it is natural to think that the dogmatic dilemma in favour of the existence of proof, and the similar one in favour of the existence of sign, originated dialectically, as replies to those who criticized the existence of proof and sign; and it is likely that the attacks against the concepts of sign and proof date back to Carneades, if not to Aenesidemus, i.e. to a period amply later than Chrysippus’. Finally, Galen’s passage does not rule out even the stronger conclusion that no syllogisms composed of two or three tropik£ were recognized as sound by Chrysippus (although it does not necessarily imply this conclusion); this opens the possibility that such syllogisms have been introduced by later Stoics, maybe forced by the need of devising new and more effective tools to face the Academics’ and Pyrrhonists’ attacks (and indeed no argument composed of two or three tropik£ is explicitly attributed to Chrysippus by our sources). 

The logical problems arisen by our dilemma would have not been Chrysippus’ fault, but later logicians would have incautiously adopted arguments whose validity is incompatible with the definition itself of sun£rthsij. However, it is not necessary to attribute an error even to these anonymous heirs of Chrysippus; in adopting as sound new arguments they could have also adopted, at the same time, a new analysis of the conditional, consistent, unlike sun£rthsij, with the validity of those very arguments. We have seen above that it is likely that there was some debate in the Stoa about the nature of the conditional; nothing prevents us from thinking that some successors of Chrysippus could have come back to the Philonian or Diodorean conditional, or could have created variants of sun£rthsij (the adoption of the Philonian conditional by some Stoics seems to emerge from various Sestan passages, e.g. PH 2.104). From the point of view of these ‘dissident’ logicians, therefore, the dilemma in favour of proof could have been perfectly sound. Sextus, thus, would not be bluffing by falsely attributing to Chrysippus a logic of pure Chrysippean implication, as Nasti maintains, but, even more subtly, by assessing the validity of an argument introduced and employed by Chrysippus’ heirs not in the light of their own conceptions on the nature of the conditional, but in the light of their great master’s ideas. Sextus would be adopting a typical strategy of his, to check a dogmatic position by opposing to it another (and conflicting) dogmatic position. Sextus’ move in this case would be extremely refined, since he would be opposing and arming Stoics against Stoics.

But I fear that conjecture, although attractive, can but remain a conjecture here, at least at the current state of our knowledge of Hellenistic logic.
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� 	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, pp. 290-291.


� 	Hereafter I will use ‘Pyrrhonist’ and ‘Sceptic’ interchangeably, to refer to the adherent of the ‘Sceptic way’ (skeptik¾ ¢gwg») as it is outlined in Sextus’ work.


� 	McPherran’s view can actually be considered almost the standard one among scholars. We shall see below that also Myles Burnyeat shares that view; let me quote some other examples: ‘Since nothing is true, however, it follows that not even the statements of the Skeptics themselves are true. Sextus acknowledges this inference, but the criticism is wide of mark. The Skeptic doctrine is indeed self-refuting, but only after it has destroyed all the arguments of traditional philosophy’ (Stough � REF _Ref467143608 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[371]�, p. 146); ‘I will take this acceptance of self-refutation (peritrope) as a defining character of Pyrrhonian skepticism as I understand it’ (Fogelin � REF _Ref467143838 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[268]�, p. 4); ‘At all events they [the Pyrrhonists] happily embraced self-refutation’ (Hankinson � REF _Ref467143956 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[280]�, p. 18). 


I refer here in particular to McPherran because he does not merely claim that ancient Pyrrhonism accepts self-refutation, but examines closely the relevant passages and tries to explain the philosophical rationale for such an acceptance. Although in this paper I criticize McPherran’s overall interpretation as well as some details of it, my work is deeply indebted to his article, from which I have picked up many points and suggestions.


� 	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 292.


� 	The translations of PH quoted in this section are drawn from Annas-Barnes � REF _Ref475329756 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[35]�; those of M 7-8 from Bury � REF _Ref475329808 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[42]�. I have revised the translations in some cases.


� 	For his distinction between different forms of self-refutation McPherran is indebted to Mackie’s brilliant formal analysis of self-refutation logic (Mackie � REF _Ref467144279 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[138]�).


� 	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 292.


� 	This specification is very important. Of course McPherran does not argue that Sextus maintains that his fwna… are absolutely self-refuting, and therefore false, tout court, but only when interpreted, from a dogmatic perspective, as ‘propositionally-construed utterances’ about what is the case in reality (� REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 297). Unlike McPherran, however, I think that not even in this case does Sextus consider his fwna… self-refuting, and that not even provisionally does he want the dogmatist to interpret them in that way.


� 	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 295.


� 	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, pp. 293-294.


� 	See PH 2.206, 2.222, 3.28, 3.161, 3.197; M 1.196, 7.11, 8.61, 8.361, 9.342.


� 	See PH 1.122, 2.64, 2.76, 2.78, 2.88, 2.91, 2.179, 3.19; M 7.337, 7.440, 8.55, 8.295 (quater), 8.296, 8.360, 8.463, 9.204, 10.18.


� 	Not only is reflexivity, a fundamental component of self-refutation, absent from all the passages in which peritršpein has the former sense, but also truth and falsity, which as we shall see below are central ingredients of (self-)refutation, are absent from most of them.


� 	See PH 1.200, 2.128, 2.133, 2.185, 2.187; M 7.389, 7.390.


� 	There is finally a single occurrence of the adverb ¢peritršptwj (M 1.53), with the meaning of ‘without being turned about’, ‘without being refuted by oneself’.


� 	Burnyeat � REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 48. I will suggest at sect. 3.6 that the clause I have italicized is questionable.


� 	Needless to say, this does not necessarily imply that Sextus accepts the charge he reports.


� 	kaˆ d¾ toÝj m�n p£nta lšgontaj yeudÁ ™de…xamen prÒsqen peritrepomšnouj. e„ g¦r p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, yeàdoj œstai kaˆ tÕ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, ™k p£ntwn Øp£rcon. yeÚdouj d� Ôntoj toà p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, tÕ ¢ntike…menon aÙtù ¢lhq�j œstai, tÕ oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ. e„ ¥ra p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ. 


� 	For the self-refuting character of ‘Everything is false’ and ‘Everything is true’ see Arist. Metaph. G 8, 1012b13-18, and n. � NOTEREF _Ref459951649 \h � \* LOWER  \* MERGEFORMAT �155� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475509548 \h ��68� below.


� 	Burnyeat adopts here the different label of ‘single-premise reversal’.


The notation I used for the argument seen above (see Lemmon � REF _Ref473812516 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[505]�), by distinguishing between assumptions (first column) and steps or premisses (second column), allows us to understand clearly that Burnyeat’s terminological choice is not completely precise. The conclusion (4) of the argument above, that is the peritrop» of (1), is not deduced from a single premiss (actually there are three premisses), but on the basis of a single assumption: (1). It is important to realize the difference between the two distinct concepts of premiss and assumption, and thus consider cases like the one seen above as cases of ‘single-assumption reversal’.


� 	¢ll' e„èqasin ¢nqupofšrontej oƒ dogmatikoˆ zhte‹n, pîj pote kaˆ Ð skeptikÕj tÕ mhd�n e�nai krit»rion ¢pofa…netai. ½toi g¦r ¢kr…twj toàto lšgei À met¦ krithr…ou: kaˆ e„ m�n ¢kr…twj, ¥pistoj gen»setai, e„ d� met¦ krithr…ou, peritrap»setai kaˆ lšgwn mhd�n e�nai krit»rion Ðmolog»sei e„j t¾n toÚtou par£stasin krit»rion paralamb£nein. 


�  	Burnyeat � REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 51


� 	p©san m�n oân fantas…an oÙk ¨n e‡poi tij ¢lhqÁ di¦ t¾n peritrop»n, kaqëj Ó te DhmÒkritoj kaˆ Ð Pl£twn ¢ntilšgontej tù PrwtagÒrv ™d…daskon: e„ g¦r p©sa fantas…a ™stˆn ¢lhq»j, kaˆ tÕ m¾ p©san fantas…an e�nai ¢lhqÁ, kat¦ fantas…an Øfist£menon, œstai ¢lhqšj, kaˆ oÛtw tÕ p©san fantas…an e�nai ¢lhqÁ gen»setai yeàdoj. 


� 	Burnyeat � REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 59.


On this point, during our analysis it will be useful to keep always in mind some remarks by Anthony Long and David Sedley: ‘The Stoic view of argument had a dialectical background in which each premise was posed as a question to an interlocutor and required his agreement. Despite the great formality imposed by the logical handbooks, this dialectical aspect was never lost sight of’ (� REF _Ref467144480 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[30]�, vol. I,  p. 218).


� 	I am not concerned here with the question whether, and in what measure, this can be considered as a doctrine of the historical Protagoras.


�  	Burnyeat � REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 55.


� 	M 3.86, 5.23, 7.277, 8.161, 8.162, 8.387, 8.394, 9.103, 9.261 (bis), 10.15, 10.263.


� 	PH 1.14, 1.206, 2.47, 2.84 (bis), 2.188, 3.1, 3.97, 3.130; M 7.12, 8.164, 8.339, 8.480. Two occurrences of the word are attested in Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 6.15.119, 8.7.22), but it is likely that Sextus is at least one generation older than Clement.


� 	mhdenÕj g¦r Ôntoj dexioà oÙd� ¢risterÒn ti œstai di¦ tÕ tîn prÒj ti e�nai toÚtwn ˜k£teron, kaˆ mhdenÕj Ôntoj ¢risteroà sumperigr£fetai kaˆ ¹ toà dexioà ™p…noia. 


� 	diÒper ™x ¡p£ntwn toÚtwn ¢kat£lhpton eØr…sketai tÕ krit»rion Øf' oá kriq»setai t¦ pr£gmata. Sumperigrafomšnwn d� toÚtJ kaˆ tîn ¥llwn krithr…wn …


� 	peritrop» could be schematised in this way:





p ( (q ( …) ( (p





	(where p and q are statements). Where the verb sumperigr£fein is used we usually find something like: 


(Px ( (Py





� 	The second requirement too does not seem to be wholly satisfied: in the very moment in which x is proved to be not-P, y is shown to be not-P as well, without any need of further inferential steps (it is possible, however, that some further inferential step is needed to realize that y is not-P).


� 	The same de facto identification between peritršpein (and peritrop») and (sum)perigr£fein is made by Hankinson: ‘Epoche is not, then, some further intellectual conclusion which the Sceptic then reaches. Hence he can be perfectly happy about the self-refuting (or as Sextus prefers to say, self-cancelling) nature of his expressions, or phonai’ (� REF _Ref467143956 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[280]�, p. 299).


� 	PH 2.188, 2.193, 3.103, 3.109, 3.130, 3.259.


� 	Sextus’ occurrences of sumperitršpein are the earliest attested in Greek literature, with the sole exception of a non-technical occurrence in the physician Dioscorides Pedanius (De Materia Medica 4.190, I cent. A. D.).


�	PH 3.40, 3.101, 3.130; M 1.30, 1.40, 1.123, 3.18, 3.82, 3.94, 6.53, 7.74, 7.395, 7.444, 8.3, 8.60, 8.164, 8.338, 8.339, 9.313, 9.357, 9.406, 10.100, 10.236, 10.245, 10.269, 11.90, 11.234.


�	sumperitršpetai d� toÚtoij kaˆ ¹ cèra: e‡te g¦r Ð mšgaj tÒpoj ™stˆ cèra, sumperigr£fetai tù tÒpJ, e‡te ¹ kat¦ mšn ti ØpÕ sèmatoj katecomšnh, kat¦ dš ti ken¾ di£stasij, ¢mfotšroij sunanaire‹tai. 


� 	After all, not even peritršpein / peritrop» literally mean in ancient Greek ‘to refute (oneself)’ / ‘self-refutation’.


� 	lšgomen d� m¾ dogmat…zein tÕn skeptikÕn oÙ kat' ™ke‹no tÕ shmainÒmenon toà dÒgmatoj kaq' Ö dÒgma e�na… fas… tinej koinÒteron tÕ eÙdoke‹n tini pr£gmati (to‹j g¦r kat¦ fantas…an kathnagkasmšnoij p£qesi sugkatat…qetai Ð skeptikÒj, oŒon oÙk ¨n e‡poi qermainÒmenoj À yucÒmenoj Óti dokî m¾ qerma…nesqai À yÚcesqai), ¢ll¦ m¾ dogmat…zein lšgomen kaq' Ö dÒgma e�na… fas… tinej t»n tini pr£gmati tîn kat¦ t¦j ™pist»maj zhtoumšnwn ¢d»lwn sugkat£qesin (oÙdenˆ g¦r tîn ¢d»lwn sugkatat…qetai Ð Purrèneioj). 


� 	See e.g. Aristocl. ap. Eus., PE 14.18.9-12; D. L. 9.102-104.


� 	The explicit reference is to the end of the previous chapter (PH 1.12), in which Sextus said that sust£sewj d� tÁj skeptikÁj ™stin ¢rc¾ m£lista tÕ pantˆ lÒgJ lÒgon ‡son ¢ntike‹sqai: ¢pÕ g¦r toÚtou katal»gein dokoàmen e„j tÕ m¾ dogmat…zein. (‘The chief constitutive principle of Scepticism is the claim that to every account an equal account is opposed; for we think that from this we come to hold  no beliefs (m¾ dogmat…zein)’).


� 	For the meaning of dÒgma and dogmat…zein in ancient Greek and in Sextus’ work see, in particular, Barnes � REF _Ref465414523 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[340]�. The present passage is actually at the centre of the scholarly debate as to whether Sextus’ Pyrrhonism is to be considered ‘rustic’ or ‘urbane’, that is whether Sextus’ claim that the Pyrrhonist lives ¢dox£stwj has to be interpreted as ‘The Pyrrhonist has no beliefs at all’, or only as ‘The Pyrrhonist rejects a certain kind of dogmatic beliefs’ (on this debate see Burnyeat-Frede � REF _Ref475333790 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[100]�). This question however has no relevance in our reading of the passage, because the use the Pyrrhonist makes of his fwna…, if not further vindicated, could also undermine the most ‘urbane’ forms of Scepticism.


		It represents actually a terminological anomaly for Sextus to label here the Pyrrhonist’s acquiescence ‘belief’, even though in a weaker sense; from here onward when I say ‘belief’ or ‘believe’ without specifications I shall always take them with the strong meaning of ‘dogmatic(ally) assent(ing) to something ¥dhlon’.


� 	For the broad sense in which I here and elsewhere use ‘things’, ‘matters’, and ‘external reality’, some notes by Benson Mates will be helpful: ‘Whereas most modern epistemologists seem to assume that the external world is made up of individual entities to which it makes sense to ascribe spatiotemporal coordinates [...] the ancients applied the term “what exists externally” much more widely. Any assertion whatever, the truth value of which is taken to be independent of what the soul perceives or thinks (in other words, which does not merely express pathe of the soul but purports to describe something beyond these, something that is really so regardless of what may or may not seem to be the case) is taken to assert the existence of a component or components of the external world.’ (� REF _Ref465409351 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[53]�, p. 19).


� 	¢ll' oÙd� ™n tù profšresqai perˆ tîn ¢d»lwn t¦j skeptik¦j fwn£j, oŒon t¾n oÙd�n m©llon À t¾n oÙd�n Ðr…zw ½ tina tîn ¥llwn perˆ ïn Ûsteron lšxomen dogmat…zei. Ð m�n g¦r dogmat…zwn æj Øp£rcon t…qetai tÕ pr©gma ™ke‹no Ö lšgetai dogmat…zein, Ð d� skeptikÕj t¦j fwn¦j t…qhsi taÚtaj oÙc æj p£ntwj ØparcoÚsaj.


� 	Mates � REF _Ref465409351 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[53]�, p. 65.


� 	In the case of the Sceptical fwna…, Sextus’ standard verb for ‘to utter’ is profšrein (PH 1.14, 1.15, 1.188 (bis), 1.191, 1.193, 1.204; M 11.147); he also employs alternatively the noun profor£ with the genitive (PH 1.15 (bis)). None the less, we find also œpifqšggesqai (PH 1.187, 1.213), lšgein (PH 1.187), and f£nai (PH 1.208).


� 	One of the meanings of fwn» is just ‘saying’, ‘maxim’, ‘slogan’ (see e.g. Pl., Prt. 341b8; Plu., Moralia 90, 106, 140, 330).


� 	In this Thesis I will use the propositional variables quite loosely, either for propositions and sentences, or for the states of affairs signified by propositions and sentences.


� 	The exact meaning of this ‘absolutely’ will become apparent below.


� 	This interpretation of the structure of PH 1.14-15 takes into account Lorenzo Corti’s in Scale Pirroniane (� REF _Ref467148842 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[118]�). According to Corti, in PH  Sextus hints that the Sceptic uses oÙd�n m©llon in two different ways. Most passages show that he adopts this elliptical formula to indicate the statement (S1) oÙ m©llon tÒde À tÒde, meaning the singular phrase ¬Mab: ‘Given the two dogmatic theses a and b  which I have just examined, I am not able to decide which I should believe and which not’. Since it describes a p£qoj of ™poc» felt by the Sceptic, it is a non-dogmatic statement (pp. 77-87). But in PH 1.14-15, where Sextus ascribes to oÙd�n m©llon the property of being self-cancelling (and thus self-referring), this formula should stand for a statement which must be universal and dogmatic, i.e. (S2) (pq¬Mpq: ‘Given any dogmatic thesis p and its antithetical thesis q, I am not able to decide which I should believe and which not’ (pp. 107-110). According to Corti, Sextus’ reply in PH 1.14-15 is divided into two parts. In the former, when he ascribes to oÙd�n m©llon the property of being self-cancelling, Sextus is speaking of the cases in which the Sceptic utters oÙd�n m©llon in the meaning of (S2), and he explains that he does not dogmatize in doing so because of the self-cancelling property of (S2). In the latter, Sextus is referring to the cases in which the Sceptic utters oÙd�n m©llon in the meaning of (S1), and he explains that he does not dogmatize in doing so, since (S1) describes a p£qoj experienced by the speaker (pp. 111-113).


 	  	As I shall explain, I too believe that in PH  1.14-15 Sextus distinguishes between a dogmatic and a non-dogmatic interpretation of oÙd�n m©llon, but I argue that he does so only to immediately discard the dogmatic one. 


� 	Øpolamb£nei g¦r Óti, ésper ¹ p£nta ™stˆ yeudÁ fwn¾ met¦ tîn ¥llwn kaˆ ˜aut¾n yeudÁ e�nai lšgei, kaˆ ¹ oÙdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj Ðmo…wj, oÛtwj kaˆ ¹ oÙd�n m©llon met¦ tîn ¥llwn kaˆ ˜aut»n fhsi m¾ m©llon e�nai kaˆ di¦ toàto to‹j ¥lloij ˜aut¾n sumperigr£fei. tÕ d' aÙtÕ kaˆ ™pˆ tîn ¥llwn skeptikîn fwnîn lšgomen. 


� 	œsti m�n oân aÛth ¹ fwn¾ ™llip»j. æj g¦r Ótan lšgwmen diplÁ, dun£mei fam�n ˜st…a diplÁ, kaˆ Ótan lšgwmen plate‹a, dun£mei lšgomen plate‹a ÐdÒj, oÛtwj Ótan e‡pwmen oÙ m©llon, dun£mei fam�n oÙ m©llon tÒde À tÒde.


		I have translated oÙd�n m©llon as ‘Nothing more’ to preserve a certain degree of ambiguity I see in the Greek phrase. Just as oÙd�n in oÙd�n m©llon can be taken either as a neuter pronoun or as an adverb, so ‘nothing’ in ‘Nothing more’ can be intended either as the subject (i.e. ‘Nothing is more’), or as an adverb modifying the comparative ‘more’ (i.e. ‘Not at all more’, ‘Nowise more’). I think that there are a few clues suggesting that the use as a pronoun is the one Sextus has in his mind when he speaks of the fwn¾ oÙd�n m©llon:





- 	as we have seen, Sextus compares oÙd�n m©llon with phrases in which oÙdšn is clearly used as a pronoun (oÙd�n Ðr…zw, oÙdšn ™sti ¢lhqšj), or which are generalizations (p£nta ™stˆ yeud»);


- 	oÙdšn employed adverbially  is not part of Sextus’ usage (apart from the idiom oÙd�n Âtton, which is always used, however, as a conjunction). Not even where we would expect it do we find this adverbial use: Sextus writes that ¹ oÙd�n m©llon met¦ tîn ¥llwn kaˆ ˜aut»n fhsi m¾ m©llon e�nai. The use of m» instead of mhdšn can be explained here either by saying that, as Sextus is happy to admit, he uses language loosely (and so is not in dread of saying that ‘“Nowise more” says that it too is “no more”’), or by saying that oÙd�n m©llon here actually means ‘Nothing (is) more’, in which case it would be normal to say that ‘“Nothing is more” says that it too, along with the other things, is “no more”’;


- 	at PH 1.188, Sextus writes: ‘For we do not, as some suppose, adopt oÙ m©llon in specific enquiries (™n ta‹j e„dika‹j zht»sesi), and oÙd�n m©llon in generic inquiries (™n ta‹j genika‹j), but we utter oÙ m©llon and oÙd�n m©llon indifferently’. Even if Sextus reminds us that the two forms have actually the same deep grammar, there remains the question of figuring out a possible origin of the misinterpretation Sextus takes care to avoid in the passage seen above (a passage which, to the best of my knowledge, has never been adequately explained by commentators). And I think that we have a plausible explanation if we understand the difference between the surface meanings of oÙ m©llon and oÙd�n m©llon here as the difference between the non-apparently general formula ‘No more’, to be uttered at the end of specific investigations, and the apparently general ‘Nothing is more’, to be used at the end of generic enquiries (the difference between the less emphatic ‘No more’ and the more emphatic ‘Nowise more’, on the contrary, cannot explain why on earth one should think that the former is used ™n ta‹j e„dika‹j zht»sesi, the latter ™n ta‹j genika‹j).


� 	dhlo‹ d� tÕ oÙ m©llon tÒde À tÒde kaˆ p£qoj ¹mšteron, kaq' Ö di¦ t¾n „sosqšneian tîn ¢ntikeimšnwn pragm£twn e„j ¢rrey…an katal»gomen, „sosqšneian m�n legÒntwn ¹mîn t¾n „sÒthta t¾n kat¦ tÕ fainÒmenon ¹m‹n piqanÒn, ¢ntike…mena d� koinîj t¦ macÒmena, ¢rrey…an d� t¾n prÕj mhdšteron sugkat£qesin. 


� 	¢gnoî t…ni m�n toÚtwn cr¾ sugkatat…qesqai, t…ni d� m¾ sugkatat…qesqai.


See Timon ap. D. L. 9.76: shma…nei oân ¹ fwn», kaq£ fhsi kaˆ T…mwn ™n tù PÚqwni, tÕ mhd�n Ðr…zein, ¢ll' ¢prosqete‹n. (‘Thus the fwn» [oÙd�n m©llon] means, as also Timon says in the Python, “determining nothing, but suspending judgement”’).


� 	prÕj toÚtoij k¢ke…nou de‹ memnÁsqai, Óti oÙ perˆ p£ntwn tîn pragm£twn kaqÒlou fam�n aÙt£j, ¢ll¦ perˆ tîn ¢d»lwn kaˆ tîn dogmatikîj zhtoumšnwn.


� 	For the broad meaning of ‘matters’ (pr£gmata), here and elsewhere, see again n. � NOTEREF _Ref475335278 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �43� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475335293 \h ��16�.


� 	Of course, this is the grammar oÙ(d�n) m©llon has in Sextus (and presumably in late Pyrrhonism), and not in ancient Scepticism tout court (and so much the less in ancient philosophy).


		For a similar analysis of the meaning of oÙ(d�n) m©llon in Sextus see De Lacy � REF _Ref467148553 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[120]�, pp. 69-70. For Corti’s different view that oÙ(d�n) m©llon in its standard meaning does not signify a general avowal, but a singular non-dogmatic statement, (S1), see n. � NOTEREF _Ref475335549 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �50� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518782 \h ��18�.


� 	Mates � REF _Ref465409351 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[53]�, p. 19. See also above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref475335278 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �43� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475335293 \h ��16�.


� 	The idea that the absoluteness of (M*, as opposed to the first-person relative character of (M, probably implies also a lack of restrictions in the universality of the formula came to me from Corti’s considerations about the difference between the singular formula (S1) and the universal (S2) (� REF _Ref467148842 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[118]�, pp. 107-110; see above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref475335549 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �50� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518782 \h ��18�).


� 	The idea that ™poc», and then ¢tarax…a, are consequences of the indeterminacy of reality itself is attributed to Pyrrho by Timon, in the well-known Aristoclean testimony (Aristocl. ap. Eus., PE 14.18.3-4): t¦ m�n oân pr£gmat£ fhsin aÙtÕn ¢pofa…nein ™p' ‡shj ¢di£fora kaˆ ¢st£qmhta kaˆ ¢nep…krita, di¦ toàto m»te t¦j a„sq»seij ¹mîn m»te t¦j dÒxaj ¢lhqeÚein À yeÚdesqai. di¦ toàto oân mhd� pisteÚein aÙta‹j de‹n, ¢ll' ¢dox£stouj kaˆ ¢kline‹j kaˆ ¢krad£ntouj e�nai, perˆ ˜nÕj ˜k£stou lšgontaj Óti oÙ m©llon œstin À oÙk œstin À kaˆ œsti kaˆ oÙk œstin À oÜte œstin oÜte oÙk œstin. to‹j mšntoi ge diakeimšnoij oÛtw perišsesqai T…mwn fhsˆ prîton m�n ¢fas…an, œpeita d' ¢tarax…an. (‘He [Timon] says that he [Pyrrho] shows that things are equally indifferent, unmeasurable, undecidable, and that therefore neither our sensations nor our judgments say the truth or the false. Consequently, we should not put our trust in them, but should be without beliefs, uncommitted and unwavering, saying concerning each thing “it no more is than it is not ”, or “it is and is not”, or “it neither is nor is not”. Timon says that for those disposed thus the consequence will be first non-assertion, and then imperturbability’). 


� 	And not, narrowly, of the Sceptic’s mind.


� 	I agree with Corti, when he says that where Sextus speaks of self-cancellation in relation to oÙd�n m©llon, this fwn» should somehow stand for a universal dogmatic statement. But while the statement (S2) for which oÙd�n m©llon stands here according to Corti is dogmatic in so far as it is universal (and thus speaking also of the future p£qh of the Sceptic), the possible misinterpretation (M* which I have tried to reconstruct would be dogmatic not because of its higher generality, i.e. because of the number of things it speaks about, but because of the kind of things it speaks about (I refer here to the p£qh as to ‘things’ loosely, with full awareness that ‘affections are not internal “objects” or constituents of an inner world, analogous to but set apart from their authentic counterparts in an outer world’ (Stough � REF _Ref467149343 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[373]�, p. 143). As I shall clarify below, the distinction ‘marks off categories of speech rather than kinds of things’).


� 	This level of accuracy in explaining the real meaning of the Sceptical fwna… (or, better, the meaning they have for the Sceptic) is not unique in Sextus’ work. The whole section of PH concerning the fwna… is explicitly meant by Sextus as a way of making clear ‘in what sense we [the Sceptics] understand the Sceptical utterances’ (PH 1.5). In that section we find a few passages in which Sextus warns his reader about misinterpretations of the fwna…, and which provide, I believe, a strong validation for my conjecture regarding the meaning of ‘to posit oÙd�n m©llon as absolutely real’: ‘We use “I suspend judgement”  (™pšcw) for “I cannot say which of the things proposed I should believe and which I should not believe”, making clear that the matters appear to us equal (‡sa ¹m‹n fa…netai) in respect of persuasiveness and lack of persuasiveness. Whether they are equal (‡sa ™st…n), we do not affirm definitely (oÙ diabebaioÚmeqa): we say what appears to us about them, when this appearance affects us.’ (PH 1.196); ‘Hence it is clear that we do not use “Non-assertion” (¢fas…a) to mean that objects are in their nature (prÕj t¾n fÚsin) such as to move absolutely (p£ntwj) to non-assertion, but to make it clear that now, when we utter it, we are experiencing this affection with regard to the particular matters under investigation.’ (PH 1.193). See also PH 1.197, 1.200, 1.203. There is a further interesting passage suggesting that for Sextus misinterpreting the way in which the Sceptics utter oÙd�n m©llon is something the dogmatists are strongly exposed to. We are almost at the end of Against the Grammarians: Sextus writes that, besides not understanding things, the grammarians do not understand words, for it is not by tšcnh, as they pretend, but by hearing it from the speakers (or writers) themselves that one can learn the meaning of words: ‘Or how will they [the grammarians] understand which force oÙd�n m©llon has among the Sceptics, whether it is interrogative or declarative, and for what it is used, whether for the external object or for our p£qh?’ (M 1.315). It is not by pondering thousands of times the formula oÙd�n m©llon in the light of your dogmatic theories that  you will grasp the meaning it has for the Sceptic; you need to ask him directly, otherwise you run the risk of misunderstanding this vox as a formula concerning the external world rather than the Sceptic’s p£qh. 


As to the question whether it is interrogative or declarative, we know from PH 1.191 that the Sceptics adopt oÙd�n m©llon indifferently (¢diafÒrwj) and loosely (katacrhstikîj), either for a pÚsma or for an ¢x…wma (expressing, however, a mere ¥gnoia and not a sugkat£qesij). We also know from PH 1.189 that some Sceptics expressly adopt the interrogative form t… m©llon tÒde À tÒde;  Sextus admits that the declarative form of oÙd�n m©llon can be a source of misunderstanding: ‘Thus, although oÙd�n m©llon exhibits the character of assent or denial, we do not use it in this way’ (PH 1.191).


� 	(M* has a striking resemblance to those propositions that in Mackie’s analysis are labelled as ‘operationally self-refuting’: ‘anyone who asserts that he believes nothing implicitly commits himself to asserting that he believes that he believes nothing, and hence to denying his original assertion, to admitting that there is something he believes. Thus “I believe nothing” would be another item which could not be coherently asserted, though there is a clear sense in which it could be true’ (� REF _Ref467144279 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[138]�, p. 57). There is an important reason, however, for which I believe that the self-cancellation of oÙd�n m©llon, as Sextus depicts it, cannot be catalogued as an instance of operational self-refutation. Sextus does not argue that the Pyrrhonist does not assert (M* to avoid that what is normally implied by the act of making an assertion should falsify the assertion itself. It could be said that in his account it is the assertive force (and the belief it implies) that gets the worst of it, being cancelled by the content of (M*. Furthermore, for Sextus the act of asserting oÙd�n m©llon as real, rather than being logically incoherent, is a loser from a dialectical point of view: if you assert (M*, anyone will be able to defeat you and force you into revoking your assertion.


� 	This interpretation of Sextus’ argument has been inspired by Corti’s interpretation of PH 1.14-15 (� REF _Ref467148842 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[118]�, pp. 111-121). Corti believes that Sextus, by saying that oÙd�n m©llon ˜aut¾n sumperigr£fei, wants to say that oÙd�n m©llon, used as the dogmatic statement (S2) (pq(Mpq, is such that, if someone posits it as true, we can infer that he does not believe the content of any dogmatic statement, and of (S2) in particular. In detail: if someone posits (S2) as true, we can infer by the elimination of the universal that every expression is not m©llon than its antithetical expression, and so that (S2) is not m©llon than ((S2). Because of the meaning of the m©llon predicate, it follows that he who posits (S2) does not believe the content of any dogmatic sentence, and of (S2) in particular.


According to Corti, by pointing out this self-refuting character of (S2) Sextus is attempting ‘to defend the possibility for the Sceptic to believe that (S2)’ as a fundamental (even if provisional) predictive principle of his ¢gwg» (pp. 130-6). I, on the contrary,  have placed Sextus’ argument in a dialectical context, and have tried to show that Sextus is actually denying the very possibility for the Sceptic to believe (M* (for the substantial difference between Corti’s (S2) and my (M* see above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref475337816 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �62� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518868 \h ��24�).


� 	A brief elucidation about the choice of this name is necessary. As we have seen above (sect. 1.3), in Sextus the noun perigraf» has no technical meaning or philosophically relevant usage. The key term of PH 1.14 and the other passages we are interested in is the verb (sum)perigr£fein; hence, by baptising Sextus’ argument ‘perigraf» argument’ I adopt and recycle the noun perigraf» in an admittedly non-Sextan way, as the name of the act of (sum)perigr£fein, imitating the semantic relation which exists, in Sextus and elsewhere, between the noun peritrop» and the verb peritršpein.


� 	As hinted above, the only way in which oÙ(d�n) m©llon could be thought to be absolutely self-refuting (i.e. falsified by its own content) is by misunderstanding its deep grammar. If one analysed it as ‘For every pair of conflicting dogmatic matters p and q, it is not true that p and not true that q’, from assuming the truth of oÙ(d�n) m©llon we would obtain that neither oÙ(d�n) m©llon nor not-oÙ(d�n) m©llon is true, and hence that oÙ(d�n) m©llon is not true. But it is absolutely manifest that Sextus does not use oÙ(d�n) m©llon with this meaning. Here is a passage, for example, in which Sextus explicitly rejects something similar to the analysis above as the correct paraphrase of the Sceptical oÙ(d�n) m©llon, and suggests that it expresses the ‘anairetic’ or negative use the Democriteans make of oÙ(d�n) m©llon: ‘But the Sceptics and the Democriteans use the fwn¾ oÙd�n m©llon in different senses; for the latter assign it the sense that neither is the case, we the sense that we do not know whether some of the appearances is both or neither’ (PH 1.213). On the Democritean usage of oÙd�n m©llon see Graeser � REF _Ref474154078 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[123]�. On ‘thetic’ and ‘anairetic’ use of oÙ(d�n) m©llon see in particular D. L. 9.75.


� 	Turner � REF _Ref465412882 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[25]�, pp. 16, 56. The first instance of perigr£fein with the sense of ‘to expunge’ appears in P.Oxy. 24.2387, fr. 1: in a note (datable back to the first century A.D.) written in the top margin of a papyrus containing Alcman’s lyrics we read ‘the text periegšgra(pto) in Aristonicus’ copy, whereas it was ¢per…gra(ptoj) in Ptolemy’s one’. 


Needless to say, the physical deletion of words or lines, unlike the use of diacritical marks, was rarely done by philologists, but usually indicates the instantaneous correction that the copyist himself did of his own mistakes during transcription.


� 	For this idea I thank Walter Cavini, who suggested this possibility to me in a private conversation. Sextus’ use of (sum)perigr£fein with such a nuance is not odd, since in Greek literature there are a few other texts in which the philological meaning is echoed (e.g., Plutarch, De Alexandri Magni fortuna aut virtute 334c5-8; Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 5.9; Origenes, Commentarii in Evangelium Ioannis 10.6; Apollonius Dyscolus, De Syntaxi 6.3). 


Expunging brackets also appear in several earlier documents (starting from the second century B. C.), in which they were used to indicate the deletion of names from public or commercial lists and documents (e.g. because of death or of the settlement of debts or other obligations).


� 	This analysis of the meaning of peritrop», which I adopted, after McPherran, from the very beginning, seems to me substantially correct. On the contrary, I found most of the other analyses propounded in literature mistaken, or at least inexact; just to quote a couple of examples, peritrop» is not ‘the deployment of an argument against its original proponents’, as Hankinson maintains (� REF _Ref467143956 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[280]�, p. 315), nor ‘expressed in its most general form, the peritrope goes like this: You maintain that P. Someone retorts that not-P. But his retort does an about turn, for it emerges that the thesis that not-P only serves to confirm the thesis that P’ (Annas-Barnes � REF _Ref467469043 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[36]�, p. 141). The first analysis is incorrect because it speaks of ‘arguments’ (see also below, n. � NOTEREF _Ref463603022 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �89� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518915 \h ��39�), and too vague because it does not characterise the exact nature of the ‘deployment against the original proponents’; the second one is inexact because too narrow, notwithstanding what it itself promises: the theses subject to peritrop» are not necessarily theses which have been originally advanced against other theses (see e.g. Protagoras’ ‘Every appearance is true’ on p. � PAGEREF protself \h ��8�).


� 	Of course, one can also replace the expunged text with an alternative one, but this replacement is by no means part of the previous act of bracketing.


� 	pl¾n ¢ll' e„ Ð dogmat…zwn t…qhsin æj Øp£rcon toàto Ö dogmat…zei, Ð d� skeptikÕj t¦j fwn¦j aØtoà profšretai æj dun£mei Øf' ˜autîn perigr£fesqai, oÙk ¨n ™n tÍ profor´ toÚtwn dogmat…zein lecqe…h.


� 	That in no way means that the Sceptical fwna…, when dogmatically taken, are logically false (for example, nothing prevents (M* from being true).


� 	tÕ d� mšgiston, ™n tÍ profor´ tîn fwnîn toÚtwn tÕ ˜autù fainÒmenon lšgei kaˆ tÕ p£qoj ¢paggšllei tÕ ˜autoà ¢dox£stwj, mhd�n perˆ tîn œxwqen Øpokeimšnwn diabebaioÚmenoj. At  PH 1.191 Sextus makes virtually the same point focusing in particular on oÙd�n m©llon: k¢ke‹no d� cr¾ ginèskein, Óti proferÒmeqa t¾n oÙd�n m©llon fwn¾n oÙ diabebaioÚmenoi perˆ toà p£ntwj Øp£rcein aÙt¾n ¢lhqÁ kaˆ beba…an, ¢ll¦ kat¦ tÕ fainÒmenon ¹m‹n kaˆ perˆ aÙtÁj lšgontej.  (‘One should understand also that when we utter oÙd�n m©llon we do not affirm that it itself is absolutely true and firm, but we say of it too what appears to us’).


� 	For the use of  ¢paggšllein, ¢paggel…ai, ¢paggeltikîj in relation to the Sceptical utterances see PH 1.4, 1.15, 1.197, 1.200 (bis), 1.203. For Sextus’ use of the adjective dhlwtikÒj in relation to the Sceptical fwna… see PH 1.195, 1.197, 1.201. For the term ™xomolog»seij (‘confessions’) see D. L. 9.104.  


� 	See PH 1.187: ‘When we use one of these modes or one of the modes of suspension of judgement, we utter certain fwna… which manifest (mhnutik£j) a Sceptical disposition and our p£qh’.


� 	Barnes � REF _Ref465414523 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[340]�, p. 14 (particularly incisive is Barnes’s comparison between the Pyrrhonian ¢paggel…ai and Wittgenstein’s Äußerungen).


� 	This would be the ‘thetic’ (and probably Protagorean) use of oÙd�n m©llon (see D. L. 9.75).


� 	This would be the ‘anairetic’ use of oÙd�n m©llon made by the Democriteans (see n. � NOTEREF _Ref475353268 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �67� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475353289 \h ��27�).


� 	Exactly the same holds for the formula oÙd�n m©llon (standing elliptically for the avowal (M, and not for the dogmatic assertion (M*).


� 	Burnyeat believes that at times the very idea of a non-epistemic, phenomenological reading of the verb fa…netai is a bluff on Sextus’ part (� REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 50). According to this view, ‘for every pair of conflicting unclear matters p and q I have examined, it appears to me now that p is as persuasive as q’ cannot but mean ‘I am inclined to believe (or I weakly believe) now that, for every pair of conflicting unclear matters p and q I have examined, p is as persuasive as q’ and thus commits the Sceptic to having a belief. This challenge, however, is too deep and crucial to be taken into account in the present discussion.


� 	perˆ d� tÁj skeptikÁj ¢gwgÁj Øpotupwtikîj ™pˆ toà parÒntoj ¹me‹j ™roàmen, ™ke‹no proeipÒntej, Óti perˆ oÙdenÕj tîn lecqhsomšnwn diabebaioÚmeqa æj oÛtwj œcontoj p£ntwj kaq£per lšgomen, ¢ll¦ kat¦ tÕ nàn fainÒmenon ¹m‹n ƒstorikîj ¢paggšllomen perˆ ˜k£stou.  


� 	perˆ pasîn g¦r tîn skeptikîn fwnîn ™ke‹no cr¾ proeilhfšnai, Óti perˆ toà ¢lhqe‹j aÙt¦j e�nai p£ntwj oÙ diabebaioÚmeqa, Ópou ge kaˆ Øf' ˜autîn aÙt¦j ¢naire‹sqai lšgomen dÚnasqai, sumperigrafomšnaj ™ke…noij perˆ ïn lšgontai, kaq£per t¦ kaqartik¦ tîn farm£kwn oÙ mÒnon toÝj cumoÝj Øpexaire‹ toà sèmatoj, ¢ll¦ kaˆ ˜aut¦ to‹j cumo‹j sunex£gei. 


� 	The exact meaning of ‘self-bracketing’ is context-sensitive, according to the different fwna…. For example, ‘Everything is undetermined’ (p£nta ™stˆn ¢Òrista) brackets itself when dogmatically posited as determined, in the sense that it says that it itself too is not determined, and hence expunges itself from the set of the allegedly determined things. This example makes it clear, once more, that the potential self-application of the fwna… is not a self-falsification.


� 	tÕ fainÒmenon ¹m‹n famen kaˆ oÙcˆ diabebaiwtikîj perˆ tÁj fÚsewj tîn ™ktÕj Øpokeimšnwn ¢pofainÒmeqa.


 


� 	Contra Burnyeat � REF _Ref467470806 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[344]�, p. 50 n. 52: ‘Notice that it is for these higher-level generalizations [the fwna…] that Sextus invokes the defence of cheerful self-refutation [...] Self-refutation presupposes that the propositions do make a truth-claim. Sextus would not need (and could not use) the defence if the generalizations were really the expressions of appearance which he simultaneously claims them to be’. For the above-mentioned reasons, I think that Burnyeat is mistaken when he speaks of self-refutation here; it is true, however, that my self-bracketing also ‘presupposes that the propositions do make a truth-claim’. It is true also that to take the fwna… as making truth-claims is inconsistent with Sextus’ account of them as mere avowals of affections; but Burnyeat is wrong in considering the two accounts simultaneous, and therefore discarding the second one as untenable and – as his ‘really’ suggests – insincere (see above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref475354139 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �81� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518964 \h ��33�). Only the second account expresses the Pyrrhonist’s actual attitude towards his fwna…; the first one (based on self-bracketing) is assumed by Sextus only dialectically and counterfactually to argue against the charge of dogmatism by providing a logical vindication for the necessary truthfulness of the second account itself. The same misleading failure to understand the different status of the two accounts is apparent also in Stough’s words: ‘The Skeptic doctrine is indeed self-refuting, but only after it has destroyed all the arguments of traditional philosophy. [Note:] Another way of meeting this type of objection was to remind the critic that Skeptic utterances are no more than reports of their own experiences’ (� REF _Ref467143608 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[371]�, p. 146).


� 	I shall not analyse the two passages about the PAP in sequence, as I did in chapter 2; I shall focus on the final passage of Against the Logicians (M 8.463-481) that offers a much more extensive and detailed account of the problem than PH 2.185-188, and I shall point out only the most significant correspondences and differences between the two passages.


� 	I am not dealing here with the arguments against proof (on which see Barnes � REF _Ref467471629 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[406]�); my analysis will focus only on the metalogical matters raised by the use the Pyrrhonist makes of them.


For the dogmatic definition of that ¢pÒdeixij whose existence Sextus criticizes, see e.g. PH 2.143: ‘A proof, then, ought to be an argument (lÒgoj), which is conclusive (sunaktikÒj) and true (¢lhq»j) and has an unclear (¥dhlon) conclusion (sumpšrasma) which is revealed by the power of the premisses (l»mmata); and for this reason a proof is said to be an argument which, by way of agreed premisses and in virtue of inference, reveals an unclear conclusion (™pifor£)’.


For the Stoic definitions of ¢pÒdeixij see Brunschwig � REF _Ref467471868 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[420]�.


� 	I have followed the text established by Kochalsky and Mutschmann (o‡ontai g¦r oƒ dogmatikoˆ tîn filosÒfwn tÕn ¢xioànta m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin aÙtÕn Øf' aØtoà peritršpesqai, kaˆ di' ïn ¢naire‹ taÚthn, di¦ toÚtwn aÙt¾n Ðr…zein), expunging lÒgoi, that appears after dogmatiko… in the manuscripts Laurentianus 85, 11 and Parisinus 1964 (the lectio of Laurentianus 85, 19  is lÒgon). Bury adopts the text established by Bekker, with lÒgon after filosÒfwn, and translates it as ‘argument’ (‘The argument which maintains the non-existence of proof is overthrown by itself’). Burnyeat adopts the same text, but criticizes Bury’s translation (� REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 49 n. 9); his comment is very interesting and anticipates in a certain way some of the central points of my interpretation: ‘Bury’s “reversal of the argument” is wrong, if not unmeaning: what gets reversed is not an argument but a proposition. Again, it should be a statement maintaining the nonexistence of proof, not an argument, as Bury’s translation has it, that Sextus adduces [...] in connection with the Stoic charge that it is self-refuting (cf. PH 2.179). There is argument about it, which Sextus in the immediate sequel terms lÒgoj, and later he considers whether to admit that this argument does away with itself [...], but for that he does not use the vocabulary of reversal’.


� 	Óqen kaˆ ¢ntikaqist£menoi to‹j skeptiko‹j fas…n: Ð lšgwn mhd�n e�nai ¢pÒdeixin ½toi yilÍ kaˆ ¢napode…ktJ crèmenoj f£sei lšgei mhq�n Øp£rcein ¢pÒdeixin, À lÒgJ tÕ toioàton ¢podeiknÚj. 


� 	kaˆ e„ m�n yilÍ f£sei proscrèmenoj, oÙqeˆj aÙtù pisteÚsei tîn t¾n ¢pÒdeixin paradecomšnwn, yilÍ f£sei crwmšnJ, ¢ll¦ di¦ tÁj ¢ntikeimšnhj ™pisceq»setai f£sewj, e„pÒntoj tinÕj e�nai ¢pÒdeixin. 


� 	e„ d� ¢podeiknÝj tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin (toàto g£r fasin), aÙtÒqen æmolÒghse tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin: Ð g¦r deiknÝj lÒgoj tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin œstin ¢pÒdeixij toà e�nai ¢pÒdeixin. 


� 	As regards the Pyrrhonist’s acceptance of self-refutation, I shall argue below that self-refutation is neither pragmatic nor dialectical, simply because there is actually no accepted self-refutation at all.


� 	kaˆ kaqÒlou Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj ½toi ¢pÒdeix…j ™stin À oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij: kaˆ e„ m�n oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij, ¥pistÒj ™stin, e„ d� œstin ¢pÒdeixij, ¢pÒdeixij œstin.


� 	The passage in PH (2.185) begins by at once formulating the dilemma and the charge of peritrop» against the PAPs, and not, as seen above, against the statement (or whoever states) ‘Proof does not exist’:  oƒ d� dogmatikoˆ toÙnant…on kataskeu£zontšj fasin Óti ½toi ¢podeiktiko… e„sin oƒ kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj ºrwthmšnoi lÒgoi À oÙk ¢podeiktiko…: kaˆ e„ m�n oÙk ¢podeiktiko…, oÙ dÚnantai deiknÚnai Óti oÙk œstin ¹ ¢pÒdeixij: e„ d� ¢podeiktiko… e„sin, aÙtoˆ oátoi t¾n ØpÒstasin tÁj ¢pode…xewj ™k peritropÁj e„s£gousin. (‘The dogmatists, attempting to establish the contrary, say that the arguments propounded against proof are either demonstrative or non-demonstrative; and if they are not demonstrative, then they cannot show that proof does not exist; if they are demonstrative, then they themselves conclude the existence of proof by peritrop»’).


� 	M 8.466: œnioi d� kaˆ oÛtw sunerwtîsin: e„ œstin ¢pÒdeixij, ¢pÒdeixij œstin: e„ m¾ œstin ¢pÒdeixij, ¢pÒdeixij œstin. ½toi d� œstin À oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij: ¢pÒdeixij ¥ra œstin.


� 	For the justification of the truth of the premisses and of the soundness of the argument see M 8.466-469 and PH 2.186. At PH 2.186 we find a succinct description of the argument in quite formal terms: tÕ to‹j ¢ntikeimšnoij ˜pÒmenon oÙ mÒnon ¢lhqšj ™stin, ¢ll¦ kaˆ ¢nagka‹on. (‘Whatever follows opposites is not only true, but also necessary’).


� 	aÙtÕj g¦r Ð deiknÝj lÒgoj tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin ¢podeiktikÕj ín bebaio‹ tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin. 


�	There is an alternative way to interpret the passage that makes the dogmatist’s argument much more plausible:





(1) If the Sceptic says that proof exists, then the Sceptic admits that proof exists


(2) If the Sceptic says that proof does not exist, then the Sceptic admits that proof exists


(3) Either the Sceptic says that proof exists or he says that proof does not exist


( The Sceptic admits that proof exists





(2) is true under the assumption that proof could be credibly said to be non-existent only if proved to be so. Such an assumption is certainly question-begging, but less hopeless than ‘Proof could be non-existent only if proved to be so’.


� 	e„ m�n oÙk ™ndšcetai ¢pokr…nasqai prÕj t¾n peàsin kaq' ¿n ™pez»toun, pÒteron ¢pÒdeix…j ™stin Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj À oÙk ¢pÒdeixij, Ñfe…lousi eÙgnwmone‹n, e„ m¾ œcousi prÕj ¥poron oÛtw peàsin ¢pokr…nasqai. 


� 	Here is the Greek text: e„ m�n g¦r oÜk ™stin ¢pÒdeixij, oÙk ™nšstai ™x aÙtoà did£skein Óti oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij, oÙd� lšgein Óti oátÒj ™stin Ð lÒgoj ¢pÒdeixij Óti [oÙk] œstai ¹ ¢pÒdeixij. Beginning from Heintz, modern editors deleted both the third and the fourth oÙk in the passage above. I retain the third oÙk for two reasons:





(1)	the double expunction makes the clause that follows the third Óti identical in meaning to that which follows the first one, and such an odd repetition does not make any sense (consider also the use of oÙdš);


(2)	as we well see below, retaining the third oÙk makes the conclusion of the passage parallel to that of the following one.





� 	e„ d� ¢pÒdeix…j ™sti, p£ntwj ¢lhqÁ œcei t¦ l»mmata kaˆ t¾n ™pifor£n: sÝn g¦r tÍ toÚtwn ¢lhqÒthti noe‹tai ¹ ¢pÒdeixij. Ãn dš ge ™pifor¦ aÙtoà tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin: ¢lhq�j ¥ra ™stˆ tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin, kaˆ tÕ ¢ntike…menon toÚtJ yeàdoj, tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin. oÛtw g¦r ¢podeiktikÕn qšlontej ¢pode‹xai tÕn kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgon, oÙ m©llon aÙt¾n tiqšasin À ¢nairoàsin. 


�	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 300.	


� 	It is worth noticing how such comment by Sextus would be quite perverse from an argumentative point of view if we understood, after McPherran, ‘says’ as ‘proves’; if the dogmatist manages to prove that the PAP is not demonstrative, then he has also shown that proof does indeed exist.


� 	In one case the two theses (‘Proof exists’ and ‘Proof does not exist’) are equipollent because neither of them follows from the assumption (‘The PAP is not a proof’); in the other one, because both of them follow from the same assumption (‘The PAP is a proof’).  


� 	All this section about the ‘returned dilemma’ is completely absent from PH 2.185-188.


� 	f»sousi g¦r tÕn kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgon piqanÕn e�nai mÒnon kaˆ prÕj tÕ parÕn pe…qein aÙtoÝj kaˆ ™p£gesqai sugkat£qesin, ¢gnoe‹n dš, e„ kaˆ aâqij œstai toioàtoj di¦ tÕ polÚtropon tÁj ¢nqrwp…nhj diano…aj. 


� 	oÛtw g¦r genomšnhj tÁj ¢pokr…sewj oÙd�n œti dun»setai lšgein Ð dogmatikÒj. À g¦r toàto did£xei, Óti oÙk œstin ¢lhq¾j Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj komisqeˆj lÒgoj, À toàto parast»sei, Óti oÙ pe…qei tÕn skeptikÒn. 


� 	An argument is true if it is valid (‘conclusive’) and has true premisses (and thus a true conclusion). If an argument is not true, a fortiori  it is not a proof (for the definition of ¢pÒdeixij seen at n. � NOTEREF _Ref459699830 \h � \* LOWER  \* MERGEFORMAT �88� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475519026 \h ��39�). 


� 	¢ll¦ tÕ m�n prîton deiknÝj oÙ tù skeptikù m£cetai di¦ tÕ mhd� ™ke‹non diabebaioàsqai perˆ toÚtou toà lÒgou æj ¢lhqoàj, mÒnon d� lšgein, Óti piqanÒj ™stin. 


� 	tÕ d� deÚteron poiîn propet¾j gen»setai, ¢llÒtrion p£qoj qšlwn lÒgJ katapala‹sai: kaq¦ g¦r tÕn ca…ronta oÙqeˆj dÚnatai lÒgJ pe‹sai, Óti oÙ ca…rei, kaˆ tÕn lupoÚmenon, Óti oÙ lupe‹tai, oÛtwj oÙd� tÕn peiqÒmenon, Óti oÙ pe…qetai. See also M 11.148-149.


� 	prÕj toÚtoij, e„ m�n diiscur…zonto oƒ skeptikoˆ met¦ sugkataqšsewj perˆ toà mhd�n e�nai ¢pÒdeixin, t£ca ¨n dietršponto ØpÕ toà did£skontoj, Óti œstin ¢pÒdeixij: nàn dš, ™peˆ yil¾n qšsin lÒgwn poioàntai tîn kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj cwrˆj toà sugkatat…qesqai toÚtoij.


� 	In this case the dogmatist’s charge of self-contradiction is only implicit, hidden under the explicit charge of dogmat…zein (it is possibly echoed, however, at PH 1.200)


� 	For the two senses, weak and strong, of pe…qesqai, somehow parallel to those of dogmat…zein, see PH 1.229-230: e„ d� kaˆ pe…qesqa… tisin o† te ¢pÕ tÁj 'Akadhm…aj kaˆ oƒ ¢pÕ tÁj skšyewj lšgousi, prÒdhloj kaˆ ¹ kat¦ toàto diafor¦ tîn filosofiîn. tÕ g¦r pe…qesqai lšgetai diafÒrwj, tÒ te m¾ ¢ntite…nein ¢ll' ¡plîj ›pesqai ¥neu sfodr©j proskl…sewj kaˆ prospaqe…aj […]: ¤pax d� tÕ met¦ aƒršsewj kaˆ oƒoneˆ sumpaqe…aj kat¦ tÕ sfÒdra boÚlesqai sugkatat…qesqa… tini. (‘And although both Academics and Sceptics say that they are persuaded by certain things, here too the difference between the two philosophies is clear. For “to be persuaded” (tÕ pe…qesqai) is said in different senses; not resisting but simply following (›pesqai) without strong inclination or adherence […] and sometimes assenting to something (sugkatat…qesqa… tini) by choice and with a kind of sympathy due to strong desire’).


� 	See above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref475354139 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �81� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518964 \h ��33�.


� 	We find the most relevant elements of the passage above in the parallel passage at PH 2.187: œnesti m�n oân prÕj taàta ¢ntilšgein, oŒon goàn, ™peˆ m¾ nom…zomšn tina lÒgon e�nai ¢podeiktikÒn, kaˆ toÝj kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgouj oÙ p£ntwj fam�n ¢podeiktikoÝj e�nai ¢ll¦ fa…nesqai ¹m‹n piqanoÚj: oƒ d� piqanoˆ oÙk ™x ¢n£gkhj e„sˆn ¢podeiktiko… (‘Now it is possible to reply against this, for example, that since we do not believe any argument to be demonstrative we do not say that the arguments against proof are absolutely (p£ntwj) demonstrative, but we say that they appear persuasive to us; but persuasive arguments are not necessarily demonstrative’). The last clause is very important: it is a straight denial of the truth of the first horn of the initial dilemma, that allows the Sceptic to be persuaded by the PAPs without having to commit himself to the dogmatic thought that they are demonstrative. 


� 	e„ g¦r oƒ m�n kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj komisqšntej lÒgoi memen»kasin ¢nant…rrhtoi, oƒ d� e„j tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin paralhfqšntej lÒgoi p£lin e„sˆn „scuro…, m»te ™ke…noij m»te toÚtoij prosqšmenoi t¾n ™poc¾n Ðmologîmen. See also PH 2.192: e„ g¦r piqanoˆ mšn e„sin oƒ Øp�r tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoi (œstwsan g£r), piqanaˆ d� kaˆ aƒ prÕj t¾n ¢pÒdeixin legÒmenai ™piceir»seij, ™pšcein ¢n£gkh kaˆ perˆ tÁj ¢pode…xewj, m¾ m©llon e�nai ¢pÒdeixin À m¾ e�nai lšgontaj. (‘For if the arguments in favour of proof are persuasive – and let them be so – and the attacks directed against proof are also persuasive, then it is necessary to suspend judgement about proof too, saying that there no more is than is not proof’).


� 	Sextus’ claim that the PAPs have remained unrefuted does not mean that he considers them unrefutable. For the different semantic shades of the verbal adjectives ending in -toj, in ancient Greek and in Sextus’ usage, see Barnes � REF _Ref467475007 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[341]�, pp. 17-19.


� 	I mean, he does not want to say anything about the objective demonstrativeness of the PAP; of course he can, for example, express his p£qoj about it, that is, say that he is in a state of ™poc» whether the PAP is a proof or not.


� 	See e.g. Aulus Gellius 16.2.1-2: ‘They say that it is a rule of the dialectical art (legem disciplinae dialecticae), that if there is inquiry and discussion of any subject, and you are called upon to answer a question which is asked, you should answer the question by a simple “yes” or “no”. And those who do not observe that rule, but answer more than they were asked, or differently, are thought to be both uneducated and unobservant of the customs and laws of debate’ (translation from Rolfe � REF _Ref475439547 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[85]�).


�	For arguments considered unsound ‘because of incompleteness’ (par¦ œlleiyin or kat¦ œlleiyin) see PH 2.150.


�	k¨n sugcwrhqÍ d� ¢podeiktikÕj e�nai Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj, oÙ di¦ toàto çfeloànta… ti e„j tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin oƒ dogmatiko…, kaqëj ½dh Øpemn»samen: sun£gei g¦r tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin, kaˆ toÚtou ¢lhqoàj Ôntoj yeàdoj g…netai tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin. 


�	As McPherran has confirmed to me in a letter, his ‘If, on the other hand, the Dogmatists concede the soundness of the PAP ...’ (� REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 301) is a slip.


�	This results even more clearly from the passage of PH (2.187): e„ d� ¥ra kaˆ ¢podeiktiko… e„sin (Óper oÙ diabebaioÚmeqa) p£ntwj kaˆ ¢lhqe‹j. (‘But if they are demonstrative, which we do not affirm, they are certainly also true’). 


� 	See PH 2.187: ¢lhqe‹j dš e„si lÒgoi di' ¢lhqîn ¢lhq�j sun£gontej: oÙkoàn ¢lhq»j ™stin aÙtîn ¹ ™pifor£. Ãn dš ge aÛth oÙk œstin ¥ra ¢pÒdeixij: ¢lhq�j ¥ra œsti tÕ oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij ™k peritropÁj. (‘But true arguments are those which conclude a truth by means of truths; thus their conclusion is true. But it was “Therefore, proof does not exist”; thus it is true that “Proof does not exist” by peritrop»’). The final ™k peritropÁj could appear here quite unexpected: ‘Proof does not exist’ has been inferred starting from ‘The PAPs are demonstrative’, and the former, although inconsistent with the latter, is not its contradictory. But if we look at the dialectical context, this will appear perfectly meaningful: ‘The PAPs are demonstrative’ is the second horn of the dilemma the dogmatist submitted to the Sceptic in order to force him into admitting, by peritrop», that proof exists. But if as a result of seizing this horn the conclusion is (also) that proof does not exist, the dogmatist’s intended peritrop» is subject to peritrop».


� 	na…, fas…n, ¢ll' Ð sun£gwn tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin ¢podeiktikÕj ín ˜autÕn ™kb£llei. 


� 	prÕj Ö ·htšon, Óti oÙ p£ntwj ˜autÕn ™kb£llei. poll¦ g¦r kaq' Øpexa…resin lšgetai, kaˆ æj tÕn D…a fam�n qeîn te kaˆ ¢nqrèpwn e�nai patšra kaq' Øpexa…resin aÙtoà toÚtou (oÙ g¦r d» ge kaˆ aÙtÕj aØtoà Ãn pat»r), oÛtw kaˆ Ótan lšgwmen mhdem…an e�nai ¢pÒdeixin, kaq' Øpexa…resin lšgomen toà deiknÚntoj lÒgou, Óti oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij: mÒnoj g¦r oátÒj ™stin ¢pÒdeixij. 


� 	All this part about the possibility that the PAP is presented kaq' Øpexa…resin is absent from the parallel passage in the Outlines of Pyrrhonism.


� 	Actually, what to the dogmatist could appear just a meagre consolation, is for Sextus perhaps still too much to concede. As McPherran notices (� REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 305), if the Pyrrhonist affirms that he can definitely prove that no proof exists (excepting the PAP itself), his position will be very close to that of those negative dogmatists (the Academics) who, according to Sextus, positively affirm – and no doubt claim to apprehend – that ‘Everything is non-apprehensible’ (PH 1.226). For the use the Stoic Antipater made of something similar to Sextus’ ‘exception-move’ against  the Academics see Burnyeat � REF _Ref467476093 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[130]�.


� 	k¨n aØtÕn d� ™kb£llV, oÙ di¦ toàto kuroàtai tÕ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin. poll¦ g£r ™stin ¤per Ö ¥lla poie‹, toàto kaˆ ˜aut¦ diat…qhsin. oŒon æj tÕ pàr dapanÁsan t¾n Ûlhn kaˆ ˜autÕ sumfqe…rei, kaˆ Ön trÒpon t¦ kaqartik£, ™xel£santa tîn swm£twn t¦ Øgr£, kaˆ aØt¦ sunekt…qhsin, oÛtw dÚnatai kaˆ Ð kat¦ tÁj ¢pode…xewj lÒgoj met¦ tÕ p©san ¢pÒdeixin ¢nele‹n kaˆ ˜autÕn sumperigr£fein.


� 	Here is the parallel passage in the Outlines of Pyrrhonism (PH 2.188): dÚnantai d� oƒ lÒgoi, kaq£per kaˆ t¦ kaqartik¦ f£rmaka ta‹j ™n tù sèmati Øpokeimšnaij Ûlaij ˜aut¦ sunex£gei, oÛtw kaˆ aÙtoˆ to‹j ¥lloij lÒgoij to‹j ¢podeiktiko‹j e�nai legomšnoij kaˆ ˜autoÝj sumperigr£fein. (‘Arguments, like purgative drugs which evacuate themselves along with the matters present in the body, can (dÚnantai) bracket themselves along with (˜autoÝj sumperigr£fein) the other arguments which are said to be demonstrative’).


�	See Burnyeat � REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 53: ‘What the Skeptic says is falsified by his saying it, where his saying it is inclusive of, not – as it would be in a present-day discussion of self-refutation – exclusive of, the reasoning with which he supports his position’; p. 59: ‘the way a proposition is presented, the scope of this notion being enlarged to take in supporting arguments as part of the advancing of a thesis’.


� 	Mc Pherran, for example, fails to distinguish ‘it is possible that the PAP is a proof’ from the PAP itself. He writes that since ‘it is possible that there should exist a sound proof that establishes that there exist no sound proof’ is a straightforward violation of the Principle of Non-Contradiction, prima facie ‘the PAP [...] is a conceptual impossibility for everyone’ (� REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 312).


� 	McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, pp. 293-294.


� 	Sextus does not make this claim, because he is not interested here in the fate of (B), which he does not believe, but in that of (A) (the AAP), which he does present and wants to present in his daily philosophical practice.


� 	kaˆ p£lin æj oÙk ¢dÚnatÒn ™sti tÕn di£ tinoj kl…makoj ™f' ØyhlÕn ¢nab£nta tÒpon met¦ t¾n ¢n£basin ¢natršyai tù podˆ t¾n kl…maka, oÛtwj oÙk ¢pšoike tÕn skeptikÒn, æj di£ tinoj ™pib£qraj toà deiknÚntoj lÒgou tÕ m¾ e�nai ¢pÒdeixin cwr»santa ™pˆ t¾n toà prokeimšnou kataskeu»n, tÒte kaˆ aÙtÕn toàton tÕn lÒgon ¢nele‹n. 


The real meaning of the Sextan simile is not only missed, but also wholly twisted by the erroneous translation in Russo � REF _Ref472740980 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[59]�, pp. 279-280: ‘E, infine, come non è impossibile che un uomo, dopo essere asceso lungo una scalinata sopra un luogo elevato, una volta raggiunta la cima ripercorra la scalinata ritornando sui suoi passi [sic!], così  non è inverosimile che lo Scettico, dopo essersi arrampicato su una scaletta – quella, cioè, di un’argomentazione che prova la non esistenza di una dimostrazione –, una volta raggiunto il suo scopo, proprio allora distrugga anche quest’argomentazione medesima’. (‘And, finally, as it is not impossible that a man, after having ascended by stairs to a high place and having reached the summit, runs through the stairs again retracing his steps, so it is not unlikely that the Sceptic, after having climbed up on a step-ladder – that is the ladder of an argument that proves the non-existence of proof – and attained his aim, then destroys this very argument too’) .


A simile alike Sextus’ appears also at proposition 6.54 of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (� REF _Ref473812705 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[508]�): ‘Meine Sätze erläutern dadurch, daß sie der, welcher mich versteht, am Ende als unsinnig erkennt, wenn er durch sie – auf ihnen – über sie hinausgestiegen ist. (Er muß sozusagen die Leiter wegwerfen, nachdem er auf ihr hinaufgestiegen ist)’. (‘My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he who understands me finally recognizes them as senseless, when he has climbed out through them, on them, over them (He must so to speak throw away the ladder, after he has climbed up on it)’).


� 	At PH 2.188 instead of the simile of the ladder we find an analogy with ‘Nothing is true’, that appeared incidentally also in PH 1.14 as equivalent to ‘Everything is false’: toàto g¦r oÙk œstin ¢pemfa‹non, ™peˆ kaˆ ¹ fwn¾ aÛth ¹ oÙdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj oÙ mÒnon tîn ¥llwn ›kaston ¢naire‹, ¢ll¦ kaˆ ˜aut¾n ™ke…noij sumperitršpei. (‘This is not incongruous, since the phrase “Nothing is true” not only denies everything else but also refutes itself along with them’).


As for PH 1.14-15, this analogy can be quite misleading and induce a wrong identification between the self-bracketing of the AAP and the self-refutation of ‘Nothing is true’. Although dangerous, however, the analogy allows us to repeat a non-trivial point: the peritrop» of sentences such as ‘Everything is false’ and ‘Nothing is true’ is a kind of cancellation just as the perigraf» of the Sceptical fwna… and AAPs is a (different) kind of cancellation (see p. � PAGEREF genus \h ��35�). Sextus’ analogy between the two cases is therefore wholly justified; it is our task not to mistake the analogy for an identity.


� 	See McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 316. 


� 	It can be said for sure that in dialectical contexts like those we examined above the explicit statement ‘The AAP is not a proof’ follows one step after the conclusion ‘No proof exists’ (see above, p. � PAGEREF perigraphePAP �55�, where (E) follows (D)).


� 	In an important sense, the similes of fire and of purgatives do not fit this temporal idea perfectly: it is true that they describe processes that are extended in time, but it is also true that it is inexact to say that fire destroys itself only after having burnt the wood, or that purgatives expel themselves only after having driven out the harmful humours. It would be much more exact to say that fire burns out more and more as the wood is burnt, and that it dies out in the very instant in which the last residue of wood is consumed; or that purgatives are expelled progressively in the very expulsion of the humours; when the last residues of humours are expelled, the last residues of purgatives are expelled too along with them (for a similar remark see Nussbaum � REF _Ref467477783 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[392]�, p. 551). Also in the simile of the ‘self-bracketing brackets’ that I tried to develop above, the temporal aspect does not seem to play any appreciable role. The same holds for the passages examined at sect. 1.4: I might not realize instantaneously that the concept of ‘right’ has been cancelled by the very argument that has cancelled the concept of ‘left’; nevertheless, the two concepts, being correlatives, have been cancelled in the same instant.  


� 	This means that the Pyrrhonist finds persuasive their conclusion ‘Proof does not exist’.


� 	The dialectical and concessive character of the perigraf» argument is apparent in the case of the AAP: the Sceptic does not claim that the AAP is a proof; even if he concedes that it is one, the AAP does not necessarily reject itself; even if it rejects itself, the existence of proof is not thereby confirmed. For this Gorgian-style line of argument and for the large use Sextus makes of it, see  Long � REF _Ref467490739 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[506]�.


� 	See above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref444787416 \h � \* LOWER  \* MERGEFORMAT �116� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475519128 \h ��48�.


�	I consider in the same way successful the perigraf» argument in reply to the charge of dogmat…zein.


�	See above, p. � PAGEREF equipollence �45�. Actually, as we already know, the general assumption (b) (‘Not all persuasive arguments are demonstrative’) allows the Pyrrhonist to find the AAP persuasive without any need to consider it a proof. But (b) also permits the Pyrrhonist to be equally persuaded by the arguments in favour of the existence of proof, and thus to suspend his judgement about this unclear issue.


�	The Pyrrhonist, on the contrary, being not committed to these high standards, can reject an argument he deems unsound even if he does not know wherein the fallacy lies (see PH 2.250-253).


�	Usually the name Consequentia Mirabilis (attested for the first time in the XVII century) is primarily attributed to the formula





(LC)	((p ( p) ( p





labelled also Lex Clavii, and only consequently to the negative form (CM) presented above, that follows from (LC) by a simple replacement of the variables. For the history of this formula see Bellissima-Pagli � REF _Ref467491242 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[128]�.


� 	I already warned above against the misapplication of modern logical categories (e.g. pragmatic self-refutation) to Sextus’ dialectical approach.


�	On the  contrary, we have seen the dogmatist content with submitting to the Sceptic a dilemma which apparently leaves open the possibility that the AAPs are demonstrative.


�	kaˆ d¾ toÝj m�n p£nta lšgontaj yeudÁ ™de…xamen prÒsqen peritrepomšnouj. e„ g¦r p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, yeàdoj œstai kaˆ tÕ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, ™k p£ntwn Øp£rcon. yeÚdouj d� Ôntoj toà p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, tÕ ¢ntike…menon aÙtù ¢lhq�j œstai, tÕ oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ. e„ ¥ra p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ. 


�	It seems to mean something like ‘They said that all things are false, but now they have to admit that not all things are false’.


� 	Here is the formalization of the argument most adherent to the Greek text:





(1)	((x)Fx(F(((x)Fx)	e„ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, yeàdoj œstai kaˆ tÕ p£nt' ™stˆ 


		yeudÁ, ™k p£ntwn Øp£rcon


(2)	F(((x)Fx)(V((((x)Fx)	yeÚdouj d� Ôntoj toà p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, tÕ ¢ntike…- 


		menon aÙtù ¢lhq�j œstai, tÕ oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ


<3>V((((x)Fx)((((x)Fx


(4) ((x)Fx((((x)Fx	e„ ¥ra p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ, oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ


	


An application of the Mirabilis to (4) would have produced the further conclusion





(5) (((x)Fx	¥ra, oÙ p£nt' ™stˆ yeudÁ





which does not appear in the text.


�	Let us consider briefly two other Sextan passages usually quoted by scholars as ancient occurrences of the Mirabilis, but – I believe – on textual grounds absolutely insufficient. The first of them is the passage we have already seen on p. � PAGEREF protself \h ��8� (M 7.389-390): p©san m�n oân fantas…an oÙk ¨n e‡poi tij ¢lhqÁ di¦ t¾n peritrop»n, kaqëj Ó te DhmÒkritoj kaˆ Ð Pl£twn ¢ntilšgontej tù PrwtagÒrv ™d…daskon· e„ g¦r p©sa fantas…a ™stˆn ¢lhq»j, kaˆ tÕ m¾ p©san fantas…an e�nai ¢lhqÁ, kat¦ fantas…an Øfist£menon, œstai ¢lhqšj, kaˆ oÛtw tÕ p©san fantas…an e�nai ¢lhqÁ gen»setai yeàdoj. (‘One cannot say that every appearance is true, because of self-refutation, as Democritus and Plato taught in opposing Protagoras; for if every appearance is true, the judgement that not every appearance is true, being based on an appearance, will also be true, and thus the judgement that every appearance is true will become false’). Here is the formalization suggested by the text:





(1)	((f)Vf(V((((f)Vf)	e„ g¦r p©sa fantas…a ™stˆn ¢lhq»j, kaˆ tÕ m¾ p©san 


		fantas…an e�nai ¢lhqÁ œstai ¢lhqšj


(2)	V((((f)Vf)(F(((f)Vf)	kaˆ oÛtw tÕ p©san fantas…an e�nai ¢lhqÁ


	


The application of the Mirabilis would have requested three further steps, absent from the text (the first of them is however necessary in order to speak of the peritrop» of ((f)Vf ):





(3)	F(((f)Vf)((((f)Vf	from (2), Def F


(4)	((f)Vf((((f) Vf	from (1), (2) and (3), transitivity


(5)	(((f) Vf	from (4), Consequentia Mitrabilis





	Let us now consider the second passage (M 7.398-399): e„ g¦r p©sai aƒ fantas…ai e„sˆ yeude‹j kaˆ oÙdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj, ¢lhqšj ™sti tÕ oÙdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj. e„ ¥ra mhdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj, œstin ¢lhqšj. (‘For if every appearance is false and nothing is true, it is true that nothing is true. If therefore nothing is true, something is true’).





(1)	(((x)Vx(V((((x)Vx)	e„ oÙdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj, ¢lhqšj ™sti tÕ oÙdšn 


		™stin ¢lhqšj


<2>V((((x)Vx)(((x)Vx


(3)	(((x)Vx(((x)Vx	e„ ¥ra mhdšn ™stin ¢lhqšj, œstin ¢lhqšj





	Once again, the last step of the argument which would follow an application of the Mirabilis is absent: 





(4)	((x)Vx	¥ra œstin ¢lhqšj





� 	In her reconstruction of Stoic syllogistic, Susanne Bobzien puts the Mirabilis in a list of sequents that have such a form that no compounds of propositions of that form ‘would be syllogisms in the Stoic system, although all of them are correct sequents in PC’. She claims also not to have found any documentation in the sources ‘that the Stoics accepted either all corresponding conditionals of a form as true, or a metalogical principle that in some way corresponds to the sequent’ (� REF _Ref467491757 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[412]�,  pp. 183-184). These sequents (including the Mirabilis) cannot be analysed into indemonstrables either (at least according to Bobzien’s reconstruction of the Stoic qšmata).


�	It seems to me that Aristotle too, in his well-known treatment of the ‘self-destroying’ statements ‘Everything is true’ and ‘Everything is false’, does not apply the Mirabilis, while he does presuppose the same dialectical background we have found in Sextus: ‘Further, all such arguments are exposed to the often-expressed objection, that they destroy themselves (˜autoÝj ¢naire‹n). For he who says that everything is true makes the statement contrary to his own also true, so that his own is not true (for the contrary statement denies that it is true), while he who says that everything is false makes himself also false’ (Metaph. G 8, 1012b13-18, translation from Ross � REF _Ref475444723 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[87]�). The dialectical interchange is a necessary background also for the refutation of the deniers of the principle of non-contradiction (Arist. Metaph. G 4, 1006a11-15).


� 	For the meaning of ‘mode-premiss’ (tropikÒn) see below.


�	Bobzien � REF _Ref467491757 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[412]�, p. 169.


�	A different argument based on the charge of redundancy (parolk») is presented at M 8.292-294.


�	e„ Øgišj ™sti tÕ sunhmmšnon toàto e„ œstin ¢pÒdeixij, œstin ¢pÒdeixij, de‹ tÕ ¢ntike…menon toà ™n aÙtù l»gontoj, toutšsti tÕ oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij, m£cesqai tù œstin ¢pÒdeixij: toàto g£r ™sti toà sunhmmšnou tÕ ¹goÚmenon. ¢dÚnaton dš ™sti kat' aÙtoÝj sunhmmšnon Øgi�j e�nai ™k macomšnwn ¢xiwm£twn sunestèj. tÕ m�n g¦r sunhmmšnon ™paggšlletai Ôntoj toà ™n aÙtù ¹goumšnou e�nai kaˆ tÕ lÁgon, t¦ d� macÒmena toÙnant…on, Ôntoj toà ˜tšrou aÙtîn Ðpoioud»pote ¢dÚnaton e�nai tÕ loipÕn Øp£rcein. Ôntoj ¥ra Øgioàj toàde toà sunhmmšnou e„ œstin ¢pÒdeixij, œstin ¢pÒdeixij oÙ dÚnatai Øgi�j e�nai toàto tÕ sunhmmšnon e„ oÙk œstin ¢pÒdeixij, œstin ¢pÒdeixij.


� 	We have circumstantial evidence for attributing sun£rthsij to the Stoics (see D. L. 7.73), and in particular to Chrysippus (see Cic., De fato 12).


� 	oƒ d� t¾n sun£rthsin e„s£gontej Øgi�j e�na… fasi sunhmmšnon, Ótan tÕ ¢ntike…menon tù ™n aÙtù l»gonti m£chtai tù ™n aÙtù ¹goumšnJ: kaq' oÞj t¦ m�n e„rhmšna sunhmmšna œstai mocqhr£, ™ke‹no d� ¢lhqšj e„ ¹mšra œstin, ¹mšra œstin. 


�	Stopper � REF _Ref467493017 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[484]�, p. 284.


�	Nasti � REF _Ref467493076 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[471]�, � REF _Ref467493084 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[473]�, � REF _Ref467493087 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[472]�, � REF _Ref467493089 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[468]�, � REF _Ref467493092 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[469]�, � REF _Ref474158096 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[470]�.


�	It actually seems that Sextus’ argument shows only that the dogmatist’s dilemma is necessarily false (it is impossible that all its premisses and its conclusion are true), and not that it is logically invalid (by adopting Gould’s expression (� REF _Ref468098949 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[445]�, p. 160), we could say that Sextus shows that the dogmatic dilemma is ‘degenerately valid’). However, it is not puzzling that Sextus calls the argument invalid (¢sÚnaktoj, oÙk Øgi»j), given that he is sometimes also unafraid of using these terms for arguments which we would consider, on the contrary, materially false (see the above-mentioned arguments invalid ‘because of incompleteness’ (par¦ œlleiyin or kat¦ œlleiyin) at PH 2.150).


� 	Although exceedingly strong, Smiley’s remark ‘We know that where P is impossible, “If P, not-P” was acceptable to Diodorus but not to Chrysippus’ (‘CONSEQUENCE, CONCEPTIONS OF’, in � REF _Ref467493282 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[7]�, vol. II, p. 600) does seem prima facie correct.


� 	See Arist. A Pr. B4, 57a36-b17.


� 	Apart from the definition of sun£rthsij, this proof requires only one’s acceptance of the laws of transitivity and contraposition, and there is good evidence that these principles were accepted by the Stoics.


� Kneale � REF _Ref467493408 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[136]�, p. 65.


�	If we accept McPherran’s interpretation, the final argument of M 8 works only on the assumption that (1) the dogmatist does not consider from the beginning the self-refuting character of the PAP and (2) following Sextus’ lead, he condones ‘extreme psychological flexibility in respect of our usual determination to maintain diachronic belief-consistency’; ‘one can assent first to “p” (“This is a sound proof”) and then to “not-p” (“This is not a sound proof”) without “cancelling” the memory of one’s having previously assented to “p” or erasing the intellectual consequences of that assent’ (� REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 316). My overall interpretation, if correct, has shown that the first condition does not need to be fulfilled. These remarks on the Mirabilis might now make the second demand unnecessary too: the final assent to not-p does not erase the intellectual consequences of having assented to p simply because it cannot be used as a proof that the previous assent was an error, i.e. that p was false, and likewise all its logical consequences. And this does not happen in virtue of the Sceptics’ own ‘exotic’ view of logic and argument, but because of certain features of Stoic dialectic. 


� 	See e.g. Bobzien � REF _Ref467491757 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[412]�, pp. 185-186.


�	See McCall � REF _Ref467494074 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[495]�, � REF _Ref467494076 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[494]�.


� 	In support of this possibility, however, one could say that Aristotle too might have fallen into a similar inconsistency: ‘Did Aristotle ever consider in abstraction the pattern of inference which he had used in his Protrepticus? And did he realise when he wrote his Prior Analytics that the passage I have quoted [A Pr. B4, 57a36-b17, in which Aristotle argues for the incompossibility of  p ( q  and  (p ( q on the basis of (AT)] involved rejection of that pattern?’ (� REF _Ref467493408 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[136]�, p. 66).


For a different, but related, inconsistency the Stoics were possibly guilty of because of their adoption of sun£rthsij see Barnes � REF _Ref467471629 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[406]�, p. 175.


�	Some interesting remarks against this possibility have been advanced by Martha Kneale: ‘When a follower of Zeno wishes to refute some common assumption that-P, he produces an argument of the form “If P, then Q; and if P, then not-Q; therefore it is impossible that-P”. In this context he cannot assert his conditionals on the sole ground that they satisfy Philo’s requirement. Admittedly he believes that their common antecedent is false, which is enough to guarantee the truth of both according to Philo’s criterion; but he puts them forward as premises in an argument to prove the falsity of the antecedent, and he must therefore expect his opponent to concede them for some reason which is independent of the truth or falsity of the antecedent or the consequent’ (Kneale-Kneale � REF _Ref467494434 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[452]�, p. 131). On the contrary, Nasti maintains that Chrysippus’ logic was not a logic of pure Chrysippean implication, i.e. that it included three distinct analyses of the conditional: weak (the Philonian one), intermediate (something similar to our strict implication), and strong (sun£rthsij). According to Nasti, Sextus’ argument against the dogmatic dilemma in favour of proof rests exactly on an erroneous interpretation of Chrysippus’ logic as a logic of pure sun£rthsij: it is true that that argument is invalid if one interprets all the conditionals involved (including conditionalization) as sunart»seij, but actually Chrysippus himself intended intermediate conditionals for premisses and Philonian conditional for conditionalization, which makes the argument perfectly sound (see � REF _Ref474158096 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[470]�, pp. 35-41). I think there are reasons for rejecting Nasti’s interesting proposal, but taking them into account in the present discussion would bring us too far (on Nasti’s interpretation see, however, Appendix B).


� This possibility of self-conflict, which seems to be espoused by Mates (� REF _Ref467494472 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[458]�, p. 50 n. 36),  has been rejected by Nasti (� REF _Ref467493092 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[469]�, p. 49), but by employing the debatable thesis [B] seen above.


�	Antipater is usually indicated as the violator par excellence of orthodoxy in Stoic logic (for his acceptance, for example, of monol»mmatoi lÒgoi). I wonder whether such an orthodoxy is not mostly a historiographical construction. Consider this interesting passage from Galen’s De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis (2.3.18-19): nunˆ d� pîj m�n oƒ di¦ dÚo tropikîn À triîn ¢nalÚontai sullogismoˆ kaˆ pîj oƒ ¢diafÒrwj pera…nontej ½ tinej ¥lloi toioàtoi tù prètJ kaˆ deutšrJ qšmati proscrèmenoi, pollo‹j ™sti suntuce‹n ¢kribîj ºskhmšnoij […] kaˆ perierg…an e�nai oÙ mikr¦n ¢cr»stou pr£gmatoj ¤pasan t¾n tîn toioÚtwn sullogismîn plok»n, æj aÙtÕj Ð CrÚsippoj œrgJ marture‹ mhdamÒqi tîn ˜autoà suggramm£twn e„j ¢pÒdeixin dÒgmatoj ™ke…nwn dehqeˆj tîn sullogismîn. (‘Now, you can meet many people minutely skilled in the ways of analysing by the first and the second qšma the di¦ dÚo tropikîn syllogisms, the di¦ triîn tropikîn syllogisms and syllogisms concluding indifferently […] And anyway, all the construction of such syllogisms is no small over-expenditure of effort on something useless, as Chrysippus himself testifies in practice by never in his own works needing those syllogisms to demonstrate a doctrine’). Is Galen saying that Chrysippus knew, and endorsed, the mentioned arguments, but never felt the necessity of using them in the practice of demonstrating his philosophical tenets? Or that he never took into consideration such arguments? Or, perhaps, that Chrysippus did not employ them because he considered them unsound?


� 	It is not implausible that Stoic logic might have developed also because of the necessity of finding new and sharper argumentative weapons against the Sceptical adversaries.


�	See Barnes � REF _Ref467471629 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[406]�, p. 170: ‘It may well be that some Stoics flirted with rival analyses of the conditional’. As I said above, the idea that not only later Stoic logic, but also Chrysippean logic was not a logic of pure sun£rthsij stands in the heart of Nasti’s interpretation of sun£rthsij.


� 	Ð skeptikÕj di¦ tÕ fil£nqrwpoj e�nai t¾n tîn dogmatikîn o‡hs…n te kaˆ propšteian kat¦ dÚnamin „©sqai lÒgJ boÚletai. 


� 	As seen above, it is an open question whether he could or not. It is likely that the difficulty of finding out some argument to defuse the AAPs is a source of mental disturbance (tarac») for the dogmatist.


�	That is the counterpart of the Pyrrhonist’s choice of the second horn of the dogmatist’s dilemma (‘The AAP is a proof’) for dialectical purposes (actually the Pyrrhonist suspends his judgement about the existence of proof and the demonstrativeness of the AAP itself, and therefore stands in a high place). Clearly the descent of the Pyrrhonist, being only a dialectical and pedagogical move, does not cause him to fall back into any form of dogmatism.


�	As for most similes, the correspondence between the comparanda is not complete (and this probably contributes to making the use of similes so interesting and rewarding). Just one question: why does Sextus say that it is the Sceptic who overturns the ladder? The AAPs, when taken as proofs, necessarily do away with themselves (in the sense that has been clarified); the ladder has to fall down, independently of the will of the Sceptic (who, anyway, would have no reason for being eager to keep it).


� 	PH 1.14-15, 1.206, 2.188; M 8.480.


�	Burnyeat � REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 63. Here Burnyeat mistakes the polypus, the coelenterate animal, with the octopus,  the cephalopod mollusk with eight tentacles to which Plutarch and Stobaeus refer. The same mistake is reflected in some passages by McPherran (see below).


� 	See McPherran � REF _Ref465339527 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[139]�, p. 291 n. 5: ‘Other such metaphors found outside of Sextus’ work include the Skeptic’s [...] being “a hydra that cuts himself” [...]; his “weaving and then unweaving his web like Penelope” [...]; his refuting his own results “like a polypus which eats its tentacles after they grown”’.


� 	Unlike McPherran, Burnyeat is aware that in the passages he quotes the target of the criticism is the Stoics, but he writes: ‘it matters little that the immediate target of Carneades’ fire may have been Stoic logic and dialectic. At the time these were the chief representatives of reason in its various aspects, and when he criticises them, as he did [...], it was not in order to establish an alternative logic of his own’ (� REF _Ref465395375 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[131]�, p. 64). I do not find this reasoning persuasive; if it is Stoic reason that is somehow self-refuting, I cannot see why the Pyrrhonists should believe that this self-refutation involved also their arguments, even granted that Stoic philosophy was the chief representative of reason and that Sceptics did not want to establish any alternative logic. However that may be, although Burnyeat, unlike McPherran, does not make the mistake of directly associating the passages he quotes with the Sceptical self-refutation, I think that he still goes astray by considering them relevant quotations for his history of peritrop» (I shall explain below why).


�	Long-Sedley � REF _Ref467144480 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[30]�, vol. II, p. 226.


� rerum natura nullam nobis dedit cognitionem finium, ut ulla in re statuere possimus quatenus.


� nihil igitur te contra soritas ars ista adiuvat, quae nec augendi nec minuendi quid aut primum sit aut postremum docet.


�	Quid quod eadem illa ars quasi Penelopae telam retexens tollit ad extremum superiora: utrum ea vestra an nostra culpa est? nempe fundamentum dialecticae est, quidquid enuntietur id autem appellant ¢x…wma, quod est quasi effatum, aut verum esse aut falsum. quid igitur haec vera an falsa sunt: ‘si te mentiri dicis idque verum dicis, mentiris’ <et, ‘si mentiris,> verum dicis’? haec scilicet inexplicabilia esse dicitis; [...] si ista explicari non possunt nec eorum ullum iudicium invenitur, ut respondere possitis verane an falsa sint, ubi est illa definitio, effatum esse id quod aut verum aut falsum sit? 


I fill the lacuna as proposed, with different meanings and for different reasons, in Cavini � REF _Ref468977191 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[423]� and Mignucci � REF _Ref468977217 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[461]�.


� 	I can not even say what the self-bracketing of ‘The Liar is insoluble’ could ever be.


�	Even in this case it is not easy to give an account of what self bracketing could amount to. ‘Whatever is asserted is either true or false’ could be said to bracket itself (in Sextus’ sense) if it were asserted as an instance of a sentence neither true nor false; for in this case it would bracket its own supposed lack of truth value.


�	quae primo progressa festive tradit elementa loquendi et ambiguorum intellegentiam concludendique rationem.


� tum paucis additis venit ad soritas, lubricum sane et periculosum locum.


� 	Rebus sumptis adiungam ex iis <eiusdem generis conclusionibus quarum una sit recta, ceteras ex his> sequendas esse alias inprobandas quae sint in genere contrario. Quo modo igitur hoc conclusum esse iudicas: ‘si dicis nunc lucere et verum dicis, <lucet; dicis autem nunc lucere et verum dicis;> lucet igitur’? probatis certe genus et rectissime conclusum dicitis, itaque in docendo eum primum concludendi modum traditis. aut quidquid igitur eodem modo concluditur probabitis, aut ars ista nulla est. Vide ergo hanc conclusionem probaturusne sis: ‘si dicis te mentiri verumque dicis, mentiris; dicis autem te mentiri verumque dicis; mentiris igitur’. Qui potes hanc non probare, cum probaveris eiusdem generis superiorem? Haec Chrysippea sunt, ne ab ipso quidem dissoluta. (I adopt the filling of the lacuna proposed in Long-Sedley � REF _Ref467144480 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[30]�, vol. II, p. 226).


�	The claimed inconsistency could be questioned; but that would bring us too far, and therefore I shall not deal here with this matter. What is of interest to us here is to understand the kind of refutation Chrysippus is charged with, and not whether that charge is grounded. 


� 	An identical reasoning underlies the following passage (Luc. 96): Quid enim faceret huic conclusioni? ‘Si lucet, lucet; lucet autem: lucet igitur’. Cederet scilicet. Ipsa enim ratio conexi, cum concesseris superius, cogit inferius concedere. Quid ergo haec ab illa conclusione differt? ‘Si mentiris, mentiris: mentiris autem: mentiris igitur’. Hoc negas te posse nec approbare nec improbare. Qui igitur magis illud? Si ars, si ratio, si via, si vis denique conclusioni valet, eadem est in utroque (‘In fact, what would Chrysippus have done of this inference: “If it is light, it is light; but it is light; therefore it is light”. He would have certainly agreed. For it is the principle itself of the conditional that, if you have conceded the antecedent, you have to concede the consequent. In what then does this inference differ from that former: “If you speak falsely, you speak falsely; but you speak falsely; therefore you speak falsely”. You say that you can neither approve nor deny it. Why then do you approve that former inference? If the art, the reason, the method and the force of the inference hold, they must hold in both cases’).


� 	Recall Cicero’s rhetorical question seen above (p. � PAGEREF fault \h ��86�): ‘Is that your fault or ours?’ (Luc. 95). A similar argument appears at Luc. 87, where Cicero says that Chrysippus collected more Sceptical arguments than the Sceptics themselves, because of his excessive confidence in being able to refute all of them; but his counter-arguments appeared finally unsatisfactory, and so he inadvertently left to Carneades dangerous weapons to use against the Stoics themselves.


� 	To further clarify the crucial difference between the refutation which Chrysippean dialectic is said to be exposed to and Sextus’ peritrop» some comment on the following clause (Luc. 97) will be helpful: Sed hoc extremum eorum est: postulant ut excipiantur haec inexplicabilia. (‘But this is their extreme resource: they ask an exception for these insoluble things’). We have seen Sextus also making at some point (M 8.479) the move of claiming that the proof against proof could be taken with an exception (kaq(Øpexa…resin; see above sect. 3.4); but in Sextus the exception is that the PAP should not apply to itself (it should show that no proof exists apart from the PAP), whereas here the point is that the first indemonstrable should not be applied to the Liar (that is, it should be considered a valid mode of inference in all cases but those in which its premisses are somehow involved in the logic troubles arisen by the Liar, as ‘If you are speaking falsely, you are speaking falsely’).


�	™moˆ doke‹ met¦ ple…sthj ™pimele…aj kaˆ deinÒthtoj oátoj Ð ¢n¾r ¢natršpein kaˆ katab£llein t¾n sun»qeian, æj ™niacoà kaˆ aÙtoˆ marturoàsin oƒ tÕn ¥ndra semnÚnontej, Ótan aÙtù perˆ toà yeudomšnou m£cwntai. tÕ g£r, ð ¥riste, sumpeplegmšnon ti di' ¢ntikeimšnwn m¾ f£nai yeàdoj eÙpÒrwj e�nai, lÒgouj d� p£lin aâ f£nai tin¦j ¢lhqÁ t¦ l»mmata kaˆ t¦j ¢gwg¦j Øgie‹j œcontaj e�ta kaˆ t¦ ¢ntike…mena tîn sumperasm£twn œcein ¢lhqÁ, po…an œnnoian ¢pode…xewj À t…na p…stewj oÙk ¢natršpei prÒlhyin; tÕn mšn ge polÚpod£ fasi t¦j plekt£naj aØtoà peribibrèskein érv ceimînoj, ¹ d� Crus…ppou dialektik¾ t¦ kuriètata mšrh kaˆ t¦j ¢rc¦j aØtÁj ¢nairoàsa kaˆ perikÒptousa t…na tîn ¥llwn ™nnoiîn ¢polšloipen ¢nÚpopton;


	Wyttenbach emends ð ¥riste of the manuscripts to ¢or…stwj, Long and Sedley to ¢or…stwn. I keep the lectio of the codexes, as suggested in Cavini � REF _Ref468977191 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[423]�, Crivelli � REF _Ref469026592 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[429]� and Mignucci � REF _Ref468977217 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[461]�, because actually there are no evident reasons for preferring the proposed emendations and introducing here a reference to indefinite propositions.


� 	Long and Sedley conjecture that Chrysippus ‘took “I am lying” to change its truth value from false to true during the course of utterance’ (� REF _Ref467144480 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[30]�, vol. I, p. 229). According to Cavini � REF _Ref468977191 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[423]�, Chrysippus considered the Liar assertion (‘I’m speaking falsely’) as ungrounded, i.e. with an arbitrary truth value, but still consistent (the Liar argument, aimed at showing the inconsistency of that assertion, would have been rejected by Chrysippus as a fallacy par¦ t¾n lšxin). According to Mignucci � REF _Ref468977217 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[461]�, Chrysippus considered ‘I’m telling the false’ as a truth value lacking proposition (and therefore as an exception to the generality of bivalence), but, none the less, meaningful.


� On the basis of their conjecture about Chrysippus’ response (see note above), Long and Sedley interpret the passage as revealing that Chrysippus ‘gave no more than qualified approval to some negated conjunction of indefinite contradictories, probably ‘Not both: something is true and it is false’’. (� REF _Ref467144480 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[30]�, vol. I,  p. 229). In fact it could be said that in some sense ‘I am lying’ is both true and false, because it would supposedly change its truth value during the course of utterance.


As I anticipated above, Long and Sedley emend ð ¥riste of the manuscripts to ¢or(stwn, translating ¢or(stwn sumpeplegmšnon ti di' ¢ntikeimšnwn as ‘a conjunction formed from indefinite contradictories’, whereas I keep the manuscripts’ concordant lectio. However, I want here to suggest that, even accepting the Long-Sedley interpretation of the passage and of Chrysippus’ solution, it is not ¢or…stwn, but ¢Òriston (¢Òriston sumpeplegmšnon ti di' ¢ntikeimšnwn, ‘an indefinite conjunction formed from contradictories’) that would be the best amendment:


-	from a linguistic point of view, ¢Òriston is no doubt easier (¢or(stwn would be quite far from di' ¢ntikeimšnwn, and the structure of the clause quite odd);


-	there could be some disagreement whether ‘Both: something is true and it is false’ should be considered an instance of ‘a conjunction formed of indefinite contradictories’. The subject of the second conjunct (‘it’) is an anaphoric pronoun and there is discussion whether such pronouns were considered by the Stoics as definite (deictic) or indefinite linguistic elements. I am inclined to think that a pronoun that is anaphoric of an indefinite pronoun, as in our case, was considered by the Stoics indefinite itself (as D. L. 7.70 seems to testify; on this problem see Crivelli � REF _Ref469026592 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[429]�);


- 	there is a passage in Cicero’s De fato (15) in which the sentence non et natus est quis oriente Canicula et is in mari morietur is considered an instance of negationes infinitarum coniunctionum (‘negations of indefinite conjunctions’). Cicero considers thus a sentence of the form ‘both: something ... and it ...’ as an ‘indefinite conjunction’, and not as a ‘conjunction of indefinite <sentences>’ (in the same passage Cicero refers also to ‘indefinite conditionals’ (infinita conexa), thinking  to conditionals of the form ‘if something ..., then it...’). But then also Long’s and Sedley’s example ‘Both: something is true and it is false’ could well be called ‘an indefinite conjunction formed from contradictories’, and thus nothing prevents them from adopting the easier emendation ¢Òriston.


� 	Long and Sedley conjecture that presumably the reference here is to an argument like that we have seen in Cicero: ‘If you say that you are lying, and you say so truly, you are lying. But you say that you are lying, and you say so truly. Therefore you are lying’. If Long’s and Sedley’s basic conjecture (see n. � NOTEREF _Ref475504686 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �200� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475519292 \h ��91�) is right, in some sense the contradictory of the conclusion (‘Therefore, you are telling the truth’) is true as well.


� 	And not, as Long and Sedley say, to the principle of bivalence. 


� 	Karne£dhj t¾n dialektik¾n œlege poulÚpodi ™oikšnai:  kaˆ g¦r ™ke‹non aÙxhqe…saj t¦j plekt£naj katesq…ein, kaˆ taÚthn proioÚshj tÁj dun£mewj kaˆ t¦ sfštera ¢natršpein.


The passage presents some textual difficulty. Most codexes have toÚtouj, that would require toÝj dialektikoÚj instead of t¾n dialektik»n. Here I adopt taÚthn that appears in codex A2 (Parisinus alter ‘Florilegii’), but my choice is directed more by the convenience of having a full resemblance with Plutarch’s version than by philological reasons (as Simonetta Nannini has suggested to me, it is also possible to keep the text with t¾n dialektik»n and toÚtouj, and to think to a transition typical of speech – not infrequent also in written language – from an abstract singular noun (‘dialectic’) to a concrete plural noun (‘dialecticians’), favoured also by the presence of the concrete simile of octopus). However, the overall meaning of the passage can in no way be affected by the choice between these alternatives.


� 	I actually explained Plutarch’s passage analysed above as if this temporal element were more explicit than it actually is, having my mind on Cicero’s and Stobaeus’ testimonies.


� 	Or, maybe, Carneades himself presented slightly different versions of his comparison.


� 	For example, it is the insolubility of the Liar that is said by Cicero to overthrow the principle of bivalence, and not vice versa.


�	tÕ g¦r ›na te lÒgon kaˆ taÙtÒn pot' e„pe‹n oÙk ™nÁn ™n aÙtù oÙdš ge ºx…ou ¢ndrÕj e�na… pw tÕ toioàto dexioà oÙdamîj. çnom£zeto oân deinÕj sofist»j, tîn ¢gumn£stwn sfageÚj. ésper g¦r aƒ ”Empousai ™n to‹j f£smasi to‹j tîn lÒgwn ØpÕ paraskeuÁj te kaˆ ØpÕ melšthj ™f£rmatten, ™go»teuen, oÙd�n e�cen e„dšnai oÜte aÙtÕj oÜte toÝj ¥llouj ™©n: ™deim£tou d� kaˆ kateqorÚbei kaˆ sofism£twn ge kaˆ lÒgwn klopÁj ferÒmenoj t¦ prîta katšcaire tù Ñne…dei kaˆ ¹brÚneto qaumastîj, Óti m»te t… a„scrÕn À kalÕn m»te ¢gaqÕn m»te aâ kakÒn ™sti t… Édei, ¢ll' ÐpÒteron e„j t¦j yuc¦j pšsoi toàto e„pën aâqij metabalën ¢nštrepen ¨n pleonacîj À di' Óswn kateskeu£kei. Ãn oân Ûdran tšmnwn ˜autÕn kaˆ temnÒmenoj Øf' ˜autoà, ¢mfÒtera ¢ll»lwn duskr…twj kaˆ toà dšontoj ¢skšptwj (translation from Gifford � REF _Ref475505474 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[73]�).


� 	For a similar characterization see also D. L. 4.28.


� 	I use ‘self-refuting argument’ here loosely; as I suggested above (n. � NOTEREF _Ref463603022 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �89� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475518915 \h ��39�), after Burnyeat, only sentences – and not arguments – can be self-refuting in the sense of Sextus’ peritrop».





� 	dietšloun d¾ oƒ skeptikoˆ t¦ tîn aƒršsewn dÒgmata p£nta ¢natršpontej, aÙtoˆ d' oÙd�n ¢pofa…nontai dogmatikîj, ›wj d� toà profšresqai t¦ tîn ¥llwn kaˆ dihge‹sqai mhd�n Ðr…zontej, mhd' aÙtÕ toàto. éste kaˆ tÕ m¾ Ðr…zein ¢nÇroun, lšgontej oŒon oÙd�n Ðr…zomen, ™peˆ érizon.


� 	¢nairoàsi d' oƒ skeptikoˆ kaˆ aÙt¾n t¾n oÙd�n m©llon fwn»n: æj g¦r oÙ m©llÒn ™sti prÒnoia À oÙk œstin, oÛtw kaˆ tÕ oÙd�n m©llon oÙ m©llÒn ™stin À oÙk œstin.


� 	oÛtw g¦r oÙd�n Ðr…zwn Ð skeptikÕj t£ca eØreq»setai, oÙd� aÙtÕ tÕ oÙd�n Ðr…zw. See also Phot., Bibliotheca 212, 170b. 





� 	In � REF _Ref469718401 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[230]� Jonathan Barnes convincingly argued that it is almost impossible to identify Diogenes’ sources for the ‘philosophical part’ of his life of Pyrrho. Diogenes cites fourteen names of Pyrrhonian authorities, but we cannot say which of them he is directly copying or drawing on. Barnes convincingly showed also that Sextus was not Diogenes’ source, at least for the ten modes, the five modes and 9.90-101.


�	perˆ d� tÁj oÙd�n Ðr…zw fwnÁj kaˆ tîn Ðmo…wn lšgomen æj oÙ dogm£twn: oÙ g£r e„sin Ómoia tù lšgein Óti sfairoeid»j ™stin Ð kÒsmoj. ¢ll¦ g¦r tÕ m�n ¥dhlon, aƒ d' ™xomolog»seij e„s…. ™n ú oân lšgomen mhd�n Ðr…zein, oÙd' aÙtÕ toàto Ðr…zomen.  


� 	Ðr…zein e�nai nom…zomen oÙcˆ tÕ ¡plîj lšgein ti, ¢ll¦ tÕ pr©gma ¥dhlon profšresqai met¦ sugkataqšsewj.


� 	See above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref475507818 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �86� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475507833 \h ��38�.


� 	kaˆ aÙtù d� toÚtJ tù lÒgJ lÒgoj ¢nt…keitai, Öj kaˆ aÙtÕj met¦ tÕ ¢nele‹n toÝj ¥llouj Øf' ˜autoà peritrapeˆj ¢pÒllutai, kat' ‡son to‹j kaqartiko‹j, § t¾n Ûlhn proekkr…nanta kaˆ aÙt¦ Øpekkr…netai kaˆ ™xapÒllutai.


� 	This is the way in which pantˆ lÒgJ can be analysed according to Diogenes’ report (9.76): pantˆ lÒgJ fwn¾ kaˆ aÙt¾ sun£gei t¾n ™poc»n: tîn m�n g¦r pragm£twn diafwnoÚntwn tîn d� lÒgwn „sosqenoÚntwn ¢gnws…a tÁj ¢lhqe…aj ™pakolouqe‹. (‘The fwn¾ pantˆ lÒgJ too induces suspension of judgement: for the things being discordant and the accounts being equally strong the ignorance of truth follows’). Sextus’ analysis (PH 1.203) is quite similar, even if more precise in making explicit the fundamental point that the opposite accounts are ‘accounts establishing something dogmatically’: Ótan oân e‡pw pantˆ lÒgJ lÒgoj ‡soj ¢nt…keitai, dun£mei toàtÒ fhmi pantˆ tù Øp' ™moà zhtoumšnJ lÒgJ, Öj kataskeu£zei ti dogmatikîj, ›teroj lÒgoj kataskeu£zwn ti dogmatikîj, ‡soj aÙtù kat¦ p…stin kaˆ ¢pist…an, ¢ntike‹sqai fa…neta… moi. (‘Therefore, whenever I say “Opposed to every account there is an equal account” I’m implicitly saying “To every account I have investigated which establishes something dogmatically, there appears to me to be opposed another account, establishing something dogmatically, equal to it in persuasiveness and lack of persuasiveness”’).


� 	‘A’ meaning here ‘is an account’, ‘O’ meaning ‘is opposed to’, and ‘E’ meaning ‘is equipollent to’.


� 	A fundamental qualification is necessary here. As I shall explain below, the fwn¾ pantˆ lÒgJ cannot be ‘reversed’ in the way Diogenes is discussing here, that is by applying to itself (i.e. by merely saying that it itself has an opposed equipollent account). There is however a different pattern in which one could charge pantˆ lÒgJ with self-refutation. If one asserts pantˆ lÒgJ as a true maxim, showing to believe it rather than its opposite, he ought to be disposed to say that pantˆ lÒgJ is more persuasive than its opposite, that the reasons for believing pantˆ lÒgJ are stronger than those for believing not-pantˆ lÒgJ. But this commits him to admitting that there is at least one account having no opposed equipollent account (pantˆ lÒgJ itself), i.e. to admitting the contradictory of his initial proposal. This argument, however, is not the one based on self-application at stake in Diogenes’ passage.


�	Let us see how Sextus’ perigraf» argument would run if applied to pantˆ lÒgJ. ‘When we utter pantˆ lÒgJ – Sextus would say – we are not asserting the truth of a dogmatic maxim establishing that every account has in reality an equipollent opposed account, but we are just avowing our p£qoj of ¢rrey…a, confessing that for any dogmatic account we have examined there is an opposed dogmatic account that at present appears to us equally persuasive. Therefore you cannot say that our utterance is a clue to disguised dogmatism, nor that because of this utterance we can be compelled to admit that there is actually some dogmatic thesis that we find more persuasive than its opposite. But even assuming that we posit pantˆ lÒgJ dogmatically – what we actually do not – we would not be dogmatizing. If interpreted as a dogmatic maxim, pantˆ lÒgJ is self-referring, says that it itself, like any other dogmatic lÒgoj, has in reality an equipollent opposite. But then, one is left with no reason for believing pantˆ lÒgJ, rather than its opposite; pantˆ lÒgJ immediately brackets itself, expunging itself from the set of the beliefs of its proponents, who come thus to a condition of ™poc» as regards its truth.


�	™ke‹no m�n g¦r kaˆ pant£pas…n ™stin ºl…qion, ™peid¦n lšgwsin, Óti kaq£per t¦ kaqartik¦ f£rmaka sunekkr…nei met¦ tîn perittwm£twn kaˆ ˜aut£, tÕn aÙtÕn trÒpon kaˆ Ð p£nta ¢xiîn e�nai lÒgoj ¥dhla met¦ tîn ¥llwn ¢naire‹ kaˆ ˜autÒn. e„ g¦r aÙtÕj aØtÕn ™lšgcoi, lhro‹en ¨n oƒ crèmenoi toÚtJ. bšltion oân ¹suc…an ¥gein aÙtoÝj kaˆ mhd� tÕ stÒma dia…rein.  


�	It seems that Aristocles knew directly Antigonus’ biography of Pyrrho and the works of Aenesidemus and, either directly or indirectly, Timon’s writings.


�	As it will be clear from my remarks below, Aristocles’ ™lšgcein is ‘Aristotelian’ only in appearance, but not in the ‘content’, since Aristocles uses it in a very loose and non-technical way. No need to say that ¢naire(n too has a strong Aristotelian root (see above, n. � NOTEREF _Ref459951649 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �155� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475509548 \h ��68�).


� 	Later than the (unknown) sources Diogenes and Aristocles used for the specific passages we have analysed.


� 	After all, that link is not so apparent even in Sextus, where a careful exegetical reconstruction has been required to understand its importance.


� 	That would perhaps require a degree of initiative on Diogenes’ part that most scholars would judge unusual.


�	Clearly there is the further possibility that, although already devised, it did not appear in Aristocles’ and Diogenes’ sources simply because they were uninformed sources.


� 	No biographical details are known about Aristocles. The first half of the first century A. D. is usually considered the most likely datation, but earlier or later datations cannot be excluded. I assume here, however, that Aristocles is earlier than Sextus.


� 	See n. � NOTEREF _Ref475510672 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �68� on p. � PAGEREF _Ref475510660 \h ��28�.


�	Diogenes’ inconsistent report could be a faithful report of an already inconsistent Sceptical source, or could be derived from the mere juxtaposition of different Sceptical sources. In this case Diogenes’ odd use of the verb peritršpein could be explained, like Aristocles’ ™lšgcein, by saying that his sources are speaking of self-refutation in a loose sense, certainly different from Sextus’ quite technical acceptation of peritrop».


� 	Just to mention some names: Zeuxis, Antiochus of Laodicea, Theodas of Laodicea, Menodotus of Nicomedia, Agrippa, Herodotus of Tarsus.


� 	It is actually impossible to establish with full certainty that Sextus is earlier than Clement. While we are quite certain of Clement’s datation (the Stromata were presumably written in the first years of the third century A. D.), Sextus’ life is mysterious at least as the life of our perigraf» argument. House (� REF _Ref469726918 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[165]�, p. 231) believes that the evidence is such ‘that one cannot do any more than set a limit on the possible dates of Sextus which range from A. D. 100 to the first part of the third century’ (and that would leave the possibility open that Sextus is contemporary or even a bit later than Clement). Most scholars, however, locate Sextus’ floruit  not after the end of the second century A. D., and Caizzi has maintained quite convincingly that ‘Sextus’ floruit should be located about 150-170’ (� REF _Ref475511368 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[156]�, p. 330). I will assume here that Clement is posterior to Sextus.


� 	sumperigrafomšnou in Stromata 6.15 is not relevant for us here. 


�	t¦ poihtik¦ tÁj ™pocÁj a‡tia dÚo ™stˆn t¦ ¢nwt£tw, �n m�n tÕ polÚtropon kaˆ ¥staton tÁj ¢nqrwp…nhj gnèmhj, Óper gennhtikÕn e�nai pšfuken tÁj diafwn…aj ½toi tÁj ¢ll»lwn prÕj ¢ll»louj À tÁj ˜autîn prÕj ˜autoÚj, deÚteron d� ¹ ™n to‹j oâsi diafwn…a, ¿ kaˆ e„kÒtwj ™mpoihtik¾ kaqšsthke tÁj ™pocÁj. m»te g¦r p£saij ta‹j fantas…aij pisteÚein dunhqšntej di¦ t¾n m£chn m»te p£saij ¢piste‹n di¦ tÕ kaˆ t¾n lšgousan p£saj ¢p…stouj Øp£rcein ™x ¡pasîn oâsan sumperigr£fesqai p£saij m»te tisˆ m�n pisteÚein, tisˆ d� ¢piste‹n di¦ t¾n „sÒthta, kat»cqhmen e„j ™poc»n.


� 	See S. E., M 8.473: di¦ tÕ polÚtropon tÁj ¢nqrwp…nhj diano…aj.


� 	If Clement is drawing on some Sceptic posterior to Sextus, on the other hand, either this Sceptic is in turn drawing on Sextus, and in this case the situation would be the same as if Clement was drawing directly on Sextus, or he is drawing on some earlier Sceptic (and in this case Sextus did not first introduce sumperigr£fein).


� 	I am not concerned here with the non-trivial question if Pyrrho himself should be considered a ‘Pyrrhonist’.


�	Witt (� REF _Ref475511898 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[507]�) maintained that the source of Stromata 8.7, as well as of the whole eighth book, is Antiochus of Ascalon; but it seems to me that the only piece of evidence adduced in favour of an Antiochiean derivation of Stromata 8.7, that is Luc. 46, is too weak to be considered decisive.


I found instead a little clue that Sextus himself could have been one of Clement’s sources. The following passage by Clement (Stromata 8.5):


 


a†res…j ™sti prÒsklisij dogm£twn ½, éj tinej, prÒsklisij dÒgmasi pollo‹j ¢kolouq…an prÕj ¥llhla kaˆ t¦ fainÒmena perišcousi prÕj tÕ eâ zÁn sunte…nousa





seems to contain a quotation of PH 1.16: 





e„ m�n g£r tij a†resin e�nai lšgei prÒsklisin dÒgmasi pollo‹j ¢kolouq…an œcousi prÕj ¥llhl£ te kaˆ t¦ fainÒmena ...





But it is possible that Clement and Sextus are quoting a common source, in particular if we consider that quite similar passages (even if not so similar) appear also in D. L. 1.20, Pseudo-Galenus De historia philosophica 7 and Suida ai- 286.


On the terms a†resij and ¢gwg» see Ioli � REF _Ref472756127 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[166]�, � REF _Ref472756129 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[167]�.


�	Nasti � REF _Ref467493092 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[469]�, p. 45. As primary sources for (1) Nasti quotes PH 2.111 (see above, p. � PAGEREF PH_2111 \h ��71�) and PH 2.189.





�	¢dÚnaton dš ™sti kat' aÙtoÝj sunhmmšnon Øgi�j e�nai ™k macomšnwn ¢xiwm£twn sunestèj.


Nasti points out that this Sextan passage has been included for the first time in a collection of sources for Stoic dialectic by K. Hülser, as the fragment 961 of Hülser � REF _Ref472650818 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[27]� (p. 1228, lines 9-11).


� 	Nasti � REF _Ref467493092 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[469]�, p. 46.


� 	See Frede � REF _Ref472652699 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[441]�, pp. 83-84 and Barnes � REF _Ref467471629 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[406]�, p. 170.


� 	Nasti � REF _Ref467493092 \r \h  \* MERGEFORMAT ��[469]�, p. 56.


� 	Nasti � REF _Ref467493092 \r \h  \* MERGEFORMAT ��[469]�, p. 58.


� 	See S. E., M 1.309-310.





� 	See D. L. 7.190.


�	oƒ d� t¾n sun£rthsin e„s£gontej Øgi�j e�na… fasi sunhmmšnon, Ótan tÕ ¢ntike…menon tù ™n aÙtù l»gonti m£chtai tù ™n aÙtù ¹goumšnJ. 


�	sunhmmšnon oân ¢lhqšj ™stin oá tÕ ¢ntike…menon toà l»gontoj m£cetai tù ¹goumšnJ, oŒon e„ ¹mšra ™st…, fîj ™sti. toàt' ¢lhqšj ™sti: tÕ g¦r oÙcˆ fîj, ¢ntike…menon tù l»gonti, m£cetai tù ¹mšra ™st…. sunhmmšnon d� yeàdÒj ™stin oá tÕ ¢ntike…menon toà l»gontoj oÙ m£cetai tù ¹goumšnJ, oŒon e„ ¹mšra ™st…, D…wn peripate‹: tÕ g¦r oÙcˆ D…wn peripate‹ oÙ m£cetai tù ¹mšra ™st…. 


�	¹ g£r toi m£ch koinÕn m�n œcei tÕ m¾ sunup£rcein t¦ macÒmena, diafšrei d� tù tin¦ m�n prÕj tù m¾ sunup£rcein mhd� sunapÒllusqai dÚnasqai, tisˆ d� kaˆ toàq' Øp£rcein· Ótan oân �n mÒnon aÙto‹j tÕ m¾ sunup£rcein, ™llip»j ™stin ¹ m£ch, Ótan d� kaˆ toàto tÕ m¾ sunapÒllusqai, tele…a· tîn g¦r toioÚtwn pragm£twn ¢n£gkh duo‹n q£teron e�nai. 


�	tÕ m�n g¦r sunhmmšnon ™paggšlletai Ôntoj toà ™n aÙtù ¹goumšnou e�nai kaˆ tÕ lÁgon, t¦ d� macÒmena toÙnant…on, Ôntoj toà ˜tšrou aÙtîn Ðpoioud»pote ¢dÚnaton e�nai tÕ loipÕn Øp£rcein.


�	Barnes � REF _Ref467471629 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[406]�, pp. 170-171.


�	Nasti has communicated to me in a letter that he no longer believes that T4 provides an inadequate ground for (2), and that he has now found a rigourous derivation of (2) from what is said in T4.


�	One could maintain that this transition is actually justified by some passages (see e.g. S. E., M 8.281, 8.294. 8.466; Cic., Luc. 98) which seem to suggest that every duplicated conditional (di(a)foroÚmenon), as such, is true. However, I believe that these passages are not sufficient to exclude the possibility that the Stoics provided for exceptions to the general rule in extreme cases like those of theses subject to peritrop».


�	See above, p. � PAGEREF disputable_assumption \h ��43� and n. � NOTEREF _Ref475531599 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �99�.


�	According to Nasti, the fact that Sextus speaks of invalidity, and not of falsity, in relation to the dogmatic dilemma is a clue that, on the one hand, Sextus considers the conditionalization of the argument a conditionalization per sun£rthsij, and, on the other one, that every sun£rthsij with an impossible antecedent and a non-impossible consequent is false, as the second clause of (3) shows. According to my interpretation, on the contrary, Sextus should confine himself to saying that the argument is necessarily false, because it is necessary that the conjunction of its premisses is false. However, I think it is not puzzling that Sextus calls the argument ‘invalid’ (¢sÚnaktoj, oØk Ùgi»j), given that he is sometimes also unafraid – it does not matter here to establish whether erroneously or not – of using these terms for arguments which we would consider materially false (see the above-mentioned arguments unsound ‘because of incompleteness’ (par¦ œlleiyin or kat¦ œlleiyin) at PH 2.150).





�	Besides the bibliographical indexes listed in this section, for this bibliography I have also referred to the extensive bibliographies of Corti � REF _Ref467148842 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[118]� and Ioli � REF _Ref468090880 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �[166]�.


�	In this section I have not recorded the studies concerning specifically the Academic Scepticism.
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