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Preface

The bulk of the essays collected in this volume derive from papers presented at a
conference on Pyrrhonian skepticism held in Buenos Aires on August 6–8, 2008.
I am grateful to all the speakers who accepted the invitation to participate in the
meeting. Other arrangements had been made for the publication of several of the
papers, so these are not included here. By contrast, four additional essays by scholars
who could not attend the conference have been incorporated. My thanks to them for
being willing to contribute to the volume. I wish as well to express my gratitude to
the Departamento de Humanidades y Artes of the Universidad Nacional de Lanús
and to the Agencia Nacional de Promoción Científica y Tecnológica of Argentina
for the financial support that made it possible to organize the conference. My thanks
also go to Simo Knuuttila for agreeing to publish the volume in The New Synthese
Historical Library, and to Willemijn Arts and Ingrid van Laarhoven from Springer
for their help through the various stages of the project. Finally, I would like to thank
the referee for Springer for his helpful comments on the manuscript.

Buenos Aires, Argentina Diego E. Machuca
April 2011
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Introduction

Diego E. Machuca

Among scholars of ancient philosophy there is today considerable interest in the
extant works of the second-century physician Sextus Empiricus as our most impor-
tant source for Pyrrhonian skepticism. Until not long ago, though, they used to
regard his writings exclusively as an invaluable source of information about non-
Pyrrhonian thinkers and schools whose positions would otherwise be more obscure
or even utterly unknown. A radical change in the way of approaching Sextus’ oeuvre
started to take place since the late 1970s and early 1980s, when a group of schol-
ars began to explore the complex history of ancient Pyrrhonism and the sui generis
character of this form of skepticism. Although some have questioned its coherence,
it is safe to say that most have recognized its philosophical import.

A fact that sometimes goes unnoticed even to this day regarding the Pyrrhonian
tradition is that its history did not end with Sextus and his immediate successors,
since it has had a tremendous impact on both modern and contemporary philoso-
phy. As regards the modern period, a considerable number of historians of ideas
have argued that the Renaissance rediscovery of Sextus’ works played a key role
in the formation of modern thought.1 Richard Popkin in particular maintained that
the revival of Pyrrhonism triggered a “Pyrrhonian crisis.”2 According to him, the
history of modern philosophy should to a large extent be construed as the history of
the various strategies which modern thinkers devised to deal with that crisis.3 As for
the contemporary philosophical scene, an important number of epistemologists have
vigorously discussed the Pyrrhonian arguments against the rational justification of

1The resurgence of Pyrrhonian skepticism was due especially to the publication of Henri Estienne’s
Latin translation of Sextus’ Outlines of Pyrrhonism in 1562 and of Gentian Hervet’s Latin
translation of Adversus Mathematicos and Adversus Dogmaticos in 1569.
2Popkin (1960) is the pioneering work on the impact of ancient skepticism (especially in its
Pyrrhonian variety) on modern philosophy, covering the period from Erasmus to Descartes. Popkin
(1979) extends the analysis to Spinoza, and Popkin (2003) reaches back to Savonarola and forward
to Bayle. For the influence of Pyrrhonism, and ancient skepticism in general, on modern thought,
see also Popkin (1993), Maia Neto and Popkin (2004), Paganini (2008), Maia Neto, Paganini, and
Laursen (2009), Paganini and Maia Neto (2009), and Naya (2011).
3Some scholars have argued that Popkin overstates the part played by Pyrrhonism in shaping
modern thought. See Ayers (2004) and Perler (2004).

vii



viii Introduction

our beliefs – what they now call “Agrippa’s trilemma.”4 Coherentists, foundational-
ists, and infinitists, as well as externalists and contextualists have adopted different
tactics to deal with that challenge. Moreover, some present-day thinkers have char-
acterized their own philosophical positions as “(neo-)Pyrrhonian.”5 Thus, in parallel
with the strong interest in Pyrrhonism aroused among ancient philosophy schol-
ars, Sextus’ writings have in recent years increasingly attracted the attention of
historians of modern philosophy and analytic philosophers.6

Collections of essays dealing with skepticism can in general be divided into
two groups, each of which has been the object of a criticism. Some collections
are said to adopt an approach which is exclusively historical and exegetical and
to overlook the current discussion of skepticism in systematic analytic philosophy,
thus ignoring much of its philosophical import. By contrast, others are said to take
an approach which is solely systematic and to explore certain skeptical arguments
in abstracto, thus neglecting their origin and history, without which it is impossi-
ble to fully appreciate them. The present volume intends to avoid these criticisms
by integrating the strengths and merits of both types of collections: it explores
the history and significance of Pyrrhonism in ancient and modern philosophy and
examines the Pyrrhonian outlook in relation to contemporary analytic philosophy.
Moreover, going beyond the common distinction between a historical and a system-
atic approach, some of the essays combine specialized historical scholarship about
the Pyrrhonian tradition with rigorous philosophical examination of the nature of
Pyrrhonism and the challenges it poses. The reason for combining historical exege-
sis with systematic investigation is confidence in the viability and the desirability
of exploring a philosophical stance both in its historical context and in connection
with contemporary concerns.

By analyzing various aspects of Pyrrhonian skepticism as it was conceived of in
its original Greek context and later on in the modern period, and as it is interpreted
in the contemporary philosophical scene, the essays collected in this volume will
allow the reader to witness the transformations undergone by the Pyrrhonian tra-
dition. This tradition is complex and multifaceted, since the Pyrrhonian arguments
have been put into the service of different enterprises or been approached in relation
to interests which are quite distinct. It is thus impossible to find an entirely homoge-
nous or monolithic picture of the Pyrrhonian outlook from the Hellenistic period to
the present day. The diversity of uses and conceptions of Pyrrhonism accounts for
the diversity of the challenges it is deemed to pose and of the attempts to meet them.
This philosophical richness and adaptability should be borne in mind by anyone
studying the Pyrrhonian tradition.

4See, e.g., Fogelin (1994), Sosa (1997), Williams (2004), Klein (2008), and Lammenranta (2008).
Agrippa’s trilemma is also known as “Münchhausen-Trilemma,” as Hans Albert (1985) has
called it.
5See Fogelin (1994, 2004), Porchat Pereira (2006), and Sinnott-Armstrong (2006).
6For an overview of Sextus’ legacy in modern and contemporary philosophy, see Machuca (2008,
58–63).
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Before introducing the twelve contributions that make up the present volume,
it is perhaps necessary to account for the absence of essays devoted to the pres-
ence of Pyrrhonism in Latin medieval thought. The explanation is simple: although
discussion of skeptical problems and arguments is well attested in Western Europe
during the Middle Ages,7 Pyrrhonism played a very small part, since direct acquain-
tance with Pyrrhonian texts was rare, with the result that knowledge of this brand of
skepticism was extremely limited.8 First, three manuscripts of an early-fourteenth-
century Latin translation of Sextus’ Outlines of Pyrrhonism probably by Niccolò da
Reggio (ca. 1280–1350) survive, but this translation seems to have exerted no influ-
ence whatsoever.9 One of these manuscripts also contains a partial Latin translation
of Sextus’ Adversus Mathematicos III–V, probably by the same author.10 Second, it
has recently been argued that, in Nicholas of Autrecourt’s treatment of the infinite
regress argument, it is possible to identify certain Pyrrhonian elements,11 which
would show that in the fourteenth century there was at least some knowledge of
Sextus. Finally, a manuscript remains which contains a fifteenth-century Latin trans-
lation of the first four books of Adversus Mathematicos by Giovanni Lorenzi, but it
does not seem to have had any circulation.12

In the Middle Ages, so-called Academic skepticism was better known than
Pyrrhonism due especially to Augustine’s Contra Academicos, and also to other
works such as Cicero’s Academica, De Natura Deorum, and Tusculanae.13 But there
were also important skeptical arguments peculiar to medieval philosophy, such as
that which refers to an all-powerful God that could deceive us.14 However, contrary
to what happened before and after the Middle Ages, during this period there were
no skeptics in either the Christian, Jewish, or Islamic traditions, with the only pos-
sible exception of John of Salisbury (ca. 1120–1180), who considered himself an

7It has recently been claimed that historians of skepticism have usually ignored the important part
played by both epistemological and external-world skepticism during the Middle Ages, and that
this has prevented them from realizing that medieval discussions of skepticism must be taken into
account in order to fully understand the history of modern skepticism. In this connection, see the
essays collected in Lagerlund (2010). For an overview of medieval skepticism from the thirteenth
century on, see Perler (2006).
8See Schmitt (1983, 226–7), Porro (1994, 229–37), Floridi (2002, 13–25). Greek/Byzantine
and Arabic scholars, by contrast, continued to read Pyrrhonian texts during Late Antiquity and
the Middle Ages (see Porro 1994, 235 n. 16; Floridi 2002, 20–2, 24–5). For instance, in his
Myriobiblon or Library, Photius, the ninth-century Patriarch of Constantinople, offers a summary
of Aenesidemus’ lost Pyrrhonian Discourses, which is now our most important source for his
thought.
9See Schmitt (1983, 227), Porro (1994, 230–5). For a detailed analysis of these manuscripts, see
Cavini (1977, 1–8), Floridi (2002, 63–9), and especially Wittwer (forthcoming).
10See Cavini (1977, 4, 8–9), Floridi (2002, 79–80).
11See Grellard (2007a).
12See Schmitt (1976), Porro (1994, 236), Floridi (2002, 80–4).
13See Schmitt (1983, 227), Porro (1994, 242–51), Grellard (2004, 114–5).
14See Gregory (1974, 1984), Perler (2010a).
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Academic skeptic.15 In any case, it is plain that there were no full-blown or radical
skeptics advocating universal suspension of judgment or denying the possibility of
knowledge. In general, although some thinkers adopted what might be deemed a
skeptical position on certain specific issues, when skepticism was the object of dis-
cussion, in most cases the aim was to refute it.16 In addition, such refutations were
not produced in the context of a serious skeptical crisis, unlike what later occurred
in the modern period. It must be noted, in this connection, that it has recently been
claimed that an important number of medieval authors made a methodological use
of skeptical arguments. This use consisted in employing them either to undermine a
given conception of knowledge which was then replaced by another one immune to
the challenges posed by those arguments, or to distinguish between types of knowl-
edge and to determine the kind of certainty proper to each of them.17 In the Middle
Ages, skepticism seems to have been a logical construction independent for the
most part of the historical skeptical movement, which is why it was understood as a
reservoir of arguments to the effect that knowledge is impossible.18 In this respect,
the medieval conception of skepticism does not seem to differ much from the way
skepticism is generally conceived of in contemporary analytic epistemology.

In sum, the role played by Pyrrhonism in Western medieval thought was both
minor in relation to other forms of skepticism and insignificant in comparison with
the part it has had in both modern and contemporary philosophical discussions.

The present collection falls into three parts, the first focusing on ancient
Pyrrhonism, the second addressing its influence on modern philosophy, and the third
dealing with the Pyrrhonian stance in relation to contemporary analytic philosophy.
While the approach taken in the third part is, as expected, mainly systematic, some
of the essays on ancient and modern Pyrrhonism combine historical and exegetical
analysis with an assessment of the philosophical merits of the Pyrrhonian outlook.
It should be noted that this collection does not aim to provide a comprehensive dis-
cussion of Pyrrhonism in ancient, modern, and contemporary philosophy. Rather,
its goal is to open up stimulating new exegetical and philosophical perspectives on
Pyrrhonian skepticism and to motivate further examination of certain issues.

Richard Bett opens the first part by examining a facet of the practical nature of
ancient Pyrrhonism. As has frequently been noted, one of the aspects which differ-
entiate it from the various forms of contemporary skepticism is that the Pyrrhonist
does not view his philosophy as a merely theoretical stance with no implications for
his life, but rather regards it as an α’γωγή or way of living. This practical character
does not consist solely in the assumption that it is possible to live one’s Pyrrhonism,
but also in the thought that the Pyrrhonist, by virtue of his skepticism, is better off

15On the skepticism of John of Salisbury, see Grellard (2007b).
16See, e.g., Grellard (2004) for a taxonomy of the thirteenth-century strategies against the skeptical
argument based on the illusion of the senses.
17This view is fully advanced by Perler (2010b); cf. Grellard (2004, 128–9; 2007a, 342). Whether
an author felt the need to refute a skeptical argument or merely made a methodological use of it
seems to be, in principle, hard to determine with precision.
18See Grellard (2004, 113; 2007a, 328).
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than other people. Bett’s contribution focuses on an aspect of this further claim.
Granting for the sake of argument that Pyrrhonism is livable, he asks whether the
type of values the Pyrrhonian life includes and the adherence to them it allows make
such a life ethically acceptable and desirable for us. He thinks they do not, since the
Pyrrhonist’s lack of commitment to the moral values that form part of his society’s
laws and customs and the passivity shown in his practical decisions reveal that he is
not an ethically engaged agent.

Next, Svavar Hrafn Svavarsson offers an original interpretation of the notion of
α’ταραξία (undisturbedness or tranquility) in Sextus’ account of Pyrrhonism. In the
Outlines of Pyrrhonism, Sextus tells us that the reason the proto-Pyrrhonist began
to philosophize was his hope of becoming undisturbed by resolving the disagree-
ment among appearances, i.e., by determining which are true and which are false.
Being unable to resolve it, due to the equipollence of the conflicting appearances,
he suspended judgment. To his surprise, by doing so he became undisturbed in
matters of belief. Svavarsson argues that, although Sextus often suggests that the
skeptic’s undisturbedness comes about through his not having beliefs of any kind,
in his explicit explanation of skeptical undisturbedness he claims that it comes about
only through not having positive beliefs about natural values. Hence there are two
notions of undisturbedness at play in Sextus’ account of Pyrrhonism.

Katja Vogt’s essay examines a subject which has recently been a focus of much
attention among scholars, namely, the nature of the investigation conducted by the
Pyrrhonist. One common objection raised against his investigation is that it cannot
be deemed genuine investigation, since it does not aim at the discovery of the truth.
Rather, what the Pyrrhonist searches for is the attainment of the state of undis-
turbedness. Vogt argues that this objection is based on the questionable view that
the sole goal of investigation is the discovery of the truth. This overlooks that there
are other aims which philosophers strive for in their investigations, fails to distin-
guish between the motivational basis of philosophical investigation and its goals,
and ignores that philosophical inquiry guided by the value of truth may not be
immediately aimed at the attainment of the truth but rather at the avoidance of false-
hoods. These three points are to be taken into account when trying to understand the
Pyrrhonian sort of investigation.

For its part, my contribution explores whether the Sextan Pyrrhonist is committed
to the law or principle of non-contradiction, a topic which has not received much
attention among students of ancient Pyrrhonism. Although there are passages of
Sextus’ oeuvre which seem to show that the Pyrrhonist endorses that law, I argue
that he actually suspends judgment about the truth of its different dogmatic formula-
tions. However, this does not preclude him from following, without any conviction
as to their correctness, certain qualified versions of that law when thinking and act-
ing, even though he would not present these as versions of a law or principle. I
also claim that the Pyrrhonist makes use of the dogmatic versions of the principle
of non-contradiction only dialectically. Finally, after showing that both the uncom-
mitted observance of qualified versions of that principle and the dialectical use of
its dogmatic formulations are in agreement with other aspects of the Pyrrhonist’s
philosophy, I explore whether he is an anti-rationalist.
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Peter Klein focuses on two of the so-called Five Modes of Agrippa, namely,
the mode deriving from regress ad infinitum and the mode based on reciprocity.
He maintains that, in keeping with his characteristic dialectical argumentation, the
Pyrrhonist takes the premises employed in those modes from Aristotle’s foundation-
alist conception of justification. This epistemological theory was the predominant
one in Sextus’ time and continues to play an important role in contemporary foun-
dationalism. However, the fact that the Pyrrhonist’s regress argument as well as his
reciprocal mode work with a particular conception of epistemic justification sig-
nificantly restricts both their generality and their power. For there are alternative
theories – namely, contemporary infinitism and coherentism – which conceive of
epistemic warrant in such a way that they reject some of the assumptions of the
foundationalist conception of justification, and which therefore accept that regress
and reciprocal arguments can produce conclusions which are epistemically justi-
fied. After some vacillation, Klein’s paper has been placed in the first part. The
reason is that, even though his purpose is to critically examine the epistemological
presuppositions of Agrippa’s trilemma using the tools of contemporary analytic phi-
losophy, he deals at great length with Sextus’ account of the Agrippan modes and
Aristotle’s foundationalist epistemology. His essay is a paradigmatic case of ancient
texts being approached from the perspective, not of a classical philosophy scholar,
but of a contemporary epistemologist concerned with assessing various theories of
justification.

The second part of the volume, devoted to Pyrrhonism in modern philosophy,
includes four papers dealing with the outlooks that Francis Bacon, Pierre Bayle,
and David Hume adopted towards Pyrrhonism and skepticism in general. These
essays take account of the specialized literature of the past decades and offer new
interpretations, thus advancing the study of the presence of Pyrrhonian skepticism
in modern thought.

Bacon’s relation to skepticism has not attracted much attention from specialists,
and hence the presence of Pyrrhonian elements in his philosophy has not been thor-
oughly studied. Accordingly, Luiz Eva’s essay represents an important addition to
the literature and will arouse further interest in exploring the role played by skepti-
cism in the thought of the author of the Novum Organum. Bacon recognizes some
important similarities between skepticism and his own philosophy, especially the
skeptic’s emphasis on the weakness of our cognitive faculties and his suspension
of judgment. But there is also a key difference: although both affirm the impos-
sibility of knowledge, the skeptic claims that nothing can be known tout court,
whereas Bacon contends that this is the case only as far as the traditional way of
attaining knowledge is concerned. Eva proposes to examine the affinities and dif-
ferences between Bacon’s philosophy and ancient skepticism, both Pyrrhonian and
Academic, by focusing on a comparison between his doctrine of the idols and the
arguments and themes found in the ancient and contemporary skeptical sources (in
particular Montaigne’s Essais) which he presumably read.

It has sometimes been said that, for any given claim made by Pierre Bayle
somewhere in his oeuvre, it is possible to find a refutation of it somewhere else.
Centering his analysis on Bayle’s Commentaire philosophique, John Christian
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Laursen examines the presence in this work of both arguments which purport to
establish rationally the necessity of toleration and arguments which, by contrast,
undermine reason’s capacity to ground toleration. These latter are Bayle’s famous
arguments about the conscientious persecutor and the overwhelming force of custom
and education. Laursen analyzes in detail the tension between the two kinds of argu-
ment, demonstrating that neither side wins and that Bayle finally turns to rhetoric to
justify toleration. He thus takes issue with recent interpretations of the Commentaire
philosophique which, ignoring or dismissing the arguments that undermine the reli-
ability of reason in matters of toleration, maintain that Bayle’s position in that work
is wholly rationalist. Laursen’s paper is therefore an important contribution to the
more general debate about whether Bayle was a rationalist or a Pyrrhonian skeptic.

Hume’s stance on Pyrrhonism, and on skepticism in general, is probably more
complex than that of any other modern thinker, with the possible exception of Bayle.
Due to this complexity, two essays are devoted to a careful examination of his skep-
ticism, tackling both his overt disparaging attitude towards (what he took to be)
Pyrrhonian skepticism and the philosophical connection between his own skepti-
cism and the Pyrrhonist’s. Although Hume’s relation to skepticism has received
considerable attention from scholars, these two essays provide fresh insights. In the
first of them, Peter Fosl considers an at least apparent incoherence on the part of
both the Pyrrhonist and Hume, namely, their appeal to nature. For it seems that
skeptics should refrain from claiming to have understood nature, from making pre-
scriptive or normative assertions based on the notion of nature, and in general from
espousing any form of naturalism. Fosl analyzes the Humean conception of nature,
arguing that it is characteristically skeptical and that, in Hume, skepticism should be
understood, not as a theory, but as a non-dogmatic way of addressing theory. This
is much in line with the ancient Pyrrhonist’s outlook, even if the similarity may be
only accidental. In this connection, Fosl thoroughly explores whether Sextus’ texts
were available to Hume and, if so, whether he read them and was influenced by
them. He also considers in depth the similarities and differences between Hume’s
stance and the ancient forms of skepticism, and examines to what extent one can
characterize his skepticism as either Academic or Pyrrhonian.

For his part, Plínio Junqueira Smith explores in detail Hume’s treatment of skep-
tical arguments. On the one hand, there is Hume’s distinction between two types of
such arguments, namely, popular or weak and philosophical or strong skeptical argu-
ments. On the other, there is the difference between two uses of these arguments,
no matter whether they are weak or strong: the Pyrrhonist utilizes them to suspend
judgment, whereas the Academic employs them both to restrict our inquiries to what
is within the scope of our understanding and to show that we only have probable
knowledge and beliefs. Hume only accepts the latter use, because it is impossible to
abolish all belief as Pyrrhonists intend to do.

Present-day epistemological discussions of skepticism have mainly focused on
so-called Cartesian skepticism – i.e., the view that knowledge in general, or at
least regarding a very large area, is impossible. This view, which amounts to the
one Sextus ascribes to the Academics Carneades and Clitomachus, differs from
Pyrrhonism in both its formulation and its scope. First, the Pyrrhonist does not deny
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the possibility of ever attaining knowledge, but suspends judgment about whether
or not knowledge is impossible, restricting himself to saying that up till now he has
been unable to affirm that anyone knows anything. Second, he does not merely call
into question our knowledge-claims, but also casts doubt on whether we are in fact
justified in preferring any one of our beliefs to its opposite.19 This more radical and
subtler form of skepticism has more and more been attracting the attention of epis-
temologists, and the three essays included in the third part of the volume are the
result of careful study of the Pyrrhonian outlook in connection with contemporary
analytic philosophy. They deal with the relationship between Wittgenstein’s thought
and Pyrrhonism, the challenges posed by the Agrippan modes to contemporary the-
ories of knowledge and justification, and the question of whether Pyrrhonism is
livable.

In the first essay, Duncan Pritchard explores Wittgenstein’s radical new con-
ception of the structure of reasons put forward in his posthumously published On
Certainty. According to such a conception, all belief-systems require the existence
of fundamental “hinge” propositions which are held to be most certain, but which
can be neither rationally doubted nor rationally supported. Pritchard claims that
this account of the structure of reasons gives rise to a type of restricted skepticism
which bears significant similarities with the Pyrrhonian outlook. This is why he
thinks one can legitimately characterize that kind of skepticism as “Wittgensteinian
Pyrrhonism.”

In present-day epistemological discussions, the problem of disagreement has
lately regained part of the special relevance it has in Sextus’ account of Pyrrhonism.
Thinking that the philosophical import of this problem has not been fully appreci-
ated yet, Markus Lammenranta proposes to offer, on the basis of Sextus’ exposition
of the modes of suspension of judgment and from the perspective of analytic
epistemology, a reconstruction of the argument based on disagreement. He con-
tends that this reconstruction provides us with a serious “skeptical paradox” which
must be taken into careful consideration by modern-day theories of knowledge and
justification. He reviews the epistemological theories of foundationalism, contex-
tualism, coherentism, reliabilism and evidentialism, and claims that they all fail to
satisfactorily respond to the Pyrrhonian argument from disagreement.

Probably the most vexed question regarding ancient Pyrrhonism concerns the
scope of ε’πoχή, namely, whether it is limited to philosophico-scientific beliefs
or extends also to ordinary or common-sense beliefs. The vigorous debate among
specialists about whether the Pyrrhonist disavows all, or only some, beliefs
has been couched in different terms, e.g., whether his skepticism is “rustic” or
“urbane,” and whether or not all of his appearance-statements are “non-epistemic,”
“non-doxastic,” or “non-judgmental.”20 This issue is intimately related to the

19The view, commonly accepted by scholars, that Pyrrhonism differs from Cartesian skepticism in
that it does not merely calls into question knowledge-claims but beliefs in general is rejected by
Brennan (1999).
20The classic papers on this question are the five essays collected in Burnyeat and Frede (1997).
See also Glidden (1983), Stough (1984), Barney (1992), Brennan (1999), Fine (2000), Bailey
(2002, chapters 7–9, 11), Thorsrud (2009, chapter 9), and Perin (2010).
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long-standing charge that the Pyrrhonist is reduced to inactivity because action
requires belief (the famous α’π
αξία objection). If he advocates a moderate skep-
ticism, then the charge seems easily answerable, while if his skepticism is radical,
he is required to explain how action is possible in the absence of all beliefs. Juan
Comesaña’s essay takes up this complex question, not from a historical perspective,
but from an exclusively philosophical one. His purpose is to determine whether the
urbane and the rustic Pyrrhonists’ replies to the inactivity charge are theoretically
acceptable. In his view, the rustic Pyrrhonist cannot successfully respond to the
objection because it is plain that action does require belief. The urbane Pyrrhonist
therefore seems in a better position. So Comesaña examines both whether this type
of Pyrrhonist can respond to the charge by using traditional resources and whether
the contemporary theories of contextualism and contrastivism can help him offer a
philosophically satisfactory or plausible answer. His final verdict is negative.

We hope this volume will contribute not only to further showing that Pyrrhonism
has played a crucial role in the history of philosophy since Antiquity, but also to
highlighting the philosophical import of this brand of skepticism.

References

Albert, H. 1985. Treatise on critical reason (trans: Varney Rorty, M.). Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Ayers, M. 2004. Popkin’s revised scepticism. British Journal for the History of Philosophy 12:
319–332.

Bailey, A. 2002. Sextus Empiricus and Pyrrhonean scepticism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Barney, R. 1992. Appearances and impressions. Phronesis 37: 283–313.
Brennan, T. 1999. Ethics and epistemology in Sextus Empiricus. New York and London: Garland

Publishing.
Burnyeat, M., and Frede, M., eds. 1997. The original sceptics: A controversy. Indianapolis, IN:

Hackett.
Cavini, W. 1977. Appunti sulla prima diffusione in occidente delle opere di Sesto Empirico.

Medioevo 3: 1–20.
Fine, G. 2000. Sceptical dogmata: Outlines of Pyrrhonism I 13. Méthexis 13: 81–105.
Floridi, L. 2002. Sextus Empiricus: The transmission and recovery of Pyrrhonism. New York:

Oxford University Press.
Fogelin, R. 1994. Pyrrhonian reflections on knowledge and justification. New York: Oxford

University Press.
Fogelin, R. 2004. The skeptics are coming! The skeptics are coming! In ed. W. Sinnott-Armstrong

2004, 161–173.
Glidden, D. 1983. Skeptic semiotics. Phronesis 28: 213–255.
Greco, J., ed. 2008. The Oxford handbook of skepticism. New York: Oxford University Press.
Gregory, T. 1974. Nota in margine alle Meditationes di Descartes. Giornale critico della filosofia

italiana 53: 477–516.
Gregory, T. 1984. La tromperie divine. In Preuve et raisons à l’université de Paris. Logique,

ontologie et théologie au XIVe siècle, eds. Z. Kaluza and P. Vignaux, 187–195. Paris: Vrin.
Grellard, C. 2004. Comment peut-on se fier à l’expérience? Esquisse d’une typologie des réponses

médiévales au problème sceptique. Quaestio 4: 113–135.
Grellard, C. 2007a. Scepticism, demonstration and the infinite regress argument (Nicholas of

Autrecourt and John Buridan). Vivarium 45: 328–342.
Grellard, C. 2007b. Jean de Salisbury. Un cas médiéval de scepticisme. Freiburger Zeitschrift für

Philosophie und Theologie 54: 16–40.



xvi Introduction

Klein, P. 2008. Contemporary responses to Agrippa’s trilemma. In ed. J. Greco 2008, 484–503.
Lagerlund, H., ed. 2010. Rethinking the history of skepticism: The missing medieval background.

Leiden: Brill.
Lammenranta, M. 2008. The Pyrrhonian problematic. In ed. J. Greco 2008, 9–33.
Machuca, D. 2008. Sextus Empiricus: His outlook, works, and legacy. Freiburger Zeitschrift für

Philosophie und Theologie 55: 28–63.
Maia Neto, J., and Popkin, R., eds. 2004. Skepticism in Renaissance and post-Renaissance thought:

New interpretations. Amherst, New York: Humanity Books.
Maia Neto, J., Paganini, G., and Laursen, J.C., eds. 2009. Skepticism in the modern age: Building

on the work of Richard Popkin. Leiden: Brill.
Naya, E. 2011. Le phénomène pyrrhonien: lire le scepticisme au XVIe siècle. Paris: Classiques

Garnier.
Paganini, G. 2008. Skepsis: le débat des modernes sur le scepticisme; Montaigne – Le Vayer –

Campanella – Hobbes – Descartes – Bayle. Paris: Vrin.
Paganini, G., and Maia Neto, J., eds. 2009. Renaissance scepticisms. Dordrecht: Springer.
Perin, C. 2010. Scepticism and belief. In The Cambridge companion to ancient scepticism, ed.

R. Bett, 145–164. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Perler, D. 2004. Was there a “Pyrrhonian crisis” in early modern philosophy? A critical notice of

Richard H. Popkin. Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 86: 209–220.
Perler, D. 2006. Zweifel und Gewissheit: Skeptische Debatten im Mittelalter. Frankfurt:

Klostermann.
Perler, D. 2010a. Could God deceive us? Skeptical hypotheses in late medieval epistemology. In

ed. H. Lagerlund 2010, 171–192.
Perler, D. 2010b. Skepticism. In The Cambridge history of medieval philosophy, ed. R. Pasnau,

384–396. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Popkin, R. 1960. The history of scepticism from Erasmus to Descartes. Assen: van Gorcum.
Popkin, R. 1979. The history of scepticism from Erasmus to Spinoza. Berkeley, CA: University of

California Press.
Popkin, R. 1993. The high road to Pyrrhonism, ed. R. Watson and J. Force. Indianapolis, IN:

Hackett.
Popkin, R. 2003. The history of scepticism from Savonarola to Bayle. New York: Oxford University

Press.
Porchat Pereira, O. 2006. Rumo ao ceticismo. São Paulo: Unesp.
Porro, P. 1994. Il Sextus latinus e l’immagine dello scetticismo antico nel medioevo. Elenchos 15:

229–253.
Schmitt, C. 1976. An unstudied fifteenth-century Latin translation of Sextus Empiricus by

Giovanni Lorenzi. In Cultural aspects of the Italian renaissance: Essays in honor of Paul Oskar
Kristeller, ed. C.H. Clough, 244–261. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Schmitt, C. 1983. The rediscovery of ancient skepticism in modern times. In The skeptical tra-
dition, ed. M. Burnyeat, 226–251. Berkeley/Los Angeles/London: University of California
Press.

Sinnott-Armstrong, W., ed. 2004. Pyrrhonian skepticism. New York: Oxford University Press.
Sinnott-Armstrong, W. 2006. Moral skepticisms. New York: Oxford University Press.
Sosa, E. 1997. How to resolve the Pyrrhonian problematic: A lesson from Descartes. Philosophical

Studies 85: 227–249.
Stough, C. 1984. Sextus Empiricus on non-assertion. Phronesis 29: 137–164.
Thorsrud, H. 2009. Ancient scepticism. Stocksfield: Acumen.
Williams, M. 2004. The Agrippan argument and two forms of skepticism. In ed. W. Sinnott-

Armstrong 2004, 121–145.
Wittwer, R. Forthcoming. Sextus Latinus: Die erste lateinische Übersetzung von Sextus Empiricus’

Pyrrhôneioi Hypotypôseis. Leiden: Brill.



Contents

Part I Ancient Pyrrhonism

1 How Ethical Can an Ancient Skeptic Be? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Richard Bett

2 Two Kinds of Tranquility: Sextus Empiricus on Ataraxia . . . . . . 19
Svavar Hrafn Svavarsson

3 The Aims of Skeptical Investigation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
Katja Maria Vogt

4 Pyrrhonism and the Law of Non-Contradiction . . . . . . . . . . . 51
Diego E. Machuca

5 Epistemic Justification and the Limits of Pyrrhonism . . . . . . . . 79
Peter D. Klein

Part II Pyrrhonism in Modern Philosophy

6 Bacon’s Doctrine of the Idols and Skepticism . . . . . . . . . . . . 99
Luiz Eva

7 Skepticism against Reason in Pierre Bayle’s Theory
of Toleration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131
John Christian Laursen

8 Skepticism and the Possibility of Nature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145
Peter S. Fosl

9 Hume on Skeptical Arguments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171
Plínio Junqueira Smith

Part III Pyrrhonism in Contemporary Philosophy

10 Wittgensteinian Pyrrhonism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 193
Duncan Pritchard

xvii



xviii Contents

11 Skepticism and Disagreement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203
Markus Lammenranta

12 Can Contemporary Semantics Help the Pyrrhonian Get a Life? . . 217
Juan Comesaña

Name Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 241

Subject Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 245



Contributors

Richard Bett Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD 21218, USA,
rbett1@jhu.edu

Juan Comesaña University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, USA,
comesana@arizona.edu

Luiz Eva Universidade Federal do Paraná, Curitiba, PR, Brazil, luizeva@ufpr.br

Peter S. Fosl Transylvania University, Lexington, KY, USA, pfosl@transy.edu

Peter D. Klein Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ, USA,
pdklein@rci.rutgers.edu

Markus Lammenranta University of Helsinki, Helsinki, Finland,
markus.lammenranta@helsinki.fi

John Christian Laursen University of California, Riverside, CA 92507, USA,
johnl@ucr.edu

Diego E. Machuca Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas
(CONICET), Academia Nacional de Ciencias de Buenos Aires, Av. Alvear 1711,
1014 Buenos Aires, Argentina, diegomachuca@conicet.gov.ar

Duncan Pritchard University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK,
duncan.pritchard@ed.ac.uk

Plínio Junqueira Smith Universidade Federal de São Paulo, São Paulo, Brazil,
plinio.smith@gmail.com

Svavar Hrafn Svavarsson University of Iceland, Reykjavik, Iceland,
svahra@hi.is

Katja Maria Vogt Columbia University, New York, NY, USA,
kv2101@columbia.edu

xix


	Preface
	Introduction
	References

	Contents
	Contributors


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




