TRANQUILLITY WITHOUT A STOP: TIMON, FRAG. 68

THE PROBLEM
Timon, frag. 68 (Diels), is standardly printed as follows:

7 Yap éywv épéw, COS Mol KaTapalverar elvat,
Mvbov aknbeins opbov Exwy kavova,

s 1) 70V Belov T PYaLS kal Taryahov aiel,
€& wv igoraros yiwerar avdpi flos.

Translation at this stage would be premature, but three variants in line 3 deserve
notice. (a) Bury (iii.394) writes {7 for 7). (b) Natorp (p. 292), followed by
Brochard (p. 62 n. 4), suggested éxet for aiel (which would yield a meiouric line).
(c) Wachsmuth (p. 22) prints a colon instead of a comma after aiet.

It is not surprising that line 3 has attracted emendation. As it stands, it lacks a
verb and aiel has to modify an understood existential éo07t. The grammar of line 3
will concern us in due course, but it should be said at once that emending to {7}
or é€xet would not overcome the more serious problem of its content.

Frag. 68 is quoted by Sextus Empiricus, M xi.20 from Timon’s poem 'Ivdal-
uot (Images), and it is agreed among commentators that it gives (probably the
opening of) Pyrrho’s reply to the question addressed to him in frag. 67:

ToUTO MOL, & Tluppww, iMeiperar Top dkovoal,
WS mor’ avnp 61’ dyews ppoTa ued’ novxns
aiel aPpovTioTWS Kal aKwnTwWS Kal Kard TavTa
U1 mpoaé€xwy 8ots NSuNdyov codns,
MOUVOS 8" avBpmowat Beov TpGTOY T)YEUOVEVELS,
0S mepl maoav ENWY yaiav AvaoTpEéPeTal
Sevs edToprov 0daipns mpwavTopa KUKAov.!

The problem is this. If Pyrrho is the speaker in frag. 68 (éywv épéw, line 1),
answering Timon’s request in frag. 67 for the secret of his tranquillity, how can
a sceptic allow himself a statement affirming (as it would appear) the eternal
nature of the divine and the good? Even if with Natorp’s éxet for aie( the idea
of eternity drops out, would it not still be anathema to a sceptic to be talking
thus positively of the ¢vois of the divine and the good? To make matters worse,
the statement in line 3 is heralded in line 2 as the content of a ‘word of truth’ or
as validated by a ‘correct yardstick (standard, rule)’ or even (taking anbeins
with kavdva instead of uvfov) as derived from a ‘correct standard of truth’. If
the eternal nature of the divine and the good strikes one as the last thing a
sceptic would proclaim, it seems equally impossible for him to assert for his
account of it the validity of truth or a correct standard. Everything we know
about Timon’s critique of other philosophers in his Z{AMot goes against the idea
that he would approve a pronouncement about the eternal nature of the divine
and the good.? Everything we know about the several works in which Timon

! Diels’s text. The fragment was put Several textual issues arise in the compila-
together from partial quotations in D. L. tion, but none of them need concern us
ix.65, Sext. M i. 305, xi.1, by Wachsmuth here.

and Diels, and independently by Mommsen. 2 On Z{A)ot, see now Long (2) — the
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described Pyrrho and his philosophy goes against the idea that he would have
Pyrrho make such dogmatic claims about truth and objective values. On the
contrary, it is precisely by non-assertion (agaoia), by not affirming the truth
(or falsity) of our perceptions and beliefs, by saying instead, about everything
whatsoever, ‘it no more is than is not thus and so’, that the follower of Pyrrho
is freed from emotional disturbance to enjoy peace and calm.? The secret of
Pyrrho’s tranquillity, according to Timon, was nothing other than his scepti-
cism. And this scepticism, again according to Timon, so far from asserting the
eternal nature of the divine and the good, specifically refuses to countenance
that anything is by nature good or bad: oiite ayafdv 71 éoTi pvoeL olite kaxkdv,

AANd TPOS avbpomwy TalTA VoW KEKPLTAL
kara Tov Tiuwva.®

I have emphasized that frag. 68, as printed, is discordant within Timon’s
presentation of Pyrrho so that it may be clear that the problem does not arise
from the imposition of some preconceived notion of what a sceptic can and
cannot say. Certainly, as Hirzel warned (pp. 46 ff.), we should not look for
Timon to parade all the various devices which later Pyrrhonists used to avoid
the accusation that in the very statement of their scepticism they are dogmatiz-
ing (cf. e.g. D. L. ix.74-7, Sext. P. H. i.13-15). A measure of naiveté in the
earliest formulations of Pyrrhonian scepticism is only to be expected. But frag.
68 as it stands is not a naively dogmatic assertion of scepticism. It is the asser-
tion of a dogma. The positive content, the countenancing talk of the eternal
nature of the divine and the good, is what is discordant, not merely the
assertive mode in which it is expressed.

Some scholars — the majority — have been prepared on the evidence of
frag. 68 to accept that early Pyrrhonism did contain elements of dogma,
inconsistently with its professed scepticism.® Others have hoped that the
apparent inconsistency can be explained away, either by suggesting that the
seemingly dogmatic certainty is practical rather than theoretical, or by taking
the problematic lines 2-4 to be governed and qualified by ¢5¢ pot karagaiverar
elvar.® Something like this last was in Sextus’ mind when he introduced the
fragment by saying, T€pL MEV YAp TNS TPOS TNV PUOW DTOOTATEWS TWV TE
Ayabwv Kal Kakwy KatlobSeTépwy kavol WS elow MUY AYWVES TPOS TOUS

best general account of Timon’s oeuvre.

3 See esp. frag. 2 = Aristocles apud
Eusebius Praep. evang. xiv.18, 2-4. Aris-
tocles’ summing up of Timon’s message is
entirely consistent on the above-mentioned
points with the surviving fragments: 76
unbev dpitew, 4AN’ ampoobereiv (frag. 80 =
D. L. ix.76, giving Timon’s interpretation
of OU8€v waAAov); To uéAL 8Tt EaTl YAUKD 0D
T{OnuL, 70 8’ 87t paiverat dporoyw (frag. 74
=D. L. ix.105).

* Frag. 70 = Sext. M xi.140. Hirzel
(p. 56 n. 1, p. 61), followed by Wachsmuth
(p. 24), Brochard (p. 62 n. 1), would read
vouy for vow. Diels objected that what
responds to ¢pUoet is mpos avfpwmwy, while
a kplo is effected vde rather than vduw.
This is perhaps less than conclusive. It

would be more subtle, I think, to suggest
that Timon used ¢voet in a manner to lead
his reader to expect véuw but then surprised
him with vdw, which points to the origin of
vopos. That the idea of vduoc is in the

offing is confirmed by D. L. ix.51: obéév
Yap épaakev obre kahov obT’ aloxpov obre

Y

Sikaiov oiT’ dSikov - kal duolws éml mavrwy

undév elvar TR dAnbela, vouw 8¢ kal €0eL mdvTa

Tovs avfpomovs mpdTTew * ob Yap HaAAAov
768€ 1) T08€ eival EkaoTov. Note the way
ob naAov is taken to entail unéév elvar T4
aAnbeiq.

$ So, in one version or another, Hirzel,
Natorp, Goedeckemeyer, Robin, dal Pra.

$ For the first, see Brochard (pp. 62-5),
for the second, Zeller (p. 506), Stough
(p- 25).
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BoyuaTous - Kard 6€ T0 paiuevoy TOUTwWY EkaoTov éxouey édos aryalov 1
Kakev ) aduapopov mpooayopevew, kabfdmep kal o Tiuwy év Tois "Tvdaluoic
[roiot 8nuos libri: corr. Fabricius] éowe Snhoiv, drav ¢7 - 1 yap éywv kTA. But
éowke dnovv betrays his embarrassment at the end, as Natorp (p. 292) saw. No
matter how qualified the assertion of the eternal nature of the divine and the
good, what is thus asserted remains a positive view about ¢vais. It is not, as
Sextus’ blurb makes out,’ the standard later Pyrrhonist line that, the ¢vows of
good and evil being a matter of unresolvable dispute, one speaks only of what
appears good and what appears evil and takes that as one’s guide in practice. A
qualified assertion of a dogma about ¢vots is still not what one expects to hear

when Pyrrho speaks.

THE SOLUTION

I want to suggest that the cause of the trouble is the editors’ comma (or worse,
Wachsmuth’s colon) after aie( at the end of line 3. Remove the punctuation and
a new perspective opens up. We must still understand éo7t, but not the existential
éo7u which, when modified by aiel, produces the problematic notion of an
eternally existing ¢vots. All we need — and grammatically it is a much easier
supplement — is the é07t of identity. The content of Pyrrho’s message now reads
as follows: ‘The nature of the divine and the good <is> at any time [ale(] that
from which [<raira> é wv] a man’s life becomes most equable.’

The first benefit of the new construal is that ‘the divine’ and ‘the good’ no
longer designate an independent and eternally existing ¢vgtc. The words can be
referred, as Diels saw they should be referred, to the character of Pyrrho
himself.® In line 2 of frag. 67 it is implied that there is something almost super-
human about his consistent tranquillity;® in lines 5-7 he is likened to the sun-
god, as the one and only guide and illumination for men. Secondly, with the
backreference to frag. 67 secured, frag. 68 as a whole takes a relatively straight-

forward course.

To the question, ‘How is it that you possess this godlike stature?’ (frag. 67, 2),
Pyrrho answers that he will tell the truth as it appears to him to be.!® Whatis truth?
Nothing recherché, simply the truth about himself, which is what he has been
asked about. He is enabled to tell this truth by having the right measure or
yardstick (0p0v éxwv kavova).'! What yardstick, and for measuring what? He

7 Cp. also Stough, loc. cit.

% Diels’s comment was, ‘elov (cf.
fr. 67, 5) et &yafol eadem natura versatur
in aeterna &tapafiq, unde vitae aequabili-
tas’, but nothing in his version of the frag-
ment justifies ‘versatur in aeterna arapafig’.
The same goes for the translation of dal Pra
(p. 64), ‘come la natura del divino e del
bene ¢ sempre la stessa.’

Y Cf. also the saying cos xaXemov ein
OAoaxePWS Ekdbval Tov dvfpwmov, D. L.
ix.66, Aristocles apud Eus. Praep. evang.
xiv.18, 26, from Antigonus Carystus, which
means, as Long (2) has shown, that it
probably derives from something in Timon.

1% Take ubfov &Anbeins together as the
direct object of épéw, the whole pronounce-

ment being modified by ¢ pot katagaiverat
eivat — here I am indebted to Long (2).
Stough (p. 25) also has it right. Translators
who take ¢O¢ poukTA. first with épéw, as

e.g. Bury ‘Verily I will relate each fact as to
me it appeareth’ (similarly Brochard, Robin,
dal Pra), have then to subordinate u6ov and
&aAnbeins to kavdva or vice versa as object to
éxwvr: ‘Standard exact of truth having in
this my speech’ (Bury), ‘ayant une parole de
vérité pour regle infaillible’ (Brochard), etc.
Which is dogmatism of monumental preten-
sions.

' Here too it is Stough who has the
translation right: ‘For I shall say, as it
appears to me to be, A word of truth, since
I possess the right standard.



TRANQUILLITY WITHOUT A STOP: TIMON, FRAG. 68 89

was asked about his godlike qualities, so the yardstick which enables him to tell
the truth about himself is a yardstick for determining what is divine and good.
The divine and the good is simply what at any time makes a man’s life most
equable. Again nothing complicated or recherché, no need to attend to the
word-spinning of the learned (cf. frag. 67, 4). Just go for whatever will give
you, day by day, a life of continuing and consistent (cf. frag. 67, 3) tranquillity.

Grammatically, the clause ¢ k7. in 3-4 is probably dependent on uv6ov
alnBeins in the first instance, but by implication it connects with kavdva as
well. Thus, to translate —

I will speak, as it appears to me to be,

A word of truth, having a correct yardstick,

Namely, that the nature of the divine and the good is at any time
That from which life becomes most equable for a man.

Pyrrho says: the truth (about myself) is that the divine and the good (that in
me which you ask about) is what at any time makes a man’s life most equable
— this is the rule by which I attain the good and likeness to god and by refer-
ence to which I can answer your enquiry. The word of truth about Pyrrho is
generalizable as a rule which all can follow; the divine and the good are within
the reach of any man (avdp( in line 4 picks up armp frag. 67, 2).

This reading has the merit of simplicity, which by all accounts was a feature
of Pyrrho’s philosophizing. But how far does it remove the discordant dogma-
tism? One clear gain is that uvfov dAnfemc is no longer a portentious truth about
an eternally existing ¢Uaic. épéw . . . ubBor aAnBeins just means ‘I will tell you
truly’ the answer to your question about myself. And even this assertion is
suitably qualified by < pot karagaiverar eivat. Secondly, with the existential
claim eliminated, the ¢Uoic of the divine and the good is not an entity or
actuality but simply the nature revealed by a definition or rule — a common
philosophical use of ¢vais which need carry no ontological commitment. There
remains, however, 0p6ov éxwv kavéva, which is not, I think, so easily defused.

_ No doubt this phrase also is subject to the qualification ¢ uot karapaiveral
eivai, but within that qualification, important as it is, lines 3-4 propound a
positive rule of life. A positive rule of life is an improvement on the positive
existential dogma which the traditional punctuation requires, but still, the lines
define the good in a manner that later, sophisticated Pyrrhonists would avoid.
The latter are careful to say that their 7éhos, drapa&ia, is something that just
happens to come when one gives up seeking it as a positive good (Sext. P. H.
.25-9). Timon, by contrast, has Pyrrho identify the good in positive terms: it
is the source or sources of tranquillity. A degree of dogmatism intrudes after
all.

Yes, but this dogmatism is something we must in any case accept. It is the
twin to the remarkable and similarly dogmatic frag. 71 (Athen. 337a):

TAVTWY UEV TPWTIOTA KaKWY émbuuin éoTw

If the good is what conduces to tranquillity, desire and other emotional sources
of disturbance must be evil; and conversely. This answers the question, what the
sources of tranquillity (the é¢ wv of frag. 68, 4) would be: emotional indifference
and the absence of desire in each successive situation of life. It is a point in

favour of my construal of frag. 68 that it so neatly corresponds with frag. 71. '?

2 Hence it is reasonable to assign frag. One could even suggest that it should be

71 to 'IvSaAuol, with Wachsmuth (p. 24). located in close association with frag. 68.
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What we have to understand is the character of this dogmatism and whether it is
truly discordant with Timon’s account of Pyrrho; in particular, whether it is
discordant with the claim that nothing is by nature good or bad.

Any moralist of the time would have taken the statement ‘Nothing is by
nature good or bad’ as a claim about the objects of pursuit and avoidance, desire
and aversion. The statement is (philosophical) Greek for: nothing is actually
worth pursuing or avoiding — and it was no doubt of a sceptic who recognizes
this that Timon said

dpuyne kai avaiperos éotar.'®

But frag. 71 is a claim about desire as such, and likewise frag. 68, 3-4, in effect,
is a claim about the absence of desire and disturbing emotion. Frag. 71 attributes
disvalue, frag. 68 value, not to the objects of mental attitudes but to mental
attitudes themselves. Desire is bad, its absence good — how can this fail to be so
if there is no value in the fulfilment of desire because there is nothing of value to
fulfil it? Desire is just a nuisance, a source of disturbance, which it would be
better to be rid of altogether rather than strain like the ordinary man to fulfil it.
The ordinary man only makes the effort to satisfy his desires because he has
concocted the idea that there are things which it is good to have and bad to be
without: &ANG mPOS AVBpOTWY TAlTA VoW KEKPLTAL.

Here I pause for a paragraph’s philosophical aside. For it might be objected
to the Pyrrhonist view as just sketched that the things men seek could be held to
acquire value from the very fact that they are desired and sought. Some
philosophies of the subjectivist type maintain indeed that value is never more
than the being desired or sought by human agents, while naive Utilitarianism
locates the (objective) source of value in the satisfaction of men’s desires as
such. But the paradox of these theories is that they leave themselves no philo-
sophical rationale for not accepting that it would be just as satisfactory and no
less conducive to happiness to eliminate people’s desires (whether by drugs, by
hypnotic treatment, by ascetic training, or whatever) as to fulfil them in the
normal way. What makes the difference, as we ordinarily conceive the matter,
between fulfilling a desire and stopping it at source is the idea that the object
of our desire has a value independent of its being desired. Remove that idea
and desire is literally kevdomovdov (D. L. ix.67),"* empty endeavour. On this the
Pyrrhonist is right. A radical scepticism about values should entail that nothing
is to be gained from the fulfilment of a desire which could not be gained, with
less effort, by not having the desire in the first place. What is truly remarkable
about Pyrrho and his followers is not so much their scepticism, however extreme,
but the fact that, uniquely in the Western philosophical tradition, they both saw
and accepted its consequences.

It is true that frags. 68 and 71 express this acceptance in a dogmatic way.
Pyrrho denies value to the objects of desire only to attribute it to the absence of
desire as such. But this is dogmatism at the higher level, comparable to the
dogmatism of one who asserts that the objects of men’s beliefs are no more this
than that, and that the beliefs themselves are neither true nor false, and then goes

'3 'Frag. 72 = Sext. M xi. 164, from a % Timon’s fondness for kevds and
context which supports the above inter- compounds (cf. frags 11, 20, 21, 48) is
pretation. noted by Long (2).
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on to draw the evaluative conclusion that one ought not to entertain beliefs;
belief is bad. Just this is what happens in frag. 2, where it is reported that
Timon had Pyrrho answer the question dmoia méduke Ta mpdyuara; by saying
T uév 0O mpdyuara . . . én’ lons adudpopa Kal GoTAdUNTA Kai aveTikpira -

51 TovTO UNTE TAS algfnaels NuUwWY unTe Tas Sétas arnbevew 7 Yevdeobar, and
then answer the question Tiva xpn TpdmOY UGS TPOS abTa Stakeiobar; with the
positive advice 8t T0UTO 00V Undé moTevew avrais deiw, aAN’ adodoTous kai
akweis kai akpadavrovs eivat. In the context of frag. 2 the evaluation is in
terms of what one should do to be happy, on the assumption (still found in
later Pyrrhonism — Sext. M xi.140-1) that tranquillity is happiness. Belief,
like desire, is bad, something one ought not to have, if one wants happiness,
which is tranquillity. In frags. 67 and 68 the evaluation is directly related to
the desire for tranquillity, expressed by Timon in frag. 67, 1. So one desire
stands unconditioned and uncondemned, the desire for happiness or tranquil-
lity; this could be thought of as a higher order desire common to all men for a
satisfactory life free from pain and disturbance. It is in relation to this that
first level desires for particular things are to be avoided (frag. 71) and the sole
good is the indifference or absence of belief and desire from which tranquillity
comes (frag. 2, frag. 68, 3-4).

In sum, the dogmatic strand in Timon’s Pyrrhonism amounts to the follow-
ing and no more: an endorsement of the universal desire for happiness and
tranquillity (frags. 2, 67), the prescription of one single rule for achieving it
(frags. 68, 71), plus the naively dogmatic assertion in frags. 2 and 70 of the
radical scepticism which explains and justifies that rule. So much must be
accepted on the historical evidence. But a claim to truth about an eternally
existing guUots of the divine and the good would be a dogma at the same level as
and in direct conflict with the scepticism. As such it should be discarded with
the comma in frag. 68, 3.

We have achieved a consistent reading of Timon, in this sense, that all the
elements fit together without manifest conflict or incompatibility. (Whether
the resulting whole is truly consistent from either a logical or a practical point
of view is a deeper issue not to be entered into here; the question whether a
radical scepticism can be coherently stated or practised was to be a main topic
of debate in Hellenistic philosophy for 500 years to come, and later sceptics
found it necessary to devise sophisticated ways of eliminating the least remnant
of dogma.) An added bonus is that the position which has emerged — a naively
dogmatic assertion of scepticism with a positive practical moral at the level of
mental attitudes — tallies closely with Cicero’s evidence on Pyrrho.

For Cicero, Pyrrho is the most negative of all moralists, more so even than
the unorthodox Stoic Ariston, with whom Cicero regularly couples him (Fin.
4.43). Pyrrho, according to Cicero, held a conception of virtue which left
nothing to be sought and desired at all (ibid.: virtute constituta nihil omnino
quod appetendum sit relinquat). His chief and only good is andfeta (Acad.
ii.130; for the term, cf. also Aristocles ap. Eus. Praep. evang. xiv.18, 26, D. L.
ix.108), because everything is completely indifferent (Fin. iii.11). It may be
an inaccuracy to call andfewa virtus or honestum (Fin. iii.12), but it would be
understandable that Cicero should do so, given that it is the sole good that
Pyrrho recognizes. The important thing is that what has come out of our re-
punctuation of frag. 68 is precisely a statement that andfewa is the sole good.
Since that statement has hitherto gone unnoticed, scholars have found Cicero’s



92 M. F. BURNYEAT

account of Pyrrho difficult, on the face of it, to reconcile with that of Timon.
Some have even tried to link the two accounts via the dogmatism we have now
purged from frag. 68. 3."° Others have seen where the reconciliation must lie,
without being able to cite textual evidence in Timon himself;'® for surprisingly
frag. 71 has not been mentioned in this connection. Removing the comma
solves at a stroke the two major traditional problems in early Pyrrhonism.

POSTSCRIPT: IS IT GREEK?

I have left until last the question whether my proposed construal of frag. 68,
3-4 is possible Greek. I am prepared to claim that the reading shows itself to be
possible Greek by the results to which it has led; there must be some cases which
establish precedent rather than requiring it. Nor has anyone thought it necessary
to cite a parallel for the traditional reading of line 3.

There would be no quarrel, I take it, if the proposed supplement was this:
1) T0U Oelov T€ PUoLS Kal Tayafov aiel <éoTw ék TOUTWY> €§ wv i00TaTos KTA.:
the nature of the divine and the good derives always from that from which a
man’s life becomes most equable. This would imply that tranquillity itself was
the one good, and much of what I have said will stand if this construal is
preferred. Nevertheless, I think it gives a less informative answer to Timon’s
question in frag. 67 and destroys the correspondence with frag. 71: Timon
applies ‘good’ and ‘bad’ to the sources of tranquillity and its opposite — that
tranquillity itself is desired is the assumptlon of the whole enquiry. So I stick to
the supplement <é¢oTt TavTa> é¢ wv and would be grateful to hear from anyone
who comes across a parallel (the standard reference books are not very helpful in
matters of syntax). Meanwhile, sceptical readers can wrestle with a bit of
Aristotle: o0 yap €i ovppaiver avawpeiofal Ti, TOUTO oUUTEPATUA EOTw, éKeiva b€
¢ v (An. Post. 872 20-2). ‘For it is not the case that if it happens that some-
thing is disproved, then this is a conclusion and those are what it depends on’
(trans. Barnes). As the translation shows, the last phrase is to be read ékeiva 6¢
<¢orL TabTa> €¢ wv <10 ouumépaoud éoTw>. Which was the syntax to be
demonstrated.

University College London M. F. BURNYEAT
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