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AENESIDEMUS AND THE ACADEMY 

In cod. 212 of his Bibliotheca, Photius provides some information of great importance 
for our scanty knowledge of Pyrrhonian scepticism between Timon and Sextus : 

(1) aveyvoaor7 AilvrqaltSjov IvppwvL'v Aoyol 7' (169bl8). 

(2) 7 ,Iev o6A1 roTv ftLSALov SLdaA'btLS 6 oovAETa, LprTLraL. ypad?EL 8 roVS Aohyovs Alv-rafStLos 
r7poaqfwvcJv avTrovS Ti)V 6 'AKa8rjqltaS flVy avvatpEaorLr AEvKLO ToSepWov, YeVOS tLEV 

'Pwt,xa,o, So6?7 6e aftLTpc iK irpoydvov KaL 7roAlrTKaCS dpXaS OV TrvUXoaaS tE71tOVT 
(169b30-5). 

(3) raTra ie'v dPXdoLEvos TCJV Ado'yv Kal otalvO' ETrepa T-rV 8Laqopav rTjV IvpptPWVLwv Kat 

'AKaSrllaaiKiv VTrroSeKV&S, avaypa'dil 6 AlvrqaSr77Fpos d6 Alycv (170a39-41). 

The first of these entries tells us that what Photius immediately goes on to report is 
drawn from a direct reading of Aenesidemus' work in eight books entitled nvppuvtLa.2 
The second gives us information on the proem of the work, which was dedicated to 
the Roman Lucius Tubero. The third adds Aenesidemus' place of origin, which 
Photius in all probability had derived from the same book. 

There are two possible ways in which he could have done so: either the information 
formed part of the title, at the beginning or the end of the work; or it was to be found 
in the proem itself, assuming that this dealt with the circumstances of the meeting 
between the author and the person to whom the book was dedicated. What seems 
quite certain is that we have here unique biographical testimonies on Aenesidemus, 
which we can say derive directly from what he had written himself. They deserve, 
beginning with the geographical information, to be appraised with more attention 
than they have received up to now.3 

As regards the places where Aenesidemus lived we possess two other pieces of 
evidence in addition to that of Photius. Aenesidemus' name appears in Diogenes 
Laertius 9.115-16, at the end of the Life of Timon, in a passage dealing with the 

1 So far as I know, the only scholar who has raised the question of evaluating Photius' 
testimony in the light of his own method is K. Janacek; but his attention is mainly focused on 
Photius' use of philosophical terminology: 'Zur Interpretation des Photios-Abschnitte iiber 
Ainesidem', Eirene 14 (1976), 93-100; see also Philologus 121 (1977), 93. 

2 Here AoyoL has the sense 'books', and so Ivppwvt'ov will be understood as genitive plural 
noun. But Photius himself, a little later, again cites Aenesidemus' work in a way that gives Aoyot 
the meaning of 'Discourses': ypdaELt e% roVs Aoyovs KTA. Photius' title recurs in the Byzantine 
tradition, cf. M. Gigante, Poeti bizantini di terra d'Otranto nel sec. XIII2 (Naples, 1979), p. 46, 
who refers to Giovanni Grasso, diplomat and poet, author of u7vppwvta. On the sceptical 
tradition in the Byzantine era, still incompletely explored, some references can be found in 
C. B. Schmitt, 'The Rediscovery of Ancient Skepticism in Modern Times', in M. Burnyeat 
(ed.), The Skeptical Tradition (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1983), 225-51, pp. 234ff. 

3 According to N. G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (London, 1983), pp. 93ff., Photius will 
not be free of obvious mistakes; but see now the penetrating study by J. Schamp, Photios 
historien des lettres. La Bibliotheque et ses notices biographiques (Paris, 1987) ('Ce qui est 
surprenant, c'est la rarete des cas oui, manifestement, Photios a commis une grossi&re erreur'); 
I hope to show that there is no reason, even in this case (not considered by Schamp), to suppose 
he is offering wrong information. 
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problematic succession of Pyrrhonian philosophers ending with the name of 
Saturninus, the pupil of Sextus: 

(4) ro6roU (sc. Timon's) ta'SoXosg, c' ittv M-iqvchoTs0 077UL, yEyYOV-EV Ov&L, IE t' a'AAa' &&UTEV 7 
dywy-q' Ews- aOiTriv TIToAEp.aiog 6 Kvp-7vaCos' iVEKT7-alaTo. SC 8' I17T-doTo'S oluOlt KalL 
?w0TiwC0v, SL?7,KOvUav adTO3 iL5JOCKOvpLt7/q KL7rpLOg Kca' NMK6AOXOs 'Pd8LOs KaL EvXfpa'vwp 
2PEAEUKEV'9 Hpa6AovA r' Ta7T6 Tpo0aaos,, O69 oV7Tw KaprEPtKo1 EYEVETO, KaOa' b?7or 

'P6AapXo! iu-rTOPCdi, COZUT' aJLKC09 V1To4Edvat d'g Mt' 7TpoOa4t'a KoAaaOGlvaL, p.q& o6yov 

TOUS 77TOAL'Ta KaTa6Ltwaa. EvXopdvopos SE 8tr9KOvuEv Ez5/3ouAosg 'AAE6av8pEv's, o01 
HToAq,taEog, otv 

' 
apmq&iV Kad 'HpaKAE1&8Sq, 'HpaKAEL86OV S' AIVcatW&%tLOg 

Kvo'rLos, 0s- Ka' IUppwvELWV AJywv 6KTCi aUvE'ypa0bE f@At'a- ov ZEJfLtn7So- 76ToroALTq, 
o1 ZE66Lt 6 FWVU1T US, Ot' 'AVTKoxoS AaoSLKEivS diT' A 'KOV- TO'TOUV S M')Vo;8OTO9 
6 NWK0(.qSE1S, laTpog 4L7TEtpLKoS, KaIl 1E9wEicL Aao8&KE6'sg M-qvo8o'i-ov & ~Hp6TO9 
'ApLEfwg TapuEl5s- 'HpoSTov &4 t SL KOVE e'TO9 6' E 17T1EtptK`9, OV Kai Tak 8EKQ 
rJwV 22KE7TW1'KCj KaL dtaAAa KQaAALc-rTa ?eTrov &4E' 8t(KOvUaE .IarTOPV(VOS 6 Kv6-qva'S 4g- 
7TELPLK0S KaL aVToS% 

Setting aside for now the other evidence in this passage and the numerous problems 
that it presents, it is clear that in spite of the variant spelling of the name (AIV60- 

IAL'v-qa-), the same Aenesidemus is meant. The number of books coincides with that 
of the work read by Photius, and the difference in the title is not sufficient to lead one 
to suppose that a different piece of writing is meant.4 The genuine point of divergence 
seems to be the fact that, according to the data compiled by Diogenes Laertius, 
Aenesidemus was from Cnossos. 

Aristocles (ap. Bus. PE 14.18) adds a further piece of information: 

(5) 11T,8EVO' 6E' ETLaTpa0E'VT05 avTUWv, wg EL ~LE EYLEVOVTO TO lTapa7rav, 9XOE', Ka( 7Tp&JT)v g 
'AA,E%av8p-E' T-V K(aT AL'yv7-Tov Aiv-qri`8qp & rtc T('va~w7rpELv 'peaTO T6'V t3OAOVr0oTrOV. 

Although the three testimonies contained in (3), (4) and (5) seem to diverge, they 
can actually be reconciled without major difficulty. 

Diogenes Laertius' general purpose in citing the ethnics of philosophers is entirely 
clear: the information that he gives us has to do with their place of birth. So we can 
state quite confidently that according to the tradition that he follows, Aenesidemus 
was born at Cnossos on the island of Crete. 

The point of Aristocles' statement is no less clear. However we interpret the 
controversial expression 4EXOE'9 Ka't 7rpw-v,5 and leaving aside the evidently pejorative 
tone of the sentence, he speaks of Aenesidemus as a figure of the past. He also 
indicates that Alexandria was the place where Aenesidemus developed his 
philosophical activity and where, in ending the long silence of Pyrrhonists after the 
death of Timon, he initiated the circulation of the Sceptic doctrine. Because Philo of 
Alexandria seems to be acquainted with the Pyrrhonian tradition, he forms a terminus 
ante quem for Aenesidemus. 

We have, then, a place of birth, Cnossos, and a second place, Alexandria, 
recognized as the principal scene of his philosophical activity. It seems obvious, 
therefore, to take Aegae as a further place at which Aenesidemus found himself at 
some point in his life. Before seeking to learn more, we should spend a little time on 
the list of Pyrrhonian philosophers reported by Diogenes Laertius. 

The report is rich in names and interesting also because it deals with a unitary 
succession that stretched down to times close to those of Diogenes himself. However, 

For the title Ilvppc6vtot Ao'yot, see SE, M 8.215. 
On Aristocles, a Peripatetic of the imperial period but of uncertain date, cf. P. Moraux, Der 

Aristotelismus bei den Griechen (Berlin and New York, 1984), ii.83-207. Because 9XlEs- Kat' 
7rpoS,)v can mark either a short or a long span of time, we do not have definite means of dating 
Aristocles, not even if, as I hope to show, it is possible to date Aenesidemus fairly securely. 
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it says both too much and too little. None of the sources explicitly cited there can have 
compiled the list in its entirety. Menodotus is responsible for the evidence that Timon 
had no successors until Ptolemy of Cyrene restored the Pyrrhonian sect (D.L. 9.115). 
Someone else, not easily identifiable but probably a Sceptic, fixed an uninterrupted 
succession between Euphranor of Seleucia, a pupil of Timon (on the authority of 
Sotion and Hippobotus, who also mentioned three other pupils of Timon)6 and 
Saturninus, the pupil of Sextus. Of the names included in the list, only three are 
explicitly described as Empirical doctors - Menodotus, Sextus and Saturninus. The 
others are not characterized in any way, and the only individual for whom the title 
of a work is mentioned, apart from Sextus, is Aenesidemus. This fact confirms the 
importance that he had had for the constitution of the tradition. 

If the Heraclides who is cited in the list as the teacher of Aenesidemus was 
Heraclides of Tarentum,7 it follows that Menodotus, an Empirical doctor himself, 
attributed the revival of the Pyrrhonian sect to a doctor, and associated Aenesidemus 
with the doctor Heraclides. I leave on one side the question of the compatibility of this 
operation with the chronological data at our disposal, and limit myself to noting that 
the list reveals a very close connection between Pyrrhonism and medical empiricism, 
making it difficult to draw any intrinsic distinction between doctors and philosophers. 
It seems reasonable to think that the list comprises a group formed by doctors with 
philosophical interests and philosophers with medical interests. On this point one 
may recall that Galen, who knew Menodotus well and engaged in lengthy controversy 
with him, seems to regard Timon as a member of the Empirical sect (Subfig. emp. 
p. 35 Bonnet). 

In the case of Aenesidemus, as with the other names of the list, it is important to 
emphasize that we do not know what relation he had with the medical tradition. It 
is particularly necessary to evaluate with care the presence of medical material and 
terminology within the content of his ten Modes (SE, PH 1.36-163). We should remain 
open to the possibility that this material and terminology provide evidence of 
Aenesidemus' original interest in medicine rather than seeing them simply as 
additions to the primary Aenesideman material that Sextus drew upon for his work. 
Although the connection between Pyrrhonism and medicine cannot be ascertained 
purely on the basis of the names listed by Diogenes, it is clear from what he writes 
that Menodotus did not find lines of succession between Timon and Aenesidemus. 
This fits the picture given by Aristocles, who knows nothing about Pyrrhonists 
between the dates of these two philosophers. 

6 But one should note the absence of the name that is to be expected, Xanthus the son of 
Timon, whom Timon had caused to study medicine (D.L. 9.110): laTpLKrIv Ei&'Sae Kal 8tadoXov 
roV flIov KarT&ATrev. From what follows next, we may deduce that the source of the information 
on Xanthus was Sotion himself in book 11 of his Successions. If so, was Sotion making a 
distinction between a 'Pyrrhonian way of life' and a stricter philosophical engagement? D.L.'s 
sentence is not easy to evaluate. 

7 K. Deichgraber, Die griechische Empirikerschule (1930, repr. Berlin-Ziirich, 1965), p. 172, 
dates him to about 75 B.C., but from a passage of Celsus, de medic. prooem. V 3, he should 
precede Asclepiades (dated by E. Rawson, 'The Life and Death of Asclepiades of Bithynia', 
CQ 32 (1982), 358-70, to the later second century B.C.). Cf. V. Brochard, Les Sceptiques grecs2 
(Paris, 1923), pp. 232f., and J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Academy (Gottingen, 1978), p. 
109 n. 38. See also Ph. Mudry, La preface du De Medicina de Celse. Texte, Traduction et 
commentaire (Rome, 1982), p. 72. However, it should also be mentioned that Heraclides referred 
to Ptolemy, and this would rather favour identifying him with the Heraclides cited in the 
succession of Pyrrhonian philosophers, notwithstanding the chronological implausibility of his 
presence there. 
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For my purpose it is enough to have established that Diogenes' list does not furnish 

any proof of the existence of a proper and genuine Pyrrhonian sect in the time 
between Timon and Aenesidemus; what it does reveal unequivocally is the presence 
of a later tradition which perceived a tight connection between Pyrrhonism and 
medical empiricism. 

Let us now turn to the evidence of Photius. If we accept the truth of Diogenes' 
report that Aenesidemus, author of ulvppaWvELoL Adyot, was born at Cnossos, it is 
probable that the mention of Aegae was information that Photius derived from the 
proem of the work that he had before him, rather than something coupled with 
Aenesidemus' name as his birthplace in the work's title; Diogenes Laertius too, as 
we have seen, cites the same work but knows nothing about Aegae. We may take it, 
then, that it appeared in connection with the dedication to Tubero.8 

In that case, it is most plausible to suppose that Aegae was a place where 
Aenesidemus and Tubero found themselves or, more probably, met and had 
discussions about the questions that formed the purpose of Aenesidemus' book or 
had inspired it and induced him to dedicate it to Tubero. Starting from this 
assumption, the next step is to investigate what city could be mentioned, on the 
reasonable assumption that this meeting took place in the first century B.C. and that 
Aenesidemus' move to Alexandria occurred in a period consistent with Philo's 
acquaintance with his work. 

If we open Pauly-Wissowa (vol. I, 1894) at the entry 'Aigai', we read: '...der 
Name eine Anzahl griechischer Stadte, welche fast samtlich am Strande des 
Meeres ... gelegen waren.' Six cities of this name are listed. The choice between them 
is fortunately made easier by the fact that at the period which interests us we know 
that some of them were no longer inhabited or had changed their name. Two 
candidates deserve serious consideration.9 

First of all, no. 5 - an Aeolic city of Mysia 36 km to the south of Pergamum, on 
the west coast of modern Turkey facing Lesbos. Authors who refer to it include 
Herodotus (1.77, 149: AiyaEat), Xenophon (Hell. 4.8.5: Ai,yEi10), Strabo (13.621: 
Tar Aiyds), and Pliny (NH 5.121: Aegeae). In Polybius 5.77.4 and 33.11.8 the 
inhabitants are called Al'yacLEt, and in Tacitus (Ann. 2.47) Aegeaetae (in this passage 
there is also reference to an earthquake which shook the city in A.D. 17).11 

Aegae no. 6 also deserves careful consideration: an important city of Cilicia, 
described in the sources as Aegae (Pliny 5.91, Lucan 3.277), Aiya' (Ptolemy 5.8.4; 

8 As far as I am aware, only A. Goedeckemeyer, Die Geschichte des Griechischen Skeptizismus 
(Leipzig, 1905), p. 210 n. 7, has realized that the expression Ef Aiydv does not necessarily signify 
the place of birth, and so does not have to be taken as alternative to Cnossus, as is customarily 
done (cf. E. Saisset, Enesideme (Paris, 1865), pp. 45ff.: 'Nous ne dirons qu'un mot du passage 
de Photius qui a induit a supposer qu'AEge fut la patrie d',Enesideme. ALvra 8,t,uosg o Alyo)v, 
dit Photius. Menage propose de lire 4e^ AlyvrrTov au lieu de e: Aiy&v. Mais cette alteration d'un 
texte bien etabli est arbitraire, et il nous parait plus sage de penser que Photius s'est trompe sur 
ce point comme sur tant d'autres', Brochard, op. cit., p. 242; L. Robin, Pyrrhon et le scepticisme 
grec (Paris, 1944), p. 139; M. Dal Pra, Lo scetticismo greco3 (Bari, 1989), p. 351 n. 4). 
Pappenheim, 'Der Sitz der Schule der pyrrhonischen Skeptiker', Archiv fur Geschichte der 
Philosophie 1 (1888), 37-52, is completely silent on Photius' information. 

9 The Macedonian city (no. 4) is less probable for reasons we shall see shortly (below, n. 16). 10 BVC have Alyeels (AlytatEEs M, Hude), corrected to Aiyai by Valckenaer. 
" The ruins of the city are still visible. Further details in The Princeton Encyclopedia of 

Classical Sites (Princeton, 1976), s.v. Aigai, p. 19. Seized by Attalus I in 218 B.C. (Polyb. 5.77) 
it was sacked by Prusias II in his war against Attalus II (156-154 B.C.): cf. Polyb. 33.13. The 
coinage began around 300 B.C., and continued up to the middle of the third century A.D. At no 
great distance was a temple of Apollo Chresterius, dedicated by the people of Pergamum under 
P. Servilius Isauricus, proconsul of Asia in 46 B.C. (cf. L. Robert, EtudAnat (1937), 74-87). 
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Philostr. Vita Apoll. 1.3) or Aegaeae (AlyaatL: Strabo 14.676, Dio Cass. 47.30, Paus. 
5.21.117 or Aegeae (Tacitus, Ann. 13.8). Philostratus tells us of a stay by Apollonius 
in this city, where a sanctuary of Asclepius was situated (Vita Apoll. 1.7-13). At Aegae 
in Cilicia at this date there was some philosophical activity of a Platonizing kind.12 

At this point we need to identify the second character in the story, the dedicatee of 
Aenesidemus' work. As Photius himself says, summarizing what he found in his 
author,13 the person in question was a Roman of illustrious rank, 7roAtrtKas adpXaS 
ov rTvXoaas tLETtLOVt. Once again, Pauly-Wissowa comes to our aid. Of the 184 
individuals listed (s.v. 'Aelius'), the Tuberones are relatively few, namely nos. 148-57. 
E. Klebs, the scholar who wrote the majority of the articles on these names, assists 
our task by proposing an identification of one of them with our Tubero. So we should 
first check whether what we know of Klebs's candidate is compatible with the picture 
sketched so far. 

In the Pro Ligario (46 B.C.) Cicero says of Lucius Aelius Tubero (?21): 'domi una 
eruditi, militiae contubernales, post adfines, in omni vita familiares; magnum etiam 
vinculum quod isdem studiis semper usi sumus.' 

On this intimate relationship between the two men Klebs comments: 'Von L. 
Tubero sagt Cic. Lig. 21 magnum etiam vinculum quod isdem studiis semper usi sumus, 
der Skeptiker Ainesidemos widmet ihm (rcv f 'AKa8/iiotas avvatpeaUTr7sq) seine 
I7vppWuvEtot Aoyot Phot. bibl. 212; er schloss sich also wie Cicero der neueren 
Akademie an.' 

From one of Cicero's letters to his brother Quintus we learn in addition that in the 
years 61-58 Tubero was the legate of Quintus Cicero, when the latter was proconsul 
in Asia (Cic. Ad Q. fr. 1.1.10; Pro Planc. 100). The other events of his life can be 
reconstructed by means of the Pro Ligario. On the outbreak of the civil war he joined 
the Pompeians; the Senate sent him to Africa as governor (Pro Lig. 23ff., Caes. Bell. 
Civ. 1.30.2).14 Tubero went there with his son but was prevented from landing by P. 
Attius Varus and Q. Ligarius. The two Tuberones then went to Greece on behalf of 
Pompey, and Cicero (Pro Lig. 9) tells us that the son took part in the battle of 
Pharsalus; they were later pardoned by Caesar. An identification with other members 
of the family (as proposed by Zeller"5 to avoid the difficulty that Cicero seems 
completely ignorant of the existence of Aenesidemus) does not appear acceptable; 
none of the other Tuberones seems to have had the official positions to justify the 
words of Aenesidemus concerning his Tubero's high rank. 

So on the evidence at our disposal, the following conclusion seems clear: Lucius 
Tubero met Aenesidemus in one of the two Aegae mentioned above, during the 
exercise of his duties as legate of Quintus Cicero, proconsul of Asia. And now the 
choice between the two cities becomes virtually unavoidable: the Aegae in question 
is that of Aeolia, which belonged to the territory of the province of Asia.16 

12 Cf. Glucker, op. cit., p. 137. 
13 For Photius' liking for reporting details of this kind, cf. a similar, though much more 

detailed, instance in the case of the Neoplatonist Hierocles, before the summary of his Iept 
rrpovoitaS Kat, Elapufpvr?1, cod. 214, p. 171 b 19-32; A. Elter, 'Zu Hierokles dem Neuplatoniker', 
Rh. Mus. 65 (1910), 175-99, p. 176. 

14 Cf. Quint., 9.1.80: 'illum a senatu missum non ad bellum, sed ad frumentum coemendum.' 
15 Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtliche Darstellung, III.2, p. 15. 
16 Cf. Victor Chapot, La province romaine proconsulaire d'Asie (Paris, 1904); David Magie, 

Roman Rule in Asia Minor to the End of the Third Century after Christ, i-ii (Princeton, 1950). 
The other Aegae in Cilicia was certainly visited by Cicero when he was proconsul of that 
province in 51/50. If Aenesidemus had stayed and been active in this city, Cicero's silence (which 
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As further support for the Aeolic Aegae it is appropriate to mention a piece of 
evidence (which has hitherto seemed unique) concerning the diffusion of Pyrrhonism 
in Asia Minor - an epitaph found near Nea Phocea and tentatively dated by Peek to 
the first century A.D. It attests the duration in the region of an explicitly Pyrrhonian 
tradition.17 

6 Tdas doLS[d]S dyePC0Cv dv' 'EAAdSa 
o 7ravTa7raULv'8 itacraas TiV Aoyc 
Kal Tav aTdpaxov ev fpOTOis OEteaaS 860ov 

IUvppWvtlaar7da[ ME]VEKAE7'S o8' ElELl ?yo3. 

By contrast, the hypothesis of a meeting in Alexandria, the other city where we 
know that Aenesidemus happened to live, can be rejected for two reasons. First, there 
is no evidence that the Tuberones stayed there. Second, and more important, the 
difficult circumstances in which they found themselves during their African mission 
do not fit the content of Aenesidemus' dedication. If this is so, we have a date for the 

meeting between the Roman statesman and Aenesidemus, the years 61-58, and a 

place, the Aeolic region of the province of Asia. 
Photius' manner of expression (TroALrTK&a' apxaS ov rvXovxas iLETLdOrt) makes one 

think not only of an office important in execution but also of a career that could be 

described, probably not without a smattering of conventional flattery, as destined for 
further achievements.19 This is appropriate to Tubero's office as legate; as we have 

seen, his future was actually to turn out a lot more uncertain. 
I turn now to one of the most delicate of the problems regarding Aenesidemus' role 

in the history of first-century B.C. scepticism - the fact that Cicero, a friend of Tubero, 
seems to be completely in the dark concerning his existence. The majority of scholars 
have found this silence very hard to explain, and the data I have proposed for the 

I will discuss later) would be quite inexplicable. As to identification with the Macedonian Aegae 
(no. 4), that would require a meeting between Aenesidemus and Tubero at the time of Pharsalus; 
but the words of the proem do not seem at all consonant with such circumstances. 

17 Cfr. MovaUEov Kal BolALtoO6iK- T-rs evayyeALKis aXoAAs II.1 (1875-6), not available to me; 
Kaibel, Ep. Gr. no. 241b, p. 522; U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Antigonos von Karystos 
(Philologische Untersuchungen IV, Berlin, 1881), p. 291; D. Baltazzi, Bull. de Corr. Hell. 12 
(1888), no. 17, p. 368; F. Picavet, Revue de philologie 12 (1888), 185-6; IGR iv.1740; W. Peek, 
Griechische Vers-Inschriften, i (Berlin, 1955), no. 603, p. 147; Inschriften Griechischer Stddte aus 
Kleinasien, Bd 5. Die Inschriften von Kyme, ed. H. Engelmann (Bonn, 1976), no. 48, pp. 114-15. 
This inscription and the obscure Menecles were the subject of a lecture by Jonathan Barnes, 
'Pourquoi lire les anciens?' at the College International de Philosophie (Paris, 30 June 1990), the 
text of which, thanks to the author's courtesy, I was able to read after having completed this 
study. It is worth noting that without even exploiting Photius' evidence (and so underestimating 
the importance of its information), Barnes points out en passant the geographical connection 
between the place where the inscription was found and Aegae in Mysia. 

18 Barnes (see previous note) suggests, instead of TravrdTrautv, 7radva rtaULv. 
19 Cic. Ad Q. ft. I 1.10: 'quamquam legatos habes eos qui ipsi per se habituri sint rationem 

dignitatis tuae. de quibus honore et dignitate et aetate praestat Tubero, quem ego arbitror, 
praesertim cum scribat historiam, multos ex suis annalibus posse deligere quos velit et possit 
imitari.' The mention of Tubero's age can be best explained by the fact that the office of legate 
was the normal beginning of the cursus honorum. We do not know Tubero's birth date, but if 
we take him to be contemporary with or not much younger than Cicero, he would have taken 
up the position in his maturity. J. Glucker op. cit., p. 117 and n. 87 gives a future sense to 
l?ETLOVTL because he wants to date Aenesidemus' writing to a period in which Philo was active 
in the Academy. So too J. Barnes, 'Antiochus of Ascalon', Appendix C, in M. Griffin and J. 
Barnes (eds), Philosophia Togata (Oxford, 1989), 51-96, pp. 93-4, who, though not committing 
himself to the 'physical' presence of Philo when Aenesidemus and Tubero had frequented the 
Academy, takes Philo to have been Aenesidemus' specific target. 
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composition of his work seem to make it still more difficult. As the basis for discussing 
the problem it has been generally assumed that Aenesidemus was originally an 
Academic and that he addressed another Academic, with the object of showing him 
that he should abandon the Academy and join the Pyrrhonian sect. Could Cicero, 
who was so well informed about the circumstances of the Academy, have been 
ignorant of all this, especially when it involved his own familiaris? 

As is well known, Cicero mentions Pyrrho only in the context of the divisio 
Carneadea, where he refers to him, along with Ariston and Herillus, as a moralist. He 
seems to be completely unaware of the existence of a sceptical tradition different from 
that of the Academy and attached to the name of Pyrrho.20 Because it has appeared 
impossible that he should have ignored Aenesidemus' secession and the ensuing 
revival of Pyrrhonism, scholars have sought to lower the dating of this event and that 
of Aenesidemus himself as far as possible (or, like Zeller, have sought to identify the 
figure of Lucius Tubero with someone else). But, as we have seen, placing the meeting 
between the two of them after the events of the civil war seems ill adapted to Photius' 
words. The answer to this problem, or at least an important factor that makes it less 
inexplicable, can be found by carefully examining the testimony of Photius. 

Elimar Krebs, the author of the article on Lucius Tubero in Pauly-Wissowa, 
probably read Photius as an historian without being aware of what historians of 
philosophy had already begun to write on this passage. It will perhaps have been 
noticed that Klebs drew from it only the information that Tubero was a member of 
the Academy - which corresponds perfectly with the fact that Cicero speaks of their 
affinity of studies and interests - and that the sceptic Aenesidemus had dedicated a 
book to him. 

Photius' crucial sentence, ypdacEt 8E' TO Aoyovs Alvqat-q[tos 7rpouokcovcJv av'TOV 
T(DV 'e 'AKa3Srtfja9 TLVt avvatpEtUL(T- AEVK[l Tofepowvt has normally been 
interpreted as if it said: 'Aenesidemus wrote Discourses dedicating them to one of his 
fellow Academics, Lucius Tubero.' But does this interpretation truly reflect what 
Photius says?21 

As far as I know, no expert on ancient scepticism has realized that the term 
avvatpeata-)Tr7S is extremely rare. In the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae and the lexica it 
is attested in only two very restricted contexts. The first of these pertains to 
astrological literature, and more precisely, to the Excerpta Sarapionis Alexandrini.22 
There the word is clearly a variant for avvatpETLarT-JS,23 atpEats being a common 
technical term in astrology. The second context is Christianity. avvatpEatwT]7-q is used 
with some frequency in the Photian epitome of Philostorgius' Ecclesiastical History 
or in reference to it and its content.24 

20 On this, cf. F. Decleva Caizzi, Pirrone. Testimonianze (Naples, 1981), commentary on T 69. 
21 For Photius' method of citation, cf. Thomas Hagg, Photios als Vermittler antiker Literatur. 

Untersuchungen zu Technik des Referierens und Exzerpierens in der Bibliotheke (Uppsala, 1975), 
and especially the remarks of J. Schamp, op. cit. 

22 Catalogus Codicum Astrologorum Graecorum. Codicum Parisinorum, VIII (4), descripsit P. 
Boudreaux, edidit appendice suppleta Franciscus Cumont (Brussels, 1921), p. 230, line 26: o-t 
xatpovartv ol daTEpeS ev dyaOo7OtClv Kat ovvatpEC?UtoV TO7OLv i, co7Tep Kal lSoOT ro7TOVTES' TOTE 
yap Ka otl c0oporrolto dyaOvvovTaL. On Sarapion, cf. ibid. p. 225. 

23 Cf. LSJ, s.v.: 'Members of the same faction of planets', and Cat. Cod. Astr. VII.215.10-1 1; 
216.26; 218.13; 220.26. 

24 Cf. Philostorgius, Kirchengeschichte, mit dem Leben des Lucian von Antiochien und den 
Fragmenten eines Arianischen Historiographen2, ed. J. Bidez, revised by F. Winkelmann (Berlin, 
1972), pp. 19.11; 60.16; 65.34; 69.13; 131.4. Photius also uses the term in Amphil. 154.19 
(Westerink), in reference to Theodosius of Ephesus, the friend of Marcion, and in reference to 
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19.11: o't 7TEpl 'Aya7TrrTov TOV aUvvaLpeatJ)Tov, 0s Kal EK KaTaAXdyov UTpaTLOTLKOV 

7TrpeUapvrpds Te KaTEaTr] 7rapa Torv o/1oVpdovwv Kal vvda Wv E7TraKo7ros VaTepoV. 

60.16: ol vc avvatpealTa' TOVTOV avatp)?povrTs 7rpod TO Terpovalov dvrjiyov. 

65.34: ov7TOS 6 
o 

'AieTos trap' atu'rv LEvi TCrV avvaLpeaitULWTv... T 7s SaKov'as KaOBpe`Or. 

69.13: eTaraTrE17reTrat 
e 

6S 'AAESavSpeitas' TOV avvaLpealtvr'v 'Apeiov Evti,o'v. 

131.4: AEyeL yap 7T?pE TWvos E6volov, avvatpeaLtorov Lev, 7TpeauSvrepov TE` v 'ratv. 

A primary datum emerges clearly: the term is always used to indicate the members 
of the Arian sect of Eunomius. What is less clear is whether Philostorgius used it 
himself or whether it was introduced by Photius. But Photius' general accuracy in 
reporting the terminology of his sources favours the former alternative. When Photius 
makes use of the term in other passages of his works, it retains the sense that it had 
in Philostorgius, i.e. it refers to Arians. It is noteworthy that Photius' use of it in his 
account of Aenesidemus' work forms an exception to the rule. So we need to 
understand why Photius, whom we have noted to be most scrupulous in his 
terminology, chose to use the word even out of the usual context. 

The most convincing explanation of this fact can be found by examining Photius' 
attitude to the Arians and to the Arian historian Philostorgius in particular.25 Cod. 
40 8a31ff. reads: 

dveyvoa)Or6) Pioaooopy'Ov 'ApELavov T7'V O6praKEiav, (oS j7O0EV EKKArtlLaaTLK7 larTopia. lt'TOpeL o 
rdTvavTLa CaXE6o dcTraal ro?ls EKKA7rLtaarTLKols lUTopLKoLs. E(aLpet roVs 'ApetavtlovTas 

aTravTas, AoLoopiats 7rAvveL TOV%s opOooo'6ovs, cWs elvaL Tr)V laTop'av avTov la ToelT'av daAAov 
aAA' dEyKClO ItoV Tdv alpETtKWV, oyov 

Of 
yvw yv :al Ka Kayop'av TroV dpOo8Jdcov. 

And a little further on (8b3ff.): 

laropeL 
oS 

&a aT ro Tgs 'Apeov 7TEpl Tr'v alpeatv urov6Ss rE Kat Kal dpecws ttXpti rl T 'S AETLOV 
TOt)V OvaaESecrTdTOv dvaKATcraeogS. ovros E 6 o 

'AEtos 7Tap' av3-rv Ie'v T6V orvvatp?EULOT'V, &ta 
T6 KaKElvoS Vt7rEp/aAEtaOal Ti) 8Va0EleEia, Us aTO'6 oVTro Kalt P flovAcdlievos laTopeE, Tr's 
otaKovias KaO)pEgO7 KTA. 

As for Eunomius, whom Philostorgius admired (8b14), the tone in which Photius 
writes of him (cod. 137, 96a31) is unequivocal: 

aveyvWaor7 gtfiAt8d'ptov Evvoyulov, Trrg ol'KeLag ovaaefleaas EKOeaCIs, ov ~7 crtyparq ... 7oV3To TO 

PffltAtadpLov 7Trel TOES (vvaLpeortoJraLts Evvo.t'ov La& OavtLaToas ,Iev i'yeTO... 

From these passages it appears very clearly that Photius nurtures a strong hostility 
towards the Arian avvatpeatcTrat. So if, as it appears, the term was strictly associated 
with them, an isolated reference to others could hardly have a quite neutral 
connotation. It is permissible to draw two important conclusions: first, that the word 
was not used by Aenesidemus in the proem of his work, but by Photius; second, that 
the latter used it with a negative tone. 

But there is more. From some of the examples (pp. 19.11; 60.16; 131.4), another 
important datum emerges: although the word is normally accompanied by a genitive, 

the Arian Asterius. Independently of these instances, the term appears to refer to 'heretics' in 
Hippol. Haer. 9.23. Apart from Photius, none of the Christian writers included in the TLG uses 
the word (as not all such authors are included there as yet, the datum must be regarded as only 
provisional). 

25 Cf. J. Bidez, op. cit. (n. 24), introd.; id., 'L'Historien Philostorge', in Melanges d'histoire 
offerts 

a 
H. Pirenne (Brussels, 1926), i.23-30; G. Zecchini, 'Filostorgio', in A. Garzya (ed.), 

Metodologie della ricerca sulla tarda antichita (Naples, 1989), 579-98. 
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it can also be used absolutely, i.e. not in the direct sense of 'companion of...' but 
more generally, meaning 'member of the sect'. In any case, the use of the genitive of 
the person in the parallel passages of Photius shows that the compound noun with 
avv- refers quite naturally to T-)v se 'AKa871qt'as and does not need an external 

reference such as Aenesidemus.26 
In the light of all this, the whole expression can be interpreted most correctly as the 

patriarch's chosen and characteristic way (all things considered, an elegant way and 
one quite in keeping with his reputation) of revealing his own opinion: by using the 

emphatic expression (a certain27 'member of the Academic sect' or 'associate of the 

Academics')28 instead of the very simple 'AKaSrqtai'KOd, Photius gives a slight but 

clearly negative charge to his report.29 
As for the attitude with which Photius read Aenesidemus' book, it emerges clearly 

in his closing judgement, where he interprets its spirit by describing it as 'a fighting 
manual'30 full of foolish chatter which could none the less have a certain value 

provided its content was used solely for the aim of dialectical training :3 

ol LaEv ov TroV AlIV7at7 j LOV AOyoLt rrpOS TOlOVTOV dywva KOVOVTal O7Tt OE1 LaTaLdT7?s avrTv 

Kal 7roAAh7 AX'aXr 7 aTrovSr , I 
n 

a'TCwv TE Kal TroAAoes dAAoLts TrV 7rpO ,/t.6v TOv cAEyXOV s08orav 
Kal OnL 07r1Ev els ooypla avvTeAeE, Kal TOVTO KaTdraAov, O7roV ye Kal 7&s evovaas ooytartKas 

Oecwpias Eavv ELv 7jetv TSv lt) OavoL'as 7TrEXEL'p7aav. T roLS LEVTOL KaTa OtaAeKKrLKv tLAE?T\V 
roovoUlvpvoL, av ip TO daTrjptKTov aVT(Tv 

T 
rois Aoy1t (OiS EVe6peV 7 Kal 7 KpLpLs Trps dyXlvolav 

oV0 vEVoOEV/LEv7 TO lALOV OVK oa dxp'rarrTov (170b36-171a2).32 

It is particularly interesting to find that Photius' judgement on the possible value 
of Aenesidemus' book is mirrored in the immediately preceding cod. 211: 

Xpa7UOfLOV SE 3tSA'OV OS T7V tLaAEKTlKqV rplo3)v &aKOVLevoLS (168b32). 

In cod. 185 the same book as in cod. 211 is assessed:33 

TarT a I.LEv T'6 fltfAlOdplov aT) v JItOVVUOV AritKTraKo)V iEAET ETO. OV K adp7oTov 6E 7rpO'S TE 

yv,ivaat'av ltaAEKTLK':v Ka' $OcfV EL'8VcULV vLTWv laTrplKj OEwp'la OLKE'Wv (130b19). 

26 The convergence of all these factors is a strong ground for interpreting the compound 
differently from the more common cruAlroA`T&? in cod. 158, 100b24 (rO6v 

E 
TEr-aproV 'IovAvavp 

TlVl 

1 avulTu roAiTr' Ka l qt'Aw 7rpoav wvE?), where the only possible reference is the author of the 
work. 

27 The use of the indefinite accompanying the name of one to whom a work was dedicated 
is frequent in Photius, cf. 83b25; 87b6; 100a6; 100b24; 100b31; 101a2; 146b9. 

28 For this reason, Tarrant, Scepticism or Platonism? (Cambridge, 1985), p. 60 appears 
doubly mistaken: not only does he call Tubero a fellow Academic of Aenesidemus, he also 
discusses what Aenesidemus meant by at'pean. 

29 This conforms to a pattern which Janacek has noted (see note 1). In particular, the way in 
which Photius sets out the book's 7rpJOeats is an ironical indication of its self-contradictoriness: 
3E/3atLaatl O07 ov8Ev gEgatov. 30 

Cfr. also 170b17-18: 7rpogaLAAErat ... ras ... Aaglca. The same term is applied to 
Aenesidemus in SE, M 9.218. 

a' Ziegler, RE xx s.v. 'Photius', col. 672ff., esp. 674, on dialectic (cf. e.g. Amphil. 77.3ff.: 
'7rqTraL I/EV 77J.iv TroAAcaKi 77 TrEpi T 'Y EV()V vrTE Kal El6aV VSr7Oe9S', Kal StaKpLtS T7)V T rdAaL 

d/ULrz/a3TT7)7rdrTvV KTA.; see SE, PH 2.219ff.). One should not be surprised at the fact that 
Photius, though negative in his attitude to Plato and to the theory of Forms in particular, should 
invoke him here against scepticism. Cf. next note, and Paul Lemerle, Le premier humanisme 
byzantin (Paris, 1971), p. 201. 

32 The topicality of this type of judgement in late antiquity can also be seen in a passage by 
Philoponus, In Arist. Cat. prooem., p. 2.7ff. Busse (cf. also Elias, In Arist. Cat. prooem., 
p. 109.24ff.), where Plato is similarly invoked against the 'Sceptics'. 

33 

Instances in the Bibliotheca of a report of the same work repeated at a distance are not 
lacking; this is not a mark of carelessness, as Schamp (op. cit., chh. VII and VIII) has shown. 
In the light of my general argument, it deserves close attention from those who seek to 
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The text that Photius judges useful for dialectical exercises has to do with medical 
argument. Its author, Dionysius, deals with fifty medical theories, setting out the 
arguments for and against each. 

Two facts are at least worth mentioning. First, this Dionysius is called Alyevs; 
second, Deichgraber reports the content of the work in his collection Die griechische 
Empirikerschule,34 because Eustathius (In Iliad 1192) mentions it in a very significant 
context: 

1qAOVOl T7OTO0 (SC. rTO 8yAwaoov) tidAXaTCa ELV ol tlaAEKTLtKOL', cv Kal Zrjvwv o 7rEpLa8od.LEVOs 
Kal ot ;EpEKTLKOL Kal 

o 
T.a 

Z 
KTVaKa 

Of 
LEAET7(faS, ()V UKO7TOS Ta aVTLKEqLjEva KaTaaKEVadElV, 

olOVv XovaUTov rTv 7TrvpETTroa O& rTa Ka St & ra, Kal av ITrdAhv, Ir) AovarTov TOv 7rvpETTOvra 
La Tra Kal La o rd. 

Goedeckemeyer35 identified him with the Methodist doctor Dionysius (first century 
A.D.) mentioned along with Mnaseas in Galen (XIV, p. 684 Kuhn); H. von Arnim36 
identified him as 'empirische Arzt und Skeptiker' ;37 Deichgraber took no position on 
the question when including the text in his collection; with comparable caution I 
simply point out for now that an identity between the Aegae referred to in Dionysius' 
ethnicon38 and the Aegae where Aenesidemus spent part of his life cannot be 
completely excluded, that the two works appear next to one another in Photius' 
Bibliotheca, and that they are accompanied by the same type of judgement and, for 
that reason, can be thought of as belonging to the same genre. 

Rather than proceeding on a path that risks being highly speculative, let me 
recapitulate the most secure results deriving from analysis of Photius' text. 

Aenesidemus dedicated his own book to an Academic whom he met at Aegae in 
Asia during the years 61-58. At this point, we have a sufficiently secure date for the 
meeting that he mentioned in the proem of his book although nothing compels us to 
think that the work was composed in the same period; it could have been written 
some years after and have recalled in its proem the circumstances of the meeting 
between the two men. However, the subsequent events of Tubero's life make a date 
too much later less probable, as I have emphasized. 

In addition, the so-called Academic phase of Aenesidemus disappears from the 
philosophical scene, at least to the extent that the words of Photius offer it no 
support,39 and so no reconstruction should take it for granted. 

reconstruct Photius' method of work. Apart from the fact that the diverging chapter headings 
(100/50) seem to indicate that we are dealing with two different editions (cf. Schamp, p. 98), it 
is noteworthy that the comment at the end of cod. 211 alludes only to the book's dialectical value 
(like that of Aenesidemus' work which directly follows), while the one in cod. 185 also considers 
the medical aspect of the book. 34 Op. cit. (n. 7), p. 335. 

35 Op. cit., p. 237 n. 7. 36 RE s.v. (no. 124), col. 975; cf. Zeller, op. cit., V/3, 7. 
37 It is noteworthy that D.L. 9.106 mentions Zeuxis, the author of a work 7rEpti LTTorV Aodycv, 

as a 'friend' of Aenesidemus. 
38 Although Henry, the editor of Photius, translates AlyEvs in reference to Dionysius by 

'd'Eg6e' and i6 AiydJv in reference to Aenesidemus by 'd'Aeg6', the same city would be meant. 
The inhabitants of ALyat in Mysia are called Alye?s in Xenoph. Hell. 4.8.5 (codd.); the 
orthography of the names of these cities and their inhabitants oscillates (as we have seen). 

39 This is important because even recently it has been used as a significant factor for 
reconstructing the first-century B.C. Academy (cf. Tarrant, op. cit., pp. 34-5, 60) and has played 
a role in the debate on Aenesidemus' so-called Heracliteanism. It is enough to mention J. Rist, 
'The Heraclitism of Aenesidemus', Phoenix 24 (1970), 309-19 and, recently, P. Woodruff, 
'Aporetic Pyrrhonism', OSAP 6 (1988), 139-68, esp. pp. 164ff. The reconstruction by Barnes, 
art. cit., pp. 93-4, presumes a joint stay by Tubero and Aenesidemus in the Academy after the 
liberation of Athens in 86. This line seems to require far more assumptions than are implied by 
the path I propose to explore. 
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This has immediate relevance for the solution of an issue concerning a passage of 
Sextus' Outlines of Pyrrhonism (1.222), on which I need to dwell briefly. 

In the course of discussing the differences between Pyrrhonism and some 
philosophies which have been likened to it, Sextus focuses upon the Academy. In the 
section on Plato (221-5) he notes that Plato's philosophy has been considered 
dogmatic by some, while others have taken it to be aporetic, or partly aporetic and 
partly dogmatic. Temporarily sidestepping the second option (an aporetic, i.e. 
sceptical Plato), Sextus reports the arguments used by those who attribute to Plato a 
mixed character, and sets them on one side together with those who make a dogmatist 
of Plato, because his difference from the Sceptics is also admitted by those who 
interpret him in this way.40 On the other hand, in the eyes of Sextus the hypothesis 
that Plato was 'purely'41 a Sceptic deserves greater attention; so he mentions a work 
of his own where the topic has been thoroughly treated (ev Trois Vrrolv-qjiaatv 
3LaAaLdlavo,?Ev).42 The matter, then, was a crucial one for the distinction between 
Academy and Scepticism. Sextus will refute this thesis indirectly by showing that 
some parts of Plato's dialogues cannot on any reading conform to the Sceptic's 
posture, thus invoking the characterization of his philosophy as mixed in order to 
establish the difference between scepticism and Platonic philosophy. 

After reference to the more ample treatment in the Commentaries, there follows an 
expression which is clearly corrupt: KaTa7rTEppt78orov KaL Alvr$qX8crtov. 

From what follows - OVTOL yap LdcALtUTa TavTqs rppoEcaTr7rav TrUS aTardas43 - one 
realizes that what precedes the name of Aenesidemus should be that of another 
person to whom could be attributed a viewpoint on the same matter. The editors and 
interpreters fall into three distinct groups. One set (Mutschmann-Mau,44 Heintz, 
Bury, Janacek) emend to Kaa <T(rcv> TrepL MrvdO8orov KTA. and interpret: 'in 
opposition to the adherents of Menodotus and Aenesidemus, who were supporters of 
the thesis that Plato was a pure sceptic'. Others (Natorp, Mutschmann, Burkhard, 
Burnyeat) emend to Kara <TroV)> ITEp MvO8orTov and interpret: 'following the 
adherents of Menodotus and Aenesidemus, who adopt the position that I too adopt 
and that I set forth here as follows'. Pappenheim, followed by Deichgraber,45 
emended to KaTa 'HpodSoov, while Zeller46 proposed the reading KarT 'Hpd8orov, 
Kat <Mqvo'Sorov> Kal Alvqrat-rqfJov. 

40 Sextus' third option - that Plato devoted part of his own work to the exposition of 
doctrines (e.g. by making Socrates or Timaeus his spokesmen) and part to exposing aporiai for 
the sake of research (a category which would include the dialogues which are playful or ironical) 
- fits the division of the dialogues elucidated by D.L. 3.49. Diogenes, however, does not connect 
such a division with the topic of Plato's scepticism or non-scepticism, a topic which is introduced 
instead in the next paragraph as a new subject. This probably explains Sextus' observation that 
those who see in Plato two types of philosopher, dogmatic and aporetic, do not mean by this 
to assimilate him to scepticism (avrot yap 6LxoAoyovat rTrv 7rp6os rtkds 8taopa'v). 41 EALKpLtvcs. The term is not as strong an indication of Platonic influence as Woodruff seems 
to suppose (art. cit., p. 168). The adjective and adverb, which occur particularly in the ten 
Modes, are very frequent in medical literature. 

42 The use of the present makes one think of a work the plan of which was contemporary with, 
or at least close to, PH, and in any case not later. Cf. similarly M 2.106. 

43 There is no doubt that TardCas here does not mean 'disagreement' but 'opinion'. Cf. PH 
2.48; 3.33, 37 and below. 

44 Kara <TbV> -7EpL Mvdo8orov KatL Alvua13rtulov Mutschmann-Mau (1958); in app.: K-ara 
<TroVS> 7TEpt MqvO'8orov Natorp: Kaa T rreptLt8TOv GT (secundum permindotum): KaTa 
Mqivd8orov Fabr.: KaTa 'Hp'8orov Pappenheim. In the first edition (1912) Mutschmann 
accepted Natorp's proposal. 

45 Op. cit., p. 266 n. 2, who observes that Pappenheim's correction is 'palaographisch 
gleichberechtigt' and the only acceptable one. 46 Op. cit. iii.6 n. 2. 
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At first sight it is not easy to choose between these solutions.47 Heintz48 declared 
himself in favour of the first version (Aenesidemus as author of the thesis that Sextus 
refutes) by showing that it is wrong to take ravr'S r77js arda,EWS to mean 'of this 
stance', i.e. Scepticism. Because arldals signifies 'philosophical thesis', the expression 
can only refer to the thesis of those who think that Plato was a pure sceptic. But if 
the premise of the reasoning is certainly sound, the conclusion is not necessary. It is 
true that the demonstrative ov-ro generally refers to what precedes, but this rule is 
often violated ;49 from a grammatical point of view it is not essential to take rav'7rq 
7rS aCrdaEwso with what precedes. While Sextus' extract contains nothing that speaks 
logically for or against Kara -rovs... / Kara CrTv..., there are some external reasons, 
insufficiently considered up to now, which tip the scale in favour of Paul Natorp's 
correction.50 

The first of these is that Photius does not mention Plato when he says that 
Aenesidemus discussed the difference between Academics and Pyrrhonists in book 1 
of his Pyrrhonian Discourses. This is a significant argument from silence in support 
of the thesis that Aenesidemus had adopted the same position on the point as Sextus. 
If Aenesidemus in this book had argued in favour of a sceptical Plato and against the 
Academics, ancient or modern, it would seem very strange that Photius should have 
omitted to mention this in his summary; at the end of the codex, as we have seen, 
Plato is cited in his own right in a context hostile to the Sceptics. 

The second reason has to do with the assumption that Aenesidemus could have 
considered Plato a true Sceptic and from this perspective attacked the later Academy 
especially in its most recent phase. This assumption is based essentially on the 
presupposition that Aenesidemus got his sceptical education from within the 
Academy and that he detached himself from that school because of its increasingly 
dogmatic tendency. But if this interpretation of Photius' text reveals itself to have 
been built on sand, it becomes highly improbable that Aenesidemus could have 
defended the thesis that Plato was a 'pure Sceptic'. It is also difficult to explain why 
someone who had such a view of Plato and therefore considered him to be a genuinely 
sceptical philosopher should have subsequently moved over to Pyrrho, a figure who 
had nothing genuinely in common with Plato, and to Timon, whose attitude to Plato 
was certainly not an affectionate one.51 

47 Deichgraber's starting point for introducing the name of Herodotus was the difficulty of 
understanding how a medical Empiricist such as Menodotus could ever have supported a 
viewpoint whose final result is the connection between Scepticism and Methodist medicine, while 
Herodotus and Aenesidemus, both philosophers only, could have adopted the position 
described by Sextus (following in the footsteps of Mnaseas, a Sceptic and Methodist). But this 
assumes (1) a distinction between doctors and philosophers which is not easy to draw and (2) 
that Sextus had to follow his sources to the letter. The falsity of the latter assumption is shown 
by the fact that when he discusses Methodist medicine Sextus uses the first person. To this should 
be added that Sextus may address different opponents in this chapter: empirical doctors like 
Theodosius or Menodotus could hold different opinions on relevant points. 

48 W. Heintz, Studien zu Sextus Empiricus (Halle, 1922), pp. 30ff. 
49 Cf. Kuihner-Gerth, Grammatik der griechischen Sprache II/1, p. 646. 
50 Forschungen zur Geschichte der Erkenntnisproblems im Altertum (Berlin, 1884; repr. 1965), 

pp. 69ff. The foundation of Natorp's position was what we read of Aenesidemus in Photius, 
together with a reconstruction of the parallels between the material in Aenesidemus' first book 
and Sextus' chapter on the Academy. Recently Natorp's proposal has been defended by U. 
Burkhard, Die angebliche Heraklit-Nachfolge des skeptikers Aenesidem (Bonn, 1973), pp. 21ff. 

51 This is a question which cannot be answered satisfactorily by those who ask themselves 
about Aenesidemus' Academic education and who investigate 'which Plato' he could reasonably 
have appealed to, not in order to recognize in him the presence of sceptical traces (something 
easy enough to do), but to make of him a 'pure Sceptic'. In fact, as Gisela Striker has rightly 

7-2 
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I turn now to the question of Cicero's misleading information about Pyrrhonian 
philosophers. Glucker has recently discussed particular ways of accounting for 
Cicero's neglect of Aenesidemus - that he was not acquainted with his book, or that 
he deliberately wished to pass over him.52 But if the reading of Photius suggested 
above is correct, we can replace such chance reasons with something more general - 
a better explanation for Cicero's apparent ignorance of the existence of a sceptical 
Pyrrhonian movement and in particular of a figure such as Aenesidemus, who was to 
be very important for the succeeding tradition. 

Whatever may have been his activity during his stay at Aegae, Aenesidemus had 
access to good sources of information concerning early Pyrrhonism (we know, inter 
alia, that after Timon had spent time with Pyrrho he stayed in the Hellespont, a region 
not far from Aeolia, and his prose writings could have remained in circulation, 
although perhaps just limited to this area).53 Given his philosophical interests, at a 
certain point in his life he happened to meet and spend time with Lucius Tubero, an 
illustrious and cultivated person who was sympathetic to the Academy. From the 
knowledge he himself had of the early Pyrrhonian tradition and from discussion 
about the positions of the Academy, he developed his own viewpoint, perhaps really 
inspired by this meeting, on what a truly sceptical position might be. This would 
explain the composition of the Pyrrhonian Discourses, a work which, beginning with 
the comparison between Pyrrhonism and the Academic tradition, set out to present 
the Pyrrhonian tradition as the only truly coherent one in its means and its end. 

Following this reconstruction, we may imagine that Aenesidemus' work did not 
reflect the actual existence of a genuine philosophical sect, but was rather the 
manifesto of a Pyrrhonist revival, the first step in a project of diffusion which was 
really achieved only later, at Alexandria. We may also imagine that it was in this 
book, for the first time since Timon, that the figure of Pyrrho was put forward as the 
paradigm of a sceptic, presented in such a way as to make his philosophical position 
invulnerable to the attacks mounted by dogmatists against sceptics - especially 
Academics - in the preceding centuries.54 If this reconstruction of the events is 
plausible, Cicero's silence will be much less difficult to explain. For it would be quite 
natural for Aenesidemus' book not to have acquired the significance that, in the light 
of history, it has for us; it probably did not have this even in the eyes of Tubero 
himself when the book came into his hands (if it actually ever did so, a matter which 
should not be taken for granted). 

In speaking of the Pyrrhonists, Aenesidemus did not refer to a genuine group of 
contemporary philosophers who called themselves members of a 'sect'.55 Contrasting 
o T aro 176ppCovos with the Academics, Aenesidemus invoked Pyrrho and his 
immediate followers, whose philosophical achievements had been preserved via the 
works of Timon and, in all probability, only in medical circles.56 It was to these 
ancient philosophers that Aenesidemus intended to appeal, showing that scepticism 

pointed out to me, an ancestor like Plato, just because of his extraordinary cultural importance, 
would have been extremely inconvenient for anyone who appealed at the same time to another 
founder. 52 Op. cit., p. 116 n. 64. 53 Cf. D.L. 9.110 and, among the followers of Timon, Praylus of the Troad, mentioned in 
9.115. 

54 D.L. 9.106: KaL AlveagS,qros ev EV Tr 7Trpor T()V IIVppWOVELto Aeoywv ov8ev fnqaiv 6pL{'ELV 
rTOv HvppCva $oytarTclKs &al Tn'V advLAoy[av, TrotS &S 4aLvotLEvoLs aKoAovOE?v. See my 
Pirrone (op. cit., n. 20), commentary on T 6-9. 

55 Cf. D.L. 1.20; Aristocles, ap. Eus. PE 14.18; SE, PH 1.16-17. 
56 Cf. D.L. 9.109, already quoted (n. 6), where it is said that Timon caused his son Xanthus 

to study medicine. 
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had to follow the path adopted by Pyrrho if it was to become a genuinely coherent 

philosophy, ethically effective and logically invulnerable. Aenesidemus was not 
known in Academic circles either as a member of them or as a renegade for the simple 
reason that he had never belonged to the Academy. 

Photius' summary does not enable us to be precise about the level of Aenesidemus' 
knowledge of the Academic positions when he wrote his Pyrrhonian Discourses, nor 
about the extent to which, after having begun to emphasize the difference between 
Academics and Pyrrhonists, he made his own use of the sceptical Academy's 
dialectical legacy. It will at least be necessary, I think, to assess the judgements that 
he makes on the Academics as those of an external spectator, not those of a 
participant in disputes internal to the Academy. At Alexandria, to which he moved, 
he could certainly have found traces of the presence of Antiochus and of Heraclitus 
of Tyre,57 the pupil of Clitomachus and Philo of Larissa. And it was certainly at 
Alexandria that the Pyrrhonian tradition established itself, drawing extensively on the 
Academic arsenal. 

From here the Pyrrhonian sect gradually spread, though only later and not into all 
educated circles of the Empire, if Seneca could still write, perhaps rhetorically 
overstating his case (N.Q. 7.32.2): 'quis est qui tradat praecepta Pyrrhonis?' But some 
decades later, as Plutarch and Favorinus attest, the situation would be radically 
changed, and the relation between Pyrrhonian and Academic scepticism could be 
summed up in the words: 'vetus... quaestio et a multis scriptoribus Graecis 
pertractata. '58 

University of Milan FERNANDA DECLEVA CAIZZI 

57 Cf. Acad. 2.4.11; in the light of the present reconstruction, it is clear why it is implausible 
to correct Heraclides, the teacher of Aenesidemus in D.L.'s succession of Pyrrhonists (see 
above), to Heraclitus of Tyre - as proposed by Pappenheim, op. cit. (n. 8). 

58 Aul. Gell. NA 11.5.6. 
My thanks to Fabrizio Conca and the Editors or help and advice on this article, and to Tony 

Long for translating it into English. 
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