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[T.1] Clement of Alexandria Stromata 11, 4, 16-17 : vai v xai 0 'Emixovpog, 6 pdAota ths dAnbeiog

npoTiuoag TV N30y, TéAby elvan dtavolag ™y mioty DmodauBdver TpéAhy 8¢ dnodidwaty EmiBoiy
eni T évopyég xal emi TV évapyd) Tod mpdypatog Emivotav: py) Sbvacban 3¢ undéva pnte {Mtiicar pyte
anopfjoot unde pnv dokdoat, G 003 EléyEan ywpls TpoAnews. wnv Sokdoat, AN oddE EaéyEat xwplg
npoPews. TG & &v i) Exwv Tig TESAPy 0d Epietan pdbot mept 00 {nTel;

Epicurus, too, who very greatly preferred pleasure to truth, supposes faith to be a preconception of the
mind; and defines preconception to be a grasping at something evident, and at the clear
understanding of the thing; and asserts that, without preconception, no one can either inquire, or
doubt, or judge, or even argue. How can one, without a preconceived idea of what he is aiming after,
learn about that which is the subject of his investigation?'

[T.2] Cicero, DND 1, 43 : Solus enim vidit primum esse deos, quod in omnium animis eorum notionem

inpressisset ipsa natura. Quae est enim gens aut quod genus hominum, quod non habeat sine doctrina
anticipationem quandam deorum, quam appellat mpéApwv Epicurus, id est anteceptam animo rei
quandam informationem, sine qua nec intellegi quicquam nec quaeri nec disputari potest?

For he alone perceived, first, that the gods exist, because nature herself has imprinted a conception of
them on the minds of all mankind. For what nation or what tribe is there but possesses untaught
some ‘preconception’ of the gods? Such notions Epicurus designates by the word prolepsis, that is, a
sort of preconceived mental picture of a thing, without which nothing can be understood or
investigated or discussed.”

[T.3]DL X, 33: Tiv 8¢ mpéhnwv Aéyovoty olovel xatdAqpwv # S6&av dpbnyv # Ewvolav # xabodualy vévow

EVaTIOXELUEVN)Y, TOVTETTL P uny ToD oA EEwdev pavévtog, olov T Totodtév Eotwv dvBpwmog: dua Yap T
pnbivan dvBpwrog eVBVG xatd TPSAPv xal 6 TOTTOg adTOD VoeTTaL TTPOYYoUUEVWY TGV alobioewy. TavTl 0DY
SVOUATL TO TPWTWS VTOTETOYUEVOV EVOPYES EaTl: xal olx &v édntoapev to {nroduevov, el uy) mpétepov
gyvaxetuey avtd: olov To mppw Eotig tnmog eotiv 1) Podg: Sl yap xatd mpdAndw éyvwxévat Tote Inmou xal
Bods mopgnv: 003’ dv wvopdoapey Tt i) TpdTEPOY adTod xatd TPEAPWY TOV TOTIOY PaBdVTES. Evapyels oDy
elaw al TpoAnPelg

The concept they speak of as an apprehension or right opinion or thought or general idea stored
within the mind that is to say a recollection of what has often been presented from whithout as for
instance . Such and such a thing is a man'’: for the moment the word ‘man’ is spoken, immediately by
means of the concept his form too is thought of, as the senses give us the information. Therefore the
first signification of every name is immediate and clear evidence. And we could not look for the object
of our search, unless we have first known it. For instance we ask ‘Is that standing yonder a horse or a
cow?": to do this we must know by means of a concept the shape of horse and of cow. Otherwise we
could not have named them, unless we previously knew their appearance by means of a concept. So
the concepts are clear and immediate evidence®

[T.4] [Plutarchus apud Damascius, Commentary of Plato’s Phaedo, §280], ag i pév dmpBpwuévag gaat,
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neprtty) M) {ymotg el 3¢ ddapbpitovg, mRS Mo TL moapd Tag TpoAnels emilntodpey, & ye ovdE
TIPOEIAY)POLUEV.

The Epicureans, finally, appeal to 'preconceptions' - if, by this, they mean fully developped notions,
seeking is superfluous; if undevelopped ones, what motive do we have to search for something else in

Transl. William Wilson
Transl. H. Rackham ; see also DND I, xvii, 44.
Transl. Bailey
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addition to those preconceptions, something of which we do not have a preconception at all?

[T.5] Sextus Empiricus AM I, 57 : 'Emei olte Qyrelv olte dmopelv Eott xatd v copdv 'Emixovpov dvev

mpoAPewg, 0 &v Eyol TPOTAV EAwv oxédacdat Tl T ETTIV 1) YpoupuaTua), xal ebeortd T drodidouévny Hmd
TAV YPAURATIHAY Evvolay SOvarTal cuaTaTdy Tt xal DTapxTov voelaat udbdnua.
Since it is not possible either to investigate or to reach an impasse according to the wise Epicurus,
without a preconception, it would be a good idea before anything else to inquire what grammar is,
and whether, according to the conception delivered by the grammarians, any consistent and real
disciplines can be conceived.*

[T.6][AM 11, 1] 4X\’ émel xovdy dndipews te xai dvumapiog Eotiv ¥) Evota, xal 008ev TohTwy ETepoy oléy Té EoTt
ety un mporafovtag 6 Eatt 0 {yTodpevoy, pépe mpdtov axepwueba Tl dv €l pYTopy, TAS EMpavETTATAS
elg T00T0 TQV PlA0TéQwY dmodbaelg TapaTiféuevol.
but since the conception is common to existence and non-existence, and it is not possible to do any
investigation of either of these without having formed a preconception of what it is that is being
investigated, let us first inquire into what rhetoric is, setting out the most prominent accounts of this
given by the philosophers.

[T.7]DL X, 37-38 mp@tov pév odv ta Omotetarypéva tols @Bdyyows, @ ‘Hpddote, del elngévar, Smwg 8v ta

SoEalbueva 1) {nrodpeva 1) dmopodueva Exwpey lg Tadta dvoryorydvres émixpivety, xal wi) dxprro mavta Nty
<in> eig dmelpov dmodemviovawv 1) xevods Bdyyous Exwuev. [38] dvdyxn yap TO mplTOoV Evwompar xad’
gxaotov eB6yyov BAémeaBat xal pnbev dnodeifews mpoodelobat, einep Ekouey 1o {yrodpevov #) dmopodpevoy
ol Sokalbuevoy €¢’ 8 dvdEopev.
Now first of all, Herodotus, we must have a firm grip on what our expressions denote, so that we are
able to assess any points of doctrine that are either under investigation or perplexing by referring back
to those things, and so that everything won't end up undecided for us as we go on in an endless string
of proofs — in which case our expressions turn out empty. [38] For every expression we must look at
the first concept and not demand any proof in addition, if at least we're going to have anything to
which to refer the point of doctrine that is under investigation or perplexing.®

[T.8] [AM VII, 140-141]Atétipog 8¢ tpia xat’ adtov EAeyev elvan xprtipla, Ths uév T@v adniwy xortodppews Ta

pawdpeva— EPig yap TAV adNAwy T& gatvépeva, &g eraty Avaguydpag, 8v Emi TovTw Anudxpitos Ematvel—,
yioews 8¢ Ty Evvolav—mept mavtdg ydp, @ mod, pia dpyy o €idévon mept &tov EoTtv 1) Hymoic—,—,
alpéoewg 8¢ xal Quylis T& mafn 16 pév yop @ mpocowelobpeba, Tolto alpetév gotw, TO B¢ @
mpogaMotplodpeda, To0To peuxTév ETTiv.
But Diotimus said that according to him there are three criteria: for the apprehension of unclear
things, apparent ones (for apparent things are a sight of things that are unclear, as Anaxagoras said,
and Democritus praised him for this); for investigation, the conception (“for in every case, my boy, the
only starting-point is knowing what the investigation is about”;) and for choice and avoidance, effects
on us.’

[T.9] [Cicero, De Finibus 11, i-ii, 3-4] : “Omnis autem in quaerendo quae via quadam et ratione habetur
oratio praescribere primum debet, ut quibusdam in formulis: ea res agetur, ut inter quos disseritur
conveniat quid sit id de quo disseratur. Hoc positum in Phaedro a Platone probavit Epicurus sensitque in

omni disputatione id fieri oportere.

4 R.Bett’s transl.
5  S.White’s transl.
6 AM VI, 140-141.
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“However, in philosophical investigation a methodical and systematic discourse must always begin by
formulating a preamble like that which occurs in certain forms of process at law, ‘The issue shall be as
follows’; so that the parties to the debate may be agreed as to what the subject is about which they are
debating. This rule is laid down by Plato in the Phaedrus and it was approved by Epicurus, who
realized that it ought to be followed in every discussion.”

[T.10] [Plato, Phaedrus 237¢c-d]nepl mavtés, @ mal, pia dpxn Tols péMovat xaAds [237&] Bovievoeadat:

eldévan Sel mept 00 Qv 1) 1) Boudn, 1) TAVTOS ApaPTAVELY Bvdywy. Tovg 8¢ TToMoLg AéAnfey &t odx Toaot v
obaiav éxdaTov. wg odv eiddTeg ob Stopohoyolvrar év dpxf) Ths oxédews, TpoeAddvteg O¢ T6 eixdg dmodiddaaty:
oUte yap EavTols olte dAAAoLS dpodoyoDaty. Eym obv xal ol i) TaOwpey 8 dMNoLg EmiTiudpeY, GAN Emeldy) ool
wal gpol 6 Adyog mpdxertan moTepa EpQVTL 1) W) udMhov elg pihioy itéov, mept EpwTog oféy T’ EoTL xal v Exel
Svap, [2373] oporoyla Béuevorl Spov, eig Todto dmoBAémovTes xal dvagépovtes TV axéty molwueba elte
weeAiav eite PAAPnY mapéxeL

There is only one way, dear boy, for those to begin who [237c] are to take counsel wisely about
anything. One must know what the counsel is about, or it is sure to be utterly futile, but most people
are ignorant of the fact that they do not know the nature of things. So, supposing that they do know it,
they come to no agreement in the beginning of their enquiry, and as they go on they reach the natural
result,—they agree neither with themselves nor with each other. Now you and I must not fall into the
error which we condemn in others, but, since we are to discuss the question, whether the lover or the
non-lover is to be preferred let us first agree on a definition of love, its nature and its power, [237d]
and then, keeping this definition in view and making constant reference to it, let us enquire whether

love brings advantage or harm.”

[T.11] PH 1, 10-11: €i 8¢ gprjoovat uy) totadtyy [Aéyewv] xatdAnw Nyelobal {yioews mpoonxe, voyaty 3¢

amAdg, ovx oty adbvatov [€v] Tols eméyouat mepl TS dmdpEewg TAV AdMAwy {yTelv. vonoewg Yap odx
amelpyetat 6 oxemtinés, olual, dmd Te TOV TafNTIKAG VTOTITTOVTWY <xal> XAt EVApYEL Qatvopévwy adTE
Adywv ywopéwng xai ui) mavtwg eloayodoy)g v Bmapéty TV vooupévwy: ob Yap udvov ta DTdpyovta voodpey,
¢ paaty, AN %3y xal ta dvdmapxta. 0ev xal {T@v xal vodv €v T} oxemtixf Siabéael pével 6 Epextinds: 8t
Yap Tolg xatd gavrtaciov madyTieyy DToOTITTOVTWY AVTE, }ad paivetal avTd, cuyxatatifetal, dednAwTal.

If they say they mean that it is not apprehension of this sort but rather mere thinking which ought to
precede investigation, then investigation is not impossible for those who suspend judgment about the
reality of what is unclear. For a sceptic is not, I think, barred from having thoughts, it they arise from
things which give him a passive impression and appear evidently to him and do not at all imply the
reality of what is being thought of — for we can think, as they say, not only of real things but also of
unreal things. Hence someone who suspends judgment maintains his sceptical condition while
investigating and thinking ; for it has been clear that he assents to any impression given by way of a
passive appareance insofar as it appears to him.

[Taz] Sextus Empiricus AM VIII, 337 [Mopeotaxdtes xal 6 éx tivog TAng €otiv 1) anddetfls, dncohovBug
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melpaadpeda xal Todg gaAgvovtag adTiv Adyoug mpoxetpioaadal, axemTopevol, TdTePoV dxoAovlel Tf) émvoly
wal poAPet tadhg 1) Umapkis 1) oddapde. Kaitol Tveg eiwbaoty Nuby, xai udhiota ot amd tis Eniodpou
alpéoewg, dypotdtepov éviotaadat, Aéyovtes "ol voelte, Ti Eatw 1) dmddetfLs, 1) ob voette. xai &l pév voeite
wal Exete Evvolay adtig, Eoty dmédel&ig: el 3¢ ob voelte, mdg {ntette 0 und’ dpyv vooluevoy Huiv;”

Having described what demonstration is made of, we will follow this by trying to get a grip on the

Loeb’s transl.
Fowler, transl.
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arguments that make it shaky, inquiring whether its reality follows from its conception and prior
notion or not. Indeed some people, especially those of the Epicurean school, tend to resist us in a
rather crude way, saying “Either you understand what demonstration is, or you do not. And if you
understand it and have a conception of it, there is demonstration; but if you do not understand it, how
can you investigate what you have not the slightest understanding of?"?

[Ta3] Sextus, Empiricus AM VIII 333a-334a: €l pev yap piav eiyopev 100 {nrovpévou mpdymatog

mpéAnPy, %8y TavTy cuveEaxolovBioavtes TololdT EmioTelopey Umdpxety, 6molov xatd pioy TPOTEmITTEY
gwvotoy: viv Q' €mel TOAAGS Exopev ToD Evog éwvolag xal ToAVTPOTTOUS xal paryopévag xal e’ Tang miaTtdg 3id e
™y &v adtals mbavétyta xal S ™V TAY mpolotapévey dvdpdv aflomiotiov, uite mdoalg miotedoal
Suvdpevol Std ™V KAy, WNTE TTAoALS AmLaTHoot TG undepioy dAMNY Exely adTAV TITTOTEPAY, MTE T WEV
motedoat, Twi 3¢ amiaTely dd ™V (334a) [gdTNTa, XaT Avryxny NADopEV €lg TO EmEyew.

For if we had just one preconception of the object being investigated, then sticking closely to this we
would believe that the matter was such as it struck us in virtue of that one conception; but in fact,
since we have many conceptions of this one thing, which are also varied and conflicting and equally
trustworthy (both on account of their own persuasiveness and on account of the trustworthiness of
the men who support them), being unable either to trust all of them because of the conflict, or to
distrust all of them because of having none other that is more trustworthy than them, or to trust one
and distrust another because of their equality, we necessarily arrive at suspension of judgment.

[Ta4] AM VIII 336a: dA\" ofuon 8t dmoloyoduevol groouoty, wg emwvoel uév "Emixoupog Tt Téooapa

ototyeln, ob xateilnee 8¢ mdvtwg PiAdy yap xivud éott THg Stavolag 1 émivota, Mg €xduevos vtidéyel @
ebvan Téooapa ootyela. Tolvuy xal Mpels Exopey Emivotav Thg dmodei&ews, xal dmd Taltyg éketdoopey, eite
gaTwv elte xal pn, TadTV 3¢ ExovTteg o)l xal TV XATAAPPIY OUOACY1|TOMEY

But I think that they will say in defense that Epicurus does conceive the four elements, but has
absolutely not apprehended them; for conception is a mere movement of thought, which he holds
onto in his opposition to there being four elements. So we too have a conception of demonstration,
and on the basis of this we will examine whether or not it is; but in having this we do not also agree to
the apprehension.

[Ta5] Pyrrhon T.53 Decleva Caizzi, apud Aristoclés apud Eusébe de Césarée, Préparation Evangélique

9

X1V, 18, 1-4 AW adtog Mév 003ev &v Ypaph) xatadélotmey, 6 3¢ Ye uabn)s adtod Tinwy erat Selv Tov uéAovta
evdatpowaety eig Tpio Tadtor PAEMEY TPWTOV peV omola TEQUKE T& TpdypaTa, SevTePOV O€, Tiva Y1) TPéTOY
Nuag Tpog adtd Sroeloba, Teheutalov 8¢, Tl meptéatar Tolg oltwg Exovat. T pév oy TpdypHaTd oty adTdv
amogaivew ém’ tong ddidpopa xal dotadunta xal dvemixpira, dd To0To pNTe TAS AUTONTEL NUAY UNTE TAS
36Eag dAndevewy 1) Yeddecbal. Aw todto odv undé miotedew adtals Oelv, dAN ddoEdotoug xal ducAtvels xai
dxpaddvroug elvat, Tepl £vog Exdatou Aéyovtag, 8Tt od udMov EoTwy 1) ox EoTw, 1) xal EoTt xal odx EoTw, 1)
olte €otty, oUT ol Eotwv. Tolg pévtol ye Sroelpuévols oltw meptéoeadat Tiuwy ol mpdTov uev dgaatoy,
¢nerta & drapaioy , Alvoidnuog 8¢ ndoviv.

He himself has left nothing in writing, but his pupil Timon says that whoever wants to be happy must
consider these three things: first, how things are by nature; secondly, what attitude we should take
towards them; finally, what advantage will come for those who have this disposition. According to
Timon, Pyrrho declared that things are equally undifferentiated, unstable and inarbitrable. For this
reason neither our sensations nor our opinions are true or false. Therefore for this reason we should
not trust them but be unopinionated, uncommited and unwavering, saying about every single thing

Transl. By R. Bett
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that it no more is than is not, or that it both is and is not, or that it neither is nor is not. The outcome
for those who are in this disposition, says Timon, will be first speechlessness, and then freedom from

10

disturbance [...].
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