
AUGUSTINE, SKEPTICISM, AND
ZENO’S DEFINITION

As 1S ell known, but often 1gnored, Augustine’s CONCETN 1ıth
skepticısm W ds NO GGErn C SOTINEC generI1cC form of skeptic1sm,
whatever that WOUuU be, but ıth the skeptical tradıtiıon that in
Plato’s Academy and hat W as transmıiıtted hım hrough the wrıtings
of (1cero. As 1s also ell KNnOWwn, and CVEN LNOTC often 1gnored,
Augustine took hıghly 1d10syncratic 1e W of thıs tradıtion. He be-
heved that the skeptical Stance taken Dy members of the Academy W ds
assumed merely for the PUIDOSC of combatıng certaın objectionable
VIEeEWS propagated by those outsıde of IC partıcularly the StO1Cs In
prıvate, these skeptical Academıics WEIC orthodox Platonists.! Because
Augustine (070 oun O1C VIEWS be objectionable and Was hımself
In INan Y cCommıtted Platonıist. he naturally had degree of
SYyMpathYy ıth thıs enterprise. Nevertheless, however audable he
cons1ıdered theır motives {O ave been, he Oun the skepticısm of the
Academıics be dısturbing In ıts OW ng and Can 1e W 1t
antıthetical the athol1ıc faıth In partıcular, he oun ıt antıthetical
both the hope that the al engenders that miıght attaın the truth
and the demand that the al 1SSUES that believe in that truth As

REVIATIONS

Works of Cicero:
Ac. DT. — Academica Priora De nNAaL. deor De NALuUr«a deorum
Ac. DOSIT, — Academica Posteriora De fin. De finibus
OT'! of Augustine:

Ccad. Contra Academicos De Irın De Irınıtate
De MAS. De mag21stro De divers.

De diversis quaestionibus
De CLIV. Deıl De CLVIitate DeL Conf. Confessiones
ED, Epistulae

Augustine develops thıs interpretation al the end of o0k hree of Contra Aca-
demicos (see Ccad. 344 37-20:43) and reaftırms it in hIs Letter Hermogen1anus
(Lp. though he there admıts that ““a 1s perhaps INOTC of Susp1ıcı1on than certainty
(SUSDICLOSIUS fortasse U AM certius)” Whıle these early wrıtings depict the
skeptical practice of the Academıics being almost exclusıvely directed agamınst the
Sto1Cs, yYCals later, iın hıs Letter Dioscorus (Ep. 118), he identifies the Epicureans
al ell These [WO schools, despite theır dıfferences, grouped together

aCCOUnNT of theır COILLINON materı1alısm, somethıng anathema Platonists.
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TeES CONVertTt Catholicısm, fashıonıng the Ccade-
MICS Was hıgh hIis 1ıst of priorities.“

o1ng thiıs WOUuU nOoTL be CAaS y Augustine took the Academıiıc
denı1al of the possıbıilıty of knowledge be 38 M primarıly agaınst
StO1C nowledge claıms and the empirıCcIst epistemology 1C
they WETC ase In thıs he W as COrreCLt Many Academıc arguments
WEIC in fact ad homınem in character and AIC unıintellıgıble ap from
the O1C framework agaınst 1C they WEeIC 1recte In setting out

Counter ese argumentSs, Augustine thus 1a the rıisk of endorsing
empIr1IcC1sM, somethıng anathema an YONC ıth Ser10us aton1ı1c
commıtments. Hıs problem, then, W as defeat the Academıics ıth-
Ouft thereby vindıcatıng the StO1ICS. Defeatiıng skepticısm al the price of
endorsing empiricısm would be nothing LNOTEC than pyrrhıc VIiCtOTY.

In 1e W of thıs. Oroug study of Augustine’s treatment of
Zeno’s definıtion of cogniıtıve impress1o0n 15 in order. As
SCcC, much of the debate between the StO1CSs and the Academıiıcs rested

the question of whether there 15 class of impress10ns that ATIC

cognitıve, IC W as really question of whether the condıtions seit
or by Zeno’s definıtion AIC satıst1able Augustine understood thıs,
and he worked out the ear' of h1ıs the Academıics iın the
COUTSC of hıs treatment of thıs definıtiıon hıs unfolds in three Stages.
1IrST, he employs the definıtiıon in ser1es of dılemmas esigne
WTEeS amagıng CONCESSIONS irom the Academıics. Second, he aAargucCS
that the Academics Cannot reasonably deny the truth of the definıtiıon
and mMust M1 that it 1S itself ıtem of owledge. Fınally, he CMNU-

erates ser1es of truths that, h1s mınd, incontestably satısfy the
condıtions of the definıtion.

In hat ollows, er inıt1al discussıon of the Academıc/
O1C debate VeCT the poss1bility of nowledge, TaC the stages of
Augustine’s treatment of Zeno’s definıtion and A4SSCS5 the arguments
he marshals In each. then DasSs diıscussıon of the he
DIOYS in order forestall O1C VICtOTY, partıcularly h1Is attempt
{u  z} the definıtiıon agaınst the StO1CSs and ıt into the servıce of hıis
OW Platonısm conclude that the results of Augustine’s {forts AIc

For treatment of the nature of Augustine’s CONCEII ıth Academıic skepticısm
and the role that h1s encounter ıth it had In hıs OW intellectual and spiırıtual deve-
lopment, N} Prosper ALFARIC, L’evolution intellectuelle de Saınt Augustin, Du
Manicheisme Neoplatonisme (Parıs OUITY, 270=-358; John O’MEARA,
The Young Augustine (London Longmans, Green and CO 106-115; and Rag-

Beatıtude el Sagesse: Sa;'nt Augustıin el le probleme de la fin de lI’homme
dans Ia philosophie AnNcCLieENNE (Parıs Etudes Augustiniennes, 73-96
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m1xed and ıdentify SOMIME problems in eed of resolution ıf hIs Cadse
agamınst the Academics 1s (8) succeed.

CICERO ARCESILAUS AND IHE ORIGINS
SKEPTICISM

Augustine INaYy ave een famılıar ıth Academıiıc skepticısmfrom varıety of SUOUTCES, but the prımary condult Was surely C1icero,
who hımself tudıed under Phılo of Larıssa, the ast head of the Aca-
demy before ıts abandonment of skepticısm under Antıochus.} In
agreement 1ıth er ancıent SUOUTCES, Cicero traces the skeptical turn
of the Academy ıts sıxth head, Arcesilaus, whom he depıicts
rev1Ving the method of Socratic Nquıry after the Academy had een
dominated by dogmatıc speculatıon. Certifying the Socratic nature of
Arcesilaus’s Skeptic1sm, he writes:

By OTOUg: investigation and interrogation, Socrates W ads in the
of elıcıting the OpIn10Ns of those wıth whom he W as discussing that
he m1g hıs OW VIEWS ın theır answers Thıs
practice W as nNnoTt retaıned Dy those who succeeded hım Arcesıilaus
revived it and prescribed that those who wıished ear hım should
noTt ask hım questi1ons but should theıir OW Op1n10ns. And when
they had done > he argued agalınst them But those who ear hım
WOUuU defend theır Op1n10ns 4S far d they WeTEC able (De fin Z:12)
Arcesılaus’s practice 1S thus characterized reinstatement

and development of the Socratıic elenchus, open-ende search for

My presentatıon of Academıiıc skepticısm 18 thus based 1cero’s aCcCCount of 1t,prımarıly ıt ADDCATSs 1ın the [WO books of h1is Academica. full assessment of the
ture of Academıic skepticısm WOU have take into AaCCOUnNT varıety of ther SUUuT-
CCS, MOSstTt ıimportantly, the wrıtings of Plutarch, Diogenes Laertius and Sextus Empir1-
Cu  / For useful collection of SOUTCE mater1al ıth aCccompanyıng COomMmentary perta1-nıng Academic skeptic1ısm, SCC ONG eds., The Hellenistic
Philosophers, vols TIranslations of the princıpal SOUTCES 1ıth phılosophical COM-
rI1 Greek and Latın wıth es and bıblıography Cambridge Cambrid-

Universıity Press, Authoritative general discussions of Academıic Skepticı1ısm
Can be found in the following: LONG, Hellenistic Philosophy: StOLCS, Epicure-
UansS, Sceptics (New ork Charles Scribner’s S5ons, HANKINSON,The SKeptics (London Routledge, alcolm SCHOFIELD, “Academic
Ep1istemology,” Keımpe ALGRA Jonathan BARNES Jaap Mansteıild Malcolm
SCHOFIELD, eds;. The Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge:Cambridge Unıiversıty Press, ee and iıchael Skeptics,”Davıd Furley, ed., From Aristotle Augustine (London Routledge, 2537286



truth that proceeds dıalectically hrough the questioniıng of pos1ıt1ons
held by others. promiınent eature of the elenchus ONC that explaıns
ıts attractıon the skeptically inclined 1S that ıts practitioners arec

themselves Tee from makıng claıms {O owledge. Though Socrates
diısavowed knowledge of everythıng eXcept the fact of h1is OW

1gnorance, he COU sS{ü1 subject the VIEWS of hıs interlocutors
wıthering scrutıiny.“ Arcesılaus, (Cicero reports, took thıs practice
from CVCIl INOTEC adıcal posture, claımıng that “there 1s nothing that
Cal be known, not EVCNMN thıs VELIY 1ng, 1C Socrates had left for
hımself |tO know|” (Ac. DOST L1245)

As ('i1cero FreCOUNTS i Arcesılaus W as drıven thıs Stance DYy
contemplatıng the obscurıty of truth, the lımıtations of the SCIISCS and
the weakness of the mınd. He adds, however, that “a W as ıth Zeno
that Arcesılaus undertook dıspute  27 (Ac pDOstT. 1412:44) TOM
thıs it aAaDPDCAaIS that Arcesılaus’s skepticısm W äas motivated by quıte
general consıderations cons1ıderations that had impressed long lıne
of emımınent phılosophers before hım but that he took h1s dialec-
tical practice prımarıly agaınst the ogmatıc claıms f h1ıs er
CONteEMPOTATY, the ounder of Sto1C1Sm, Zeno of Citium.?

What MaYy ave mot1ivated Arcesılaus ın thıs Was that Zeno W as

garden-varıety dogmatıst, but phılosopher who had hought long
and hard about how the w1ısdom that Socrates had sought but dıd 197011

On thıs, SCC ACcC. DOStT. 1:2.:45-16
In sayıng thıs, NOL commuitting myself purely dialectical interpretatiıon

of eiıther Arcesılaus Academıiıc skepticısm. Nor attrıbuting thıs interpretation
(1cero. Wıth regard Cicero, OW 1e6W 18 that he Arcesılaus and those
who followed hım in the Academy denyıng that knowledge 1$ possible and yel
disavowıng anı y knowledge of 1ts impossı1bıilıty. hıs need nOoTt be inconsıistent if that
denı1al W ds regarded somethıng ess than claım know that knowledge 1S 1mpoS-
sıble hıs 18 hOow Cicero it. In anı y CasSC, the 1sSsue 1S enormously complex and

outsıde of the OP' of thıs For the dialectical interpretatiıon, the place
begın 1s Piıerre “Le Stoicısme de la Nouvelle Academıie, ” Revue d’his-
foıre de la philosophie, (1929) 241-276, translated by onathan BARNES and My-
les BURNYLAI Sto1c1sm of the New Academy, ” yles ed.,
The Skeptical Tradıtion (Berkeley: Universıty of Calıfornıa Press, 31-653 For
INOTE recent defense f the dialectical interpretation, Nr iıchaelD Skep-
t1C’s Iwo Kınds of Assent, ” iıchael FREDLE, ESSAYyS In Ancıent Philosophy (Miın-
neapolıs: Universıty of Mınnesota Press, 20122292 Interesting]ly, Frede blames
Augustine for he COoNnsıders be) the longstandıng misınterpretation of classıcal
skepticısm commıtted denı1al of the poss1bilıty of knowledge. On thıs, SCC DA
219 There have been challenges the dialectical interpretation (T the
ast decade > but the MmMoOst relevant for interpreting ( 1cero 15 araldA
RUD, “Cicero h1s Academıiıc Predecessors: the Fallıbılısm of Arcesılaus and (Car-
neades,” Journal of the 1StOrY of Philosoph,y, 40:1 (2002) cr  OO
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attaın mM1g indeed be acquıred. Sharıng Socrates’s dısdaın for
grounde: belıef, Zeno dedicated hımself identifyıng the PIODCI
basıs of nowledge ın effort clear path that WOU ead AdWAY
from 091 opınıon and towards W1Sdom. He Caimne identify thıs
basıs of cognıtıon (katalipsis) that 1S brought about by WdYy
of assent specıal kınd of perceptual acT, hat he called "COg-
nıtıve impress1ion’ (phantasıa kataliptiki), and hat ('1cero (and
Augustine followıng hım) translated alternately d ' 1mpression that
Can be perce1ved’ (visum quod pDOSSit percıpi ‘ 1mpression that
Can be apprehended’ (visum quod possit comprehendi).° The Ser10uUs-
Oss of hI1s effort 1ın thıs diırection called or equally Ser10us

irom Arcesılaus. The challenge Arcesılaus aCe: Was not
merely ralse doubts Ou thıs 0)1 that ogmatıc claım, but {O QUCS-
t1ıon the basıs of anı y and all ogmatıc claıms d Zeno had identified ıt
As SCC, he dıd thıs Dy focusıng hıs attack the poss1bıilıty of

impress1io0n eing cognitıve. Much of the hıstory of Academıiıc skep-
t1c1ısm Can be traced by followıng the ensuıng d1alectic of criticısm
and VeTr thıs vVeCLY 1sSsue.

In the ıte TOM (i1cero and Augustine, follow theır Latın in makıng
translatıon However, throughout analysıs, fall back the INOTIC famılıar

'cognıtıve iımpress10n’. We should note here that the StO1CSs dıd nOot make sımple
iıdentification between the of cognıtıon (katalipsis), brought about Dy assent
cognıtıve impress1ion (phantasıa kataliptiki), and the of knowledge (epistimi).
The former, though for the latter, W d> NnOoTt sufficient. Accordıng the StO-
1CS, be in f knowledge requıres that one’s cognıtion be SCOCWHO that one’s
confidence 1n the truth of hat OMNC apprehends Cannot be shaken Dy allıy conce1vable
argument the CON(IFrAaTY. (icero reCoOounts well-known sımıle employed by Zeno
make the pomint: cognıtion 1S 1ıke tıghtly chlinched fist that SITAaSD>S ıts object, whereas
knowledge 1s 1ke that SaJIinlle chinched fist ıth the other hand wrapped around ıt. ad-
dıng exira See Ac DT. D NT 145 Although the StO1CS granted that cognıtion 15
avaılable Ose who NOT Dages, only Dages WEeIC thought DOSSCSS knowledge.
How ONEC gets TOM cognıtion owledge 1S atter f SOMEC CONLTOVETSY, which
need not enter into here. However, should keep [WO pomts in nd 1rSt, although
cognıtıon does NOL of itself constitute knowledge, it 15 clearly the NECCSSaALY basıs of
knowledge. Ihus, Dy attackıng the poss1bıilıty of cogniıtion, the Academıiıcs WCIC there-
Dy attackıng the poss1bılıty of knowledge. Second, though Augustine 15 of the
StO1C stıpulatıon that the kınd of assent involved in knowledge must be unwavering
and incapable f being Overturne:! (see Cad. the dıstinction between COS-
nıtıon and knowledge 15 for the MmMOs blurred and plays role in HIS discussıon of
Zeno’s definıtion.
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I1 THE CO  SY BEI EEN TIHE STOICS AND
SKEPTICS

Just hat cognıtıve 1mpress10n 15 and hNOW ıt Came be the
subject of such ıntense dıspute Call be SCCH Dy examınıng extende:‘
passagc irom ('1cero ıIn which he CONSITUCTIS ıimagınatıve 1alogue
between Arcesılaus and /Zeno. Understandıng hat 1S al 1Sssue in thıs
PAasSSsasc 1S cruc1ı1al for understandıng where au lıne 1vidıng the
Academıics and StO1CS lay.‘ For the DUITDOSC of analysıs break ıt into
1ve sect10ns:

1} Perhaps Arcesılaus as enoO what WOUuU happen ıf the WISe INan

COU NOL perce1ve anythıng and f it WEeIC the mark of WISe 111an not
form Op1n10ns. Zeno, SUDDOSC, eplıed that he WOU nNOTL form

Op1n10ns SInNCEe there W as somethıng that COUuU be perce1ved.
The point of Arcesılaus’s question 1S force Zeno concede

that, In the that there 1S nothing that the Sage 15 able COgN1Ze,
he che ıll suspend al jJudgment. The alternatıve 15 attrıbute
OP1IN1ONS the Dage, somethıng the StO1CS WeTIC (0X1 do Wıth thıs
CONCessI10N In place, Arcesılaus COU then attack the possı1bılıty of
cognıtıon In the hope of drıving Zeno the conclusıon that the dage
mMust be skeptic. Not takıng the baıt, Zeno COUNtTer: hat the Dage Can

ındeed cognıze somethıing. As thıs provıdes basıs for rei1abDble
Judgment, he 0)J8 che Can avOo1d apsıng into opınıon wıthout havıngz
suspend al] Jjudgment.

11 ] What, then, W as thıs?” Zeno, SUDDOSC, epliıed An impress10n.
Here Zeno identifies the object of cognıtıon 1mpress1on.

NOw 1mpress10on, accordıng tandard StO1C analysıs, 15 sımply
affection of the soul hat brings ıt into STa of WAareness ıth
respect both object and iıtself The paradıgm Casec 1s that of

1Impress10n. Impress1ions, however, do NOT merely effect States of
Ethey also Ca ıth them informatıonal Content that Can be
artıculate: in the form of proposıtions. Because of ({BDIS. they ATC of
such nature that the mınd Cal o1ve WI1I ıts assent In

them Ideally, ONC should assent only those impress10ns that

In addıtıon the lıterature cıted in Note SN the reader INay profitably consult the
followıng [WO tudıes the Stoic/Academıic debate A 8 /Zeno’s definıt1ion of COB-
nıtıve 1mpress10n: Michael &7 *StO1CS and eptics Clear and Dıistinct Im-
press10ns,” yles ed., The Skeptical TIradıtion, 65-93; and Juha
NAS., “StO1C Epıstemology, ” in Stephen EVERSON, ed., Epistemology, Companıons

Ancıent Thought (Cambrıdge: Cambrıdge Universıty Press., 184-203
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apprehended perce1ved true cognıtıve impress10ns. To do
otherwıse 1Ss 18 IUn the rısk of CITOTI.

What kınd of impress1i0on?” eNO then defined ıt as iImpress1on
that 15 iımpressed and sealed and molded from what 1S, ın aCccordance
wıth what 15
er from Arcesılaus for further specıfication, Zeno

1O formulates hıs definıtion of cognitiıve impress10n. It sStates that
cognıitıve impress1on 1S ONEC that satısfıes [WO condiıtions:

L) ıt has ıts causal or1g1n 1ın what 15
CZ} 1t represents that In Ü it has ıts causal org1in exactly AdS ıt 15
(C]) 15 typıcally en dıstınguishıing cognıtıve 1Impress10ns

firom the products of the mınd  7  S actıvıty alone, for example, imag1-
natıve IMpress1ons arısıng ıIn dreams, hallucınations, eicC But ıt INaYy
also be taken broadly dıstinguishing cognitıve 1mpress1ons from
anı y impression that 15 NOT causally determined bDy the object ıt PIC-

(C2) specıflies that the impress1ion reveals ıts object wıthout
dıstortion. hıs 1S partıcularly ıimportant SInNcCe ıt 1S the clarıty ıth
IC cognıtıve Impress10ns reveal theır objects that enable them {O
be apprehended d Irue and be recognıized cognıtıve. eferring
thıs feature ( 1cero wrıtes that Zeno 181011 Judge al] 1Impress10ns
be trustworthy, but only oOse that hrough themselves disclose the
thıngs that AIcC perce1ved. But SINCEe thıs impress1ion 15 discerned
hrough ıtseli, he called ıt ‘apprehensı1ble’ (comprendibile)” (Ac DOST.
1.11.:41).

IV | Next, Arcesılaus asS whether thıs Was the CasSCcC CVCN ıf irue
impress1ion WEITE of the SdadiIlle form d alse impress1on. Here enO
Was sharp enough realıze that ıf impression arısıng from what 15
WeTEC such that impress1o0n arısıng from what 15 NOTL COU be of the
SdInle form., impression COU be perce1ved. Arcesılaus agreed that
thıs addıtion the definıtion Was COFFeECGtT. SInce neıther alse 1MmM-
pression 1NOT S iımpression COUuU be perce1ved f the = ONC WeTEC
such d CVCN alse ONEC COu be
er irom Arcesılaus Zeno 1! condition.

cognitıve impression 15 such that
C3) ıt COU NOTL have arısen from what 1S 191018

As ıth (CL): thıs condıtiıon INAY be construed narrowly
broadly. Construed narrowly, ıt specıfles that impression 1S GOS-
nıtıve only ıf ıt COU NOTL ave arısen irom the mınd  Z  N actıvıty alone.,
dASs do the imagınatıve 1ImMpress10ons that arıse in dreams, hallucınatıions,
eic Construed broadly, ıt specıfles that impression 1s cognıtıve
only ıf it COUuU NOTL ave arısen from anythıng other than the object 1t
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presents. It 15 thıs TO2 construal that Cicero has In mınd when he
elsewhere wrıtes that cognıtıve impress1io0n 1S ONEC that 1S “impressed
and molded from hat it from iın such WaYy that ıt COUuU not
ave COMMIC from somethıng Br than hat it actually dıd COMEC

from.” (Ac Dr. 1S NOL dıfficult to SE why thıs condıtion Was

Day ave impress1i0n of object that both from that
object and presen that object wıthout distortion. hıs impress1ion
satısfıes (& 1) and (C2) But 1f ıt COU Just d ell ave een produce
by the actıvıty of mınd in dream 0)1 by SOIMNC object outsıde of
mınd er than the ONeC ıt presents, 1t Call neıther be apprehended
iIirue 1910)8 counted cogniıtive.

[V] Arcesılaus applıed hımself these dısputes in order ShOwWw that
impress1o0n arısıng firom what 15 Iirue 1S such that impress1o0n

arısıng irom what 18 alse COU NOT also be of the Samnle form Thıs 1s
the ONC point f contention that has remaıned u the present. (Ac.
Dr. 224 F}}
Wıth the definıtiıon in place, the debate turned whether the

Ir condıtiıon 18 satıst11able Zeno and the StO1CS maıntaıned that it 1S,
claımıng that there ATIC certaın 1Impress10ns whose clarıty 1S such that
they COU only ave arısen irom the objects they present Arcesılaus
and the Academics denıed thıs and produce example er example of
1Impress10ns that do NOT arıse from the objects they present and whose
clarıty they alleged match that of An y irue Impress10n. ese WCIC

generally of [WO iImpress10ns havıng eir or1g1n In the mınd’s
actıvıty alone, such Impress10ns OCCurriıng in dreams, and 1M-
press1ons of objects havıng CIr or1g1n iın other, nearly identical
objects, such d the impress1on of ONC of palr of tWINS that 15 caused
by the er of the paır.‘ The lesson they TEW irom these examples 1S
that the clarıty of impress1o0n provıdes guarantee of 1ts Tu
Nor, for that atter, o€es anı y other eature of impress10on. ( i1cero
COU thus summarıze the Academıic posıtion 4S ollows ndeed,
do NO hold that nothıng 1S true, but that al irue Impress10ns
conjoıned ıth alse 1Impress10ns havıng such lıkeness them that
they DOSSCSS ST S1ZNS the basıs of 1C INa Yy exercIıse
Judgment and o1ve OUT assent” (De nNAaL. eoOrT. In thıs WaY the
debate VeCeCI the satısf1abıilıty of the Zeno’s definıtion Came rest
largely whether eTtTe Can be Irue impress10ns that AIiIC dıstin-
gu1lshable irom oOse that AIC alse, and Hence: that AiIC apprehensıble

For discussıon of 1mpress10ns havıng theır or1g1ın in the actıvıty of the mınd
alone, SE Ac. DV. DD T RR TE H For discussıon of 1mpress10ns arısıng firom nearly
identical objects, SCC Ac DA DL
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irue It W ds the denı1al of thıs poss1bıilıty that the Academıics
rested theır Case agaınst the poss1bıilıty of owledge.

{I1I1 FORMULATI ENO’S DEFINTITION

IThough Cannot be certaın that Augustiné read thıs prec1ıse
PaASSaLC, he unquestionably recognized the ımportance of the debate 1t
records for understandıng the Academıic’s den1al of the poss1bıilıty of
knowledge.* Accordıingly, iın hıs MOST dırect O that den1al,
the extende monologue of ook hree of Contra Academicos, dıs-
Cuss1on of Zeno’s definıtion OCCuples the entral place Before lookıng
al that d1scuss10on, INaYy egın ıth the WaY In IC Augustine
formulates the definıtion.!°

When turn the Contra Academicos tınd NnOTt ONC, but
three, formulatiıons of Zeno’s definıtion. The 1rst, OCCUurrıng in ugus-
tine’s SUMMAArY Statement of the Academıiıc posıtion In o0k I1wo, 1s
ollows

F1) The truth that Caln be perce1ved 18 impressed the mınd by what
ıt Iirom In such WaY that it COuUu NOTL be from somethıng other
than what it actually dıd COM from. Acad. DE
arly in the monologue of Book Three, Augustine reformu-

ates thıs ollows
F2) An impression that Can be apprehended and perce1ved 15 such
that it does NOTt have S1Z2NS in COININON wıth what 15 alse Acad.

few paragraphs ater, he reformulates ıt yel agaln:
F3) An impression that Caln be apprehended 18 OC that ADPCAaIS in
such WaY that ıt COUuU NOTL aAappCar d what 15 alse Acad.
Ihe Tırst ıng {O notice about ese formulations 15 that each

confines ıtself 116 ntof (C3) Why thıs 1S 1s not clear.
Perhaps Augustine took (C3) be sufficient, perhaps he sımply
wanted address hat he NEeEW be the locus of the CONLrOVEeTSY.

For example, when pressed TeCOUNLT the VIEWS of the Academıics, he hıghlıghts
theır general den1al of the poss1bilıty of knowledge and nNnOotes that “they SCCIN have
appropriated theır claım that the truth Cal nOoTt be apprehended from the definıtion of
eNOo the StO1C  ‚27 cad.

For excellent discussion ofAugustine’s formulations of Zeno’s definıtion and
theır relatıon Cicero’s, SCC Christopher IRWAN, Augustine London Routledge,

24-28
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More puzzlıng ST1 1S whether Augustine took these formulatıons be
equıvalent. f he dıd, there 15 problem ıth hım havıngz one
Immediately er presenting (BPI): he offers thıs ıts paraphrase:

E Can be apprehended Dy of ese S12NS, and hat 15
alse CcCannot ave these S1Z2NS” cad. Let take thıs
stıpulatıng hat cognıtıve 1mpress10n has al least OMNC sıgn that Cannot
be sıgn of alse impress1on. hıs WOU make the MoOst
paraphrase, for havıng al eas ONEC such sıgn WOUuU SCCIH be both
NECCECSSALY and sulfficıent for impress1ion not eing able fO COMC

from somethıng other than hat it actually dıd COINC from. Moreover,
since havıng ONEC such sıgn WOU also SCCIN be NECECSSaALY and suf-
ficıent for impress1ion not eing able apPCar hat 1S alse; thıs
renders F1) and (£3) equıvalent. The problem 1Ss that, en thıs WAdY,
the paraphrase 18 not equıvalent (F2) *“ stıpulates nOoTt that
cognıtıve impress1ion ave al least ONEC sıgn that Cannot be sıgn of
alse impress10on, but that it ave sıgn that 1S also sıgn of alse
impress1on. hat’s havıng such S12N, 1le perhaps SUTT11-
cı1ent both for impress10n NnOot eing able COMNIC from somethıng
other than hat iıt actually dıd COMEC irom, (FL) and for impress10n
NOLT eiıng able AaPPCaL hat 1s alse, F3) 1S NECCECSSALY for ne1-
ther.'' Ihus, ıf ıt W as Augustine’s intention present equıvalent
formulatıons, he WOU ave one better toO ave brought (F2) In lıne
ıth the paraphrase and ave replace it ıth the followıng:

20 An impress1ion that Can be apprehended and perce1ved 1s such
that it has al least ONC sıgn that cCannot be sıgn of what 1S alse
As SCC, Augustine s rehance uDON (F2) opposed fo

(F2') ıll weaken the effectiveness of hIis the Academıics.

ENO’S DEFINTTION AND AUGUST
IHE ACADEMICS

Havıng formulated Zeno’s definıtion, Augustine sSsets Out
challenge the Academıiıc den1al of the poss1bılıty of knowledge. He

have added the qualifier ‘perhaps’ because, In order for havıng S12NSs ın
COILNLLLLLON wıth hat 15 false be sufficıent, Augustine needs ASSUTTC both that the
impress1ion has S12NS and that NOIC of ese S1gNS CUunN he sıgn of false 1mpress10n.
Since ere 18 indıcatıon that Al yONC StO1Cs, Academıics, Augustine consıde-
red the poss1bilıty of impress1io0n ıth S12NS all, Augustine, in all lıkelıihood,
made the first assumption. hat he made the second assumption that ONC of ese
S12NS CUN he sıgn of alse impress1ion 1s unclear.
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o0€es thıs three stages 1Irs he employs the definıtion of
dılemmas that he 118 the Academıics Second he aAargucs that the
Academıics mMust concede that the definıtion true and Can be known

be 1r he enumerates set of truths that he claıms satısfy the
condıtions of the definıtion We MaYy NO CXamınNne each of ese
Stages order
IV 7 age One Three Dilemmas

Augustıine begıns Dy employın the definıtion sei of
dılemmas ıth the intention of forciıng the Academıiıcs admıt that
somethın Can be known aft the VC eas bandon eır claım
that nothing Can be known SUCCESsSs ere WOU obvıate the eed
er 1Nnto debate VCT eıther the acceptabıilıty of the definıtion the
satısf1abilıty of 1ts condıtions He formulates the 1Irs of these 1lem-
INas dSs ollows

ı1lemma The Academıiıcs deny that anythıng Cal be known On
what basıs dıd yOU COME accept thıs YOU scholarly and earned
men? 'Zeno definıtion has taught thıs us they repIYy Why? ask
If 1t 15 irue Aln yONC who knows 1{ knows somethıng that 15 irue If 1{ 15
alse 1L should noOot INOVEC INeEN who VE self-assured Acad

1ıle thıs 15 NOTL stated clearly dSs ONEC WOUuU wısh Augustine
ave something 1ke the Lollowıng mınd

(1) eNO definıtion 15 eıther Irue 0)4 alse
(2Z) IT 1{ 15 irue then AD YONC who knows 1l knows somethıng that 15
true
(3) It 1T 15 alse then the alleged unsatısfability of 1fs condıtions
Counfs neıther agaınst the poss1bıilıty of IMDICSSION eing COS-
nılıve 1107 agaınst the poss1bıilıty of owledge
(4) Ihus eıther ANYVONC who knows enO definıtion knows SOTINEC-

ıng that 15 irue OT the alleged unsatısfabilıty of ICS condıtions COUNTIS
neıther agaınst the poss1bılıty of IMPDICSS1ON eing COgN1ıLLVe 1L1LOT

agaınst the possı1bıilıty of owledge.
IT thıs 15 Correc(ti, 1L 15 nOTt clear why Augustine hought thıs

dılemma ave force agaınst the Academıics. Admıttedly, insofar
the Academıics ase CIr den1ı1al of the possı1bıilıty of knowledge
the alleged unsatısfability of the IH condıtıon the second 1sJunct
of (4) problem for them Such however 15 NnOoTL the Casec ıth
the first 1sJunct TIhe Academıiıcs COU freely admıt that the
definition be iIrue ANYVYONC wh knows 1{ knows somethıng that 15
irue But they COUuU then challenge AaNYONC claım NOW 1{
Agaıinst thıs challenge 1l o0€s g0o0d protest that even Arcesılaus
knew the definıtion for the of NOW hat Augustine needs ere
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18 not the TMETE abılıty recıte OT recall the definıtion, but the
waverıng apprehensıon of ıts TU Siınce the Academıics WOUuU 1n
ıt questionable that aNVONC has thıs, they Can affırm the 1Irs 1sJunct
of (4) and hence (4) tself, wıthout anı y damage theır posıtıon. As
challenge the Academıiıcs, the dılemma faıls

few aragraphs ater, Augustine formulates second 11em-
hıs time he ıt in the form of challenge Arcesılaus. He

wrıtes:
|Dılemma 11| 1n that nothing Can be sa1d In reDLY fool who

YOU, Arcesılaus, IN yOUTr remarkabl ACUMNECN refute
(refellas) Zeno’s definıtion and cshow that it 1{070 Call be alse (ostendas
AOH etiam falsam AA DOSSe) If yOUu aTre unable do 3  9 then YOU
have somethıing that YOU perce1Vve, namely, thıs VE definıtion. But ıf
yOUu AI able do } there 15 nothing keep VOU from perce1ving.

Acad.
Thıs IMNay be formulated d ollows
(3) Zeno’s definıtiıon eiıther Can OT cannot be cshown o be alse
(6) IT it Can be cshown be alse, then the alleged unsatısf1abilıty of ıts
condıtions COUNTS neıther agalinst the poss1ıbilıty of impress10n
eing cognıtıve NOT agaınst the poss1bilıty of owledge.
(C/) If it CannotTL be shown be false, then it 15 irue and Can be known

be
(8) Thus, eiıther the alleged unsatısfiabilıty of the condıt1ons of Zeno’s
definıtion COUNfTS neıther agaınst the poss1bilıty of 1mpress10n eing
cognıtıve OT agaınst the poss1ıbıilıty of knowledge OT Zeno’s definıtion
1S irue and Call be known be
Here agaın there 15 problem Gre 1s 1CasOnN for the Aca-

demiı1ıcs aCCeptL (7) TOmM the HICI fact that somethıng CcCannot be
shown be alse. ıt O€Ss NOL follow that ıt 1S irue Can be known
be For example, INa y nOT be able chow ıt alse that the
number of In the unıverse 1s odd, but thıs Dy estaD-
lıshes that it 1S irue that ıt Can be known be hıs 1S elemen-
C poımnt, and ıt 1s surprisıng that Augustine dıd nNOTL SE it Dılemma I1
alls agaınst the Academıics ell

NOwWw tOo be faır Augustine, thıs INay nOot be the WaYy inter-
pret Dılemma I1 Perhaps cshould take hıs challenge refute
Zeno’s definıtion not challenge cShoOow that ıt 1s alse, but
challenge cshow that ıt Can be alse er all: hat he asks Arce-
s1laus do 18 “t0 refute Zeno’s definıtion and how that It OO CUn he
Jalse. Though non-standard, the conjunctıve clause mMaYy be expla-
NatOrY of °refute’. On thıs interpretation the argumen MaYy be refor-
mulated ollows
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(3 Eıther 1T Can be shown that en definıtion Cal be aise 1{
Cannot be shown that eno definıtion Can be alse
(6') E 1{ Can be shown that en definıtion Can be alse then the
alleged unsatısfiabiliıty of 1fs condıtions COUNLTS neıther agaınst the
poss1ıbılıty of IMPICSSI1ON eing Cognılıve 1101 agaınst the poss1bılıty
of owledge
(3 If ıf be shown that en definıtion Can be alse, then 1l 15
z and Cal be known be
(8) Ihus, eiıther the alleged unsatısfiability of the condıtions of eno
definıtion COoOunts neıther agaınst the poss1bilıty of HNDICSS1ON eing
COgNIUVE OT agaınst the poss1ıbıilıty of owledge OT en definıtion
15 irue and Cal be known be
en thıs WaY, Augustine 15 firmer ground ıth respecCL

the Ir PICINISC 16 15 Sa Yy that (Z) advance VeT C/) h1ıs
15 because the Academıiıc den1ı1al of the poss1bılıty of owledge

the cContention loosely stated that whatever 15 irue 15 such that 1{
Can be alse 12 If the Academıics Cannot ShoOow that Zeno definıtion Caln
be alse then eır denıal 00 al the VELY least eed of quali-
ficatıon restrıiıclhon

Unfortunately, 111e thıs Interpretatlon strengthens Augustine
hand ıth reSspecCtL the Ir PTITCHUSC ıt weakens 1{ 1ıth respect the
second hıs 15 Sa Yy that the Academıiıcs though hard pressed
TeJEeCL (6) INaYy easıly reJeCt (6') IThe 1C4aSon 15 sımple Unless AdIicC

wiıllıng attrıbute confusıon the Academıics CannoTL a
theır appeal the unsatısfiability of the condıtıons of Zeno defi-
nılLıon be 4aSse‘ claım {O know apprehend 1fs truth It had
be ase somethıng weaker 13 hus ere 15 INCONSISTENCY
them makıng thıs appeal 11e al the SdI1le i1ime admıtting that the
definıtion Call be alse IAugustine wıshes {O 87 thıs appeal hat
he needs ShoOow 15 that anythıng less than owledge apprehension
of the TU of the definıtion 15 insufficıent basıs from ı 7
make il Because he 0€s not do he the Academıics ICasSson

aCCeptL (6') Dılemma I1 CVCIN when reformulated ST1 alls

12 More precisely, the claım that CVEIY INDICSSION such that 1{ could have
orıgıinated otherwise than irom the object 1t Hence A irue IMPDICSSI1ON
could be false Alternately stated CVECLY Irue IMDICSSION such that there mıght be
false INDICSS1ON that indıstıngu1shable from 1{

13 ven Augustine recognızed thıs At ONEC he has Arcesılaus Sa Yy } do nNOtL
know whether [the definıtion ] irue But follow 1l because 1l plausıble (probabi-
[15)” cad Z IThough the attrıbution of doctrine of plausıbilıty Arces1-
laus anachronistic 1{ orıginated ater ıth (Carneades Augustine that AF
cesilaus would NOL have claımed know the definıtion be irue COrrecft



TIhe Ir dılemma Cal be dıspensed ıth quıickly, though it ral-
SCS pomt that consıder al length in the exf sect10n:

|Dılemma 10808 Zeno’s definıtion 15 eıther Iirue OT alse f it 15 true,
COrrect iıt ene feneo). If ıt 15 alse, somethıng Cal be
perce1ved though 1t has S1ZNS in COMMON wıth what 15 alse Acad.

We INaYy Ormulate thıs dılemma ASs ollows
(9) Zeno’s definıtion 18 either 0)8 alse
10) If ıt 18 rue, then aNVONC who STASPS it 15 COrreCL do

. ıt 15 alse, then something Can be perce1ved though ıt has S12NSs
In COIMMNMMON wıth what 15 alse
12) Ihus, eiıther aNVONC who SIASPS Zeno’s definıtiıon 1S COrrec(t do

OT something Call be perce1ved though it has S12NS in COTININON wıth
what 15 AI

Augustine eTe draws Out the respectıve CONSCYUCHNCCS of the
truth and falsıty of the definıtion. The objectionable nature of the CON-

of ıfs falsıty that somethıing Can be perce1ved oug it has
S1Z2NS iın COININON ıth hat 18 alse 15 presumably function of
SOIMNC SOTT of absurdıty involved ıth ıt Augustine sıgnals thıs Dy
havıng Arcesılaus respond In astonıshment: °How Can that be?” The
problem 15 that thıs CONSCYUCHNCC 15 tar irom absurd and there 1S
ICasSsON {O 1n that the Academıiıcs WOU ave viewed ıt be
Dıstinguishabilıity requires dıfference in al least ONC, recogn1izable,
respecCtH; it 0€Ss NOT requıre dıfference ın respect. Ihus, the fact
that impress10n has S1ZNS in COILNINON ıth the alse 0O€eSs not rule 1t
Out d eing cognitıve.

hI1s problem CO ave een avoı1ded had Augustine
ployed F2) instead of (F2) Had he one > he COU ave replace
(1 ıth the followıng:

If it 1S alse, then somethıng Can be perce1ved though ıt has
S1Z2NS that CannoTt belong what 15 alse

12) WOU then ave be replace: ıth the followıng:
IThus, eıther Aa yONC who STAaSDS Zeno’s definıtion 1S COTITTECT do

OT somethıng Can be perce1ved though ıt has S1gNS that Cannot
belong what 15 aise

As the second 1sJunct of 12 WOUuU surely be unacceptable the
Academıics, thıs fixes the problem

Even > 12) 0O€Ss noTt reaten the Academıics, SINCEe ere 1S
S{T1 problem ıth the 1rs dısjunct the SaJmne problem that
encountered ıth Dılemma i affırm that aNyONC who Srasp>S the
definıtion 1s COrrect do o€es nOoTt ntıtle ONC affırm that AaNYONC
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O0€Ss ECVCNMN Can the definiıtion. Because of thıs, the Academıics
INAaYy happıly affırm the 1rs 1sJunct, and thus (12Z) iıtself. Dılemma
ILL, 1ke ıts {[WO predecessors, has force agamınst them hıs of
Augustine’s treatment of Zeno’s definıtiıon mMust thus be judged
ineffective.
IV?2 age Two Augustine Defense of Zeno Definition

Though Dılemma LLL, dılemma, faıls do damage {O the
Academıic’s posıtiıon, ıt ralses the of another, INOTEC prom1-
SINg, lıne of attack agaıiınst iıt Sımply put, thıs 15 ShOwWw that the de-
finıtıon CannoL, wıthout absurdıty, be taken be alse IfAugustine 15
able ShOW thıs, then the Academıiıcs must 191011 only concede that the
definıtion 15 irue, but, insofar ıt satısfiıes ıts () W condıtıions,
concede that ıt Can be known be well.!* As ave SCCI, the

that 1S made 1n thıs dırection by the 1T' dılemma 15 unprom1-
SINg. However, Augustine has independent thıs ect.
1C he produces ımmediately er h1s presentatıon of the three
dılemmas. The 1s exceedingly rTe and 11l requıre SOTMNC

COMMEeNLTATY. 1UNS aAaSs ollows
Judge Zeno’s definıtion be absolutely Eıther what 15 alse Can

hbe perce1ved of ; e the Academıics have fear andC 15
In fact absurd OT neıther Can those thıngs that in 1ke what 15 alse
Hence, thıs definıtion 15 Iru  ’ Acad.
Here Augustine lays ouf paır of (ostens1ıbly) exhaustıve

dısjJunets: (1) hat 1S alse Can be perce1ved (11) OSse thıngs that ATr
1ıke hat 1S alse Cannot be perce1ved. Since (1) 1S clearly absurd, the
Academics l ave allırm (11) But by affırmıng (11) they ıll ave
hereby affırmed the truth of Zeno’s definıtion Why? IThough Uugus-
tine O€es NOTL spe iıt OutL, the ICasonNn WOU SGCGIN be hat the
definıtion, (F2) specıfies that cognıtıve impress1io0n oes NOT ave
S12NS In COININON ıth alse 1mpress10on. ANnYy impression that 0€eSs
ave S1Z2Ns In COIMNIMMNON ıth alse 1ImMpress10n, 1.€.; an Y impression
that 1S like alse impress10n, 1s Dy definıtion Incogniıtıve and Cannot
be perce1ved.

All of thıs 1$ ell and X00d, but the Academıics 111 surely 191011
concede defeat wıthout al eas challenging the assumption that the
diısjuncts Augustine has presented ATiIc exhaustive. Why, they WOU
ask, should AD yYONC aCCepL that unless hat 1S alse Can be perce1ved

14 In Augustine’s words, “whıle it indıcates hat kınd of thıng Call be perce1ved, it
shows ıtself be that VC kınd of thıng S50, in relatıon hat 18 apprehensıble, it 1$
both definıtion and example” Ccad.
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then oSse thıngs that 1ke hat 15 alse Cannot be perce1ved? hıs
15 by Obv10us, and Augustine’s argumen SCS nowhere
wıthout ıt Unfortunately, Augustine 0€es nNOTt explaın hımself, but
IMNaYy look back Cicero for guldance hat he MOST lıkely W as

hınkıng
Presenting kınd of analytıcal SUMIMAL Y of the CONLrOVeErSY

between the StO1CSs and the Academıics, Cicero wriıtes:
TE AIC four eadıngs that there 15 nothing that Call be
known, perce1ved OT apprehended, al 18 the subject of thıs entire
debate Ihe fırst, that there ex1Ists alse impress10n. The second, that
thıs impression Cannot be perce1ved. The thırd, that impres-
S10NS that do nNnOtTt dıffer, it Cannot be the CadAdsSC that SOTNC Caln be perce1-
ved and others cCannot The fourth, that there 15 irue impress10n
arısıng from sensatıon that does nNOTL have alongside it another impres-
S10N irom 1C 1t o€es NnOT dıffer and that Cannot be perce1ved.
Everyone aCCEDIS the second and the 1r of these four eadıngs.
Epicurus does not the fırst, but YOU |Sto1i1cs wıth whom AdIic

dealıng that ONC 00 The entire battle 1S about the fourth
(Ac. D. 2.:206.85)
C1icero ere ocates the CL of the debate al the fourth headıng,

the Academıc allegatıon that for irue impress1ion there ex1ists
Incognıtıve impress1i0on that 0€es nOoTt dıffer from ıt 15 Our CONCOIN,
however, lıes elsewhere, ıth the fırst three eadıngs. The Ir
headıng states that ıf {[WO impress10ns do nOL dıffer eıther they ı44
both be cognıtıve 0J8 they 11l both be incognitıve. NOw 11
the second headıng, that alse impress10n 15 iIncogniıt1ıve, the
CONSCHUCNCC 111 be that anı y impress10n from 4C alse impres-
S10N o0€es nNOL dıffer 15 incognıtıve. hıs 15 the Casc, CVECN 1f the 1M-
pressi1on happens be iIru  q} So, unless AICcC willıng affırm that
hat 1S alse Call be perce1ved, 111 ave allırm that impres-
S10N from 1C alse impress1ion 0€Ss not dıffer cCannot be PCI-
cel1ved.

Have 11O arrıved al Augustine’s disjunction? We AI CCI-

taınly in the ne1ghbourhood. Augustine that eiıther hat 1S alse
Cal be perce1ved things that AVYE iıke what L$ alse cCannot be
perce1ved, whereas Cal derıve from Cicero that eıther hat 1S alse
Can be perce1ved 0J8 thing2s from which what 15 false Oes nOL er

15 Note that ('i1cero does NOT refer here alse 1mpress10n, but Incognıtıve
1mpress10n (an impress1on that CcCannot be perce1ved). Ihe reasonıng would SCCIIH be
that false impress10n 1S Incognıt1ıve, and 1f it 18 indıstınguı1shable from irue Impres-
S10N, then the irue impress1on 111 lıkewise be incognıtıve.
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cCannot be perce1ved. I0 gel Augustine’s dısjunction, OINlC needs only
substıitute lıkeness for non-dıfference ıIn the Ir headıng Unfortu-
nately, thıs substitution weakens the plausıbıilıty of the 17 headıng
and renders ıt such that the Academıics WOUuU ave ICason {O aCCePL
ıt As result, Augustine’s dısjunction 15 NOL only less plausıbly
haustıve than the ONEC derıived irom Cicero, but 1t cCannot be sed
agaınst the Academıics force them concede the Tu of Zeno’s
definıtiıon

Despıite thıs, must Sa Y that Augustine nearly got ıt MNg
Had he een aımıng al (F2') nstead of F2) he COL: ave one the
followıng. ırst, he COUuU ave accepte the Ir headıng wıthout
alteratıon. Because the Academıics COUu NOTt deny thıs headıng fn
Out rejecting cruc1al premise In eIr argument agaınst the poss1ıbıilıty
of owledge, thıs WOU ave allowed hım employ the (1ceronıan
dısjunction agalınst them Since the Academıiıcs WOU nNOTL ave
allırme that hat 15 alse Can be DETCEIVEd, Augustine COUuU then
ave forced them tO concede that ose thıngs from IC hat 15
alse o0€es NOL dıffer Cannot be DEIGEIVeEd. In o1ng he WOUuU AA
forced them 1{0 concede the TU of Zeno’s definıtion, taken, however,

(E27) rather than (P2) It ADPDPCAIS, then, that MS Augustine
m1issed the mark due hıis rellance (F2) he CaIlec extremely close

isolatıng genuıiıne dıfficulty for the Academıics. As such, thıs
second of hıs mMust be jJudged qualified UCCE”SsSS

V3 agze Tee The Satisfiability of Zeno’s Definition
In the 1r and ına of Augustine’s ONSC, AdIc

ımmediıately confronted ıth oddıty. nstead of makıng the CAdSG
that ere AT certaın Impress10ons that satısIy the condıtıons of Zeno’s
definıition, and hence AI cognitive, Augustine identifies varıety of
truths that he beheves satısfy those condıtions. 6SC he SIOUDS under
the tollowıng five classıfıcatiıons:
(1T) Logical TIruths statements havıng Al y ubject atter whatever that
irue Dy virtue of theır logıcal form WOT 1S either ONC OT NOL one
(1I2) Iruths of Og1C laws of Og 1C and basıc inference forms, apparently
drawn from StOI1C Og1C ‘LIf then q’ p, therefore
‚139 Iruths of Mathematıcs sımple proposıIıtions taken irom arıthmetic and
geomeltTYy “2 5”

16 10 SCC Why, SUPPOSC that ere 18 impress10on that does nNnOot have al least ONC

sıgn that CannoTt be sıgn of alse impress10on. There INaYy thus be false impression
that has exactly the S1gNSs that thıs ONE does, and hence, does NO dıffer from it Siınce
the latter impress10n, being false, 15 incognit1ıve, 1s the former. Ihus, cognıtıve
impress1ion, (F2') States, MUuUStT have al eas ONEC sıgn that Cannot be sıgn of hat 15
false
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(14) ofAppearance claıms about how thıngs neselt ASs DCL-
celver d opposed hOow they In themselves: "Honey tastes me
45 Fırst Person Iruths truths concerning oneself dS subject about 1C

17ONC Cannot be mistaken: “I exI1ist.
Now ır aAIic nNOot to dısmıiıss Augustine’s ere d CON-

use: must be able translate hıs repeate claıms the effect
that ese satısfy the condıtions of the definıtion into claıms that
the 1ImMpress10ons hat ear ese truths satısfy those condıtions.'® The
followıng representatıve sample of such claıms:

“ T_et Carneades teach that thıs VICEW 15 1ıke what 1S alse  27 Acad.
3:10.23)
“NO ONC Can confuse them wıth an y lıkeness what 15 alse  27

Acad. 5:10.23)
eıther that these dısjunctions alse OT that they ave SUOINC-

ıng in COTININON wıth what 15 alse that renders them completely
indıstinguıishable irom what 1s alse  27 Acad. 3:40:23)
laın how thıs VIEW Cal be als:  27 Acad. 3 1425)
“NO lıkeness of what 1S alse confuses what have sa1ld that NOW.  27

Acad. 5141 26)
“You 111 not fınd anythıng alse that it 15 lk 27 Acad.S
“NOW wıth regar these three thıngs24  B. D. DUTTON  (T4) Truths of Appearance — claims about how things appear to oneself as a per-  ceiver as opposed to how they are in themselves: “Honey tastes sweet to me.”  (T5) First Person Truths — truths concerning oneself as a subject about which  2917  one cannot be mistaken: “I exist.  Now if we are not to dismiss Augustine’s strategy here as con-  fused, we must be able to translate his repeated claims to the effect  that these truths satisfy the conditions of the definition into claims that  the impressions that bear these truths satisfy those conditions.'® The  following are a representative sample of such claims:  “Let Carneades teach that this view is like what is false.” (C. Acad.  3.10:23)  “No one can confuse them with any likeness to what is false.”  (CAcad::3.10.23)  “Say either that these disjunctions are false or that they have some-  thing in common with what is false that renders them completely  indistinguishable from what is false.” (C. Acad. 3.10.23)  “Explain how this view can be false.” (C. Acad. 3.11.25)  “No likeness of what is false confuses what I have said that I know.”  (€. Acad. 3.11:26)  “You will not find anything false that it is like.” (C. Acad. 3.12.27)  “Now with regard to these three things ... we are not confused by any  falsity that is like the truth.” (De civ. Dei, 11.26)  “In this case, we have no fear that we might perhaps be in error on  account of some likeness to the truth.” (De T7rin.15.12.21)  We need not translate each of these individually since, taken as a  whole, they make a single point: (T1) through (T5) satisfy the condi-  tions of Zeno’s definition because they bear no likeness to any false-  hood. This is easily enough rendered as follows: the impressions that  bear (T1) through (T5) satisfy the conditions of Zeno’s definition be-  cause they bear no likeness to what is false. Whether Augustine would  agree that this expresses his intention is unclear, but it does no obvious  violence to his position.  ” We should note that (T5) does not make an appearance in Contra Academicos,  but is found in a variety of other texts. Two of the most important are De civ. Dei,  11.26 and De Trin. 15.12.21. Because of its affinities with Descartes’ cogito, much at-  tention has understandably been focused on (T5). The classic essay on this is Gareth  B. MATTHEWS, “Si Fallor, Sum,” in Robert A. MARKUS, ed., Augustine: A Collec-  tion of Critical Essays (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1972) 151-167. See also Mat-  thews’ revised thinking on this subject in Gareth B. MATTHEWS, Thought'’s Ego in  Augustine and Descartes (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1992) 29-38.  ' I use the qualification ‘to the effect’ since Augustine does not explicitly assert  that these truths satisfy Zeno’s definition. However, I think it is clear that this asser-  tion is implicit in the claims I list below.not confused Dy an y
falsıty that 1S 1ıke the truth.” (De CIM Del,
“Il'l thıs Casc, have fear that m1g perhaps be in
ACCOUuUNT of SOIMNC lıkeness the truth.” (De rın 3: 12 21)

We eed noTLt translate each of ese indıvıdually SInNCE., en
whole, they make sıngle po1in AL hrough (15) satısfy the cCONndı1-
t10Ns of Zeno’s definıtion because they ear lıkeness {O anı y alse-
hood hıs 1S easıly enough rendered AS ollows the Impress10ns that
ear (41) hrough (15) satısIy the conditions of Zeno’s definıtion be-

they ear lıkeness hat 1S aise hether Augustine WOU
hat thıs CXÄPICSSCS hIs intention 1S unclear, but ıt o€es obvıous

violence hıs position.

17 We cshould oftfe that (13) does nOoTL make aPPCATANCEC in Contra Academicos,
but 1s found 1ın varlıety of other Iwo of the mMoOst important AdIC De CLV. Deli,
11.26 and De Irın. e A ecCcause of its aflfınıtıes ıth escartes’ cCog1to, much at-
ention has understandably been focused (13) Ihe classıc thıs 1S (jareth

MATTHEWS, “Sl Fallor, Sum,  7 Robert MARKUS, ed., Augustine: Collec-
t10n of Critical Essays (Garden CIty, Doubleday, 151-167 See Iso Mat-
thews revised thınkıng thıs subject in Gareth Thought's E20 In
Augustine and Descartes (Ithaca: Cornell Universıity Press, 29-38%

USC the qualıification °tOo the effect‘’ SINCE Augustine does NOT explıcıtly 4SSE)
that ese truths satısfy Zeno’s definıtion. However, 1n it 15 clear that thıs C1I-
t10n 18 implicıt in the claıms lıst below.
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IV4 Assessing Stage Three Augustine’’s Solution the StOLC
Problem

In assessıing thıs e of Augustine’s response, ” must
Keep iın mınd that when StO1CSs such AdSs Zeno hought about cognıtıve
impress10ns they WEeIC thınkıng 1rs and foremost Oou 1mM-
press1ons whose truth Can be apprehended. oug they UX-
nızed the ex1istence of NON-SCHNSOFr Impressions 1n the form of
preconceptions and COININON not10ns, along ıth conclusıons that
COU be drawn from ese ese WeTE hought ave theır or1g1n
ıIn 1mpress10ns In such WdY make the latter the basıs of
all nowledge.“ In thıs the StO1CSs WeTeC uncompromısıng
empIriCIsts.

In 16 W of thıs, Augustine has problem Hıs In age
Tee 1s sShow that the condıtions of Zeno’s definıtion Can be Satls-
fıed, but he Cannot do In WAaY that endorses O1C empImrıIcC1sm. As
SCC 1t, he makes [WO In order to solve hıs problem ırst,
agaınst the Sto1cs, he eats 1ImMpress10ns ASs IncognI1tive, hereby
undercutting eIr empirıcısm al ıts foundation. Second, agalnst the
Academıiıcs, he aAargucs that certaın 1mpress10ns do satısIy the CON-
dıtıons of the definıtion those that ear (T'1) hrough (I5) but he
treats ese both NON-SCHSOTY and independent of
impress10ns. Obvıously, ıf thıs solution 1S ave an Y chance of SUC-
ceeding Augustine MUuUStT specıfy hat it 1s about NON-SCHSOTLY iımpres-
S10NS that render them cognıtıve whıle Impress10ns AIc arre':
from that STatus How miıght he do 1s5

Here ıt 1ll be helpful egın ıth PaAsSsSasc from De diversis
quaestionibus LXXXIUITL, wriıtten in (8) the question, Can
TIruth Be Perceived Dy the Bodily Senses? Predictably, Augustine be-
Z1Ns by makıng the Standar:' Platonıic po1n that the mutabılıty of
bodies the objects of the SCIISCS renders them unsuıntable d objects
of knowledge. He then ralses cons1ıderation that 1s dırectly re}levant

OUuT INQUICYy

19 In the followıing aASSCESSMENL, Since A concerned wıth Augustine’s abılıty 1C-

spond the Academıiıc challenge in WaY that does NOL requıre hım endorse StOo1C
eMPINCISM, lıne of analysıs 15 VEIY dıfferent than that taken Dy MOSstT menta-
tOrS For excellent analysıs and assessment of Stage Ihree, SCS Chrıistopher KIR-

Augustine, 24-34
2U On thıs, SCC ( i1cero Ac. Dr TE E For analysıs, SC n“En-

O1Q and Prolepsis iın the StO1C Theory of Knowledge,” 1in Classical Quarterly,
(1930) 45541 Iso helpful 18 Michael “StO1C Ep1istemology,” Keımpe Aı

el alıa, edS., The Cambridge LSLOFY of Hellenistic Philosoph,y, 318-3721
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EverYy sens1ıble object 1S 1ke what 1Ss alse N be indistinguishable
from it. For26  B. D. DUTTON  Every sensible object is so like what is false as to be indistinguishable  from it. For ... with regard to all things that we sense through the body,  even when they are not present to the senses, we are nevertheless  affected by images of them, whether in sleep or in madness, as if they  were really present. When we are affected, we are completely unable  to determine whether we are aware of these things by the senses  themselves or whether they are images of sensible objects. Therefore,  if there are false images of sensible objects that cannot be distin-  guished by the senses themselves, and if nothing can be perceived  except what is distinguished from the false, then the basis (constitu-  tum) for judging the truth is not in the senses (De divers. quaest., Q.9)  Augustine’s argument is Academic in tone. Because bodies are  so like images as to be indistinguishable from them, we cannot diffe-  rentiate between the sensation of a body and the experience of an  image, at least not when the latter arises as part of a dream-state or a  condition of madness. Augustine concludes from this that the basis for  judging the truth is not in the senses, but he might just as easily have  concluded that sense impressions are incognitive. Just as bodies and  certain types of images are indistinguishable, so are the sense impres-  sions and imaginative impressions that correspond to them.  Taken this way, Augustine’s argument tells us something not  only about the incognitivity of sense impressions, but about the cog-  nitivity of non-sensory impressions as well. If the incognitivity of the  former is a function of the fact that they cannot be distinguished from  certain types of imaginative impression, the cognitivity of the latter  will be a function of the fact that they can be distinguished from any  and every type. That we are able to distinguish non-sensory impres-  sions from imaginative impressions is explained by the fact that the  objects of non-sensory impressions are incorporeal, while the objects  of imaginative impressions are corporeal.” Thus, we need never  confuse the two and can always recognize non-sensory impressions  for what they are. This sets them apart from sense impressions and  bestows on them the status of cognitive.”  aı This is because imaginative impressions are themselves derivative from sense  impressions. Augustine can thus make the point in the Confessions that with regard to  the things he knows — the principles of numbers, the rules of grammar, etc. — it 1s not  the images of these things that are in his memory, but the very things themselves. As  these things are incorporeal, he did not come to know them by way of the senses.  Hence, there can be no images of them in his memory. On this, see Conf. 10.8-30.  »” This interpretation receives some confirmation from how the passage cited  above concludes: ‘For this reason it is to our advantage that we are admonished to turn  away from this world, which is truly corporeal and sensible, and in all haste towardswıth regar all 1ings that hrough the body,
CVCNMN when they AIC nOoTt present the SCNSCS, AL nevertheless
ffected Dy images of them, whether in sleep OT ın madness, d ıf they
WeEeTC really present. When aitecte: AdIiC completely unable

determıne whether ATC of these thıngs Dy the SCHNSCS
themselves OT whether they dIiC images of sens1ıble objects. Therefore.,
if there AIiICcC alse images of sensıble objects that cCannot be dıstın-
ulshed DYy the SCI1SC5S5 themselves, and ıf nothıng Call be perce1ved
eXCcepL what 1S dıistinguished irom the alse, then the basıs (constitu-
{um) for udgıng the truth 15 not in the SCI1SC5S5 (De divers. quaeslT., 0.9)
Augustine’s argument 18 Academıc in tone Because bodies

1ıke ıimages be indıstinguıshable from them, Cannot e._
rentiate between the sensatıon of body and the experiıence of
image, at eas not when the latter ar1ses ASs part of dream-state
condıtion of madness. Augustine concludes from thıs that the basıs for
jJudging the truth 1S nNnOot in the SCNSCS, but he m1g Just d easıly ave
concluded that impress10ns AIic incognıtıve. Just bodies and
certaın of images indıstinguishable, the impres-
S10NS and imagınatıve 1mpress10ns that correspond them

en thıs WAäaY, Augustine’s argumen us somethıng NnOTL

only Ou the Incogn1t1vıity of 1mpress10ns, but about the CO$S-
nıt1vity of NON-SCHSOLY iImpress10ns AS ell If the INnCOogNIUVItLY of the
former 18 function of the fact that they Cannot be distinguished from
certaın of imagınatıve impress10n, the cognitiıvıty of the latter
111 be function of the fact that they Can be dıstinguished from an y
and Lype hat are able dıstinguısh NON-SCHSOTL Y 1impres-
S10NS from imagınatıve impress10ns 1S explaıned Dy the fact that the
objects of NON-SCHSOTY impress10ns AIc incorporeal, 1ıle the objects
of ıimagınatıve impress10ons AI corporeal.“ 1 hus: eed
confuse the {[WO and Cal always recogn1ıze NON-SCHSOTLY impress10ns
for hat they AdIC hıs Seis them from 1Impress10ns and
bestows them the STatus of cognıtıve.“

hıs 1S because ıimagınatıve 1Impress10ns AL themselves derıvatıve irom
impress10ns. Augustine Call thus make the pomt 1ın the Confessions that wıth regar'
the thıngs he knows the princıples of numbers, the rules of TAaIINAL, eic it 1S nNOoLt
the ıimages of these thıngs that ın hıs9but the VE thıngs themselves. As
ese thıngs dIiC incorporeal, he dıd nOoLt OILLC know them by WaYy of the SCHNSCS

Hence, there Can be images of them in h1s (9) On thıs, SCC Conf. 83
2° h1s interpretation recCe1lves SOINC confırmatıon irom NOW the DASSasc cıted

above concludes: °“ For thıs [CAaSON it 18 OUT advantage that admonıshed {u:  =}

AdWdYy irom thıs world, which 1S truly corporeal and sensı1ble, and in all aste towards
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If thıs 1S indeed hat Augustine has iın mınd it 1s IMOVC that 15
ell sulted hıs needs. Hırst, ıt makes of h1s refraın
that Cannot be dece1ved ıth respect (1J) through (/E99) because
of an y lıkeness hat 1s alse On hıs interpretatıon, such lıkeness
Can eX1Iist only between Impress10ns and imagınatıve impres-
S10NS. CcCannot exXIist between NON-SCHSOLY 1mpress10ns, i Ya the
bearers of (B hrough (15) and imagınatıve 1mpress10ns. More
ımportantly, it Q1VveESs Augustine WaYy keep the StO1CSs al bay 1le
fashıonıng hıs the Academıics. On the ONC hand, ıt nables
hım endorse Zeno’s definıtion and9 agaınst the Academıiıcs,
that ıt 1S satısT1able by an Y number of truths, OT by the Impress10ns that
bear those On the er hand, it nables hım turn the defin1-
t1on agaınst the StO1CSs Dy arguıng that impress1o0n 1S COS-
nıtıve. In Su 1t nables hım meetl the skeptical challenge of the
Academıiıcs head wıthout Sal  ıng hımself ıth those features of
O1C empirıcısm that WOU Compromıse h1ıs OW aton1ıc commıt-

IV 5 Two Problems
As ell sulted Augustine’s needs thıs solution INa y DE,

ere dIC problems ıth it that potentially lımıt ıts effectiveness.
Before concludıng, WOU 1ıke make brief mention of [WO of ese,
Just enough indıcate where Augustine’s VIEWS eed urther
development.
Problem One ave maıntaıned that Augustine’s claıms 1ıth respecCtk

(11) through 13) must be translated into claıms Ou the impres-
S10NS that bear them üg hıs 1S make ave also maın-
taıned that ıt o0€es obvıous violence hıs posıition {O do hıs
meri1ts closer o0k Here cshould ear {WO thıngs in mınd. ırst,
outsıde of (F2) and (F3) Augustine’s usec of the term ' 1mpress1ion' (vi
Sum) reserved always for SCHSOTY impress10ns. Second, he Call-
nOTt help hımself the StO1C aACCOUNT of NON-SCHSOLY impress10ns,
SINCEe that aCCount treats such ImMpress10ns d derivatıve from 1MM-
press1ons In WaY that he WOU find unacceptable. In 1e W of thıs,

God, that 1S, towards the Iruth, 1C 1s grasped (capıtur) Dy the intellect and the inner
mıind, which remaıns always the Samne, and which there corresponds false image
iIrom which it 15 indıstiınguıishable” (De dıivers. quaesitT., Q.9) Although matters AaTre

complicated Dy the fact that Augustine 15 here talkıng about the Iruth (0] rather than
about partıcular truths, the PasSsSasc 1s revealıng. The feature he pomnts that cdifferent1-
ates the Iruth (0] irom sens1 objects and renders it apprehensible 18 that there 18

false image TOM which it 18 indistingu1shable. Hence, when AL of the
Iruth (0] Cal recogn1ze thıs for hat it I<
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INAYy wonder whether Augustine has aCCount of NON-SCHSOT 1mM-
press10Nns that Cal Justify the translatıons and underwriıte hıs appeal
(I1) through (I5)

Fortunately, Augustine’s OW doctrine of impressed ideas
(impressae notiones) 15 ready-made for thıs PUrpOsSC. According thıs
doctrine, ıdeas reside in the dıvine mınd d exemplars of creation and
A e e impressed by God ırectly upDON the human mınd in act of
iıllumınatıon.  23 Despıite Ser10us quest1ons oOu ıts plausıbıility, ıt must
be acknowledged that thıs doectrine o0€es provıde Augustine ıth
aCCount of NON-SCHNSOTLY impress10ns that 1S about straıghtforwar d

ONEC COU want. In fact, ıt WOU SCCI1I make hım SV I1NOTC entıitle:
appeal NON-SCHSOTLY Impress10ns than the StO1Cs. Because the

StO1Cs reated ese 1Impress10ns AdSs arısıng Out of iImpress10ns,
they WEIC in the uncomfortable posıtıon of havıngz {O deny that they
arıse from objects impressing themselves upDON Augustine faces
such discomf{ort. Moreover, the ideas in the dıvıne mınd AIc

incorporeal, he Can assıgn {O the Impress10ns of these ideas the VCLY
feature he needs In order guarantee eIr Status cognıtıve they
arec dıstinguishable from imagınatıve impress10ns.

Neve  esSS, when turn the actual truths that Augustine
PUuts forward defeat the Academıiıcs, the doctrine of impressed ideas
aAappCars ave 1mıted utiılıty 116 ıt Can productively be invoked
aCCount for 411) hrough (13) ıt 18 inapplıcable (14) and (I5) both
of which classıfy subjective, opposed tO NCCCSSAL Y, truths Iruths
concerning how thıngs PCAL, (T4) and concerning ne’s  7 OW

ex1istence, Nife. desıre, IC (13) do 191011 rank the exemplars iın
the dıvıne mınd. Augustine thus needs supplementary ACCOUNT of
NON-SCHSOT 1impress10ns OSsSe What that AaCCOUNLT WOU
look 1ke 15 unclear.
Problem TIwo 1S questionable whether the aCCOUuNLT of the COgNIUVI-
C of NON-SCHSOLY 1mpress10ns that ave derıved irom Augustine s
wrıitings 111 accomplısh everythıng he needs it accomplısh. TIo SCC

23 exXts relevant the doctrines of impressed ıdeas and iıllumınatıon scattered
throughout Augustine’su Particularly ımportant fOor understandıng impressed
ideas 1s De dıvers. ues: Q.46 Particularly ıimportant for understandıng the doctrine
of iıllumınatıon 1s De MAS. For analysıs, N Etienne GILSON, Introduc-
tion 2 A  tude de saınt Augustine, ed (Parıs: Vrın, Roland
NASH, The Light of the Mind. St. Augustine s Theory of Knowledge (Lexington,
Universıty of entucky Press, O-1 and Gareth “"KNOW-
ledge and Ilumınatıion,” in Eleonore Norman KRETZMANN, eds., The
Cambridge Companıon Augustine ambrıdge Cambrıdge Universıty Press,
171185
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Wwhy, INaYy return briefly to C3) As (1cero sStates ıt, impress1ion
15 cognıtıve only ıf it COU nNnot ave arısen from hat 1Ss not mong
er thıngs, thıs condıtion dısqualıifies an Y impression iIrom eing
cognıtıve that COUu ave arısen product of the mınd  :  S actıvıty
alone. However, ave already indıcated, thıs condıtion Can also be
read d dısqualifyıng much INOTEC Namely, it Can be read dısqualify-
ıng an Yy impress10n that COU ave arılsen otherwıse than from the ob-
Ject ıt

Now thıs less restrictive readıng of the 1r condıtiıon there
1s problem Recall that the Sto1Cs, ıIn defending the cognıtıivıty of

1mpress10ns, had to sShow that al least SOIIC of ese Impress10ns
had features Dy which they COU be dıistinguished NOl only from an Y
and imagınatıve impress10n, but also from an y and CVCIY
iımpress1ion arısıng from dıfferent object. Why cshould nNnot eXpect
somethıng of the Sa|me from Augustine? Why, in other words, cshould

not eXpect hım establısh hat the relevant NON-SCHNSOTY iımpres-
S10NS Can be dıstinguished not only from anı y and imagınatıve
1impress10n, but also irom an y and NON-SCHSOTF impression
arısıng from dıfferent object”? it. he Cannot do } he ıll NOL be able

claım that ese NON-SCHSOTY 1Impress1ions satısfy (C3) al least not
TOAal readıng of that condıtion. Accordingly, however intuıtıvely

vıdent 4 1) hrough 49} IMaYy be, he Cannot legıtiımately claım that
the 1mMpress1ons that bear them ATfe cognıiıtıve. Can tınd ıIn
Augustine that addresses thıs

CONCLUSION

en whole, Augustine’s tıreatment of Zeno’s definıtion
must be Judged neıther unqualıfied UCCESS NOT unqualıified
allure. Its results ALE m1xed. age One employs the definıtion in
serl1es of dılemmas, but (0)91% of ese AIc such force the Aca-
demics fOo concede anythıng damagıng tO theır posıtıon. age Iwo

Out the promıse of showıng that the definıtion 1s Irue and Caln be
known be > but thıs 1s warte: Dy the WdYy 1n 1iC Augustine
formulates ıts Ir condıitıion. age ree olfers varıety of
that SCVCN the MOSstT ardent of Skeptics WOU fınd dıfficult question,
and ıt o€es in WaYy that avo1ds endorsing StO1C empir1cC1sMm. But
the aCCOount of NON-SCHSOTY 1Impress1ons that Augustine needs ere 1s
inadequately developed. It o€es nOoTt all of FI) hrough e15)
and ıt a1lls do al that 1s requıred in order establısh that NON-

SCHNSOTY 1Impress10ns AdIic cognıtıve. urthermore, ıt dSSumes CXCIN-



plarıst/ıllumınationıst eOTY of owledge that 1s mMoOst certamly 19(011
SECUTEC foundatıon 1C build skepticısm. In the
end, despite the Man Y TU1LIU lınes of objection that Augustine
inıtlates, there 15 nothing close decıiısıve Victory ere

eediess fOo SaY, Augustine’s treatment of Zeno’s definıtion
forms but ONC piıece of much arger the Academıics. How

Judge the SUCCCS5 of that ıll depend much INOTEC than
hOow Judge the UCCOSS of thıs DIEGE. Even OUT verdıict thıs plece
must ultımately awalt analysıs of how it contrıbutes of the a1mMs of
the ole ese AIc broader 1SSsues than ave chosen

deal ıth ere ıthın the confines of thıs 1mıted study, however,
hope al least 18 ave cshown that an y assessment of Augustine’s

must be attentive the WaYy in IC he manceuvered wıthın
debate whose WEeEIC set by partıes whose pos1t10ns he found

incompatıble ıth hıs OW

Blake DUTTONChıicago


