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PITHANON IN GALEN’S
ON DOCTRINES OF HIPPOCRATES AND PLATO (PHP)"

Marcus de Aquino Resende’

ABSTRACT: In PHP Galen presents four kinds of premises: scientific; dialectical; rhetorical; and
sophistical. According to Galen, the rhetorical premises are classified as based on external witnesses,
opinions and are only persuasive (mBovov). In PHP 11 5.20 Chrysippus uses pithanon to defend the
truth that the heart is the seat of thought. Galen criticizes Chrysippus and his followers for using the
rhetorical premises to support the doctrine that the heart is the commanding centre of the soul
(fiyepovikov). This research addresses the occurrences of pithanon in PHP and how Galen argues
against Chrysippus defending the thesis that pithanon cannot produce knowledge.
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Galen® writes On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato (from now on PHP) to
critique physicians, Peripatetics, and Chrysippian Stoics about the psychic powers that
govern humans and their locations in the human body. He considers his criticism to be
justifiable because they have come to the wrong conclusions while selecting premises that are
not scientific. According to him, his opponents' conclusions are based on sophistic and

persuasive premises®.

! This research was presented at the conference Stoic Logic and Perception of Persuasion, in July 2022, at the
University of Kent, sponsored by The British Academy (BA), the Mind Association, the British Society for the
History of Philosophy (BSHP), the Classical Association (CA) and the Aristotelian Society.

2 PhD in philosophy at the Universidade Federal de Sergipe (UFS).

* Aelius Galenus or Claudius Galenus or Galen of Pergamon (129-216 EC) was a Greek physician, surgeon and
philosopher in the Roman Empire.

* GALEN, PHP 1, Testimony VI, Refutation of Stoic Errors)

GvTiKTug PEV Yevdt] To towdta, mepl MV &v TM TpdTe PiMm dtiiAbov €mi mAéov, dtov fiTot uUndEv TV AAdYwOV
{dav émbupeiv T1g 1 Bopodobat edokr), kKabdmep ol Ao Thig LTodc, | TAALY €K Kapdiog TeQUKEVAL TO VEDPO.
gnedeifopev ob {01 koi S16 Tod mpdTov PiPAiov mEPL THC TPOC EaVTIV dvavTiooyiag Tod Xpvsinmov.

Patently false are premises such as those discussed at some length in the first book, when one says, as the Stoics
do, that no irrational animal feels desire, anger, or again, that the nerves grow from the heart. (Lacy’s
translation)

Already in the first book we showed how Chrysippus contradicted himself. (Lacy’s translation)
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The focus of Galen's argument in PHP lies on the method used to ground knowledge.
He points to the method of demonstrative inquiry (amodewktikdg) as the one proper for those
who wants to discover the scientific truth about the affective, appetitive, and rational
capacities of the human soul. According to him, only scientific premises can be used in order
to constitute scientific knowledge.

When Galen directs his critique towards the Stoics who follow Chrysippus - the main
target of PHP - he is also addressing to those who share the same doctrine that the heart is the
commanding centre of the soul (fiyepovikév). Chrysippus becomes the main target among the
Stoics because he is the proponent of the theory concerning the location of the human soul in
the heart’. Galen argues that Chrysippus, while presenting his demonstrations, is inconsistent
with the tenets of the logic he himself developed. For the Stoics, logic involves epistemology,
study of sophisms, among other things, contrary to the approach of the modern understanding
of the term. According to the Stoics, the mastering of logic, which they regard as a science
and one of the three parts of philosophy, is essential for the wise to be infallible in argument®.

In PHP, Galen criticises Chrysippus for presenting arguments concerning the physical
position of the hegemonikon in the human body, accusing him of using persuasive and false
premises grounded on ambiguities’, in order to prove that the seat of the human soul is
located in the heart. According to Galen, Crhysippus fails to present proper medical anatomy
knowledge and to supply philosophical or scientific premises to defend his thesis.
Consequently, for Galen, Chrysippus arguments do not constitute knowledge because the

premises he uses have no scientific basis, nor are empirically grounded. As Tieleman states:

Galen thereby entered the long-standing controversy over the seat of the 'ruling part'

(Myenovikov) of the soul, or intellect. He was convinced that his experiments decided
the issue in favour of Plato's tripartite theory: reason resides in the brain, anger in the
heart and desire in the belly (specified by Galen as the liver). This meant defeat (or so
he thought) for those who located the main psychic functions in the heart - the
Peripatetics, most of the Stoics and a number of physicians. (TIELEMAN, 1996, xiii)

THE FOUR KINDS OF PREMISES

In order to stablish which kind of premises (Afpupata) must be used in scientific

demonstration, Galen presents a fourfold epistemic taxonomy:

> See PHP 1 Testimonies and Fragments 11
¢ DINUCCI, 2016, p. 20
" See PHP 1 Testimonies and Fragments VI; PHP 11 2.4-8;11 2.12;11 5.57-78;11 5.94.
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[T1] GALEN, PHP 11, 3.11

Kol coplotog EEeléyEon Kai melpav AaPeiv Kunoemg pelpakiov kol poledoacton kol Tpocayayeiv Emi
TVOG €VPECLY AmopTioai T€ oo, TAVTL LEV GmavTa SIHAEKTIKA TE KAAEL, € BOOAOL0, KoL YUUVOCTIKA
KOl TOTTKG, TV YOP OVOUATOV 00 povTil®, dlopilev 08 TadTo TEP® TAOV EXGTNUOVIKOY" 60 &' ETL
TOVT®V ATOKEYDOPNKEV EEOTEP® Kol HAMGTA 10 TUPASEIYUATOV EVOOEMV TE KOl TOMTIKADY EMAy®Y®DV
TE TIVOV TOOVTOV 1| LapTOP®V €lC 6VOTACTY AQIKVETTAL, TODT €l BOVAOLO TOOVE TE Kol PTTOPIKA TPO
aYOPEVELY, OV Lol HUELEL THG KANGEWMC, YVOpPIley 6& avTdV ¥p1| mepdchat Ty eOov: £TL 6& udAlov an
OKEYMPNKE TH|G 0Voi0g ToD {NTOVUEVOL TO COPIGTIKA.

Some (premises) are used by dialectician for practice, for refuting sophists, for testing a young’s man
pregnancy, playing the midwife, leading him to some discovery, and raising questions in his mind; all
of these, if you wish, you may call dialectical, gymnastic, and topical, for I am not concerned about
the names; but try to distinguish them from scientific premises. Others are even more remote than
these and are constructed chiefly from generally accepted and every-day examples and from certain
inductions of the same sort or from witnesses. These you may call, if you wish, persuasive and
rhetorical, for I do not care what name you give them; but you must try to learn their nature. (Lacy’s
translation slightly modified)

[T2] GALEN, PHP11, 8.2)

EKOAOLV O€ TO UEV TPDTOV YEVOC ODTAV EXIGTNUOVIKOV TE KOl ATOEIKTIKOV, TO 0 OEVTEPOV YULVOCTIK
OV T€ Kol ¢ <0v> APIGTOTEANG OVOUAGELE SIOAEKTIKOV, TO O& TpiToV MOUVOV TE Kol PNTopKdV, T0 08 T
£TOPTOV COPLOTIKOV, EMESEIKVVOV TE TA UEV GO TOV VIAPYOVTIWV T€ Kol cLUPOVOVT®V Tf| Kapdig Guvt
othpevo Katd [povov] pdv antd to (Ttodpevov Tpdypo TdV ETIGTNHOVIKGY Vol AppdTov, Té 8
A0 cOUTOVTO SLHAEKTIKA, TO ' A0 TV EE®OeV LapTOP®V PTOPIKA, TG, 0" OUOVLUINIC TIGTV T TOIG
TG AEEEWC GYNUACL TEMAVOVPYNILEVO GOPLOTIKA.

From the beginning my object in this book has been to exhibit the four kinds of premises. I called the
first kind of them scientific and demonstrative, the second useful for training and, as Aristotle would
say, dialectical, the third persuasive and rhetorical, and the fourth sophistical; and I showed that of the
premises based on the properties and attributes of the heart, those that are pertinent to the very matter
under investigation belong to the class of scientific premises, and all the rest are dialectical, that
(premises) taken from external witnesses are rhetorical, and those that are fraudulently exploit certain
homonyms or forms of expression are sophistical. (Lacy’s translation)

Summing up the evidence presented in T1 and T2, we can assert that Galen

distinguishes among four kinds of premises:

(a) Scientific premises (dmotnuoviknf): are demonstrative (dmodeikticd®), are based
on physical properties (Omdpyovte’) and attributes (cvpPoive'®). Besides these
characteristics, Galen elsewhere inform us that scientific premises are genuine knowledge

(¢émotun') and refer to essence (6voia'?);

8 See PHP 11 2.3;11 3.7;11 5.96;11 8.2;11 8.23;I11 1.20;VII 1.8;12;17;21;VII 2.17;VIII 1.8;17-18;
° See PHP 11 4.3;11 5.46;11 8.2;I11 1.4;111 6.2

1 pHP 11 8.2;111 6.2

" See PHP 11 8.2-3;VII 1.8;11 3.9;11 4.1

2 PHP 11 3.9;111 6.2;VII 1.23;VIII 1.3
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(b) Dialectical premises (Stodektikr]): useful for training (yopvootiky'?), also derived
from properties (Onapyovta'?) and attributes (copfaiven'), not demonstrative (Grmodeiktikd),
but may have scientific validity';

c) Rhetorical premises (petopikn): based on external witnesses'’, on opinions
(86&a'®), they can only be persuasive (m0avov) ';

(d) Sophistical premises (co@iotikr): ambiguous (dugiBoria’®) and fraudulent.

This research proposes to address the rhetorical premise that Galen classifies as
pithanon (persuasive) and relates it to speculative philosophy, specifically with Chrysippus’
defence of his thesis about the hegemonikon as seated in the heart. Pithanon and related occur
in PHP at least forty-two times.

Galen was also familiar with the use of pithanon by leading Stoic exponents. We are
interested here to highlight two Chrysippus’ quotes reported by Galen representing
Chrysippus understanding of persuasion.

The first quote is in PHP 11 5.20. Here Chrysippus uses pithanon to defend the truth

that the heart is the seat of thought, so pithanon is persuasive and leads to truth:

[T3] Galen PHP 11 5.20 (=SFV II 894)
mOovov 8¢ kol BAA®G, €ig O Evonuaivetal ta Aeyoueva, kol onuaivesOot ékeibev Kol Toc ovag at'
gkelvov yiyvesOar katd TOV TPOEPNUEVOV TPOTOV.

And it is persuasive besides that utterances should receive their meaning from the place to which they
convey meaning and that words should come from there in the manner described. (Lacy’s translation
with slight modification)

The second quote is in PHP III 8.4. In this quote Chrysippus uses the notion of
pithanon to mean a false idea that the hegemonikon is located in the head, so here pithanon is

persuasive and misleading:

[T4] Galen, PHP 111 8.4 (=SVF'II 909):
70 yap TV AOnvav, pfty oboay Kol 0lov epovnoty, &k tiic Ke@aifc yevécOat Tod Atdg cOUPOAOV

B PHP118.3

“PHPII 83111 1.4

> See PHP 114.3-4;11 8.3

' See PHP V1 3.2.

7 See PHP 11 8.2;111 1.4

'8 PHP 11 4.4

1 See PHP 11 3.11;11 8.2. Nonetheless, in other parts of PHP Galen extends the persuasive character also to
sophistical premises. (See PHP 11 2.18;111 1.20;11I 2.8)

0 PHP IT4.4;111 1.4
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PaGLY £ivol ToD TaOTN TO NYELOVIKOV £lvar o0 yop dAA®G av 8v Ti] Ke@aAf] yevéshot Tty Kol
@pOVNOY, €l PN TO TYEUOVIKOV &V TaTY E0TImO0VOD UéEV TIVOG EXOUEVOL, SOUAPTAVOVTEG &' MC ENOl
poivetat kol yvoodvieg o TEPL TOVTMV IGTOPOVUEVE, TEPL OV 0V XEIpOV £6TIV &ml TAOV Eineilv TOlg
éveot®dol (oot

I hear that some people speak in support of the view that the governing part of the soul is in the head.
For, they say, the birth of Athena, who is wisdom and, as it were, thought, from the head of Zeus
signifies that the governing part is there; otherwise, wisdom and thought would not arise in the head,
if the ruling part is not in it. Their argument has a certain persuasiveness, but they are mistaken, as it
seems to me, and they are unaware of the details of the story. (Lacy’s translation with slight
modification)

The question we now ask is: how can pithanon in Chrysippus, according to Galen's
record in PHP, mean a persuasive argument that leads to truth or a persuasive argument that
leads to error?

Tieleman says we can find a good lead in SVF II 109, a fragment reported by Plutarch
(SR 1036E (SVF II 109) where “Chrysippus discusses the exposition not only of opposite

arguments, but also of ‘the mBovd on both sides™':

[TS] SR 1036E (SVF 11 109)

Kaitol a0tog 6Tl ToDT' avTO PoPEiTal, capdg VIodeikvucty &v T@ TeTApTY Tepl Biwv, tadta ypapwv:
‘oly ¢ &Tuye &' 0VOE TOVC &vavTiovg VIOOEIKTEOV AGYOVC 0VOE <TO> TPOG T, Evavtia mbava AN
€0A0POVIEVOVC U] KOl TEPIOTAGOEVTEC VT ADTOV TAG KUTOANYELS APACLY, 0UTE TMV AVCEMV IKAVAGHY
axodoor duvapevor kataAapPavovtéc T gvamocegiotws émel kol ol kotd TV cvvhfsiav
KataAapfavovteg kal T oicOnTo Kol 6 dAle €k TOV aicOfcewv Padimg tpoisvtat tadta, Kol Vo TdV
Meyopik®dv EpOTNUATOV TEPIGTOUEVOL KOl VT GAAWDV TAEOVOV KOl SOUVOUIKOTEPOV EPOTNUATOV.

The opposite arguments and the persuasiveness on opposite side are to be exhibited not at random but
with care lest the hearers be diverted by them and actually lose hold of their apprehensions because
they cannot understand the solutions adequately and have their apprehensions insecurely, since the
very people who apprehended in accordance with common experience both sensible objects and the
other things that depend on the senses easily give these up when diverted by the dialectical questions
of the Megarians or by others more numerous and more cogent. (Cherniss’ translation with slight
modification)

Tieleman also affirms that Sedley has already presented a more accurate
understanding of pithanon in the early Stoics and in Chrysippus, untying it from the
interpretation linked to Carneades' scepticism®’. The support for this more accurate
perspective of pithanon is presented in Sextus Empiricus (SEXTUS, M. VII 174-5) as

follows:

21 “But the fragment of the On Lives also alludes to another aspect; Chrysippus seems to imply that in dialectical
debate the mBava may also be used for constructive purposes, i.e. they may serve to induce, or strengthen, one’s
grasp of a true presentation. At any rate, the fact that an argument is ‘merely’ convincing does not make it
altogether unfit for philosophical discussion.” TIELEMAN, 1996, p. 265.

2 TIELEMAN, 1996, p. 265
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a) that which is true and appears true; i.e. that is, pithanon in the sense of obvious, or
convincing;

b) that which is false but appears true; e.g. in the way in which false arguments can
be called convincing;

c) that which is common both to what is true and to what is false.

[T6] SEXTUS, M. VII 174-5

10 8¢ mMOUVOV (G TPOG TO TAPOV AEYETAL TPLYDG, KoB' Eva LV TpOTOV TO GAN0BEG TE OV KOl

eowvouevov aAn0éc, kab' Etepov € 10 Yevdec PEV kabeota pavouevoy 88 aAnbéc, katd o8 Tpitov 10
[AN0EG] KooV AuEoTEP®V. 60V TO KprTplov EoTan PHEV 1 OVOpEVT] AANON S eavTacia, fiv kol

e

mBavrv TpoonyopeLoV ol amo g Akadnpiag, Eumintel 8¢ £60' dte Kol Yevodng, GoTe AvVAyKNY EYELV
Kol T} Kowf] ote 10D dAnBodc kai yevdodc pavtacia ypificdotl. 0O pEVToL 61 TV GTAVIOV TAVTNG
TOPEUTTOCLY, AEY® OE TG UHOVUEVNG TO AANDEC, dmiotTnTéoV €0TL TH] g <ém> 1O TOAL dAnOevovon’
TG Yap O¢ €Ml TO TOAD TAG TE Kpioelg Kol Tag Tpdtels kavovileshor cupPépnicey.

Persuasiveness, in the present instance, is used in three senses — in the first, of that which both is and
appears true; in the second, of that which is really false but appears true; in the third, of that which is
at once both true and false. Hence the criterion will be the apparently true presentation, which the
Academics called “persuasive”; but sometimes the impression it makes is actually false, so that we
compelled at times to make use of presentation which is at once true and false. But the rare occurrence
of this kind — the kind I mean which imitates the truth — should not make us distrust the kind which
“as a general rule” reports truly; for the fact is that both our judgements and our actions are regulated
by the standard of “the general rule”. (Bury’s translation with slight modification)

According to Tieleman®, Chrysippus links pithanon with cognition (katalepsis),
which points to another pithanon function as something true that has not yet been properly
proved, or has not yet been presented through a logical demonstration, but it is presented in
order to prepare the ground for the mind to receive its proper logical demonstration later.
From this we can ask: Is Tieleman referring to the Chrysippian pithanon as some kind of
evident truth that leads to a non-evident truth as in the examples: if there is smoke, there is
fire; if the woman produces milk, she has given birth?

Tieleman also affirms that, in PHP 11 5.20 (See [T3]), where Galen quotes Chrysippus
about pithanon that appears true, which is part of a syllogism about spoken language at PHP
IT 5.18-20, the Chrysipian propositions are true and evident and the syllogism decides the
conflict in favour of the heart-based hegemonikon. According to Tieleman, this passage
shows that the Chrysipian procedure of transforming a non-cognitive presentation

(akataleptos) into a cognitive one (kataleptike) is complete®®. So Tieleman's theory, grounded

3 TIELEMAN, 1996, p. 267
# TIELEMAN, 1996, p. 269
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on Sextus' quotation mentioned above, is that the methodological procedure used by
Chrysippus is a standard Stoic one®.

If Chrysippus is referring to a normal Stoic procedure, which cannot be assured even
by Tieleman®, then what Galen proposes is the replacement of the Stoic dialectical
methodological procedure, which Galen reduces to a rhetorical approach, by the scientific
method that does not support pithanon premises as capable of presenting relevant evidence
for reaching the right conclusion. The method proposed by Galen requires logical
demonstration to validated the assumptions. Chiaradonna says that “according to Galen’s
classification, Chrysippus can at most provide persuasive arguments without in any way
attaining truth™?’. Galen categorizes the Chrysippian pithanon differently, namely, as a
rhetorical procedure that seeks common sense evidence®™, as for e.g. witnesses testimonies
and poets, which have no demonstrative value®.

Galen is not far from what we can identify in D.L. 7.47-48% (= SFV 1I 130) where,
according to Dinucci/Rudolph, “the Stoic logic is presented as a tool to avoid the
persuasiveness of sophisms, and the Stoic sage as the one who can efface this persuasiveness
by his expertise in logic™'. Therefore, according to them, in this passage the persuasiveness
of the sage is not conveying the truth.

When Tieleman mentions Plutarch On Stoic Self-Contradictions 1036e, presented

t32

above as TS5, he surprisingly does not mention the broader context™”, where Chrysippus makes

I shall argue that Chrysippus’ procedure corresponds to Carneades’ theory of three levels of the ‘convincing’
(mBavov), or ‘convincing presentation’ (mibavr eovtacio), as expounded by Sextus (M. VII 176-189). A
comparison between the two texts involved is as justifiable as it is rewarding; there are many striking
correspondences not only as to individual concepts, but also as to the basic idea of the method involved. This
methodology, therefore, is early Stoic in origin and presumably Chrysippean.” (TIELEMAN, 1996, pp 273)

%6 Tieleman affirms that “It is impossible to demonstrate that Carneades took the formal division into three levels
of probability from Chrysippus; indeed, it is more likely to have been Academic in origin.” (TIELEMAN, 1996,
p. 286.

2T CHIARADONNA, 2014, p. 75

B PHPI3.11;118.2; 1115.22; V 5.19; IX 7.2

» PHP 11 4.18; 111 1.20; 111 2.8; 111 7.1-2; VIII 1.8; 1X 9.12; [X 9.13-15;

% D.L. 7.47 - And irrefutability is strength in argument, so that one is not swept away by it to an opposite
opinion. And intellectual seriousness is a disposition which refers presentations to right reason. Knowledge
itself, they say, is either a secure grasp or a disposition in the reception of presentations not reversible by
argument. And the wise man will not be free of error in argument without the study of dialectic. For truth and
falsity are distinguished by it, and persuasive and ambiguous statements are properly discerned by it. And
without it, methodical question and answer are impossible. (Translated by Brad Inwood and Lloyd P. Gerson)
D.L. 7.48 — Hasty judgement in assertions has an impact on events, so that those who are not well exercised in
handling presentations turn to unruliness and aimlessness. And there is no other way for the wise man to show
himself to be sharp, quick witted, and, in general, clever in arguments. For the same person will be able to
converse properly and reason things out and also take a position on issues put to him and respond to questions —
these are characteristics of a man experienced in dialectic. (Translated by Brad Inwood and Lloyd P. Gerson)

3 DINUCCI & RUDOLPH, The persuasiveness of Assertibles and Arguments in Ancient Stoicism.

2 (10350)TO mpodg Ta évavtia StaréyecBar kaBOAov pv ob enotv dmodokipdlety, xpficOot 8¢ obtw mapovel, pet'
evlaPelog domep v 1oig dwkaotnpiol, un petd cvvnyopiag (1036.a.) dAAd doddovtag avT@®v T0 ThAvOV: “Tolg
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clear that the technique of opposite arguments is only appropriate for training students, and
should not be used as the sceptics do, to dissolve the persuasiveness (pithanon) of the
arguments.

Finally, it is important to highlight three aspects we learned from this research. First,
pithanon as persuasive leading to truth appears only one time in all Chrysippian known
fragments and it is reported by Galen in PHP [T3]. Second, Plutarch’s [T5] and Sextus’ [T6]
fragments mentioned by Tieleman are not sufficient evidence to support his thesis that ‘the
mBavd on both sides” is a standard Stoic methodological procedure. At most, they are
evidence that the Stoics used it for educational purposes, that is, to prepare their students’
souls to learn the truth. Third, according to Galen’s premises classification in PHP, pithanon
cannot produce knowledge because it does not attend to the requirements of Galen’s scientific

method.

pev yap €moxnv dyovot mepi mavtov EmPdiier’ enoi ‘Todto molElv kai cuvepyOV £6TL TPOG O fovrovTor Toig o'
gmotunV évepyalopévolg kab' fjiv opoloyovpévag Procopeda, ta vavtio, 6Tolyglodv Kol KATAsTO ilEw TOVG
gicayopévoug am' dpyfic néxpt Téhovg &9’ MV kapdg 0Tt uyNGOvoL Kol TV Evavtioy Adyav, Stuldoviag anTédv
10 mOavov, kabdmep Kol €v toig dikaotnpios”’ (1037b)‘Eotan 8¢ kol KaTaAapuPAvovTdg Tt TpoOg TO

évavtia Entyelpeiv, v Evodoav cuviyopioy ToloLVUEVOLS” TOTE &' 0VOETEPOV KaTaAapPdvovTog el EKATEPOV

T OvTa Aéyewv’. &v 8¢ T@ mepi Tiig T0D Adyov Xpnoemg eindv, d¢ 0V Ol Tf] ToD AOYOV SLVANEL TTPOC TO UT|
émParrovta ypiicBaicaddamnep ovd' dmAolg, Tadt Encipnke ‘mPOg UEV Yap TNV TOV AANOGY ebpectv del ypTicbot
aOT] Kol TPOG TNV TOVTOV GLYYLUVAGiay, €ig TavavTia &' 0V, TOAA®DY TOoVVI®V T0UTO’, TOAAOVG [OE]

Aéyav iomg Tovg Enéyovtag.

(1035f) ...He [Chrysippus] says that he does not absolutely reject arguments to opposite conclusions, but he
does advise that this technique be used with caution, as in the law courts — (1036a) not with a sense of advocacy
but to dissolve the persuasiveness of these arguments. “it is appropriate,” he says, “for those who urge
suspension of judgment on all things to do this, and it is helpful for their aim. But for those who work to
produce knowledge according to which we may live consistently, the opposite is appropriate, to give instruction
in basic principles to beginners, from the starting point to the conclusion. In this context it is appropriate to
mention the opposite arguments too, dissolving their persuasiveness just as in the law courts.” .... (1037b)
Having said in his book On the Use of Argument that one must not use the power of argument for inappropriate
ends, just as is the case with weapons, he [Chrysippus] said this in addition, “One must use it for the discovery
of truths and for coordinated training in them but not for the opposite purposes, although many to this.” By
“many” he presumably means those who suspend judgement [i.e., skeptics]. (Tanslated by Brad Inwood and
Lloyd P. Gerson with slight modification)
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