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Chaim Perelman 
1912- 1984 

Chaim Perelman was born in Warsaw and was educated in Belgium, where he 
took a law degree in 1934 and a doctorate in philosophy in 1938, both from the Free 
University of Brussels. He was active in the Resistance during the war and after
ward became a member of the faculty al Brussels. 
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Perelman came to the study of rhetoric as a result of his search for "a logic of 
value judgments" that could serve as the basis of legal philosophy.' Extant system 
of philosophy, he found, were devoted to fonnal logic as the foundation of rational 
ity, which relegated any discussion of values lo the in-ational and subjective. Yet 
judgments about justice, morality, politics, and religion are of supreme importance 
in human affairs. It is a fundamental principle of justice, Perelman notes in an early 
essay, that "beings of one and the same essential category must be treated the same 
way." 2 But what are the essential categories, and what constitutes "the same" treat
ment? These questions are answered by argument, and, Perelman notes, argument 

". ~.~i.u., \ 
,.,: 

l'A~ ...... 

-r ~. i\-s lo,-. 

or~~ 

Pe-ri,l~s ~~ 

rs a. re.~ f l>V\.St-+t, ~ 

\-\alb C4 Lt.S t 

~ @ls" ~IM.ii-\ul "'1 
iu-.. bl,4.lf\#~ ~ :ii~ 
.J. ~,~~,l.. 

~ J(AAJ~\L. ~~ 

1372 

( l 
has no standing in philosophy. He was forced to conclude -that, in the terms avail
able in mainstream philosophy, "logical value judgments do not exist." 3 

To pursue the question of how people reason about values, Perelman and hi, 
collaborator, Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca, undertook a study of actual arguments made 
by judges, philosophers, politicians, and others seeking to make value decisions. 
Olbrechts-Tyteca, who received a "licenciee" in social sciences and economic 
from the Free University of Brussels in 1925 (a lesser degree than the doctorate ), 
was well read in the social sciences and European literatures. As rhetoric scholar 
Barbara Warnick has explained, while Perelman provided the theoretical framework 
for their research, Olbrechts-Tyteca supplied the extensive examples that fleshed 
out the theory; these examples constituted a good two-thirds of their major treatise, 
Tlze New Rhetoric (discussed below). Warnick describes Olbrechts-Tyteca's pri
mary scholarly interest as the analysis of the "argumentative function of stylistic de
vices and discursive structures," which she also pursued in several works published 
alone, notably Le Comique du discours (1974), which studies how comic structures 
rely for their effects on what their audiences already believe lo be true or good. 4 

The types of argument that Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca found among those 
seeking to make value judgments were, they realized, strikingly similar to the clas
sical topics. Moreover, Aristotle's description of the connection between dialectic 

•Chaim Perelman , "Philosophy, Rhetoric, Commonplaces," in The New Rhetoric and the H11111n11ities 
(Dordrecht: D. Reidel. 1979), p. 56 (trans. of "Philosophic, rhetorique, lieux commune," 811/leti11 de 
/'Academie Roya/e de Belgique [1972]: pp. 144-56). 

•Chaim Perelman, The Idea of Jmtice and the Problem of Argument, trans. J. Petric (New York: Hu
manities Press, 1963), p. I 6. 

1Chaim Perelman, "Old and New Rhetoric," in Practical Reasm1i11K in Human J\ffairs, ed. James 
Golden and Joseph Pilotta (Dordrecht: L. Reidel, 1986), p. 4. 

•Barbara Warnick , "Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca's Contribution to The New Rhetoric," in Listening to 
Their Voices: The Rhetorical Activities of Historical Women. e<l. Molly Meijer Wertheimer (Columbia: 
Univer~ity of South Carolina Press. 1997), p. 71. 
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and rhetoric spoke to their concerns. Thus they turned to rhetoric, the study of good 
reasons-of persuasion, of logos, of the reasonable and the preferable-and set out 
to "revive" rhetoric and link it once again to philosophy. It must have seemed to 
them that they were single-handedly reviving the study of rhetoric as a substantive 
discipline, with functions beyond mere ornamentation. Only in 1962, when he was 
invited to teach at Pennsylvania State University, did Perelman discover that there 
was an active community of rhetoric scholars in departments of speech and commu
nication in the United States. 

In Perelman's view, formal logic is applicable only to well-defined, closed for
mal systems, like mathematics; in all other matters, reasoning is "informal" or di
alectical. In this, Perelman follows Aristotle's distinction between analytical philos
ophy on the one hand and dialectic and rhetoric on the other. In The Realm of 
Rhetoric ( 1977; excerpted here), Perelman traces the problems of philrn,ophy and 
rhetoric to Peter Ramus and Rene Descartes. By moving dialectic to the realm of 
logic and reducing rhetoric to verbal ornamentation, Ramus set for later philoso 
phers the impossible task of applying the truth criteria of logic to questions of value 
and behavior. And Descartes exacerbated the problem by declaring the "merely 
plausible" to be effectively false. To correct these mistakes, Perelman rejoins di
alectic and rhetoric as methods of using argument to gain adherence to propositions 
that cannot be demonstrated in the sense of being self-evident or universal. 

Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca draw a number of conclusions from their study 
of practical reasoning, set forth in The Ne11· Rhetoric: A Treati .1·e on Argumentation 
(1958; excerpted here). Argument, they point out, does not and cannot follow the 
rules of formal logic, but practical reasoning is a kind of informal logic, akin lo 
Aristotelian dialectic. Moreover, arguments are always addressed to an audience, 
because the purpose of argument is to win the adherence of the audience, not to 
demonstrate the truth of propositions. The audience can be defined as the group ef
fectively addressed by the writer or speaker, the community whose adherence the 
speaker wishes to gain. 

Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca imagine two types of audience that may be ad
dressed, as rhetoric scholar Alan Gross has explained. "Particular" audiences repre
sent a group of people united by shared values, such as members of a political party. 
They must be persuaded by appeals to their values. On the other hand, discourse 
that seeks the status of purely rational argument, such as philosophy, addresses the 
"universal audience," an imaginary construct comprising all rational, competent 
people, who are to be persuaded only by reference to empirically demonstrable facts 
or absolute truths. The idea of the universal audience has frequently been misunder
stood: Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca emphasize that there is no actual universal 
audience, nor any unimpeachable facts or truths that could be presented to it, but 
rather, only an idea in the speaker's mind about what such an audience would be 
were it to exist. An argument may gain persuasive power by appearing to appeal to 
this universal audience. 

The speaker gains the adherence of any audience by attempting to transfer exist
ing adherence from premises that the audience presumably already accepts to con
clusions drawn from those premises. Furthe1more, the speaker wins adherence by 
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creating "presence" for the main premise of the proposition. Presence, or fore
grounding, is created by using the topics. The different types of argument create "li
aisons" - not necessarily logical connections-between premises and conclusions. 

Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca also identify the various categories of argument. 
The "quasi-logical" category is perhaps most important, because the appearance of 

formal logic in an argument has a profound ideological effect. Perelman summa
rizes and refines these conclusions in several of his later works, including "The 
New Rhetoric: A Theory of Practical Reasoning" (included here). 

As suggested in the formulation of the universal audience, Perelman's strongest 
and most persistent claim is that philosophy itself is a form of rhetoric-a system 
of argument that tries to win universal adherence, rather than being a pure search 
for truth. Indeed, he says, there is no such thing as absolute truth, nor is there even 
any kind of knowledge that is "identical in all normally constituted minds, indepen
dently of social and historical contingencies."s In the powerful conclusion of The 
New Rhetoric, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca insist on this point, arguing that 
there are no self-evident propositions and no "previously given natural order."6 

Ideas about what is self-evident or natural are created by argument, but appeals to 

self-evidence and nature are dangerous attempts to obscure their basis in argument. 
To acquiesce to such appeals, they warn, devalues argument itself and thereby 
threatens our very freedom to argue. 
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Two good introductions to Perelman's ideas are Carroll Arnold's "Perelman's New 
Rhetoric" (Quarterly Journal of Speech 61 LFebruary 1970]: 87-92) and Ray D. Dearin's 
"The Philosophical Basis of Chaim Perelman's Theory of Rhetoric" (Quarterly Journal of 
Speech 55 [October I 969]: 2 I 3- 24; rpt. in Contemporary Theories of Rhetoric, ed. Richard 
L. Johannesen, 1970, and in Dearin, ed.). Alan Gross clarifies Perelman's concepts of audi
ence in "A Theory or the Rhetorical Audience: Reflections on Chaim Perelman" (Quarterly 
Journal of Speec/1 85 LMay 1999]: 203- 11). On Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca's collaboration with 
Perelman and her other work, see Barbara Wamick's "Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca's Contribution 
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works by Olbrechts-Tyteca, Perelman, and the two together. 

Chaim Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca 

From The New Rhetoric 

'.", .. I .~ • 

A Treatise on Argumentation 

CONCLUSION 

It is not without difficulty that we have kept our 
treatise on argumentation to its present dimen
sions. Far from exhausting the subject we have 
barely scratched its surface and, at times, have 
done no more than point to its richness. 
Schematic treatments, some of them old and al
most forgotten, others quite recent, have illumi
nated each other and have been integrated into an 
ancient discipline that has, however, been dis
torted for centuries and is neglected today . Prob
lems generally approached from a purely literary 
viewpoint, together with others that are the con
cern of the most abstract speculation (derived ei
ther from the existentialist wave or from English 
analytical philosophy), are set in a dynamic con
text which brings out their significance and per
mits the vivid apprehension of the dialectical re
lationship between thought and action. 

Each one of the points, which we have done 
no more than sketch, deserves more thorough 
study. The various kinds of discourse, their varia-

Translated by John Wilkinson and Purcell Weaver . 

tion in the different disciplines and with different 
audiences, the way in which ideas undergo modi
fication and organization, the history of these 
transformations, the methods and systems that 
have originated from the adaptation of notional 
complexes to problems of knowledge-these 
and many other questions just touched on here 
provide the study of argumentation with a field of 
research of incomparable wealth. 

Up to now all these questions have either been 
entirely neglected or have been studied by a 
method and in a spirit that are foreign to the 
rhetorical point of view. The effect of restricting 
logic to the examination of the proofs termed 
"analytical" by Aristotle, together with the reduc
tion of dialectical proofs-when anyone felt 
they were worth analyzing-to analytical proofs, 
was to remove from the study of reasoning all 
reference to argumentation . We hope that our 
treatise may provoke a salutary reaction and that 
the mere fact of its being written may for the fu
ture prevent the reduction of all the techniques of 
proof to formal logic and the habit of seeing l I 
nothing in reason except the faculty to calculate. 

If a narrow conception of proof and logic 
has led to a constricted view of reason, the 
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broadening of the concept of proof and the result
ing enrichment of logic must likewise react on 
the way in which our reasoning faculty is con
ceived. For this reason we wish to conclude with 
some considerations that are too general to fall 
within a theory of argumentation, but provide it 
with a framework that emphasizes its philosophi
cal significance. Just as the Discourse on the 
Method, though not a work on mathematics, se
cures to the "geometrical" method its widest 
sphere of application (though there is nothing to 
prevent one from being a geometrician without 
being a follower of Descartes), so the views we 
shall advance - though the theory and practice 
of argumentation are not necessarily bound up 
with them - accord argumentation a place and 
importance they in no wise possess in a more 
dogmatic vision of the universe. 

We combat uncompromising and irreducible 
philosophical oppositions presented by all kinds 
of absolutism: dualisms of reason and imagina
tion, of knowledge and opinion, of irrefutable 
self-evidence and deceptive will, of a universally 
accepted objectivity and an incommunicable sub
jectivity, of a reality binding on everybody and 
values that are purely individual. 

We do not believe in definitive, unalterable 
revelations, whatj!ver their nature or their origin. 
And we exclude from our philosophical arsenal 
all immediate, absolute data, be they termed sen
sations, rational self-evidence, or mystical intu
itions. This rejection does not, of course, imply 
that we deny the effect of experience or reason
ing on our opinions, but we will stay clear of that 
exorbitant pretension which would enthrone cer
tain elements of knowledge as definitively clear 
and solid data, and would hold these elements to 
be identical in all normally constituted minds, in
dependently of social and historical contingen
cies, the foundation of necessary and eternal 
truths. 

The purpose of this dissociation of certain ir
refutable elements from the sum total of our 
opinions (the imperfect and perfectible character 
of which nobody has yet contested), and of mak
ing them independent of the conditions of per
ception and linguistic expression, is to withdraw 
them beyond the realm of discussion and argu-
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mentation. To conceive of all progress in knowl
edge exclusively as an extension of the sphere 
occupied by these clear, distinct elements, to the 
point even of imagining that ultimately, with a 
perfect thought imitating divine thought, one 
could eliminate from knowledge everything that 
does not conform to this ideal of clarity and dis
tinction-this means progressively reducing re
sort to argumentation up until the moment when 
its use becomes entirely superfluous. Pending the 
arrival of this moment, making ui;e of it would 
stigmatize the branches of knowledge resorting to 
it as imperfectly constituted fields still in search 
of their method, and unworthy of the name of sci
ence. It is not surprising that such an attitude has 
turned logicians and philosophers away from the 
study of argumentation as something unworthy of 
their attention, leaving it in the hands of public
relations and propaganda experts who are gener
ally suspected of Jack of scruple and of constant 
opposition to any sincere search for the truth. 

Our own position is quite different. Instead of 
basing our philosophy on definitive, unquestion- 1< 
able truths, our starting point is that men and \ 1 · 
groups of men adhere to opinions of all sorts with ' 
a variable intensity, which we can only know by : 
putting it to the test. These beliefs are not always ' : 
self-evident, and they rarely deal with clear and 
distinct ideas. The most generally accepted be
liefs remain implicit and unformulated for a Jong 
time, for more often than not it is only on the oc
casion of a disagreement as to the consequences 
resulting from them that the problem of their for
mulation or more precise definition arises. 

Common sense regularly opposes facts to the
ories, truths to opinions, and that which is objec
tive to that which is not. By this opposition it in
dicates what opinions are to be preferred to 
others, whether or not the preference be based on 
generally accepted criteria. John Stuart Mill and 
Andre Lalande' are hardly saying anything new 
when they ask that we bring our beliefs face to 
face with the facts or with true statements, and 
though it may not be difficult to follow their ad-

'Andre Lalande, French philosopher (1867-1964). Lalande. 
a rationalist, argued that people feel i.lifferently but reason in 
the same way. This was the basis for his belief in rational 
knowledge and his hope for universal understanding. [Ed.I 
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vice when the facts and truths are not subjected 
to challenge, this is unfortunately not always the 
case. Everyone is disposed to recognize that facts 
and truths play a normative role in relation to 
opinion, but the person who challenges a fact or 

~ doubts a truth will be reluctant to accord it this 
favored status, and will qualify the statement he 
declines to accept quite differently. Similarly, 
most people are normally disposed to act in ac
cordance with what seems to them logical or rea
sonable, but will refuse to apply these epithets to 
solutions they do not recognize as well founded. 

Those who hold facts and truths to be the sole 
norms for guiding opinions will endeavor to at
tach their convictions to some form of evidence 
that is indubitable and beyond discussion. There 
can be no question, with this outlook, of provid
ing in tum a foundation for these self-evident 
things, for in their absence the very notion of 
foundation would appear incomprehensible. 
With these self-evident things as starting point, 
proof will take the form of a calculation or of re
sort to experiment. 

The increased confidence thus brought about 
in the procedures and results of the mathematical 
and natural sciences went hand in hand with the 
casting aside of all the other means of proof, 
which were considered devoid of scientific value. 
Now this attitude was quite justifiable as long as 
there was the hope of finding a scientifically de
fensible solution to all actual human problems 
through an increasingly wide application of the 
calculus of probabilities. But if essential prob
lems involving questions of a moral, social, polit
ical, philosophical, or religious order by their 
very nature elude the methods of the mathemati
cal and natural sciences, it does not seem reason
able to scorn and reject all the techniques of 
reasoning characteristic of deliberation and dis
cussion-in a word, of argumentation. It is too 
easy to disqualify all reasoning that does not con
form to the requirements of the proof which 
Pareto called "logico-experimental" as being "so
phistical."2 If all argumentation of this kind must 
be considered a misleading form of reasoning, 

2 Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923), Italian economist, sociolo
gist, and philosopher, sought a scientific basis for sociology 
in the logico-experimental method and studied the reasons for 
nonlogical behavior. [Ed.] 

., ,:. 

, ... 
'·' J... J~~·.:. 

then the lack of "logico-experimental" proofs 
would leave the field wide open, in all the essen
tial spheres of life, to suggestion and violence. 
The assertion that whatever is not objectively and 
indisputably valid belongs in the realm of the ar
bitrary and subjective creates an unbridgeable gulf 
between theoretical knowledge, which alone is 
rational, and action, for which motivations would 
be wholly irrational. Practice ceases to be reason
able in such a perspective, for critical argumenta
tion becomes entirely incomprehensible, and it is 
no longer even possible to take seriously phi
losophical reflection itself. For it is only those 
fields from which all controversy has been elimi
nated that can thenceforth lay claim to a certain 
rationality. As soon as a controversy arises, and 
the agreement of minds cannot be r~established 
by "logico-experimental" methods, one would be 
in the sphere of the irrational -which would be 
the sphere of deliberation, discussion, and argu
mentation. 

The distinction, so common in twentieth-cen
tury philosophy, between judgments of reality 
and value judgments characterizes an effort
though in this form we feel it is a hopeless one
by those who recognize that scientific investiga
tion enjoys a special, preeminent status, but wish 
to save the norms of human action from arbitrari
ness and irrationality. But this distinction, stem
ming from an absolutist epistemology which 
tends to sharply separate two sides of human ac
tivity, has not given the results for which one 
hoped. There are two reasons for this. One is the 
lack of success in developing a logic of value 
judgments, the other is the difficulty of satisfac
torily defining value judgments and judgments of 
reality. 

If it is possible to discern in argumentative 
practice, as we have done, some statements that 
relate to facts, and others that relate to values, the 
distinction between these two forms of statement 
can never be clear cut: it is the consequence of 
precarious agreements of varying intensity, 
agreements which may not be explicitly stated. In 
order to be able to distinguish clearly between 
two kinds of judgments criteria enabling them to 
be identified would have to be put forward and 
these criteria would themselves have to be be
yond discussion. And, more particularly, there 
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would have to be an agreement about the linguis - tinction that one might wish to draw between 
tic elements without which no judgment can be judgments of reality and value judgments. 
formulated. The transcendence of these social and histori-

If judgments of reality are to provide an indis- cal conditions of knowledge, with the transfor
putable object of common understanding, the mation of certain de facto agreements into agree
terms they contain must be free of all ambiguity, ments de Jure, is only possible through the 
either because it is possible to know their true adoption of a philosophical position which, if it 
meaning, or because a unanimously accepted is rational, is only conceivable as the conse
convention does away with all controversy on quence of a preceding argumentation. The theory 
this subject. These two possibilities, which are and practice of argumentation are, in our view, 
respectively the approaches of realism and nomi- correlative with a critical rationalism that tran
nalism in the linguistic field, are both untenable, scends the duality "judgments of reality [versus] 
as they regard language either as a reflection of value judgments," and makes both judgments of 
reality or as an arbitrary creation of an individ- reality and value judgments dependent on the 
ual, and forget an essential element, the social as- personality of the scientist or philosopher, who is 
peel of language, which is an instrument of com- responsible for his decisions in the field of 
munication and influence on others. knowledge as well as in the field of action. 

All language is the language of a community, Only the existence of an argumentation that is 
be this a community bound by biological ties, or neither compelling nor arbitrary can give mean
by the practice of a common discipline or tech- ing to human freedom, a state in which a reason
nique. The terms used, their meaning, their defin- able choice can be exercised. If freedom was no 
ition, can only be understood in the context of the more than necessary adherence to a previously 

;:~ habits, ways of thought, methods, external cir- given natural order, it would exclude all possibil
~ 1 cumstances, and traditions known to the users of ity of choice; and if the exercise of freedom were 

"""'~ those terms. A deviation from usage requires jus- not based on reasons, every choice would be irra
~s tification, and, in this connection, realism and tional and would be reduced to an arbitrary deci- t 
vi Ji,..t,s ..... nominalism are simply two diametrically opposed sion operating in an intellectual void . It is be-
~...;t.~<. attempts at justification, both linked to philoso- cause of the possibility of argumentation which 
,L...o,~ .. t 
··~~. ·~. phies of language that are equally inadequate. provides reasons, but not compelling reasons, 

,:; Adherence to particular linguistic usages nor- that it is possible to escape the dilemma: adher-
mally expresses the explicit or implicit adoption ence to an objectively and universally valid truth, 
of certain definite positions which are neither the or recourse to suggestion and violence to secure 
reflection of an objective reality nor the manifes- 1 acceptance for our opinions and decisions. The f 
tation of individual arbitrariness. Language is theory of argumentation will help to develop 
part of the traditions of a community, and, like what a logic of value judgments has tried in vain 
the others, it only undergoes revolutionary modi- to provide, namely the justification of the possi
fication where there is a radical failure to adapt to bility of a human community in the sphere of ac-
a new situation ; otherwise its transformation is I tion when this justification cannot be based on a 
slow and imperceptible. But an agreement on the reality or objective truth. And its starting point, 

t-1,tlbf \\ 
lyJ.STJ--

j- use of terms, no less than an agreement about the in making this contribution, is an analysis of 
conception of reality and the vision of the world , those forms of reasoning which, though they are 
even though it may not be disputed, is not indis- indispensable in practice, have from the time of 
putable ; it is linked to a social and historical situ- Descartes been neglected by logicians and theo
ation which fundamentally conditions any dis- reticians of knowledge. t\tc..,TJt,f'./ \ . 
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Chaim Perelman 

From The Realm of Rhetoric 

The relations between philosophy and rhetoric 
have been essential to the destiny of rhetoric. 
Whereas rhetoric seeks to have certain opinions 
prevail over other competing opinions, philoso
phy, which originally included the individual sci
ences, is seeking impersonal truths. Parmenides 
began the competition between philosophers and 
teachers of rhetoric when, in his famous poem, 
he opposed the way of truth, as guaranteed by di
vinity, to that of opinion, which is the way of 
man. Gorgias' reply was not long in coming; he 
showed, by a three-part argumentation, that 
Being is not, that if it existed it would be un
knowable, and that if it were known this knowl
edge would be incommunicable. Hence the im
portance of rhetoric, of the psychological 
technique which acts upon the hearer's will in 
order to obtain his adherence. Similarly, by 
showing that for any subject there are two oppos
ing discourses (dissoi logoi), Protagoras denied 
the existence of one single truth. In this view, 
every assertion is subject to controversy, since a 
person can always argue either for or against it. 
Consequently, preeminence must be granted to 
the rhetorician, the controller of opinion. 

Plato, on the other hand, to the extent that he 
believed in the existence in every subject area of 
a truth which the philosopher must seek above all 

f else, recognized a cleansing role in dialectic
the technique Socrates used to refute his oppo
nent's opinions insofar as he was able to bring 
out their internal inconsistencies. As soon as they 
contradict themselves, opinions cannot be simul
taneously admitted, and at least one of them has 
to be abandoned for the sake of truth. In this way 
Socrates prepares the way for the intuition of 
truth. When he has perceived the truth, the 
philosopher can use rhetorical technique to com
municate it and to make his audience accept it. 
The rhetoric that is worthy of the philosopher can 

Translated by William Kluback. 

persuade the gods themselves because it seeks 
acceptance of true theses and not of mere opin
ions. 1 A rhetoric which neglects truth and is con
tent to get and keep the adherence of the audi
ence through the effects of language, the charm 
of the word, and a resort to flattery is merely a 
technique of appearance. Such a rhetoric can be 
compared to men who, instead of maintaining 
their bodies by gymnastics and proper medical 
care, indulge themselves with pleasant food, 
without concern for the disastrous effects which 
will result from such gluttony. 2 Rhetoric, seeking 
to please, concerned only with appearance, and 
applying "colors," like makeup, to reality, is the 
demagogic technique par excellence which must 
be combatted by all who are concerned with the 
triumph of truth. The rhetorician, like the 
Sophist, is the controller of opinion and hence of 
appearance, while what matters to the philoso
pher and the sage is the knowledge of truth and 
the practice of the good, in conformity to that 
truth. If dialectic is useful to the philosopher, by 
allowing him to unsettle erroneous opinions, the 
perception of truth will come through intuitions; 
rhetoric will serve to communicate these truths 
and to gain their acceptance. In this sense, 
rhetoric is clearly subordinated to philosophy. 

Aristotle's conceptions are more nuanced. In 
separating practical disciplines from theoretical 
sciences, he stresses the point that the same 
methods and the same means of proof are not us
able in all fields of knowledge. We have already 
cited the passage from the Nicomachean Ethics J 
in which Aristotle shows that what is suitable in 
a mathematical demonstration would be out of 
place in a speech, and vice versa. 

If it is intuition that guarantees the truth of 
principles in the theoretical sciences, it is recourse 

'Plato Phaedrus 273. [Au.] 
2 Plato Gorgias 518. [Au.] 
3Aristotle Nico111achea11 Ethics 1094b, 23- 25. [Au.] 
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to deliberation and discussion that gives ration
ality to practical activities, where one is to de
cide and choose, after reflection, among possi
bilities and contingencies. Through dialectical 
reasoning and rhetoric, one can influence peo
ple's judgment and direct them toward taking 
reasonable positions. In Aristotle's view, every 
audience is a judge which in the end must decide 
the superiority of one disputed thesis over the 
other when neither is obviously compelling. 4 

Since the realm of action is the realm of the con-
tingent, which cannot be governed by scientific 
truths, the role of dialectical reasoning and 
rhetorical discourse is essential in order to intro
duce some rationality into the exercise of the in
dividual and the collective will. 

We showed in chapter one how Ramus attrib
uted to dialectic the study of every kind of rea
soning, analytical as well as dialectical, and thus 
reduced rhetoric to elocution, the search for 
forms of expression that were out of the ordinary, 
for ornamentation, for figures of style. But 
Descartes went even further in his desire to elim-

+kc_ inate all rhetoric from his philosophy.s His idea 
eli~ihol-, of a philosophy more geometrico (which was not 

1
~"' realized until Spinoza) was to build a system 

of ~r-," which, moving from one self-evidence to an
other, would leave no room for any disputable 
opinion. As Descartes puts it at the beginning of 
his First Meditation: 

S&lF-f."~ilt~a, 
.(.. 

S~f ~ t411.i'C,Ut., 

Since reason already convinces me that I should 
abstain from the belief in things which arc not en· 
tirely certain and indubitable no less carefully than 
from the belief in those which appear to me to be 
manifestly false, it will be enough to make me re· 
ject them all if I can find in each some ground for 
doubt.6 

The attempt to elaborate a philosophy wherein 
all these would be either self-evident or com
pellingly demonstrated leads to the elimination 
of all forms of argumentation and to the rejection 
of rhetoric as an instrument of philosophy. 

•Anstotle Rhetoric 1391b. 7-2 I. [Au.] 
•H. Gouhier , "La resistance au vrai et le problcme 

cartesien d'une philosophic sans rhctorique," Retorico e 
Barocco, ed. E. Castelli (Rome: Fratclli Bacca, 1955), pp. 
85-97. (Au. J 

6Meditatio11s, p. 17. [Au.] 

What are the presuppositions of such a philos
ophy? In the first place there is the idea that God 
is not only the source but also the guarantor of all 
knowledge, because "I must examine whether 
there is a God, and ... whether he can be a de
ceiver; for as long as this is unknown, I do not 
see that I can ever be certain of anything." 7 

Descartes' method is to discover "a path that will 
lead us from this contemplation of the true God, 
in whom all the treasures of science and wisdom 
are contained, to the knowledge of all other be
ings."8 

Scientific knowledge is wholly complete; all 
we have to do is recover it. 

It is necessary to be suspicious of all human 
initiative, which can only lead to error, since it 
arises from imagination and prejudice. Human 
creativity, in scientific work, is completely ne
glected. 

Divine ideas, being completely rational, can 
only be mathematical. They alone are character
ized by self-evidence, which compels every ra
tional being to submit to it. Because of 
Descartes' philosophic imagination, he general
ized the results of the analysis of mathematical 
reasoning; he required (contrary to Aristotle's 
advice) that the same demands for rigor which 
had succeeded so well in mathematics be applied 
to all other realms. This led him to a methodolog
ical doubt concerning opinion: 

As far as the opinions which I had been receiving 
since my birth were concerned, I could not do bet
ter than to reject them completely for once in my 
lifetime, and to resume them afterwards, or perhaps 
accept better ones in their place, when I had deter
mined how they fitted in a rational scheme.9 

Many years previously, Lord Bacon, theoreti
cian of the empirical sciences, had also preached 
Christian humility to the learned, asking them to 
read carefully the book of nature, by which God 
revealed himself to man. The inductive method 
should guard man from formulating any thesis 
which could not be found in the book of nature, 
as if all experience had been clearly described in 
a divine language. 

7Ibid., p. 35. [Au.I 
RJbid., p. 51. [AlJ.] 
9Discourse 011 Method, p. 14. [Au.] 
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Having noted the theological background of 
the conception of science, both with Bacon and 
with Descartes, and having underscored the para
doxical and hardly admissable aspect of the 
Cartesian imagination, which would subject all 
opinions to the same criterion of self-evidence as 
mathematical theses, we should point out that 
even Descartes had to trust opinions for his pro
visional morality. Before reconstructing a ratio
nal science, he had to accept a provisional moral
ity and its maxims. The tirst of these was "to 
obey the laws and customs of my country, con
stantly retaining the religion in which, by God's 
grace, I had been brought up since childhood, 
and in all other matters to follow the most moder
ate and least excessive opinions to be found in 
the practices of the more judicious part of the 
community in which I would live."' 0 

We know that in the course of his life 
Descartes had to be satisfied with his provisional 
morality. His concern for generalized self-evi
dence did not result in the replacement of tradi
tional morality- the expression of the common 
opinion of his milieu-by a rational, universally 
valid morality. Rather, it caused him to respect 
the ruling opinions and regulations scrupulously, 
and he refused to modify them for any nonself
evident reason. Paradoxically, mathematical ra
tionalism, which went with a rejection of all 
opinion, of every exchange of opinions, of every 
recourse to dialectic and rhetoric, led finally to 

1 [\ immobility and conformism in law, morality, 
politics, and religion. 

Even today the teaching of the sciences is in
spired by the Cartesian approach. In the areas 
which are free from controversy, it is not custom
ary to refer to the opinion of one or another 
scholar. The theses which are taught are consid
ered true, or are accepted as hypotheses; but 
there is hardly any need to justify them. 

Thus, although axioms in the mathematical 
sciences, considered at tirst self-evident, were 
subsequently shown to be conventions of lan
guage, this change of perspective, however fun
damental, has not affected the way in which such 
formal systems are laid out. In fact, if it is not a 
question of self-evidence, but of hypotheses or 

'" Ibid., p. 15. [Au.( 

conventions, why choose this hypothesis or that 
convention rather than another? Most mathemati
cians consider such questions foreign to their dis
cipline. 

When, under the influence of mathematicians, 
logic was presented in the form of several for
malized systems, logicians with philosophical 
concerns asked if it were necessary to admit sev
eral different kinds of logic, or if a single, natural 
logic, prior to all formalized systems, existed. If 
there is a natural logic, how is it to be disengaged 
from other systems? Would it be drawn from the 
very structure of natural language?'' Would it be 
justified by the needs of a methodological discus
sion?12 As soon as we pose the problem of a 
choice of logic and its justification, an imper
sonal science leads us back to its philosophical 
and properly human foundations. 

Likewise, the natural sciences were for cen
turies able to do without reference to a human 
language, situated in a historical and cultural 
context, by referring to God, to his ideas, and to 
the manner by which he revealed them to man. 
Belief in the existence of eternal truths, contained 
in the divine mind and guaranteed by it, justified 
the elimination of all personal elements from sci
entific thought, error alone being attributable to 
human intervention. 

Take away the guarantee which God gives to 
self-evidence and, suddenly, all thought becomes 
human and fallible, and no longer sheltered from 
controversy. The idea that any scientific theory is 
only a human hypothesis, necessarily surpassing, 
if it would be fruitful, the data given by experi
ence, and being neither self-evident nor infallible, 
is a modern conception which Karl Popper has 
effectively defended. 13 But, lacking the self
evidence that can be imposed on everyone, a hypo
thesis, to be accepted, must be supported by good 
reasons, reorganized as such by other people , 

'•G. Frey, "Die Logik als Empirbche Wi,senschaft," La 
Theorie de /'arg11111e11wrio11 (Louvain: Nauwelaerts, 1963), 
pp. 24o--02. [Au.] 

"P . Lorenzen, "Methodi~ches Denken," ibid., pp. 
219-32. See also Lore1w:n, Ei11Jiihr1111g i11 die operative 
Logik (Berlin: Springer, 1955), and Formal Logic, tran, . 
Frederick J. Crosson (D0rdrech1: D. Reidel, 1965). !Au.J 

13Karl R. Popper, The Logic of Scientijic Di.1co1•e1:i• (New 
York: Basic Books, 1961). [Au.] 

PERELMAN I THE REALM OF RHElOKIC 1381 

J 

•• j 

I, 

\,-\i,s 1s o. 
fK\kt 
,;1-oM.Au-tl 
~IA, 



fo,i...,. lili.c., members of the same scientific community. The 
La~ status of knowledge thus ceases to be impersonal 
~l"4J"'-- because every scientific thought becomes a human 
""'""~ one, i.e., fallible, situated in and subjected to con
,...4-~:r troversy. Every new idea must be supported by ar-
~. guments which are relevant lo its discipline's 
"t.SCN\I.IW'" proper methodology and which are evaluated in 
i~l"l#tCWI.S terms of it. 

The Cartesian ideal of universally applicable 
~t.Ato"'.1>{ self-evident knowledge leaves no room for 

\I)" 1--, rhetoric and dialectic. Their importance in
luA.J~0 creases, however, each time a field of knowledge 
~ 0 ""1 is no longer dominated by the criterion of self-
4-ru,{-~ evidence. A critique of the idea is self-evi
~ 1,,A;vi-t dence, '4 showing that it vanishes as soon as it is 
,'!-cw- necessary to go beyond subjective intuition-as 
.yh.c., soon as one wishes to communicate it through a 
· {)loc,r- language which is never compelling- tends to 

show that the choice of a mode of expression, if 
it is not arbitrary - and it rarely is-is influ
enced by reasons which come from dialectic and 

;YMA- between the necessary and the arbitrary is rea-
ov~ { rhetoric. All intellectual activity which is placed 

~Vv sonable only to the degree that it is maintained by 
~ arguments and eventually clarified by controver

sies which normally do not lead to unanimity. 
Indeed, it happens that, coming to an agree

ment on a methodology, people can obtain in cer
tain periods and in certain disciplines a unanim
ity which they may not find again elsewhere; but 
nothing guarantees its indefinite continuation. 
Even the Newtonian formula of universal attrac
tion, which was believed to be unshakable, was 
breached when people were given sufficient rea
sons to modify it. 

Contrary to Descartes, who wanted to build all 
knowledge on unshakable self-evidence, we must 
show that the consensus of scientists, based on 
specific lines of reasoning, is the exception. 

In all other fields, whether religion or philoso-
phy, ethics or law, pluralism is the rule. These 
fields draw their rationality only from the argu
mentative apparatus, from good reasons which can 
be offered for or against each presented thesis. 

14Ch. Perelman, "Self -Evidence and Proof," The Idea of 
Justice and the Problem of Arg11111e111, pp. I09-25. Also, "De 
!'evidence en metaphysique," Le Champ de /'arg11mentation, 
pp. 236- 48. [Au.I 

Since Hegel, it is hard to deny that any philos
ophy is both historically situated and subject to 
controversy. And this affirmation applies to the 
Hegelian system itself as soon as it is detached 
from its theological underpinnings. This implies 
putting classical epistemology and metaphysics 
into question. Instead of searching for a neces
sary and self-evident first truth from which all 
our knowledge would be suspended, let us recast 
our philosophy in terms of a vision in which 
people and human societies are in interaction and 
are solely responsible for their cultures, their in
stitutions, and their future-a vision in which 
people try hard to elaborate reasonable systems, 
imperfect but perfectible. 

The preeminent realm of argumentation, di
alectic, and rhetoric is that in which values come 
into play. Plato, in his dialogue on piety (the Eu
thyphro) had shown that the privileged realm of 
dialectic is the one which transcends calculation, 
weight, and measure, the one in which we deal 
with the just and the unjust, the beautiful and the 
ugly, the good and the bad, and in general, with 
the preferable. •s 

The modern conception of philosophy, which 
distinguishes it from the sciences, considers ar
gumentation in all its forms as the method proper 
to philosophy. 

Indeed, philosophy cannot be limited to what 
is perceived, for its proper task is to separate the 
important from the secondary, the essential from 
the accidental, the construct from the given, all 
from a perspective whose pertinence and superi
ority does not compel everyone. Hence the oblig
ation to support the chosen perspective through 
argumentation, using analogies and metaphors, 
by which the adequacy and superiority of the one 
perspective over rival perspectives can be shown. 

It is clear that the philosopher's forms of rea
soning cannot be limited to deduction and induc
tion. To the extent that philosophers appeal to 
reason and use, to win over an audience, a whole 
arsenal of arguments which ought to be accepted 
by everyone, just so must they broaden their con
ception of reason so as to demonstrate the ratio
nality of argumentative techniques and rhetoric, 
as a theory of persuasive discourse. 

"Plato [11thyp/rro 7. [Au.J 
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We will be helped in this enterprise , in
escapable in our time, by the secular experience 
of the jurists, who, having made human institu
tions depend upon a natural law of divine inspira
tion - be it the providence of the Stoic s, the liv
ing God of the revealed religions, or the rational 
God of the philosophers - later came to elabo
rate a theory of "a reasonable law," an object of 
the consensus of an organized community. 16 

Understandably, treatises on rhetoric in antiq
uity were essentially works for the use of jurists. 
But we must not forget in this regard that law, 
unlike philosophy for example, aims at settling 
dispute s which cannot be prolonged indefinitely. 
In law a decision must be reached which takes 
advantage of the authority of legal precedent. 11 

Philosophical, like juridical, argumentation 
constitutes the application to particular fields of a 
general theory of argumentation which we under
stand as a new rhetoric. In identifying this 
rhetoric with the general theory of persuasive 
discourse, which seeks to gain both the intellec
tual and the emotional adherence of any sort of 
audience, we affirm that every discourse which 
does not claim an impersonal validity belongs to 
rhetoric. As soon as a communication tries to in-

•~ch . Perelman, Logique j11ridiq11e, Par. 37, 40, 48, 97. 
[Au.] 

17Ch. Perelman, }11\"tice, p. 87, and "What the Philosopher 
May Learn from the Study of Law," Appendix to J11rtice, p. 
110. [Au.] 

fluence one or more persons, to orient their think
ing, to excite or calm their emotions, to guide 
their action s, it belongs to the realm of rhetoric. 
Dialectic, the technique of controversy, is in
cluded as one part of this larger realm . 

Thus rhetoric covers the vast field of nonfor
malized thought: we can thus speak of "the realm 
of rhetoric." 18 It is in this spirit that Professor 
Jens of the University of Ttibingen described t"~....C: 
rhetoric as "the once and future queen of the i~ a. 
human sciences" [a/te und neue Konigin der Wis- C\~ 
senschajie11 I.' 9 

Rhetoric, conceived as the theory of persuasive 
communication, has aroused growing interest 
among scholars and philosophers. Things have 
changed in the last thirty years. Not so long ago, 
rhetoric was disdained in Europe . In the United 

11·"" 
c~ .... lo\ 
c.i..+t .... lv 
~k 
-t\i•l~ \.;_ 

&~ 
States, where speech departments were numer- f.>'-ti""s-.. 
ous, 20 they were hardly held in esteem by the aca- _____. 
demic community. Today rhetoric is rehabilitated, 
contrary to the opinion of the well-known histo- # -I&!. 
rian Jacob Burckhart, who had called it "a mon-
strous aberration" of Greco-Roman antiquity. ~ 

18M. Genell , "Le rhetorique restreinte, " Co1111111111icatio11s, 
16, 1970, p. 158. [Au.] 

19Walter Jens, Von Demscher Rede (Munich : Piper, 
1969), p. 45. [Au.] 

20 V. Florescu, La retorica nel suo svil uppo storico (Bo
logna: II Mulino, 1971), and Ch. Perelman, "The New Rhet
oric, A Theory of Practical Reasoning," Grell/ Ideas Today, 
pp. 272-312. IAu.J 
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THE LOSS OF A HUMANISTIC 
TRADITION 

The last two years of secondary education in Bel
gium used to be called traditionally "Poetry" and 
"Rhetoric." I still remember that, over forty years 
ago. I had to study the "Elements of Rhetoric" 
for a final high-school examination, and I learned 
more or less by heart the contents of a small 
ma?ual, the first part of which concerned the syl
log1s~ an? the second the figures of style . Later, 
at u111vers1ty, I took a course of logic which cov
ered, ~mong other things, the analysis of the 
syllogism. I then learned that logic is a formal 
disc_ipline tha~ studies the structure of hypo
thet1co-deduct1ve reasoning. Since then I have 
often wondered what link a professor of rhetoric 
could possibly discover between the syllogism 
and the figures of style with their exotic names 
that are so difficult to remember. 

Lack of clarity concerning the idea of rhetoric 
is also apparent in the article on the subject in the 
Encyclopaedia Britannica (1969 ed.), where 
rhetoric is defined as "the use of language as an 
art based on a body of organized knowledge ." 
But what does this mean? The technique or art of 
lang~a~e in general, or only that of literary prose 
as d1stmct from poetry? Must rhetoric be con
ceived of as the art of oratory-that is, as the art 
of public speaking? The author of the article 
notes that for Aristotle rhetoric is the art of per
suasion. We ?re furth~r told that the orator's pur
pose, accordmg to Cicero's definition, is to in
st~uct,_ to ~ove,_ and t? please. Quintilian sums up 
this view m his lapidary style as ars be11e di
cendi, _the art of speaking well. This phrase can 
refer either to the efficacy, or the morality, or the 
beauty of a speech, this ambiguity being both an 
advantage and a drawback. 

Translated by E. Griflin-Collart and Olio Bird. 

For those of us who have been educated at a 
t!me whe~1 rhetoric has ceased to play an essen
tial part m education, the idea of rhetoric has 
been definitely associated with the "flowers of 
rh~toric"_- the name used for the figures of style 
with their learned and incomprehensible names. 
This tradition is represented by two French au
thors, Cesar Chesneau, sieur Dumarsais, and 
Pierre Fontanier , who provided the basic texts for 
teaching wh?t was taken for rhetoric in the eigh
teenth and nineteenth centuries. The work of Du
?1arsais, which first appeared in 1730 and en
Joyed an enormous succe ss, b entitled 
C01~cerning Tropes or the Different Ways ill 
Which _One Word Can be Taken in a Language.• 
Fontamer's book, published in 1968 under the 
title The Figures qf Discour se, unite!> in one vol
ume two works, which appeared respectively in 
I 82 I and I 827, under the titles A Classical Man
ual for the Study q{ Tropes and Figures Other 
Them Tropes. 2 

These .works are the outcome of what might 
be called the stylistic tradition of rhetoric, which 
was started by Omer Talon, the friend of Petru~ 
Ramus, in his two books on rhetoric published in 
1572. The extraordinary influence of Ramu~ hin
dered, and to a large extent actually destroyed, 
the tradition of ancient rhetoric that had been de
veloped over the course of twenty centuries and 
with which are associated the name!> of ~uch 
writers as Aristotle, Cicero, Quintilian, and St. 
Augustine. 

For the ancients, rhetoric was the theory of 
persuasive discourse and included five parts: ill-

• Durnarsais, Des !ropes 011 des dif!ere111.1· sens da111 
lesque/s 011 peut prendre 1111 111i!11w mot clans ,me mcme /a11-
gue (1818: reprint ed., Geneva: Slatkine Reprints, 1967). 
[Au.] 

'Pierre Fontanier, LC.I' Figures du cliscour.1, ctl. Gerard 
Genette (Paris: Flammarion. 1968). [Au.] 
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ventio, dispositio, elocutio, memoria, and actio. 
The first part dealt with the art of finding the ma
terials of discourse, especially arguments, by 
using common or specific loci - the topoi stud
ied in works which, following Aristotle's ex
ample, were called Topics. The second part gave 
advice on the purposive arrangement or order of 
di~course, the method, as the Renaissance hu
manists called it. The third part dealt mainly with 
style, the choice of terms and phrases; the fourth 
with the art of memorizing the speech; while the 
fifth concerned the art of delivering it. 

Ramus worked for the reform of logic and di
alectic along the lines laid down by Rodolphus 
Agricola in his De lnventione Dialectica (1479), 
and by the humanists who followed him, in seek
ing to break away from scholastic formalism by 
restoring the union of eloquence and philosophy 
advocated by Cicero. This reform consisted es
sentially in rejecting the classical opposition be
tween science and opinion that had led Aristotle 
to draw a distinction between analytical and di
alectical reasoning-the former dealing with 
necessary reasonings, the latter with probable 
ones. Analytical reasoning is the concern of Aris
totle's Analytics, dialectical reasoning that of the 
Topics, On Sophistical Rejittations, and the 
Rhetoric. 

Against this distinction, this is what Ramus 
has to say in his Dialectic: 

Aristotle, or more precisely the exponents of Aris
totle's theories, thought that there are two arts of 
discussion and reasoning, one applying to science 
and called Logic, the other dealing with opinion 
and called Dialectic. In this-with all due respect 
to such great masters-they were greatly mistaken. 
Indeed these two names, Dialectic and Logic, gen
erally mean the very same thing, like the words di
a/egestlwi and logizestlwi from which they are de
rived and descended, that is, dispute or reason .... 
Furthermore, although things known are either nec
essary and scientific, or contingent and a matter of 
opinion, just as our sight can perceive all colors, 
both unchanging and changeable, in the same way 
the art of knowing, that is Dialectic or Logic, is one 
and the same doctrine of reasoning well about any
thing whatsoever ... 1 

'Petrus Ramus, Dialectic, I 576 edition, pp. 3- 4; abo in 
the critical edition of Dialectique, 1555, ed. Michel Das-

nu, \.or:l, 'olv>W\M.'., W'\O\, S h'\'\.9li 
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As a result of this rejection, Ramus unites in 
his Dialectic what Aristotle had separated. He di
vides his work into two parts, one concerning in
vention, the other judgment. Further, he includes 
in dialectic parts that were formerly regarded as 
belonging to rhetoric: the theory of invention or 
loci and that of disposition, called method. Mem
ory is considered as merely a reflection of these 
first two parts, and rhetoric-the "art of speak
ing well," of "eloquent and ornate language" -
includes the study of tropes, of figures of style, 
and of oratorical delivery, all of which are con
sidered as of lesser importance. 

Thus was born the tradition of modern 
rhetoric, better called stylistic, as the study of 
techniques of unusual expression. For Fontanier, 
as we have seen, rhetoric is reduced to the study 
of figures of style, which he defines as "the more 
or less remarkable traits and forms, the phrases 
with a more or less happy turn, by which the ex
pression of ideas, thoughts, and feelings removes 
the discourse more or less far away from what 
would have been its simple, common expres
sion."4 

Rhetoric, on this conception, is essentially an 
art of expression and, more especially, of literary 
conventionalized expression; it is an art of style . 
So is it still regarded by Jean Paulhan in his book 
Les Fleurs de Tarbes ou la terreur dans Les let
tres ( 194 1, but published first as articles in 1936). 

The same view of rhetoric was taken in Italy 
during the Renaissance, despite the success of 
humanism. Inspired by the Ciceronian ideal of 
the union of philosophy with eloquence, human
ists such as Lorenzo Valla sought to unite dialec
tic and rhetoric . But they gave definite primacy 
to rhetoric, thus expressing their revolt against 
scholastic formalism. 

This humanistic tradition continued for over a 
century and finally produced in the De principiis 
by Mario Nizolio (1533) its most significant 

sonville (Geneva: Librairie Droz, 1964), p. 62. Cf. Walter J. 
Ong, Ramus: Met/rod, and tire Derny of Dialogue (Cam
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1958). [Au.) 

•Fontanier, Les Figures du discours, p. 64. See also J. 
Dubois, F. Edeline, J. M. Klinkenberg, P. Minguet, F. Pire, 
and H. Trimm, R/retorique ge11erale (Paris: Larousse, 1970). 
[Au.J 
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work from a philosophical point of view. Less 
than ten years later, however, in l 562, Francesco 
Patrizi published in his Rhetoric the most violent 
attack upon this discipline, to which he denied 
any philosophical interest whatsoever. Giambat
tista Vico's reaction came late and produced no 
immediate result. Rhetoric became a wholly for
mal discipline - any living ideas that it con
tained being included in Aesthetics. 

Germany is one country where classical 
"' r...,~k~ rhetoric has continued to be carefully studied, es
h,H• l .. ~ pecially by scholars such as Friedrich Blass, Wil-
~ helm Kroll, and Friedrich Solmsen, who devoted 

' .. 

t, 

,. 

1' 

' . 

most of their lives to this study. Yet, even so, 
rhetoric has been regarded only as the theory of 
literary prose. Heinrich Lausberg has produced a 
most remarkable work, which is the best tool in 
existence for the study of rhetorical terminology 
and the structure of discourse, and yet in the au
thor's own eyes it is only a contribution to the 
study of literary language and tradition.s 

The old tradition of rhetoric has been kept 
longest in Great Britain - it is still very much 
alive among Scots jurists - thanks to the impor
tance of psychology in the empiricism of Bacon, 
Locke, and Hume, and to the influence of the 
Scottish philosophy of common sense. This tradi
tion, in which the theory of invention is reduced 
to a minimum and interest is focused on the per
suasive aspect of discourse, is represented by 
such original works as George Campbell's The 
Philosophy of Rhetoric (1776) and Richard 
Whately's Elements of Rhetoric (1828). In this 
work, Whately, who was a logician, deals with 
argumentative composition in general and the art 
of establishing the truth of a proposition so as to 
convince others, rhetoric being reduced to "a 
purely managerial or supervisory science."6 His 
disciple, the future Cardinal John Henry New
man, applied Whately's ideas to the problems of 
faith in his Grammar of Assent (1870). This out
look still consists in seeing in rhetoric only a the-

• H,;\ o. ory of expression. It was the view adopted by 
· _ ... · Ivor Armstrong Richards in his Principles of Lit-°"'". rc ..... u.,& . 
\t,e,lila.-d,,r. sHeinrich Lausberg, Ha11db11ch der literarische11 

Rhetorik, 2 vols . (Munich: M. Hueber, 1960). [Au.) 
6 Douglas Ehningcr, ed ., Whatcly ' s E/e111e11t,f of Rhetoric 

(Carbondale: Southern Illinoi s University Press, I 963). p. 
XXVII. [Au. ) 

era,y Criticism (published in 1924) and in hii, 
Philosophy of Rhetoric ( I 936). 

While in Europe rhetoric has been reduced to 
stylistics and literary criticism. becoming merely 
a part of the study of literature insofar as it was 
taught at all, in the United State s the appearance 
of a speech profession brought about a unique 
development. 

Samuel Silas Curry, in a book entitled The 
Province of Expression ( 1891 ), was the fir~t to 
emphasize spoken discour se and its delivery. 
rather than the composition of literary proi.e, and 
to claim autonomy for speech as opposed to writ
ten composition. "Expresi.ion ," as he under stood 
it, did not mean the way in which ideas and feel
ings are expressed in a literary form , but instead 
the manner in which they are communicated by 
means of an art of "delivery." Concern for this 
element, apparently one or lesi,er importance, 
clearly reveals a renewed interest in the audience, 
and this interest helped to promote the creation of 
a new "speech profession," separate from the 
teaching of English and or English literature . 
Under the influence of William .lames, .lame1, Al
bert Winans published a volume entitled Puhlic 
Speaki11g ( I 9 I 5) that firmly e~tablished a union 
between professors of speech and those of psy
chology. With the cooperation of speciali~ti. in 
ancient and medieval rhetoric, such as Charle s S. 
Baldwin, Harry Caplan, Lane Cooper, Everett 
Lee Hunt, and Richard McKean, the whole tradi
tion of classical rhetoric has been retraced. This 
study has been continued and further developed 
in the works of Wilbur Samuel Howell, Donald 
C. Bryant, Karl R. Wallace, Walter J. Ong, Lloyd 
F. BitL.er, Douglas Ehninger. and Marie K. 
Hochmuth. The work of thei.e scholar~ - the 
titles of which can be found in the Bibliography 
that has been regularly published by the Quar
terly Journal of Speech since 1915- coni,titutcs 
a unique achievement which is as yet too little 
known outside the United State s.7 

\f~f\: 1
, U~A \ «S4 ~ 

7 Rnbcrt T. Oliver and Marvin G. Bauer. cd\ .. Uc-esta/,
lishi11g the Speech l'rofessio11: The First Fijir !'ears (New 
York: Speech Association of the Eastern Stale~. 1959 ). Sec 
al so Frederick W. Haberman and Jame s W. Cleary. cd~ .. 
Rhetoric a11d Public Address: A lliblw grap/11•. JtJ47- 1961 
(Madison: Univer sity of Wiscon ~in Pre\\, 1904). Prnr. Car
roll C. Arnold of Pennsylvania State Univer ~ity ha~ gra· 
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There is nothing of philosophical interest in a 
rhetoric that has turned into an art of expression, 
whether literary or verbal. 8 Hence it is not sur
prising that the term is missi~g entire)~ from bot? 
Andre Lalande's Vocabulaire technique et cri
tique de la philosophie and the recent American 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (1967). In the West
ern tradition, "Rhetoric" has frequently been 
identified with verbalism and an empty, unnat
ural, stilted mode of expression. Rhetoric then 
becomes the symbol of the most outdated ele
ments in the education of the old regime, the ele
ments that were the most formal, most useless, 
and most opposed to the needs of an equalitarian, 
progressive democracy. . 

This view of rhetoric as declamation - osten
tatious and artificial discourse - is not a new 
one. The same view was taken of the rhetoric of 
the Roman Empire. Once serious matters, both 
political and judiciary, had been withdr~w~ from 
its influence, rhetoric became perforce hm1ted to 
school exercises, to set speeches treating either a 
theme of the past or an imaginary situation, but, 
in any case, one without any real bearin~. Serio~s 
people, especially the StoJ,cs, ma~e tun of 1t. 
Thus Epictetus declares: But this ~~culty ~f 
speaking and of ornamenting words, 1f there 1s 
indeed any such peculiar faculty, what else does 
it do, when there happens to be discourse about a 

ciously supplied me the following information: ':he state
ment about the bibliography in Quarterly Journal ot Speech ~s 
not qui le correct. The 'Bibliography of Rhc::toric and Publ~c 
Address' first appeared in the Quarterly Journal of Speech m 
1947 and was published there annually to 1951. Fr~m 19~2 
through 1969, the bibliography was annua~ly. published ~n 
Speech Monographs. As it happens, the bt~ll~grap~y w1_ll 
cease to be published in Monographs a~1d'. begmn~ng with this 
year, 1970, will be published in a B1blwgm~i/11ca/ A111111al, 
published by the Speech Association of Amen~a. As fa: ~s I 
know, this bibliography remains the only mul11lm_gual l~stmg 
of works (admittedly incomplete) on rheloric published m Ihe 
United States." [Au.) . . . . . 

"See Vasile Florescu, "Retorica si reab1lltarea e1 m lilo
zofia contemporanea" (Rhetoric and its rehabilitatio~ in ~on
temporary philosophy) in S111df de istr~rie t'. fi/ozofie1 11111ve'.·: 
sale, published by the Institute ot Philosophy of thts 
Academy of the Socialist Republic of Rumama (Bucharest, 
1969), pp. 9-82. [Au.] 

thing, than to ornament the words and arrange 
them as hairdressers do the hair?" 9 

Aristotle would have disagreed with this con
ception of rhetoric as an ornamental. art bearing 
the same relation to prose as poetics does to 
verse. For Aristotle, rhetoric is a practical disci
pline that aims, not at producing a wo_rk of '.1f1, 
but at exerting through speech a persuasive action .,, 0 .,,1i .• ,.'. 
on an audience. Unfortunately, however, those , . ..,. .,.u. 
responsible for the confusion ~etwe~n the two f'' 
have been able to appeal to Anstotle s own au-
thority because of the misleadi?g analysis he 
gave of the epideictic or ceremomal form of ora-

tory. . . . 
In his Rhetoric Aristotle d1stmgutshes three i'N.it-

'b · " · and cer oli.i,siol\' genres of oratory: deh eratlve, 1orens1c, -
emonial. "Political speaking," he writes, "urges CnAl-t 
us either to do or not to do something: one of yno1o1.c.llWl: 

these two courses is always taken by private 
counsellors, as well as by men who address pub-
lic assemblies. Forensic speaking either attacks 
or defends somebody: one or the other of these 
two things must always be done by t~e parti~s in 
a case. The ceremonial oratory of display either 
praises or censures somebody." ~ut whereas the 
audience is supposed to act as a Judge and _make 
a decision concerning either the future (dehbera-
tive genre) or the past (forensic genre), in the 
case of an epideictic discourse the task of the au-
dience consists in judging, not about_ the matt_er 
of discourse, but about the orator's skill. In pol_1t-
ical and forensic discourse the subject of the dis-
course is itself under discussion, and the orator 
aims at persuading the audien~e ~o _take_ part in 
deciding the matter, but in ep1de1ct1c d1sc_ourse 
the subject-such as, for example, the pra~se of 
soldiers who have died for their country-is not 
at all a matter of debate. Such set speeches were 
often delivered before large assemblies, as at the 
Olympic Games, where competition between or-
ators provided a welcome complement to the at~-
letic contests. On such occasions, the only deci-
sion that the audience was called upon to make 
concerned the talent of the orator, by awarding 
the crown to the victor. 

One might well ask how an oratorical genre 

90iscourses II. 23; GBWW [Great Books of the Western 
World], Vol. 12, pp. t70-71. [Au.] 
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can be defined by its literary imitation. We know 
that Cicero, after having lost the suit, rewrote his 
Pro Milone and published it as a literary work. 
He hoped that by artistically improving the 
speech, which had failed to con~ince _Milo's 
judges, he might gain the approba_t1on of lovers 
of literature. Are those who read tll!S speech long 
after its practical bearing has disappeared any 
more than spectators? In that case, all discourses 
automatically become literature once they cease 
to exert a persuasive effect, and there is no par
ticular reason to distinguish different genres of 
oratory . Yet it can be maintained , on th~ con
trary, that the epideictic genre is n?l only 11_11por-. 
tant but e&sential from an educational pomt ol 
view, since it too has an effective and distinctive 
part to play - that, namely, of b1:inging abo~t a 
consensu s in the minds of the audience regardmg 
the values that are celebrated in the speech. 

The morali sts rightly satirize the view of epi
deictic oratory as spectacle. La Bruyere writes 
derisively of those who "are so deeply moved 
and touched by Theodorus' s sermon that they re
solve in their heart& that it is even more beautiful 
than the last one he preached." And Bossuet, 
fearful lest the real point of a sermon be missed, 
exclaims: "You should now be convinced that 
preachers of the Gospel do not asc_end into pul
pits to utter empty speeches to be listened to tor 
amusement." 10 

Bossuet here is following St. Augustine's pre
cepts concerning sacred discourse as set forth in 
the fourth book of his work On Christia11 D0c
tri11e. The Orator is not content if his li~tener 
merely accepts the truth of his words and praises 
his eloquence, because he wants his full assent: 

If the truths taught arc ~uch that to believe or to 
know them is enough, to give onc·s assent implies 
nothing more than to confess that they arc true . 
When, however . the truth taught in one that must 
be carried into practice, and that is taught for the 
very purpose of being practised, it is useless to be 
persuaded of the truth of what is said, it is useless 

"'Ch. Perelman and L. Olbrechts-Tytcca, The Nell' 
Rhetoric, A Trelllise 011 Arg11111e11tatio11, trans. John Wilkin~on 
and Purcell Weaver (Notre Dame. Ind.: University of Notre 
Dame Press. 1969). p. 50. French edition: ut No11velle 
Rhetorique; traite de /'11rg11111e11tatin11. (Paris: Presses Univer
sitaires de France, 1958 ). I Au. I 

to be pleased with the manner in which it is said, if 
it be not so learnt as to be practised. The eloquent 
divine, then, when he is urging a practical truth, 
must not only teach so as to give instruction, and 
please so m, to keep up the attention, b~t he must 
al~o sway the mind so as to subdue the will. 

The listener will be persuaded, Augustine also 
claims, 

if he be drawn by your premises, and awed by your 
threats; if he reject what you condemn, and em
brace what you commend; if he grieve when you 
heap up objects for grief, and rejoice when you 
point out an object for joy; if he pity those wh?m 
you present to him as objects of pity, and shnnk 
from tl10~c whom you set before him as men to be 
feared and shunned.' ' 

The orator's aim in the epideictic genre is not 
just to gain a passive adherence from his audi
ence but to provoke the action wished for o~, ?l 
least to awaken a disposition so to act. Thts ts 
achi~ved by forming a community of minds, 
which Kenneth Burke, who is well aware of the 
importance of this genre, calls identifica_tion. As 
he writes, rhetoric "is rooted in an essential func
tion of language itself, a function that is wholly 
realistic and is continually born anew; the use of 
language as a symbolic means of inducing coop
eration in beings that by nature respond to sym
bols ." " In fact, any persuasive discourse seeks to 
have an effect on an audience, although the audi
ence may consist of only one person and the dis
course be an inward deliberation. 

The distinction of the different genres of ora
tory is highly artificial, as the study of a speech 
shows. Mark Antony's famous speech in Shake
speare's Julius Caesar" ope_ns _w(th ~ funeral 
eulogy, a typical case of ep1de1ct1c dtscour~e, 
and ends by provoking a riot that is clearly polit
ical. Its goal is to intensify an adherence to val
ues, to create a disposition to act, and finally to 
bring people to act. Seen in such a perspect!ve, 
rhetoric becomes a subject of great philosoplucal 
interest. 

11 011 Chris1it111 Doctrine!, IV. 13, 12: GBWW, Vol. 18, p. 
684. [Au.] 

" Kenneth Burke. A Rhetoric of Motive\" (New York: 
Prentice -Hall. 1950). p. 43. IAu.J 

' -'Act Ill. scene 2: CiBWW. Vol. 26, pp. 584c IT. [Au.] 
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THINKING ABOUT VALUES 

In 1945, when l published my first study ?f jus
tice, 14 I was completely ignorant of the 11npor
tance of rhetoric. This study, undertaken in the 
spirit of logical empiricism, succeeded i~ show
ing that formal justice is a principle of action, ac
cording to which beings of one and the same es
sential category must be treated in the same 
way. 15 The application ot: this p~in~iple t? a~tual 
situations, however, reqmres cntena to 10d1cate 
which categories are relevant and how their 
members should be treated, and such decisions 
involve a recourse to judgments of value. But, 
using only positivistic methods, l could not ~ee 
how such judgments could have any foundat10n 
or justification. Indeed, as I entirely accepted the 
principle that one cannot draw an "ou~ht" from 
an "is" -a judgment of value from a Judgment 
of fact-I was led inevitably to the conclusion 
that if justice consists in the systematic imple
mentation of certain value judgments, it does not 
rest on any rational foundation: "As for the value 
that is the foundation of the normative system, 
we cannot subject it to any rational criterion: it is 
utterly arbitrary and logically indetermi_nate .... 
The idea of value is, in effect, incompallble both 
with formal necessity and with experiential uni-

l\ 
versality. There is no value which is not logically 
arbitrary." 16 

f was deeply dissatisfied with this conclusion, 
however interesting the analysis, since the philo-
sophical inquiry, carried on withi~ the li_mits of 
logical empiricism, could not provide_ an ideal of 
practical reason, that is, the estab(ishment of 
rules and models for reasonable act10n. By ad
mitting the soundness of Hume's analysis, I 
found myself in a situation similar to Ka?~'s_· If 
Hume is right in maintaining that empmc1sm 
cannot provide a basis for either science or 
morals, must we not then look to other than em
pirical methods to justify them? Similarly, _if ex
perience and calculation, combined accordmg to 
the precepts of logical empiricism, leave no place 

14Ch. Perelman, The Idea of }11.\'tice and the Problem of 
Argument, trans. John Petrie (New York: Humunitie~ Press, 
1963), pp. 1- 60. [Au.] 

•sJbid., p. 16. [Au.] 
10 Ibid., pp. 56-57. [Au.I 

for practical reason and do not enable us to jus
tify our decisions and choices, must we not seek 
other techniques of reasoning for that purpose? 

In other words, is ~here a_ logi~ of value judg -11 SOM\.· 
ments that makes tt possible tor us to reason "'\, 
about values instead 01: making them . depend v~ 
solely on irrational chmces, based on interest , l\u,v;so 
passion, prejudice, and myth? Recent his~ory has 
shown abundantly the sad excesses to which such "'4., 
an attitude can lead. \-t1>loco.11 

Critical investigation of the philosophical lit- --
erature yielded no satisfactory results. The ,. ' · 
French logician Edmond Goblot, in his work La d ... ; , 1 • 

logique des jugements de valeur, '7 restricte_d his ~· :,J, 

analysis to derived or instrumental value Judg- .::. · 
ments, that is, to those judgments that use values :• • ' 
as a means to already accepted ends, or as ob- ·" '~. 
stacles to their attainment. The ends themselves, 
however, could not be subjected to deliberation 
unless they were transformed into instrumental 
values, but such a transformation only pushes 
back the problem of ultimate ends. We thus seem 
to be faced with two extreme attitudes, neither of 
which is acceptable: subjectivism, which, as far 
as values are concerned, leads to skepticism for 
lack of an intersubjective criterion; or an abso-
lutism founded on intuitionism. In the latter case, 
judgments of value are assimilated to judgments 
of a reality that is s11i generis. In other words, 
must we choose between A. J. Ayer's view in 
language, Truth, and Logic and G. E. Mo?re's 
view in Principia Ethica? Both seem to give a 
distorted notion of the actual process of delibera-
tion that leads to decision making in practical 
fields such as politics, law, and morals. 

Then, too, I agreed with the criticisms made 
by various types of existentialists against both 
positivist empiricism and rationalistic idealism, 
but I could find no satisfaction in their justifica
tion of action by purely subjective projects or 
commitments. 

I could see but one way to solve the dilemma 
to which most cu1Tents of contemporary philoso
phy had led. Instead of w?rking out a priori pos
sible structures for a logic of value Judgments, 
might we not do better to follow the method 

11Edmond Gnblol, La Logique des j11geme111.1· de valeur 
(Paris: Colin, 1927). !Au.] 

PERELMAN I THE NFW RHETORIC: A THEORY 1389 



............ 
~- .1;,·. 

f'il.:o. 

Ji •• ,.·:.. 

·k.(Jo1-1c, 
W~111&\'14"t. 

Ii> l,Ulld.w
;hl'\llt~i 

~""' 
:!IMt~ 

adopted by the German logician Gottlob Frege, 
who, to cast new light on logic, decided to ana
lyze the reasoning used by mathematicians? 
Could we not undertake, in the same way, an ex
tensive inquiry into the manner in which the most 
diverse authors in all fields do in fact reason 
about values? By analyzing political discourse, 
the reasons given by judges, the reasoning of 
moralists, the daily discussions carried on in de
liberating about making a choice or reaching a 
decision or nominating a person, we might be 
able to trace the actual logic of value judgments 
which seems continually to elude the grasp of 
specialists in the theory of knowledge. 

For almost ten years Mme L. Olbrechts
Tyteca and I conducted such an inquiry and 
analysis. We obtained results that neither of us 
had ever expected. Without either knowing or 
wishing it, we had rediscovered a part of Aris
totelian logic that had been long forgotten or, at 
any rate, ignored and despised. It was the part 
dealing with dialectical reasoning, as distin
guished from demonstrative reasoning-called 
by Aristotle analytics-which is analyzed at 
length in the Rhetoric, Topics, and 011 Sophisti
cal Refutations. We called this new, or revived, 
branch of study, devoted to the analysis of infor
mal reasoning, The New Rhetoric. 18 

ARGUMENTATION AND 
DEMONSTRATION 

The new rhetoric is a theory of argumentation. 
But the specific part that is played by argumenta
tion could not be fully understood until the mod
ern theory of demonstration-to which it is com
plementary-had been developed. In its 
contemporary form, demonstration is a calcula
tion made in accordance with rules that have 
been laid down beforehand. No recourse is al
lowed to evidence or to any intuition other than 
that of the senses. The only requirement is the 
ability to distinguish signs and to perform opera-

'"Perelman and Olbrechts -Tyteca, The New Rhetoric. See 
also Olbrechts-Tyteca, "Rencontre avec la rhetorique," in la 
Theorie de l'arg11111e11tatio11, Centre National de Recherches 
de Logique (Lou vain: Editions Nauwelaerts, 1963), I, pp. 
3-18 (reproduces nos. 21- 24 of logique et Analyse). [Au.] 

tions according to rules. A demonstration is re
garded as correct or incorrect according as it con
forms, or fails to conform, to the rules. A conclu
sion is held to be demonstrated if it can be 
reached by means of a series of correct opera
tions starting from premises accepted as axioms. 
Whether these axioms be considered as evident, 
necessary, true or hypothetical, the relation be
tween them and the demonstrated theorems re
mains unchanged. To pass from a correct infer
ence to the truth or to the computable probability 
of the conclusion, one must admit both the truth 
of the premises and the coherence of the ax
iomatic system. 

The acceptance of these assumptions compels 
us to abandon pure formalism and to accept cer
tain conventions and to admit the reality of cer
tain models or structures. According to the classi
cal theory of demonstration, which is rejected by 
formalism, the validity of the deductive method 
was guaranteed by intuition or evidence-by the 
natural light of reason. But if we reject such a 
foundation, we are not compelled to accept for
malism. It is still insufficient, since we need good 
reasons to accept the premises from which we 
start and these reasons can be good only for a 
mind capable of judging them. However, once 
we have accepted the framework of a formal sys- , 
tern and know that it is free from ambiguity, then 
the demonstrations that can be made within it are 
compelling and impersonal; in fact, their validity 
is capable of being controlled mechanically. It is 
this specific character of formal demonstration 
that distinguishes it from dialectical reasoning 
founded on opinion and concerned with contin
gent realities. Ramus failed to see this distinction 
and confused the two by using a faulty analogy 
with the sight of moving and unmoving colors. ' 9 

It is sometimes possible, by resorting to prior 
arrangements and conventions, to transform an 
argument into a demonstration of a more or less 
probabilistic character. It remains true, nonethe
less, that we must distinguish carefully between 

09This identification is faulty. as dialectical reasoning can 
be reduced to formal calculation no more than commonplaces 
(topoi). Cf. Otto Bird, "The tradition of the Logical Topics: 
Aristotle to Ockham. " Jo11ma/ of the History of Ideas 23 
( I 962): 307-23 . [Au. I 
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·V the two types of reasoning if we want to under-

stand properly how they are related. 
An argumentation is always addressed by a 

person called the orator - whether by speech or 
in writing - to an audience of listeners or read
ers. It aims at obtaining or reinforcing the adher
ence of the audience to some thesis, assent to 
which is hoped for. The new rhetoric, like the 
old, seeks to persuade or convince, to obtain an 
adherence which may be theoretical to start with, 
although it may eventually be manifested 
through a disposition to act, or practical, as pro
voking either immediate action, the making of a 
decision, or a commitment to act. 

Thus argumentation, unlike demonstration, 
presupposes a meeting of minds: the will on the 
part of the orator to persuade and not to compel 
or command, and a disposition on the part of the 
audience to listen. Such mutual goodwill must 
not only be general but must also apply to the 
particular question at issue; it must not be forgot
ten that all argumentation aims somehow at mod
ifying an existing state of affairs . This is why 
every society possesses institutions to further dis
cussion between competent persons and to pre
vent others. Not everybody can start debating 
about anything whatever, no matter where. To be 
a man people listen to is a precious quality and is 
still more necessary as a preliminary condition 
for an efficacious argumentation. 

In some cases there are detailed rules drawn 
up for establishing this contact before a question 
can be debated. The main purpose of procedure 
in civil and criminal law is to ensure a balanced 
unfolding of the judicial debate. Even the matters 
where there are no explicit rules for discussion, 
there are still customs and habits that cannot be 
disregarded without sufficient reason. 

Argumentation also presupposes a means of 
communicating, a common language. The use of it 
in a given situation, however, may admit of vari
ation according to the position of the interlocu
tors. Sometimes only certain persons are entitled 
to ask questions or to conduct the debate. 

¥:. From these specifications it is apparent that 

l\ 
the new rhetoric cannot tolerate the more or less 
conventional, and even arbitrary, limitations tra
ditionally imposed upon ancient rhetoric. For 

Aristotle, the similarity between rhetoric and di
alectic was all-important. 20 According to him, 
they differ only in that dialectic provides us with 
techniques of discussion for a common search for 
truth, while rhetoric teaches how to conduct a de
bate in which various points of view are ex
pressed and the decision is left up to the audi
ence . This distinction shows why dialectic has 
been traditionally considered as a serious matter 
by philosophers, whereas rhetoric has been re
garded with contempt. Truth, it was held, 
presided over a dialectical discussion, and the in
terlocutors had to reach agreement about it by 
themselves, whereas rhetoric taught only how to 
present a point of view-that is to say, a partial 
aspect of the question-and the decision of the 
issue was left up to a third person. 2 • 

It should be noted, however, that for Plato di
alectic alone does not attain to metaphysical 
truth. The latter requires an intuition for which 
dialectic can only pave the way by eliminating 
untenable hypotheses.22 However, truth is the 
keynote for dialectic, which seeks to get as close 
to the truth as possible through the discursive 
method . The rhetorician, on the other hand, is de
scribed as trying to outdo his rivals in debate, 
and, if his judges are gross and ignorant, the tri
umph of the orator who shows the greatest skill 
in flattery will by no means always be the victory 
of the best cause. Plato emphasizes this point 
strongly in the Gorgias, where he shows that the 
demagogue, to achieve victory, will not hesitate 
to use techniques unworthy of a philosopher. 
This criticism gains justification from Aristotle's 
observation, based evidently on Athenian prac
tice, that it belongs to rhetoric "to deal with such 
matters as we deliberate upon without arts or sys
tems to guide us, in the bearing of persons who 
cannot take in at a glance a complicated argu
ment, or follow a long chain of reasoning. "2 3 

"'See Rhetoric l, 1354a 1-6, 1355a 35- 36, 1355b 8- 10, 
1356a 30-35, 1356b 35, 1356b 37- 38; GBWW, Vol. 9, pp. 
593-96. [Au.] 

21 Pla10, Republic l, 348a-b; GBWW, Vol. 7, p. 306. [Au.] 
"Plato, Republic 511, GBWW, Vol. 7, p. 387. Seventh 

Letter 344b, GBWW, Vol. 7, p. 810. [Au.] 
' 3Aristotle, RhetoriL: l 1357a 1- 4; GBWW, Vol. 9. p. 596. 

[Au.] 

PERELMAN I THE NEW RHETORIC: A THEORY 

(i..-t..MG.c;. - So V\11.t, .fi,...vv-.,\' SOl,'\AA. \"' t1>..-M4( 

1391 

,. ' ,t:. •'· ~ ,,; , .... 

""\114"'-
C· ") 

pru"ukd' 

t-~ 
bt~yL 
'Q' . 
(\.\AA;& ~ U"'-' 

b ..... t-fW. 
th,~•-
i6il,C.l, 
c,l6U~l
sl-oi+ Fl""'~ 
~ 

pt,1-c.(w,.,." 
~U-.~(l 

ll-'-K.v 
''\MAAI 

rkc,~t-.t.,'l 



H....-~-. 
I l,\WI~ C.• h.r r,+ h-Jh. II 

For the new rhetoric, however, argumentation 
has a wider scope as nonformal reasoning that 
aims at obtaining or reinforcing the adherence of 
an audience. It is manifest in discussion as well 
as in debate, and it matters not whether the aim 
be the search for truth or the triumph of a cause, 
and the audience may have any degree of com
petence. The reason that rhetoric has been 
deemed unworthy of the philosopher's efforts is 
not because dialectic employs a technique of 
questions and answers while rhetoric proceeds 
by speeches from opposing sides.24 It is not this 
but rather the idea of the unicity of truth that has 
disqualified rhetoric in the Western philosophi
cal tradition. Thus Descartes declares: "When
ever two men come to opposite decisions about 
the same matter one of them at least must cer-

B:tNe,c. !. tainly be in the wrong, and apparently there is 
not even one of them who knows; for if the rea
soning of the second was sound and clear he 
would be able so to lay it before the other as fi
nally to succeed in convincing his understand
ing also." 2 s Both Descartes and Plato hold this 
idea because of their rejection of opinion, which 
is variable, and their adoption of an ideal of sci
ence based on the model of geometry and math
ematical reasoning-the very model according 
to which the world was supposed to have been 
created. Dum Deus calculat, .fit mundus (While 
God calculates, the world is created) is the con
viction not only of Leibniz but of all ration
alists. 

Things are very different within a tradition 
that follows a juridical, rather than a mathemati
cal, model. Thus in the tradition of the Talmud, 
for example, it is accepted that opposed positions 
can be equally reasonable; one of them does not 

! • , have to be right. Indeed, "in the Talmud two 
schools of biblical interpretation are in constant 
opposition, the school of Hillel and that of Sham
mai. Rabbi Abba relates that, bothered by these 
contradictory interpretations of the sacred text, 
Rabbi Samuel addresses himself to heaven in 
order to know who speaks the truth. A voice from 

24 Plato, Crary/us 390c; GBWW, Vol. 7, pp. 88-89. 
Theactetus 167e; GBWW, Vol. 7, p. 526. [Au.] 

"Rules for the Direction of the Mind; GBWW, Vol. 31, p. 
2. !Au.J 

above answers him that these two theses both ex
pressed the word of the Living God." 26 

So too, for Plato, the subject of discussion is 
always one for which men possess no techniques 
for reaching agreement immediately: 

Suppose for ex.ample that you and I, my good 
friend (Socrates remarks to Euthyphro), differ 
about a number; do differences of this sort make us 
enemies and set us at variance with one another? 
Do we not go at once to arithmetic, and put an end 
to them by a sum? ... Or suppose that we differ 
about magnitudes, do we not quickly end the differ
ences by measuring? . . . And we end a controversy 
about heavy and light by resorting to a weighing 
machine? ... But what differences are there which 
cannot be thus decided and which therefore make us 
angry and set us at enmity with one another? I dare 
say the answer does not occur to you at the moment, 
and therefore I will suggest that these enmities arise 
when the matters of difference are the just and un
just, good and evil, honorable and dishonorable .' 7 

When agreement can easily be reached by 
means of calculation, measuring, or weighing, 
when a result can be either demonstrated or veri
fied, nobody would think of resorting to dialecti 
cal discussion. The latter concerns only what 
cannot be so decided and, especially, disagree 
ments about values. In fact, in matters of opinion, 
it is often the case that neither rhetoric nor dialec
tic can reconcile all the positions that are taken. 

Such is exactly how matters stand in philoso
phy. The philosopher's appeal to reason gives no 
guarantee whatever that everyone will agree with 
his point of view. Different philosophies pre~ent 
different points of view, and it is significant that 
a historian of pre-Socratic philosophy has been 
able to show that the different points of view can 
be regarded as antilogies or discourses on oppo
site sides, in that an antithesis is opposed in each 
case to a thesis. 28 One might even wonder with 

' 68ahylo11ia11 Talmud, Seder Mo"ed 2. "Erubin" 136 (ed. 
Epstein). Cf. Ch. Perelman. "What the Philosnphcr May 
Learn from the Study of Law." Natural Lmv Fo111111 11 
( 1966): 3-4; idem. "Dcsacrnrd ct rutionalitc des dcci~ion~." 
in Droit, morale et philowphie (Paris: Librairie gcncrale de 
droit et de jurisprudence. 1968). pp. 103-JO. [Au.] 

' 7E111hyphro 7: GBWW. Vol. 7, pp. 193-94. [Au.] 
2 "See Clemence Ramnoux. "Le dcveloppement an

tilogique des ccolcs grecques avant Sm:ratc," in La Dia/cc-
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Alexandre Kojeve, the late expert in Hegelian 
philosophy, whether Hegelian dialectic did not 
have its origin, not in Platonic dialectic, but 
rather in the development of philosophical sys
tems that can be opposed as thesis to antithesis, 
followed by a synthesis of the two. The process 
is similar to a lawsuit in which the judge identi
fies the elements he regards as valid in the claims 
of the opposed parties. For Kant as well as for 
Hegel, opinions are supposed to be excluded 
from philosophy, which aims at rationality. But 
to explain the divergencies that are systemically 
encountered in the history of philosophy, we 
need only call these opinions the natural illusions 
of reason as submitted to the tribunal of critical 
reason (as in Kant) or successive moments in the 
progress of reason toward Absolute Spirit (as in 
Hegel). 

To reconcile philosophic claims to rationality 
with the plurality of philosophic systems, we 
must recognize that the appeal to reason must be 
identified not as an appeal to a single truth but in
stead as an appeal for the adherence of an audi
ence, which can be thought of, after the manner 
of Kant's categorical imperative, as encompass
ing all reasonable and competent men. The char
acteristic aspect of philosophical controversy and 
of the history of philosophy can only be under
stood if the appeal to reason is conceived as an 
appeal to an ideal audience-which I call the 
universal audience-whether embodied in God,29 
in all reasonable and competent men, in the man 
deliberating or in an elite. 30 Instead of identify
ing philosophy with a science, which, on the pos
itivist ideal, could make only analytical judg
ments, both indisputable and empty, we would 
do better to abandon the ideal of an apodictic phi
losophy. We would then have to admit that in the 
discharge of his specific task, the philosopher has 
at his disposal only an argumentation that he can 
endeavor to make as reasonable and systematic 
as possible without ever being able to make it ab
solutely compelling or a demonstrative proof. 

tique (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1969), pp. 
40-47 . [Au.J 

"'Plato, P/u,edrus 273c; GBWW, Vol 7, p. 138. [Au.] 
3"Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rheroric, 

Sections 6-9. fAu.j 

Besides, it is highly unlikely that any reasoning 
from which we could draw reasons for acting 
could be conducted under the sign of truth, for 
these reasons must enable us to justify our ac
tions and decisions. Thus, indirectly, the analysis 
of philosophical reasoning brings us back to 
views that are familiar in existentialism. 

Audiences display an infinite variety in both 
extension and competence: in extent, from the 
audience consisting of a single subject engaged 
in inward deliberation up to the universal audi
ence; and in competence, from those who know 
only loci up to the specialists who have ac
quired their knowledge only through a long and 
painstaking preparation . By thus generalizing 
the idea of the audience, we can ward off 
Plato's attack against the rhetoricians for show
ing greater concern for success than for the 
truth. To this criticism we can reply that the 
techniques suited for persuading a crowd in a 
public place would not be convincing to a better 
educated and more critical audience, and that 
the worth of an argumentation is not measured 
solely by its efficacy but also by the quality of 
the audience at which it is aimed. Consequently, 
the idea of a rational argumentation cannot be 
defined in abstracto, since it depends on the 
historically grounded conception of the univer
sal audience. 

The part played by the audience in rhetoric is tC"\,\.u 
crucially important, because all argumentation, ,H.......-

ct 
in aiming to persuade, must be adapted to the au- s .. i,j,s 
dience and, hence based on beliefs accepted by oti-
the audience with such conviction that the rest of ~ o..., 
the discourse can be securely based upon it. f," .. 
Where this is not the case, one must reinforce ~'"'-
adherence to these starting points by means of 
all available rhetorical techniques before at
tempting to join the controverted points to them. 
[ndeed, the orator who builds his discourse on 
premises not accepted by the audience commits 
a classical fallacy in argumentation -a petitio 
principii. This is not a mistake in formal logic, 
since formally any proposition implies itself, but 

-----

it is a mistake in argumentation, because the ora- t.""'"" 
tor begs the question by presupposing the exis- i-....- ~ 
tence of an adherence that does not exist and to v,IW 
the obtaining of which his efforts should be di- "sr•\-"' 
rected. '""- 0
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THE BASIS OF AGREEMENT 

The objects of agreement on which the orator can 
build his argument are various. On the one hand, 
there are facts, truths, and presumptions; on the 
other, values, hierarchies, and loci of the prefer
able.3' 

Facts and truths can be characterized as ob
jects that are already agree? to by the u_niversal 
audience, and, hence, there ts no need to mcrease 
the intensity of adherence to them. If we presup
pose the coherence of reality and of our truths 
taken as a whole, there cannot be any conflict be
tween facts and truths on which we would be 
called to make a decision. What happens when 
such a conflict seems to occur is that the incom
patible element loses its status and becomes ei
ther an illusory fact or an apparent truth, unless 
we can eliminate the incompatibility by showing 
that the two apparently incompatible truths apply 
to different fields. We shall return to this argu
mentative method later when dealing with the 
dissociation of ideas. 

Presumptions are opinions which need not be 
proved, although adherence to them can be either 
reinforced, if necessary, or suppressed by prov
ing the opposite. Legal procedure m?kes. abun
dant use of presumptions, for which tt has 
worked out refined definitions and elaborate rules 
for their use. 

Values are appealed to in order to influence 
our choices of action. They supply reasons for 
preferring one type of behavior to another, al
though not all would necessarily accept them as 
good reasons. Indeed, most values are particular 
in that they are accepted only by a particular 
group. The values that are called universal ~an b_e 
regarded in so many different ways that the_1r ~m
versality is better considered as only an asp1rat1on 
for agreement, since it disappears as soon as_ one 
tries to apply one such value to a conc~et~ s1t~a
tion. For argumentation, it is useful to d1stmgmsh 
concrete values, such as one's country, from ab
stract values, such as justice and truth. It is char
acteristic of values that they can become the cen
ter of conflict without thereby ceasing to be 
values. This fact explains how real sacrifice is 
possible, the object renounced being by no means 

"Ibid., Sections 15- 27. [Au.] 

a mere appearance. For this reas?n, the effort to 
reinforce adherence to values ts never super
fluous. Such an effort is undertaken in epideic
tic discourse, and, in general, all education also 
endeavors to make certain values preferred to 
others . 

After values, we find that accepted hierarchies 
play a part in argumentation. Such, _for example, 
are the superiority of men over ammals a~d of 
adults over children. We also find double hierar
chies as in the case in which we rank behavior in 
accordance with an accepted ranking of the 
agents. For this reason, such a statement as "You 
are behaving like a beast" is pejorative, whereas 
an exhortation to "act like a man" calls for more 
laudable behavior. 

Among all the loci studied by Aristotl~ in h_is 
Topics, we shall consider only those exa~med 10 

the third book, which we shall call loci of the 
preferable. They are very ?en~ral propositi~n!t, 
which can serve, at need, to Justify values or hier
archies, but which also have as a special charac
teristic the ability to evaluate complementary as
pects of reality. To loci of qualltity, such as "That 
which is more lasting is worth more than that 
which is less so" or "A thing useful for a large 
number of persons is worth more than one us~ful 
for a smaller number," we can oppose loci of 
quality, which set value upon the unique, th~ irre
mediable, the opportune, the rare-t_hat 1s, to 
what is exceptional instead of to what 1s nor~al. 
By the use of these loci, it is pos~ible to descnbe 
the difference between the classical and the ro
mantic spirit.32 

While it establishes a framework for all non
formal reasoning, whatever its nature, its subject, 
or audience the new rhetoric does not pretend to 
supply a !is~ of all the loci and common opinions 
which can serve as starting points for argumenta
tion. It is sufficient to stress that, in all cases, the 
orator must know the opinion of his audience on 
all the questions he intends to deal with, the type 
of arguments and reasons which seem relevant 
with regard to both subject and audience, what 
they are likely to consider as a strong or weak ar-

,
2 ch . Perelman and L. Olbrcchts -Tyteca, "Classicism c ct 

Romantisme dans !'argumentation." Rel'llc /11tematio1111/e de 
Philosophie, 1958, pp. 47- 57. [Au.] 
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gument, and what might arouse them, as well as 
what would leave them indifferent. 

Quintilian, in his Institutes of Oratory, points 
out the advantage of a public school education 
for future orators: it puts them on a par and in fel
lowship with their audience. This advice is sound 
as regards argumentation on matters requiring no 
special knowledge. Otherwise, however, it is in
dispensable for holding an audience to have had 
a preliminary initiation into the body of ideas to 
be discussed. 

In discussion with a single person or a small 
group, the establishment of a starting point is 
very different from before a large group. The 
particular opinions and convictions needed may 
have already been expressed previously, and the 
orator has no reason to believe that his interlocu
tors have changed their minds. Or he can use the 
technique of question and answer to set the 
premises of his argument on firm ground . 
Socrates proceeded in this way, taking the inter
locutor's assent as a sign of the truth of the ac
cepted thesis. Thus Socrates says to Callicles in 
the Gorgias: 

If you agree with me in an argument about any 
point, that point will have been sufficiently tested 
by us, and will not require to be submitted to any 
further test. For you could not have agreed with 
me, either from lack of knowledge or from super
fluity of modesty, nor yet from a desire to deceive 
me, for you are my friend, as you tell me yourself. 
And therefore when you and I are agreed, the result 
will be the attainment of perfect truth.33 

It is obvious that such a dialogue is out of the 
question when one is addressing a numerous as
sembly. In this case, the discourse must take as 
premises the presumptions that the orator has 
learned the audience will accept. 34 

CREATING "PRESENCE" 

What an audience accepts forms a body of opin
ion, convictions, and commitments that is both 
vast and indeterminate. From this body the orator 
must select certain elements on which he focuses 

13Plato, Gorgias 487 d-e, GBWW, Vol 7, p. 273. [Au.] 
1•Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric, p. 

w4. [Au.] 

attention by endowing them, as it were, with a 
"presence." This does not mean that the elements 
left out are entirely ignored, but they are pushed 
into the background. Such a choice implicitly 
sets a value on some aspects of reality rather than 
others. Recall the lovely Chinese story told by 
Meng-Tseu: "A king sees an ox on its way to 
sacrifice. He is moved to pity for it and orders 
that a sheep be used in its place. He confesses he 
did so because he could see the ox, but not the 
sheep."35 

Things present, things near to us in space and 
time, act directly on our sensibility. The orator's 
endeavors often consist, however, in bringing to 
mind things that are not immediately present. 
Bacon was aware of this function of eloquence: 

The affection beholdeth merely the present; reason 
beholdeth the future and sum of time. And there 
fore the present filling the imagination more, rea
son is commonly vanquished; but after that force of 
eloquence and persuasion hath made things future 
and remote appear as present, then upon the revolt 
of the imagination reason prevaileth.3 6 

To make "things future and remote appear as 
present," that is, to create presence, calls for spe
cial efforts of presentation. For this purpose all 
kinds of literary techniques and a number of 
rhetorical figures have been developed. Hypoty
posis or demonstratio, for example, is defined as 
a figure "which sets things out in such a way that 
the matter seems to unfold, and the thing to hap
pen, before our very eyes."37 Obviously, such a 
figure is highly important as a persuasive factor. 
In fact, if their argumentative role is disregarded, 
the study of figures is a useless pastime, a search 
for strange names for rather farfetched and af
fected turns of speech. Other figures, such as rep
etition, anaphora, amplification, congerie, meta
bole, pseudo direct discourse, enallage, are all 
various means of increasing the feeling of pres
ence in the audience.38 

In his description of facts, truths, and values, 

35(bid., p. t I 6. [Au.) 
36Adva11ceme11t of Leaming, Bk II, XVlll; GBWW, Vol. 

30, p. 67. [Au.] 
J1R/zetorica ad Here1111i11111 4. 68. [Au.] 
J 8Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric, 

Section 42 . [Au.] 
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the orator must employ language that takes into 
account the classifications and valuations implicit 
in the audience's acceptance of them. For placing 
his discourse at the level of generality that he 
considers best adapted to his purpose and his au
dience, he has at hand a whole arsenal of linguis
tic categories-substantives, adjectives , verbs , 
adverbs-and a vocabulary and phrasing that en
able him, under the guise of a descriptive narra
tive, to stress the main elements and indicate 
which are merely secondary. 

In the selection of data and the interpretation 
and presentation of them , the orator is subject to 
the accusation of partiality . Indeed , there is no 
proof that his presentation has not been distorted 
by a tendentious vision of things. Hence, in law, 
the legal counsel must reply to the attorney gen
eral, while the judge forms an opinion and ren
ders his decision only after hearing both parties. 
Although his judgment may appear more bal-
anced, it cannot achieve perfect objectivity
which can only be an ideal. Even with the elimi
nation of tendentiou s views and of errors, one 
does not thereby reach a perfectly just decision . 
So too in scientific or technical discourse , where 
the orator's freedom of choice is less because he 
cannot depart , without special reason , from the 
accepted terminology, value judgments are im
plicit, and their justification resides in the theo
ries, classifications, and methodology that gave 
birth to the technical terminology . The idea that 
science consists of nothing but a body of time
less, objective truths has been increasingly chal
lenged in recent years .J9 

THE STRUCTURE OF ARGUMENT 

Nonformal argument consists , not of a chain of 
ideas of which some are derived from others ac
cording to accepted rules of inference , but rather 

1 •To mention only a few works besides Thomas Kuhn' s 
The S1ruct11re r,( Scie111(fic Re\'f>/11titms (Chicago. Ill.: Univer
sity of Chicago Press . 1962). there is Michael Polanyi's fasci
nating work significantly entitled Persn11al Knowledge (Lon
don: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 1958). The social, persuasive. 
nay, the rhetorical aspect , of scientific methodology was 
stre~sed by the physicist John Ziman in his brilliant book 
P11hlic K11nwledge (London : Cambridge University Press , 
1968). The latter is dedicated to the late Norwood Russell 
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of a web formed from all the arguments and all 
the reasons that combine to achieve the desired 
result. The purpo se of the discourse in general is 
to bring the audience to the conclusions offered 
by the orator, starting from premises that they al
ready accept-which is the case unless the ora
tor has been guilty of a petitio principii. The ar
gumentative process consists in establishing a 
link by which acceptance, or adherence, is passed 
from one element to another, and this end can be 
reached either by leaving the various elements of 
the discourse unchanged and associated as they 
are or by making a dissociation of ideas. 

We shall now consider the various types of as
sociation and of dissociation that the orator has at 
his command. To simplify classification , we have 
grouped the processes of association into three 
classes: quasi-logical arguments. arguments based 
upon the structure of the real, and arguments that 
start from particular cases that are then either 
generalized or transposed from one sphere of re
ality to another.4° 

QUASI-LOGICAL ARGUMENTS 

These arguments are similar to the formal struc
tures of logic and mathematics . In fact, men ap
parently first came to an understanding of purely 
formal proof by submitting quasi-logical argu
ments, such as many of the loci listed in Aristo
tle's Topics , to an analysis that yielded precision 
and formalization. There is a difference of para
mount importance between an argument and a 
formal proof . Instead of using a natural language 
in which the same word can be used with differ
ent meanings , a logical calculus employs an arti
ficial language so constructed that one sign can 
have only one meaning. In logic, the principle of 
identity designates a tautology, an indisputable 
but empty truth, whatever its formulation . But 
this is not the case in ordinary language . When 
I say "business is busines s." or "boys will be 

Hanson , whose Pattcmf of Discm•ery (London : Camhridgc 
University Press. 1958), and the Concepr "( the Po.1itw11 
(London : Cambridge Univcr\it y Press. 1963), gave much 
weight to the new ideas. [Au.] 

4"Perclman and Olhrecht s-Tyteca . The New Rhetoric, 
Sections 45-88 . [Au.] 
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boys," or "war is war," those hearing the words 
give preference, not to the univocity of the state
ment, but to its significant character. They will 
never take the statements as tautologies, which 
would make them meaningless, but will look for 
different plausible interpretations of the same 
term that will render the whole statement both 
meaningful and acceptable. Similarly, when 
faced with a statement that is formally a contra
diction - "When two persons do the same thing 
it is not the same thing," or "We step and we do 
not step twice into the same river,"-we look for 
an interpretation that eliminates the incoherence. 

To understand an orator, we must make the ef
fort required to render his discourse coherent and 
meaningful. This effort requires goodwill and re
spect for the person who speaks and for what he 
says. The techniques of formalization make cal
culation possible, and, as a result, the correctness 
of the reasoning is capable of mechanical control. 
This result is not obtained without a certain lin
guistic rigidity. The language of mathematics is 
not used for poetry any more than it is used for 
diplomacy. 

Because of its adaptability, ordinary language 
can always avoid purely formal contradictions. 
Yet it is not free from incompatibilities, as, for 
instance, when two norms are recommended 
which cannot both apply to the same situation. 
Thus, telling a child not to lie and to obey his 
parents lays one open to ridicule if the child asks, 
"What must I do if my father orders me to lie?" 
When such an antinomy occurs, one seeks for 
qualifications or amendments-and recommends 
the primacy of one norm over the other or points 
out that there are exceptions to the rule. Theoreti
cally, the most elegant way of eliminating an in
compatibility is to have recourse to a dissociation 
of concepts-but of this, more later. Incompati
bility is an important element in Socratic irony. 
By exposing the incompatibility of the answers 
given to his insidious questions, Socrates com
pels his interlocutor to abandon certain com
monly accepted opinions. 

Definitions play a very different role in argu
mentation from the one they have in a formal 
system. There they are mostly abbreviations. But 
in argumentation they determine the choice of 
one particular meaning over others - sometimes 

by establishing a relation between an old term 
and a new one. Definition is regarded as a rhetor
ical figure- the oratorical definition - when it 
aims, not at clarifying the meaning of an idea, but 
at stressing aspects that will produce the persua
sive effect that is sought. It is a figure relating to 
choice: the selection of facts brought to the fore 
in the definition is unusual because the definiens 
is not serving the purpose of giving the meaning 
of a term.4' 

Analysis that aims at dividing a concept into 
all its parts and interpretation that aims at eluci
dating a text without bringing anything new to it 
are also quasi-logical arguments and call to mind 
the principle of identity. This method can give 
way to figures of speech called aggregation and 
interpretation when they serve some purpose 
other than clarification and tend to reinforce the 
feeling of presence.42 

These few examples make it clear that expres
sions are called figures of style when they display 
a fixed structure that is easily recognizable and 
are used for a purpose different from their normal 
one-this new purpose being mainly one of per
suasion. If the figure is so closely interwoven 
into the argumentation that it appears to be an ex
pression suited to the occasion, it is regarded as 
an argumentative figure, and its unusual charac
ter will often escape notice. 

Some reasoning processes-unlike definition 
or analysis, which aim at complete identifica
tion-are content with a partial reduction, that 
is, with an identification of the main elements. 
We have an example of this in the rule of justice 
that equals should be treated equally. If the 
agents and situations were identical, the applica
tion of the rule would take the form of an exact 
demonstration. As this is never the case, how
ever, a decision will have to be taken about 
whether the differences are to be disregarded. 
This is why the recourse to precedent in legal 
matters is not a completely impersonal procedure 
but al ways requires the intervention of a judge. 

Arguments of reciprocity are those that claim the 
same treatment for the antecedent as for the con
sequent of a relation-buyers-sellers, spectators-

41 lbid., pp. 172-73, [Au.] 
•

2 Ibid., p. 176. [Au.] 
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actors, etc. These arguments presuppose that the 
relation is symmetrical. Unseasonable use of them 
is apt to have comic results, such as the following 
story, known to have made Kant laugh: 

At Surat an Englishman is pouring out a bottle of 
ale which is foaming freely. He asks an Indian who 
is amazed at the sight what it is that he finds so 
strange . "What bothers me," replies the native, 
"isn't what is coming out of the bottle, but how you 
got it in there in the first place." 

Other quasi-logical arguments take the tra~s~
tivity of a relation for granted, even though 1t 1s 
only probable: "My friends' friends are my 
friends." Still other arguments apply to all kinds 
of other relations such as that between part and 
whole or between parts, relations of division, 
comparison, probability. They are clearly distinct 
from exact demonstration, since, in each case, 
complementary , nonformal hypotheses are nec
essary to render the argument compelling .43 

APPEAL TO THE REAL 

Arguments based on the structure of reality can 
be divided into two groups according as they es
tablish associations of succession or of coexis
tence. 

Among relations of succession, that of causal
ity plays an essential role. Thus we may be at
tempting to find the causes of an effect, the 
means to an end, the consequences of a fact, or to 
judge an action or a rule by the consequences that 
it has. This last process might be called the prag
matic argument, since it is typical of utilitarian
ism in morals and of pragmaticism in general. 44 

Arguments establishing relations of coexis
tence are based on the link that unites a person to 
his actions. When generalized, this argument es
tablishes the relation between the essence and the 
act, a relation of paramount importance in the so
cial sciences. From this model have come the 
classification of periods in history (Antiquity, the 
Middle Ages), all literary classifications (classi
cism, romanticism), styles (Gothic, baroque), 
economic or political systems (feudalism, capi-

43lbid., Sections 45- 59. [Au.] 
44See J. S. Mill, Utilitaricmism, GBWW, Vol. 43, pp. 443 

ff . [Au.] 
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talism, fascism), and institutions (marriage, the 
church).45 Rhetoric, conceived as the theory of 
argumentation, provides a guidance for the un
derstanding both of the manner in which these 
categories were constituted and of the reasons for 
doing so. It helps us grasp the advantages and the 
disadvantages of using them and provides an in
sight into the value judgments that were present, 
explicitly or implicitly, when they took shape. 
The specificity of the social sciences can be ~est 
understood by considering the methodological 
reasons justifying the constitution of their cate
gories- Max Weber's ldealtypus. 

Thanks to the relations of coexistence, we are 
also able to gain an understanding of the argu
ment from authority in all its shapes as well as an 
appreciation of the persuasive role of ethos in ar
gumentation, since the discourse can be regarded 
as an act on the orator's part.46 

ESTABLISHING THE REAL 

Arguments attempting to establish the structure 
of reality are first arguments by example, illustra
tion, and model; second, arguments by analogy. 

The example leads to the formulation of a rule 
through generalization from a particular case_ or 
through putting a new case on the same footmg 
as an older one. Illustration aims at achieving 
presence for a rule by illustrating it with a con
crete case. The argument from a model justifies 
an action by showing that it conforms to a model. 
One should also mention the argument from an 
antimodel; for example, the drunken Helot to 
whom the Spartans referred as a foil to show 
their sons how they should not behave. 

In the various religions, God and all divine or 
quasi-divine persons are obviously preeminent 
models for their believers. Christian morality can 
be defined as the imitation of Christ, whereas 
Buddhist morality consists in imitating Buddha. 
The models that a culture proposes to its mem
bers for imitation provide a convenient way of 
characterizing it. 47 

•sCh . Perelman, ed., Les Categories en histoirc (Brussels: 
Editions de l'lnstitut de Sociologie, 1969). [Au.] 

• 6Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric, 
Sections 60--74. [Au.] 

47lbid., Sections 78-81. [Au .] 
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The argument from analogy is extremely im
portant in nonformal reasoning. Starting from a 
relation between two terms A and B, which we 
call the theme since it provides the proper subject 
matter of the discourse, we can by analogy pre
sent its structure or establish its value by relating 
it to the terms C and D, which constitute the 
phoros of the analogy, so that A is to B as C is to 
D. Analogy, which derives its name from the 
Greek word for proportion, is nevertheless differ
ent from mathematical proportion. In the latter 
the characteristic relation of equality is symmet
rical, whereas the phoros called upon to clarify 
the structure or establish the value of the theme 
must, as a rule, be better known than the theme. 
When Heraclitus says that in the eyes of God 
man is as childish as a child is in the eyes of an 
adult, it is impossible to change the phoros for 
the theme and vice versa, unless the audience is 
one that knows the relationship between God and 
man better than that between a child and an adult. 
It is also worth noting that when man is identified 
with adult, the analogy reduces to three terms, 
the middle one being repeated twice: C is to B as 
B is to A. This technique of argumentation is typ
ical of Plato, Plotinus, and all those who establish 
hierarchies within reality. 

Within the natural sciences the use of analogy 
is mainly heuristic, and the intent is ultimately to 
eliminate the analogy and replace it with a for
mula of a mathematical type. Things are differ
ent, however, in the social sciences and in philos
ophy, where the whole body of facts under study 
only offers reasons for or against a particular 
analogical vision of things. 48 This is one of the 
differences to which Wilhelm Dilthey refers 
when he claims that the natural sciences aim at 
explaining whereas the human sciences seek for 
understanding. 

The metaphor is the figure of style corre
sponding to the argument from analogy. It con
sists of a condensed analogy in which one term 
of the theme is associated with one term of the 

48 Ch. Perelman, "Analogie et metaphore en science, 
poesie, et philosophie," Revue IntenU1timU1le de Philosophie, 
1969, pp. 3- 15. See also Hans Blumenberg, Paradigmen z11 
einer Metaplwrologie (Bonn: H. Bouvier, 1960), and Enzo 
Melandri, La /inea e ii circolo: Studio logico-ji/osofico mil' 
a11a/ogia (Bologna: ii Mulino, 1968). [Au.] 

phoros. Thus "the morning of life" is a metaphor 
that summarizes the analogy: Morning is to day 
what youth is to life. Of course, in the case of a 
good many metaphors, the reconstruction of the 
complete analogy is neither easy nor unambigu
ous. When Berkeley, in his Dialogues, 49 speaks 
of "an ocean of false learning," there are various 
ways to supply the missing terms of the analogy, 
each one of which stresses a different relation un
expressed in the metaphor. 

The use of analogies and metaphors best re- ~. . 
veals the creative and literary aspects of argu
mentation. For some audiences their use should 
be avoided as much as possible, whereas for oth-
ers the lack of them may make the discourse ap-
pear too technical and too difficult to follow. 
Specialists tend to hold analogies in suspicion 
and use them only to initiate students into their 
discipline. Scientific popularization makes exten- i. .......... 

sive use of analogy, and only from time to time """"''-he 
will the audience be reminded of the danger of c.s"*"' ...... 
identification of theme and phoros.5° .... ..._., ••. 

THE DISSOCIATION OF IDEAS 

Besides argumentative associations, we must 
also make room for the dissociation of ideas, the 
study of which is too often neglected by the 
rhetorical tradition. Dissociation is the classical 
solution for incompatibilities that call for an al
teration of conventional ways of thinking. 
Philosophers, by using dissociation, often depart 
from common sense and fonn a vision of reality 
that is free from the contradictions of opinion.5' 
The whole of the great metaphysical tradition, 
from Parmenides to our own day, displays a suc
cession of dissociations where, in each case, real
ity is opposed to appearance. 

Normally, reality is perceived through appear
ances that are taken as signs referring to it. 
When, however, appearances are incompatible-

49George Berkeley, Works, 2 vols. (London, 1843), 2:259. 
[Au.] 

5"Perelman and Olbrechts -Tyteca, The New Rhetoric, 
Sections 82- 88. [Au.] 

5'Ch. Perelman, "Le reel commun et le reel philoso
phique," in Etude.1· sur /'histoire de la philosophie, en hom
mage a Martial Gueroult (Paris: Fischbacher, 1964), pp. 
127-38. [Au.J 
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an oar in water looks broken but feels straight to 
the touch-we must admit, if we are to have a 
coherent picture of reality, that some appearances 
are illusory and may lead us to error regarding 
the real. One is thus brought to the construction 
of a conception of reality that at the same time is 
capable of being used as a criterion for judging 
appearances. Whatever is conformable to it is 
given value, whereas whatever is opposed is de-

"'~ * nied value and is considered a mere appearance. 
h,"w ""- \l Any idea can be subjected to a similar dissoci-
,, '"'"' h> ation. To real justice we can oppose apparent jus-
\r-o"1r tice and with real democracy contrast apparent 
•lcl',.,isc.s ,f- democracy, or formal or nominal democracy, or 
~he, quasi democracy, or even "democracy" (in 

quotes). What is thus referred to as apparent is 
usually what the audience would normally call 
justice, democracy, etc. It only becomes apparent 
after the criterion of real justice or real democ
racy has been applied to it and reveals the error 
concealed under the name. The dissociation re
sults in a depreciation of what had until then been 
an accepted value and in its replacement by an
other conception to which is accorded the origi
nal value. To effect such a depreciation, one will 
need a conception that can be shown to be valu
able, relevant, as well as incompatible with the 
common use of the same notion. 

We may call "philosophical pairs" all sets of 
notions that are formed on the model of the "ap
pearance-reality" pair. The use of such pairs 
makes clear how philosophical ideas are devel
oped and also shows how they cannot be dissoci
ated from the process of giving or denying value 

ch.\-. 'ot...lf:. that is typical of all ontologies. One thus comes 
""~ · to see the importance of argumentative devices in 
Ltnl>\'tt\,(. the development of thought, and especially of 
: r1.;~.1,""' philosophy. 5 2 

.a.w~U 
~tDd .. ~ INTERACTION OF ARGUMENTS 
(VC,11\(.. 

An argumentation is ordinarily a spoken or writ
ten discourse, of variable length, that combines a 
great number of arguments with the aim of win
ning the adherence of an audience to one or more 
theses. These arguments interact within the 

52Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric, 
Sections 89--92. [Au.] 
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"''"'-) minds of the audience, reinforcing or weakening 

each other. They also interact with the arguments 
of the opponents as well as with those that arise 
spontaneously in the minds of the audience. This 
situation gives rise to a number of theoretical 
questions. 

Are there limits, for example, to the number 
of arguments that can be usefully accumulated? 
Does the choice of arguments and the scope of 
the argumentation raise special problems? What 
is a weak or an irrelevant argument? What is the 
effect of a weak argument on the whole argu
mentation? Are there any criteria for assessing 
the strength or relevance of an argument? Are 
such matters relative to the audience, or can they 
be determined objectively? 

We have no general answer to such ques- l] 
tions. The answer seems to depend on the field 
of study and on the philosophy that controls its 
organization. In any case, they are questions 
that have seldom been raised and that never 
have received a satisfactory answer. Before any 
satisfactory answer can be given, it will be nec
essary to make many detailed studies in the var
ious disciplines, taking account of the most var
ied audiences. 

Once our arguments have been formulated, 
does it make any difference what order they are 
presented in? Should one start, or finish, with 
strong arguments, or do both by putting the 
weaker arguments in the middle - the so-called 
Nestorian order? This way of presenting the 
problem implies that the force of an argument is 
independent of its place in the discourse. Yet, in 
fact, the opposite seems to be true, for what ap
pears as a weak argument to one audience often 
appears as a strong argument to another, depend
ing on whether the presuppositions rejected by 
one audience are accepted by the other. Should 
we present our arguments then in the order that 
lends them the greatest force? If so, there should 
be a special technique devoted to the organiza
tion of a discourse. 

Such a technique would have to point out that 
an exordium is all-important in some cases, while 
in others it is entirely superfluous. Sometimes the 
objections of one's opponent ought to be antici
pated beforehand and refuted, whereas in other 
cases it is better to let the objections arise sponta-
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neously lest one appear to be tearing down straw 
men .53 

In all such matters it seems unlikely that any 
hard-and-fast rules can be laid down, since one 
must take account of the particular character of 
the audience, of its evolution during the debate, 
and of the fact that habits and procedures that 
prove good in one sphere are no good in another. 
A general rhetoric cannot be fixed by precepts 
and rules laid down once for all. But it must be 
able to adapt itself to the most varied circum
stances, matters, and audiences. se. ...,L 11~'1 

.. ~~...:(..!, • • 

SD REASON AND RHETORIC '~ .µ,.,~ ~",. ( ~) 
'2. 

The birth of a new period of culture is marked by 
an eruption of original ideas and a neglect of 
methodological concerns and of academic classi
fications and divisions. Ideas are used with vari
ous meanings that the future will distinguish and 
disentangle. The fundamental ideas of Greek phi
losophy offer a good example of this process. 
One of the richest and most confused of all is that 
expressed by the term logos, which means among 
other things: word, reason, discourse, reasoning, 
calculation, and all that was later to become the 
subject of logic and the expression of reason. 
Reason was opposed to desire and the passions, 
being regarded as the faculty that ought to govern 
human behavior in the name of truth and wis
dom. The operation of logos takes effect through 
long speeches or through questions and answers, 
thus giving rise to the distinction noted above be
tween rhetoric and dialectic, even before logic 
was established as an autonomous discipline. 

Aristotle's discovery of the syllogism and his 
development of the theory of demonstrative sci
ence raised the problem of the relation of syllo
gistic-the first formal logic-with dialectic 
and rhetoric. Can any and every form of reason
ing be expressed syllogistically? Aristotle is 
often thought to have aimed at such a result, at 
least for deductive reasoning, since he was well 
aware that inductive reasoning and argument by 
example are entirely different from deduction. 
He knew too that the dialectical reasoning char
acteristic of discussion, and essentially critical in 

53 lbid., Sections 97-105. [Au.) 

COl.'Ld l,\b\A. O,Y"tJI.AA,,fA. -ft.ui\. """'- -(.AA.~~ I 

()S o.-h-;,...l4'-uA. ""'- .o\:r-,i..h...C...1 I&~ 

-F., .. .,...,\ ""41,\.,-h,\.h .. ~ or .a..._ l,V(...l\t.. 

~ o F r\.\..,\,. .-.C:. ~ ( 6S It. \L. S u.5) 

purpose, differed widely from demonstrative rea
soning deducing from principles the conclusions 
of a science. Yet he was 'content to locate the dif
ference in the kind of premises used in the two 
cases. In analytical, or demonstrative, reasoning, 
the premises, according to Aristotle, are true and 
ultimate, or else derived from such premises, 
whereas in dialectical reasoning the premises 
consist of generally accepted opinion. The nature 
of reasoning in both cases was held to be the 
same, consisting in drawing conclusions from 
propositions posited as premises.s4 

Rhetoric, on the other hand, was supposed to 
use syllogisms in a peculiar way, by leaving 
some premises unexpressed and so transforming 
them into enthymemes. The orator, as Aristotle 
saw, could not be said to use regular syllogisms; 
hence, his reasoning was said to consist of ab
breviated syllogisms and of arguments from ex-
ample, corresponding to induction. 

What are we to think of this reduction to two 
forms of reasoning of all the wide variety of ar
guments that men use in their discussions and in 
pleading a cause or justifying an action? Yet, 
since the time of Aristotle, logic has confined its 
study to deductive and inductive reasoning, as 
though any argument differing from these was 
due to the variety of its content and not to its 
form. As a result, an argument that cannot be re
duced to canonical form is regarded as logically 
valueless. What then about reasoning from anal
ogy? What about the a fortiori argument? Must 
we, in using such arguments, always be able to 'ei,l>M., \ 
introduce a fictive unexpressed major premise, so • 
as to make them conform to the syllogism? 

It can be shown that the practical reasoning 
involved in choice or decision making can al
ways be expressed in the form of theoretical rea
soning by introducing additional premises. But 
what is gained by such a move? The reasoning by 
which new premises are introduced is merely 
concealed, and resort to these premises appears 
entirely arbitrary, although in reality it too is the AW,W 
outcome of a decision that can be justified only in "\\:.'l.>1 
an argumentative, and not in a demonstrative, 
manner.ss 

s•Topics I, rooa 25-32; GBWW, Vol. 8, p. 143. [Au.] 
55 Ch . Perelman, "Le raisonnement pratique," in Contem-
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At first sight, it appears that the main differ
ence between rhetoric and dialectic, according to 
Aristotle, is that the latter employs impersonal 
techniques of reasoning, whereas rhetoric relies 
on the orator's ethos (or character) and on the 
manner in which he appeals to the passions of his 
audience (or patlws).5 6 For Aristotle, however, 
the logos or use of reasoning is the main thing, 
and he criticizes those authors before him, who 
laid the emphasis upon oratorical devices de
signed to arouse the passions. Thus he writes: 

If the rules for trials which are now laid down in 
some states-especially in well-governed states
were applied everywhere, such people would have 
nothing to say. All men, no doubt, think that the 
laws should prescribe such rules, but some, as in 
the court of Areopagus, give practical effect to their 
thoughts and forbid talk about nonessentials. This 
is sound law and custom. It is not right to pervert 
the judge by moving him to anger or envy or 
pity - one might as well warp a carpenter's rule 
before using it. 

For this reason, after a long discussion de
voted to the role of passion in oratorical art, he 
concludes: "As a matter of fact, it (rhetoric) is a 
branch of dialectic and similar to it, as we said at 
the outset. " 57 

To sum up, it appears that Aristotle's concep
tion, which is essentially empirical and based on 
the analysis of the material he had at his disposal, 
distinguishes dialectic from rhetoric only by the 
type of audience and, especially, by the nature of 
the questions examined in practice. His precepts 
are easy to understand when we keep in mind 
that he was thinking primarily of the debates held 
before assemblies of citizens gathered together 
either to deliberate on political or legal matters or 
to celebrate some public ceremony. There is no 
reason, however, why we should not also con
sider theoretical and, especially, philosophical 
questions expounded in unbroken discourse. In 

porary Philosophy, ed. Raymond Klibansky {Florence : La 
Nuova Italia, 1969), 1:168-76. [Au.) 

S6See Rhetoric l, 1356a, 15- 18; GBWW, Vol. 9, p. 595. 
Paul I. Rosenthal, "The Concept of Ethos and the Structure of 
Persuasion," Speech Monographs, 1966, pp. I 14-26 . [Au.] 

57Rhetoric l, 1354a 19-27, 1356a 30-31; GBWW, Vol. 9, 
pp. 593, 595-96. [Au.] 

this case, the techniques Aristotle would have 
presumably recommended would be those he 
himself used in his own work, following the 
golden rule that he laid down in his Nicomaclzewz 
Ethics, that the method used for the examination 
and exposition of each particular subject must be 
appropriate to the matter, whatever its manner of 
presentation .s8 

After Aristotle, dialectic became identified 
with logic as a technique of reasoning, due to the 
influence of the Stoics. As a result, rhetoric came 
to be .regarded as concerned only with the irra
tional parts of our being, whether will, the pas
sions, imagination, or the faculty for aesthetic 
pleasure. Those who, like Seneca and Epictetus, 
believed that the philosopher's role was to bring 
man to submit to reason were opposed to 
rhetoric, even when they used it, in the name of 
philosophy. Those like Cicero, on the other hand, 
who thought that in order to induce man to sub
mit to reason one had to have recourse to 
rhetoric, recommended the union of philosophy 
and eloquence. The thinkers of the Renaissance 
followed suit, such as Valla, and Bacon too, who 
expected rhetoric to act on the imagination to se
cure the triumph of reason. 

The more rationalist thinkers, like Ramus, as 
we have already noted, considered rhetoric as 
merely an ornament and insisted on a separation 
of form and content, the latter alone being 
thought worthy of a philosopher's attention. 
Descartes adopted the same conception and rein
forced it. He regarded the geometrical method as 
the only method fit for the sciences as well as for 
philosophy and opposed rhetoric as exerting an 
action upon the will contrary to reason - thus 
adopting the position of the Stoics but with a dif
ferent methodological justification. But to make 
room for eloquence within this scheme, we need 
only deny that reason possesses a monopoly of 
the approved way of influencing the will. Thus, 
Pascal, while professing a rationalism in a Carte
sian manner, does not hesitate to declare that the 
truths that are most significant for him - that is, 
the truths of faith - have to be received by the 
heart before they can be accepted by reason: 

s•Ethics, l, 1094b 12-27; GBWW, Vol. 9, pp. 339- 40. 
[Au.] 
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We all know that opinions are admitted into the 
soul through two entrances, which are its chief 
powers, understanding and will. The more natural 
entrance is the understanding, for we should never 
agree to anything but demonstrated truths, but the 
more usual entrance, although against nature, is the 
will; for all men whatsoever are almost always led 
into belief not because a thing is proved but be
cause it is pleasing. This way is low, unworthy, and 
foreign to our nature. Therefore everybody dis
avows it. Each of us professes to give his belief and 
even his love only where he knows it is deserved . 

I am not speaking here of divine truths, which I 
am far from bringing under the art of persuasion, 
for they are infinitely above nature. God alone can 
put them into the soul, and in whatever way He 
pleases. I know He was willed they should enter 
into the mind from the heart and not into the heart 
from the mind, that He might make humble that 
proud power of reason .... s9 

To persuade about divine matters, grace is nec
essary; it will make us love that which religion or
ders us to love. Yet it is also Pascal's intention to 
conduce to this result by his eloquence, although 
he has to admit that he can lay down the precepts of 
this eloquence only in a very general way: 

It is apparent that, no matter what we wish to per
suade of, we must consider the person concerned, 
whose mind and heart we must know, what prin
ciples he admits, what things he loves, and then ob-
serve in the thing in question what relations it has 
to these admitted principles or to these objects of 
delight. So that the art of persuasion consists as 
much in knowing how to please as in knowing how 
to convince, so much more do men follow caprice 
than reason. 

Now of these two, the art of convincing and the 
art of pleasing, I shall confine myself here to the 
rules of the first, and to them only in the case where 
the principles have been granted and are held to un-
waveringly; otherwise I do not know whether there 
would be an art for adjusting the proofs to the in
constancy of our caprices. 

But the art of pleasing is incomparably more 
difficult, more subtle, more useful, and more won
derful, and therefore if I do not deal with it, it is 
because I am not able. Indeed I feel myself so un
equal to its regulation that I believe it to be a thing 
impossible. 

59 011 Geometrical De111011stratio11: GBWW, Vol. 33, p. 
440. [Au.] 

Not that I do not believe there are as certain 
rules for pleasing as for demonstrating, and that 
whoever should be able perfectly to know and to 
practise them would be as certain to succeed in 
making himself loved by kings and by every kind 
of person as in demonstrating the elements of 
geometry to those who have imagination enough to 
grasp the hypotheses. But I consider, and it is per
haps my weakness that leads me to think so, that it 
is impossible to lay hold of the rules. 6o 

Pascal's reaction here with regard to formal 
rules of rhetoric already heralds romanticism 
with its reverence for the great orator's genius. 
But before romanticism held sway, associationist 
psychology developed in eighteenth-century 
England. According to the thinkers of this 
school, feeling, not reason, determines man's be
havior, and books on rhetoric were written based 
on this psychology. The best known of these is 
Campbell's The Philosophy of Rhetoric, noted 
above.61 Fifty years later, Whately, following 
Bacon's lead, defined the subject of logic and of 
rhetoric as follows: 

I remarked in treating of that Science [Logic], that 
Reasoning may be considered as applicable to two 
purposes, which I ventured to designate respec
tively by the terms "Inferring" and "Proving," i.e., 
the ascertainment of the truth by investigation and 
the establishment of it to the satisfaction of an
other; and I there remarked that Bacon, in his 
Organon, has laid down rules for the conduct of the 
former of these processes, and that the latter be
longs to the province of Rhetoric; and it was added, 
that to infer, is to be regarded as the proper office 
of the Philosopher, or the Judge; - to prove, of the 
Advocate. 62 

This conception, while stressing the social im
portance of rhetoric, makes it a negligible factor 
for the philosopher. This tendency increases 
under the influence of Kant and of the German 
idealists, who boasted of removing all matters of 
opinion from philosophy, for which only apodic
tic truths are of any importance. 

'"'Ibid., p. 441. [Au.] 
0 'Cf. V. M. Bevilacqua, "Philosophical Origins of George 

Campbell's Philosophy of Rhetoric," Speech Monographs, 
1965, pp. 1-12; and Lloyd F. Bitzer, "Hume's Philosophy in 
George Campbell's Philosophy of Rhetoric," Philosophy and 
Rhetoric, 1969, pp. 139-66. [Au.] 

62 Whately, Elements of Rhetoric ( I 828), pp. 6-7. lAu.] 
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The relation between the idea that we form of 
reason and the role assigned to rhetoric is of suf
ficient importance to deserve studies of all the 
great thinkers who have said anything about the 
matter-studies similar to those of Bacon by 
Prof. Karl Wallace and of Ramus by Prof. Walter 
J. Ong.63 In what follows, I would like to sketch 
how the positivist climate of logical empiricism 
makes possible a new, or renovated, conception 
of rhetoric. 

Within the perspective of neopositivism, the 
rational is restricted to what experience and for
mal logic enable us to verify and demonstrate. As 
a result, the vast sphere of all that is concerned 
with action-except for the choice of the most 
adequate means to reach a designated end- is 
turned over to the irrational. The very idea of a 
reasonable decision has no meaning and cannot 
even be defined satisfactorily with respect to the 
whole action in which it occurs. Logical empiri
cism has at its disposal no technique of justifica
tion except one founded on the theory of proba
bility. But why should one prefer one action to 
another? Only because it is more efficacious? 
How can one choose between the various ends 
that one can aim at? If quantitative measures are 
the only ones that can be taken into account, the 
only reasonable decision would seem to be one 
that is in conformity with utilitarian calculations. 
If so, all ends would be reduced to a single one of 
pleasure or utility, and all conflicts of values 
would be dismissed as based on futile ideologies. 

Now if one is not prepared to accept such a 
limitation to a monism of values in the world of 
action and would reject such a reduction on the 
ground that the irreducibility of many values is 
the basis of our freedom and of our spiritual life; 
if one considers how justification takes place in 
the most varied spheres - in politics, morals, Jaw, 
the social sciences, and, above all, in philos
ophy - it seems obvious that our intellectual 
tools cannot all be reduced to formal logic, even 
when that is enlarged by a theory for the control 
of induction and the choice of the most effica-

6JKarl Wallace, Fra11cis Baco11 011 Cmmmmicatio11 a11d 
Rhetoric (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 
1943); and Ong, Ramus: Method, a11d the Decay of Dialogue. 
[Au.] 
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cious techniques. In this situation, we are com
pelled to develop a theory of argumentation as an 
indispensable tool for practical reason. 

In such a theory, as we have seen, argumenta
tion is made relative to the adherence of minds, 
that is, to an audience, whether an individual de
liberating or mankind as addressed by the phi
losopher in his appeal to reason. Whately's dis
tinction between logic, as supplying rules of 
reasoning for the judge, and rhetoric, providing 
precepts for the counsel, falls to the ground as 
being without foundation . Indeed, the counsel's 
speech that aims at convincing the judge cannot 
rest on any different kind of reasoning than that 
which the judge uses himself. The judge having 
heard both parties, will be better informed and 
able to compare the arguments on both sides, but 
his judgment will contain a justification in no 
way different in kind from that of the counsel's 
argumentation. Indeed, the ideal counsel's 
speech is precisely one that provides the judge 
with all the information that he needs to state the 
grounds for his decision. 

If rhetoric is regarded as complementary to 
formal logic and argumentation as complemen 
tary to demonstrative proof, it becomes of para
mount importance in philosophy, since no philo
sophic discourse can develop without resorting to 
it. This became clear when, under the influence 
of logical empiricism, all philosophy that could 
not be reduced to calculation was considered as 
nonsense and of no worth. Philosophy, as a con· 
sequence, lost its status in contemporary culture. ' 
This situation can be changed only by developing 
a philosophy and a methodology of the reason
able. For if the rational is restricted to the field of 
calculation, measuring, and weighing, the rea
sonable is left with the vast field of all that is not 
amenable to quantitative and formal techniques. 
This field, which Plato and Aristotle began to ex
plore by means of dialectical and rhetorical de
vices, lies open for investigation by the new 
rhetoric. 

FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS 

I introduced the new rhetoric to the public for the 
first time over twenty years ago, in a lecture deliv
ered in 1949 at the Institut des Hautes Etude~ de 
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Belgique. 64 In the course of the same year, the Cen
tre National de Recherches de Logique was 
founded with the collaboration of the professors of 
logic in the Belgian universities. In 1953 this group 
organized an international colloquium on the theory 
of proof, in which the use and method of proof was 
studied in the deductive sciences, in the natural sci
ences, in law, and in philosophy- that is, in the 
fields where recourse to reasoning is essential. 65 On 
that occasion, Prof . Gilbert Ryle presented his fa
mous paper entitled "Proofs in Philosophy," which 
claims that there are no proofs in philosophy: 
"Philosophers do not provide proofs any more than 
tennis players score goals . Tennis players do not try 
in vain to score goals . Nor do philosophers try in 
vain to provide proofs; they are not inefficient or 
tentative provers. Goals do not belong to tennis, nor 
proofs to philosophy ."66 

What, then, is philosophical reasoning? What 
are "philosophical arguments"? According to 
Ryle, "they are operations not with premises and 
conclusions, but operations upon operations with 
premises and conclusions. In proving something, 
we are putting propositions through inference
hoops. In some philosophical arguments, we are 
matching the hoops through which certain 
batches of propositions will go against a worded 
recipe declaring what hoops they should go 
through. Proving is a one-level business; philo
sophical arguing is, anyhow sometimes, an inter
level business ."67 

If the notion of proof is restricted to the operation 
of drawing valid inferences, it is undeniable that 
philosophers and jurists only rarely prove what they 
assert. Their reasoning, however, does aim at justi
fying the points that they make, and such reasoning 
provides an example of the argumentation with 
which the new rhetoric is concemed. 68 

y.-c.-1\~ frbot-.1 
64 lt was published in 1950 in the Revtte philosophiqtte de 

la Fra11ce et de l'Etranger under the title "Logique et Rhe
lorique," 75th year, pp. 1-35, and reprinted in Ch. Perelman 
and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca, Rhetoriqtte et philosophie (Paris: 
Presses universitaires de France, 1952), pp. 1-48 . [Au.) 

6SThe Proceedings appeared in the Revtte /111ernatio11ale 
de Philosophie, 1954, 27-28. [Au.] 

60 Gilbert Ryle, "Proofs in Philosophy, " Rev11e /111ema
tio11ale de Philosophie, 1954, p. 150. [Au.] 

•1Jbid., p. 156. (Au.] 
68 See in this respect Perelman and Olbrech1s-Ty1eca, Rhe

toriq11e et phi/osophie, especially "La quete du rationnel," 
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The part played by argumentation in philoso
phy has given rise to numerous discussions and 
to increasing interest , as is shown by the special 
issue of the Revue Internationale de Philosophie 
of 1961 devoted to the subject, by the colloquium 
on philosophical argumentation held in Mexico 
City in 1963,69 by the collection of studies pub
lished by Maurice Natanson and Henry W. John
stone, Jr., entitled Philosophy, Rhetoric and Ar
gumentation, 1° and by the special number of The 
Monist in 1964 on the same subject. 

Professor Johnstone has for many years been 
particularly interested in this topic and has pub
lished a book and many papers on it.7 ' To further 
the study of the relation between philosophy and 
rhetoric, he organized with Prof. Robert T. 
Oliver, then head of the Speech Department at 
Pennsylvania State University, a colloquium in 
which philosophers and members of the speech 
profession met in equal numbers to discuss the 
question . The interest aroused by this initiative 
led to the founding in 1968 of a journal called 
Philosophy and Rhetoric, edited jointly by Pro
fessor Johnstone and Prof. Carroll C. Arnold. 

That so much attention should be focused on 
argumentation in philosophical thought cannot be 

and "De la preuve en philosophie ." The lauer was published 
in English in the Hibbert Journal 52 (1954) : 354-59. The 
same theme was dealt with more fully in the articles "Self
evidence and Proof," published in Perelman, The Idea of 111.1·· 
tice a,u/ the Problem of Arg11111e11t, pp. 109- 24; and "Self-evi
dence in Melaphysics," /111ematio11al Philosophical Quar
terly, 1964, pp. 1-19 . [Au.] 

'"'Reports published in the Symposium Sobre la Arg11-
111emaci611 Filos6fica, Mexico, 1963. (Au.] 

7"Maurice Natanson and Henry W. Johnstone, Jr., eds ., 
Philosophy, Rhetoric and Arg11111entatio11 (Universily Park : 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1965). See also Stanis
law Kaminski, "Argumentacja filozoficzna w ujeciu ana
lytikow : (The Philosophic argumentation in the conception of 
the analysts) in Rozprawy Filozoficz11e (Torun, Poland : TNT, 
1969), pp. 127-42 . (Au.] 

71 Henry W. Johnslone, Jr ., Philosophy and Argument 
(University Park: Pennsylvania Stale University Press, 1959): 
idem, "Philosophy and Argmentation ad Ho111i11em" Jo11rnal 
of Philosophy 49 (1952): 489-98; idem, "The Methods of 
Philosophical Polemic," Methodos 5 (1953): 131-40; idem, 
"New Outlooks on Conlroversy, Review of Mell/physics 12 
(1958) : 57-67; idem, "Can Philosophical Arguments Be 
Valid," Bucknell Review 11 (1963): 89-98; idem, "Self-refuta
tion and Validity," The Monist, 1964, pp. 467- 85. [Au.] 
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understood unless one appreciates the paramount 
importance of practical reason-that is, of find
ing "good reasons" to justify a decision. In 1954 
I drew attention to the role of decision in the the
ory of knowledge ,72 and Gidon Gottlieb further 
developed it, with particular attention to law, in 
his book The Logic of Choice. 73 

Argumentation concerning decision, choice, 
and action in general is closely connected with 
the idea of justification, which also is an impor
tant element in the idea of justice. I have at

¼,.... i...o .. t"' tempted to show that the traditional view is 
• 0 ~ • mistaken in claiming that justification is like 

j"'-Sb'f.c...w..., demonstration but based on normative prin-
ciples. 74 In fact, justification never directly con
cerns a proposition but looks instead to an 
attitude, a decision, or an action. "Justifying a 
proposition" actually consists in justifying one's 
adherence to it, whether it is a statement capable 
of verification or an unverifiable norm. A ques
tion of justification ordinarily arises only in a sit
uation that has given rise to criticism: no one is 
called upon to justify behavior that is beyond re
proach. Such criticism, however, would be mean
ingless unless some accepted norm, end, or value 
had been infringed upon or violated. A decision 
or an action is criticized on the ground that it is 
immoral, illegal, unreasonable, or inefficient
that is, it fails to respect certain accepted rules or 

fu"O"l"Ye1, values. It always occurs within a social context; 
~~ it is always "situated." Criticism and justification 
f"'1 (ZJ,tiM1(... are two forms of argumentation that call for the 

__. giving of reasons for or against, and it is these 
reasons that ultimately enable us to call the ac
tion or decision reasonable or unreasonable. 

In 1967 a colloquium was held on the subject 
of demonstration, verification, justification, orga
nized jointly by the Institut International de 
Philosophie and the Centre National de Re-

72Perelman, The Idea of Justice and the Problem of Argu
ment. pp. 88-97. [Au.] 

7JGidon Gottlieb, The logic of Choice (London: George 
Allen & Unwin, 1968). [Au.] 

1•See Ch. Perelman. "Jugements de valeur, justification el 
argumentation," Revue !ntematio11ale de Philosophic 58 
(1961) 327-35: reprinted in Perelman, Justice et raison 
(Brussels: Presses universilaircs de Bruxelles, I 963). Also in 
Perelman, Justice (New York: Random House, 1967), chap. 
4. [Au.] 

cherches de Logique.75 At that meeting I empha 
sized the central role of justification in philoso 
phy. Among other things, it enables us to under 
stand the part played by the principle of 
induction in scientific methodology. Prof. A. J. 
Ayer claimed that the principle of induction can
not be based on probability theory ,76 yet it did 
seem possible to give good reasons for using in
duction as a heuristic principle. 77 But this is only 
a particular case of the use of justification in phi
losophy. It is essential wherever practical rea~on 
is involved. 

In morals, for example, reasoning is neither 
deductive nor inductive, but justificative. Lucien 
Levy-Bruh], in his famous book La Morale et la 
science des 111oeur.1· ( 1993), criticized the deduc
tive character of much traditional moral philoso
phy and proposed the conception of the science of 
morals that made it a sociological discipline, in
ductive in character. Yet in morals absolute pre
eminence cannot be given either to principles
which would make morals a deductive disci
pline-or to the particular case-which would 
make it an inductive discipline. Instead, judg
ments regarding particulars arc compared with 
principles, and preference is given to one or the 
other according to a decision that is reached by 
resorting to the techniques of justification and ar
gumentation. 78 

The idea of natural Jaw is also misconceived 
when it is posed in ontological terms. Are there 
rules of natural Jaw that can be known objec
tively? Or is positive law entirely arbitrary as 
embodying the lawmaker's sovereign will? A 
satisfactory positive answer cannot be given to 
either question. We know that it is imperative for 
a lawmaker not to make unreasonable Jaws; yet 
we know too that there is no one single manner, 
objectively given, for making just and reasonable 
laws. Natural law is better considered as a body 

1s£11tretie11s de liege (Louvain: Nauwclacrt~. 1968). 
[Au.] 

7"A. J. Ayer. "Induction and the Calculu\ of Probabili
ties," in E11tretic11s de liege, pp. 95- w8. [Au.I 

ncf. Ch. Perelman. "Synlhcse finale," m E11tretie11.1 de 
liege, pp. 338-40. [Au.] 

78Sce "Jugemenl moral cl principles muraux," and "Scep
ticisme moral et philosophic morale," in Perelman, D1oit, 
morale et philo.mphie. I Au.] 
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of general principles or loci, consisting of ideas 
such as "the nature of things," "the rule of law," 
and of rules such as "No one is expected to per
form impossibilities," "Both sides should be 
heard" -all of which are capable of being ap
plied in different ways. It is the task of the legis
lator or judge to decide which of the not unrea
sonable solutions should become a rule of 
positive law. Such a view, according to Michel 
Villey, corresponds to the idea of natural law 
found in Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas 
what he calls the classical natural law.79 

For government to be considered legitimate, 
to have authority, there must be some way of jus
tifying it. Without some reasonable argumenta
tion for it, political power would be based solely 
on force. If it is to obtain respect, and not only 
obedience, and gain the citizen's acceptance, it 
must have some justification other than force. All 
political philosophy, in fact, aims at criticizing 
and justifying claims to the legitimate exercise of 
power.80 

Argumentation establishes a link between po
litical philosophy and law and shows that the leg
islator's activity is not merely an expression of 
unenlightened will. From lack of such a theory, 
Hume and Kelsen were right in making a sharp 
distinction between what is and what ought to be 
and claiming that no inference ~an be made from 

Ross's realist theory of the law, as has been 
shown in the remarkable essay by Prof. Stig Jl!!r
gensen.82 

The new rhetoric has also been used to throw 
new light upon the educator's task, on the analy- aloe.,"'~ 
sis of political propaganda, on the process of lit- e.>t.p"'~ 
erary creation, as well as on the reasoning of the ~ 
historian. But it is in the field of law that it has ;--~ 
made the largest impact. Recent studies and col- ~. 
loquia devoted to the logic of law testify to the "'""' k 
keen interest that the subject has aroused, espe-
cially among French-speaking jurists. The fac-
ulty of law at Brussels has just inaugurated a new 
series of lectures, entitled "Logic and Argumen-
tation. "83 

Lawyers and philosophers working in collabo- (~ ..... 
ration have shown that the theory of argumenta
tion can greatly illuminate the nature of legal rea
soning. The judge is obliged by law to pass 
sentence on a case that comes before him. Thus 
Article 4 of the Code Napoleon declares: "The 
judge, who, under pretext of the silence, the ob-
scurity, or the incompleteness of the law, refuses 
to pass sentence is liable to prosecution for the 
denial of justice." He may not limit himself to 
declaring that there is an antinomy or lacuna in 
the legal system that he has to apply. He cannot, 
like the mathematician or formal logician, point 

• one to the other. Things take a different outlook, 8>"Argumentation and Decision," in Festkrift Alf Ross, 
however, when one recognizes the importartce of ed. Mogens Blegvad, Max S~renson, and Isi Foighel (Copen-

t i 
argumentation in supplying good reasons for es- hagen: Juristforbundets Forlaget, 1969), pp. 261-84 (with nu
tablishing and interpreting norms. Kelsen' s pure merous bibliographical notes). [Au.] 

83 See Ch. Perelman, "Droit, logique et argumentation," 
theory of the law then loses the main part of its Revue de l'Universite de Bruxelles, 1968, pp. 387_98. The 

\ logical justification. 81 The same befall s 4-Al( works produced by the legal section of the Centre National de 

\_ n a.Ao -ci ~ ~~ , ~ ';tt,·~~ Recherches de Logique have undeniably brought a remark -
\,\. \M,llW,, a "" o··· '"' ~ ~ able contribution to a renewed outlook of the whole subject 

79Michel Villey, Lei,:011s d'histoire de la philosophie du :., (see A. Bayart, "le Centre National Beige de Recherches de 
droit (Paris: Dalloz, 1957), and especially, "Que stions de Logique," Archives de Philosophie d11 Droit, 1968, pp. 
logique juridique dans l'histoire de la philosophie du droit," 171-80; and Paul Foriers, "L'etat des recherches de logique 
in Ewdes de Logique J11ridiq11e 2, Centre National de juridique en Belgique," in Emdes de Logique J11ridiq11e 2, pp. 
Recherches de Logique (Brussels : Bruylant, 1967), pp. 3- 22. 23-42). Besides numerous articles written by members and of 
[Au.] which several appeared in the Joumal des Trib111u111x, Brus-

8<>Ch. Perelman, "Autorite, ideologie et violence," in An- sels, the Center has published, since 1961, three large vol-
11a/es de /'/11stitllf de Philosophie de /'Universite Libre de umes, respectively entitled Le Fair et le droit (Brussels: Bruy-
BriLrel/es (Brussels: Editions de l'lnstitut de Sociologie, lant, 1961), Les A111ino111ies en droit (Brussels: Bruylant, 
1969), pp. 9-20. [Au.] 1965), and Le Probleme des /ac1111es e11 droit (Brussels : Bruy-

81Ch. Perelman, "La theorie pure du droit et l'argumenta- lant, 1968). [Since then the following have been published: 
tion," in Law, State, and lmemational legal Order: Essays in La Regle tie ,lroit (Brussels: Bruylant, 1971), Les Preso111p-
Ho11or of H1111s Kelse11, ed. Salo Engel and Rudolf A. Metall rions et /es fictions en droit (Brussels: Bruylant, 1974), and 
(Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1964), pp. La Motivation des decisions de justice (Brussels: Bruylant, 
225-32. [Au.] 1978).] [Au.] 
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out that the system is incoherent or incomplete. 
He must himself solve the antinomy or fill in the 
lacuna. Ordinary logic by itself would suffice to 
show the existence of either an antinomy or a la
cuna, but it cannot get him out of the resulting 
dilemma: only legal logic based on argumenta
tion can accomplish that. 

To conclude this general, but far from exhaus
tive, survey, it is necessary to stress again the im
port that the new rhetoric is having for philoso
phy and the study of its history. Twenty years 
ago, for example, the Topics and Rhetoric of 
Aristotle were completely ignored by philoso
phers, whereas today they are receiving much at
tention.84 Renewed interest in this hitherto ig
nored side of Aristotle has thrown new light upon 
his entire metaphysics 85 and attached new impor
tance to his notion of phronesis or prudence. 86 

Renewed attention is being given to the classical 
rhetoric of Cicero. 87 and we are now gaining a 
better understanding of the historical develop
ment of rhetoric and logic during the Middle 
Ages and the Renaissance. 88 

"•We will mention, in this respect, W. A. de Pater's thesis 
Les Topiques d'Arisrore er la dialecrique platonicie1111e, 
Eludes Thomistiques, vol. 10 (Fribourg: Editions St. Paul, 
1965), as well as the fact that the 3rd Symposium Aris
totelicum of Oxford has been entirely devoted to the Topics 
(G. E. L. Owen, ed., Aristotle on Dialectic, Oxford: Claren
don Press, 1968). [Au.] 

•sPierre Aubenque, Le Probleme de l'erre c/rez Aristore 
(Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1962). [Au.] 

86 Pierre Aubenque, La Prudence c/rez Aristore (Paris : 
Presses universitaires de France, 1963). [Au.] 

" 7Alain Michel published, in 196o, an essay on the phi
losophical foundations of the art of persuasion entitled 
Rhetorique er p/rilosop/rie c/rez Ciceron (Paris: Presses uni
versitaires de France), while Renato Barilli devoted an impor
tant, lively chapter to Cicero in his Poerica e retorica . .. . 
[Au.] 

" 8We have already mentioned Alessandro Giuliani, whose 
works cover the period stretching from Aristotle to the Scot
tish philosophy, without neglecting medieval logic, and shed 
new light on the history of legal logic. Mention must also be 
made of G. Chevrier's suggestive study "Sur !'art de !'argu
mentation chez quelques romanistes medievaux au Xlle et au 
XIIle siecle," Archives de P/rilosophie du Droir, 1966, pp. 
115-48. Finally let us recall the well-known works of Euge
nio Garin and of his disciples, which have drawn attention 
again to the Italian philosophy of the Renaissance and to fif. 
teenth and sixteenth century humanism, in which discussions 
concerning the relations between philosophy, dialectic, and 

'1,<>""-"""'- ...... ~ -h-&c.lc.. "'- ........... ~:~ 

t"L.....\.o ..... (..... :. t"'-~l .... ~..-"- ~ 

It is possible too that the new rhetoric may 
provoke a reconsideration of the Hegelian con
ception of dialectic with its thesis and antithesis 
culminating in a synthesis, which might be com
pared to a reasonable judge who retains the valid 
part from antilogies. This new rhetorical perspec
tive may also help us to a better understanding of 
the American pragmatists, especially of C. S. 
Peirce, who, in his approximation to Hegel's ob
jective logic, aimed at developing a r/zetoric:a 
speculativa. 89 

For these inquiries to be pursued, however, 
the theory of argumentation must awaken the in
terest of philosophers and not merely that of 
lawyers and members of the speech profession. 
In a synoptic study of the subject, Professor 
Johnstone deplores the fact that the theory of ar
gumentation is still little known in the United 
States, although it is now well known in Eu
rope.90 Attention has been focused on the prob
lems raised by the use of practical reason, and the 
field has been explored and mapped by theoreti 
cians and practitioners of the law. There is much 
that philosophers could learn from this work if 
they would cease confining their methodological 
inquiries to what can be accompli~hed by formal 
logic and the analysis of language.9' A more dy
namic approach to the problems of language 
would also reveal the extent to which language, 
far from being only an instrument for communi 
cation, is also a tool for action and is well adapted 

rhetoric occupied a central place: Garin. Medioevo e Rinasci
melllo (Bari, Italy: Laterza I 96 I); and Garin, Paolo Rossi, 
and Cesare Vasoli, eds., Te.\'li 11111a11istici su/la re/Orica 
(Rome':~Fratelli Bacca, 1953). Besides Garin's own writings. 
we must mention those of Paolo Rossi: "La celcbrazione della 
retorica e la polemica antimetafisica nel De principiis di 
Mario Nizolio," in La crisi dell'11so do!fmatico delle ragione, 
ed. Antonio Banfi (Milan, 1953), pp. 99-22 I; and Cesare Va
soli, La dia/euica e la rerorica de/l'1111umesi1110 (Milan: Fel
trinelli, 1968). [Au.] 

89C. S. Peirce, Collected Papers, 6 vols., ed. Charles 
Hartshorne and Paul Weiss (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni
versity Press, 1931-35), 1 :444. [Au.] 

"''Klibansky, Co111e111porary Philosophy (sec note 55), 
1:177-84 . [Au.] 

9•See my article "What the Philosopher May Learn from 
the Study of Law," Natural law Fomm 11 (1966), 1- 12. 
[Au.] 
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to such a purpose.9 2 It may even prove possible 
to achieve a synthesis of the different and seem-

•
2 Cf. Ch. Perelman and L. Olbrech1s-Tyteca, "Les nolions 

et !'argumentation," Arclrivio di filosofia, Rome, 1955, pp. 
249- 69; idem, "De la temporalite comme caractere de !'argu
mentation," Arclrivio di filosofia, 1958, pp. 115-33. L. Ol
brechts-Tyteca, "Les definitions des statisticiens; logiq11e et 
Analyse 3 (1960): 49-60 . Ch. Perelman, "Avoir un sens et 
donner un sens," in Thinking and Meaning, Entretie11s d'Ox
ford, in logiq11e et Analyse, 1962, pp. 235- 39. [Au.] 

ingly opposed tendencies of contemporary phi-;~~ 
losoph)'., sµch as existentialism, pragmaticism , il.3 
analytical philosophy, and perhaps even a new '"..:.c 
version of Hegelian and Marxist dialectic.93 f ... ,.: 

~ 
93 Ch. Perelman, "The Dialectical Method and the Part 

Played by the Interlocutor in the Dialogue," in Perelman, Tire 
Idea of Justice and tire Problem of Argument, pp. 161- 67; 
also, "Dialectique et Dialogue," in Hern1ene111ik rmd Dialek
tik (see nole 83), 2:77-84. [Au.] 
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