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The Year the Enlightenment Ended:
The Uses of Argumerdnd La Nouvelle Rhétorique
1958 - 2008

Paper gi\é(en at thé™nternational Roundtable for the Semiotics of L8woyulogne-sur-mer, 1-4
July 200

Richard Mohf

Abstract

The fiftieth anniversary of the publication Bhe Uses of ArgumeahdLa Nouvelle Rhétorique
provides an opportunity to consider their placthatintellectual watershed of the twentieth century
Both called on methods from law and jurisprudermcestliscover forms of discourse and decision
making that had been eclipsed since the Enlightehme

In The Uses of Argumettie philosopher Stephen Toulmin set out to overctime grip of analytic
logic on English philosophy, seeking instead a rhoflargument that would be useful in real life
situations of probable warrants for uncertain ckiie went so far as to call logic itself
‘generalised jurisprudence’. The Belgians ChainmePsan and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca sought to
renew the tradition of rhetoric as a foundationdogyument irLa Nouvelle RhétoriqudBoth these
works looked to unfashionable traditions to guigeision-making in situations of conflict and
uncertainty.

Methods of the interpretation of meaning are cémréhese two approaches to argument. The
contributions these two works have made to legaliatcs will be explored in the context of other
intellectual developments in the fifty years siticeir publication. My thesis is that the
Enlightenment ended in 1958, with the publicatibthese two books.

Ending the Enlightenment

This year is the fiftieth anniversary of the pubtion of two books that marked a watershed in
western thought on the relations between logiajment and public affairs. The books were
published in different languages—French and Engéald with no connections between their
authors. Yet between them they put an end to thg tiadition known as ‘the Enlightenment’. The
English book wa3'he Uses of Argumeby the philosopher Stephen Toulmin. The one imé&ne
was translated aehe New Rhetorjanritten in Belgium by Chaim Perelman and Luciém@thts-
Tyteca, two philosophers with particular inter@attaw and economics.

The Enlightenment was an intellectual, primarilyigsophical, movement with political and social
implications that flourished from the ® 2entury in Europe. | will take Descartes, and gjmedly

the publication of hi®iscourse on Methoth 1637, as the starting date of this movemelnavie
proposed, by my title, an end date of 1958. | tsllto establish my reasons for proposing such a
‘long Enlightenment’ by identifying the main feaisrof the movement, and then showing why |
believe its main tenets persisted until the pubbeeof the two books under discussion that
signalled the end of that era. | will then say wihatas about those books that ended the

" This version has been revised following comments f rom Jan Broekman at the
Roundtable, with sincere thanks for his insight and encouragement.
T Legal Intersections Research Centre, Faculty of La w, University of Wollongong,

Australia rmohr@uow.edu.au
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Enlightenment, and discuss the fortunes of theageting worldviews in the intervening fifty
years.

The main features of the Enlightenment as | corctiare as follows.

» The quest for certainty. A determination to sepafthe false from the true’, and in so doing to
only pay attention to those unshakeable truthsdabialid be derived from ‘long chains of simple and
easy reasonings’ on the model of geometrical ohemaatical proofs.

* Deriving from such proofs an analytical deductinethod that privileged and isolated internal
mental processes from sensory experience and fooral @ind linguistic practices. The thinking
subject became the ‘model of man’, with consegeemthasis on individual thought and a radical
distinction between ‘mind’ and ‘matter’.

* A conviction that this rational philosophical apach encompassed the major part of human
intellectual aspiration, with a consequent suspi@bany other methods. This had the effect of
imposing a sort of monoculture of approved methafdkinking across all disciplines, from physics
to biology and from politics to ethics.

Now of course many of these other disciplines pdoesistant to colonisation by the deductive
method. The most effective of these were biology geology, which persisted with induction and
classification, and increasingly inclined to a aigtal method, developing the major narrative of
evolution? There was a flowering of historical methods aradrthrestige in the nineteenth century,
so that evolutionary geology and, later, biologyealeped in step with historicism, and the
‘Romanticism’ that is often thought to have endael Enlightenment.

Enlightenment principles survived, however, andnesteengthened with the rise of positivism in
the social sciences (Comte) and law (Bentham, Audiiespite the increasing influence of
divergent traditions in the late nineteenth andyemrentieth centuri€’ there was a virulent
rearguard action in philosophy, with the predoma®aaf analytical philosophy in Britain and of
logical positivism emanating from Vienna. At thersatime that positivism was dominating law
and the social sciences, the methods of argumenet ewerwhelmed by the narrowest of
Enlightenment traditions, modelled on mathematias r@jecting the possibility of reaching any
rigorous conclusions on matters of values or judurh&ven worse than the efforts of the high
Enlightenment, which still, misguidedly perhapsygiat rigorously analytical intellectual proofs of
moral dilemmas, this last dismal science eschewed the possibility of meaningful talk of
difficult moral or social issues. By the mid twesgthi century, the Enlightenment ideals of certainty
and reflective analysis combined with the distnfséensual experience and of alternative methods
or intellectual traditions to kill off, in many kmahes of philosophy, law or the social sciences,

! R. Descartes, A Discourse on Method , 1965 16

2 Gould, S. J. (1988) Mighty Manchester, in New York Review of Books , Vol. 35,
27 October 1988 32-34.

3 There were strong countervailing philosophical tra ditions in the USA
(pragmatism), France (Bergson), Italy (Croce) and e ven England (Collingwood). In

the social sciences, Freud and some of a more ‘huma nistic’ bent (Durkheim,
Weber) started to break the mould. Yet fierce react ion supressed these
developments in the core disciplines of philosophy.

4 Respectively, Russell and Whitehead, and Carnap an d the Vienna circle. H.
Putnam, The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Other Essays , 2004; S.
Toulmin, Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Modernity , 1990. The Scot John
Anderson, professor of philosophy at Sydney Univers ity, held to this strict
division of the subjectivity of morals from the con clusiveness of logic and was
hugely influential in the intellectual milieu that | entered in the 1960s.
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particularly in England, the serious intellectuatguit of policy, ethical or social inquiry. These
fields were seen to be ‘subjective’, and abanddadbe theologians and the Marxists.

Two books first published in 1958, one in Frentle, dther in English, came from very different
traditions and chose their primary targets accaiginTheNew Rhetorittakes aim at Descartes: in
the very first sentence, in italics, the authofsméo their project asune rupture avec une
conception de la raison et du raisonnement, issubekcarte's® Chaim Perelman and Lucie
Olbrechts-Tyteca criticise later philosophers, friiant to Bergson, for their continuation of the
Cartesian split between mind and matter, the legattthe head, and ‘the limitation they impose on
the concept of reasomM\R ).

The Uses of Argumertiy the English philosopher Stephen Toulmin, &eddhe logical positivism
of the Vienna Circle, and more subtly the Britigddition of analytical philosophy that had only
recently begun to be loosened by the later wolWitfgenstein and by J. L. AustiiToulmin too
criticises Descartes directly, not in the firsttemce but towards the end of the book, where he
emphasises that not all arguments are analyticdljraa more typically English move refers to the
importance of induction. Toulmin expanded on thiack in a much later book, which explicitly
defined the Enlightenment as that reaction, of Widbescartes was the principal exponent, against
the tolerant engagement of the Renaissance inetyaf modes of thought and methods. In
Cosmopolig1990), Toulmin sees the subsequent three cestasi@ halting and frequently
interrupted return to diversity in thinking and ceptions of epistemology that was not to be
achieved until a generation after the Second W If Toulmin sets a clear date on the end of
the Enlightenment, it is 1968. In this | think hederestimates the role that both he and the authors
of The New Rhetoriplayed in its demise, which is the theme of tlapgr.

Comparison

Both books set out to analyse the structure ofrasqis. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca begin
from the need to ‘secure adherence’; hence theusfas on the audience, in the rhetorical tradition
Their thrust is to elaborate an approach to argsaten that draws on this tradition, while relating
it to contemporary issues. They foreground theamodif the audience, which is scrutinised from a
sociological, more than a classical point of viappreciating the diversity of audiences in modern
societies, summed up in their phrase ‘the univessdience’. The rhetorical tradition is also
updated through the use of examples from contempsemairces (from the popular press to de
Beauvoir'sSecond Séxand points of view deriving from a wide rangeagsftings in philosophy,

5 | use the subtitle, by which the book goes in Engl ish, since it is both

shorter and more resonant than the original title Traité de I'argumentation: La

nouvelle rhétorique . What is lost in this translation, apart from the emphasis
on ‘argumentation’, is a possible allusion to Piage t's Traité de logique ,
published nine years earlier, to which Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca refer. If |

am right that this was an intentional allusion, it highlights another parallel

between the two books, i.e. that both were embarkin g on a sideways critique of

logic.

6 C. Perelman et al, Traité de I'argumentation: La nouvelle rhétorique , 197011,

p 1. Translated as ‘a break with a concept of reaso n and reasoning due to
Descartes’ C. Perelman et al, The New Rhetoric. A Treatise on Argumentation ,
1969. Henceforth, NR Following Haarscher | will refer to paragraph num bers
rather than page numbers, to enable cross referenci ng to any edition. Paragraph
numbers in the introduction are in Roman numerals, in the body, in Arabic,
preceded by 8). Quotes in French are from the 1970 (3 ™) edition, in English,

from Wilkinson and Weaver's 1969 translation.

" Carnap is Toulmin’s most commonly named target. S. Toulmin, The Uses of
Argument , 1964 Henceforth, UA with page references to that edition.
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politics, jurisprudence and sociology. The bookharacterised by its broad and eclectic
interdisciplinarity, which pervades its structugerauch as its sources.

Toulmin’s approach to the structure of argumentatigirst glance, more obviously philosophical,

in an analytical tradition. He analyses the strreetaf arguments into their components, leading
from data to conclusions. It is in the detail adttstructure that we find the radical implicatiarfs
warrants, backing and qualifiers that allow argute¢o reach conclusions even without certainty in
each of their premisses. Toulmin addresses hintséie field of everyday disputations that have
practical conclusions: decisions must be reached aithout certainty.

Each of these books is fundamentally concernedbid v areas where absolute certainty is not
possible.

‘The very nature of deliberation and argumentation is opposed to necessity and self-
evidence, since no one deliberates where the solution is necessary or argues against what
is self-evident. The domain of argumentation is that of the credible, the plausible, the
probable, to the degree that the latter eludes the certainty of calculations.” (NR 1)

Toulmin, too, pays particular attention to probiildevoting the second chapter (or ‘essay’) | th
book to the topic. While Toulmin sees the connexgtibetween calculated probability and
unquantified probability, his focus on the relevaint the field of argument is illiustrated in the
observation that bookmakers, actuaries and theatgthysicists may need to quantify
probabilities, but that this is generally irrelevanother fields of argument. (UA, 91-93).

Toulmin makes his starting point the elements ¥aaious types of argument have in common,
while identifying the different standards to be lggagbin different fields.

Sources and traditions

Both The Uses of ArgumeahdThe New Rhetoriself consciously revive older intellectual
traditions, having at least two important sourcesammon: Aristotle and jurisprudence. While
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca drew on a galaxgflafances, Aristotle’®Rhetoricis clearly first
among them. Yet they are critical of Aristotle, andny subsequent writers who join him in
drawing a distinction between ‘the theoretical dssion of theses’ (the subject of thepicg and
the focus of th&hetoricon arguments taking ‘the particularities of audeshinto account’.
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca are determined twone this ‘traditional distinction between
action on the mind and action on the will’, whittiey maintain is based on ‘the error ... of
conceiving man as made up of a set of completelgpendent faculties’. This leads, they say, to
the divorce of rationality from choice, ‘thus magithe exercise of human freedom absumMdR (
810) The New Rhetorits directed at discovering a new rationality, vwhis constantly in dialogue
with an audience (even if that is only in the inmaegion of the thinking/acting subject), a ratiotali
capable of directing human action.

Now whether this split can really be blamed on #tie, both the Belgian and the English authors
see him as the foundation of an approach to reagdhat overcomes the constraints of the
Enlightenment. Toulmin introduces his 1958 workhaatquote from Aristotle that reminds us of
the tradition that did apply sciencaqotnpue) to proof or the ‘justification—in an everyday serof
claims and conclusions of the kind that anyone triigive occasion to makeUA 2) That is to say,
rational thought about facts, ends and means ievkeyday world of imperfect knowledge and the
need to decide, to judge. Useful arguments ardljose arguments that we need to come to
conclusions in daily life.
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It is here, on the need to reach judgments in d&gpbar uncertain circumstances, that both the
books under consideration emphasise the affinitheif inquiries with the methods of the law. In
his introduction torhe Uses of Argumentoulmin indicates his preference for the jurisfantial
analogy that runs through the book.

‘Logic is concerned with the soundness of the claims we make—with the solidity of the
grounds we produce to support them, the firmness of the backing we provide for them-or,
to change the metaphor, with the sort of case we present in defence of our claims. The
legal analogy implied in this last way of putting the point can for once be a real help. So let
us forget about psychology, sociology, technology and mathematics, ignore the echoes of
structural engineering and collage in the words "grounds" and "backing”, and take as our
model the discipline of jurisprudence. Logic (we may say) is generalised jurisprudence.’
(UAT)

In this passage Toulmin begins by calling jurisgmice a ‘metaphor’, in the same way that
‘grounds’ for an argument draw on structural engiimeg, but then gives it a greater weight by
redefining logic itelf in these terms. Further inb@ book, the analogy is put to use as a means of
defining the elements of an argument. These aieatkfrom the structure of legal case, where a
claim is stated, supporting evidence is given, andrdict is reached. So, in arguing, we adduce
data in support of a claim, which holds good predidve can back it with warrants and qualify it in
the light of possible rebuttaldJA 97-107)

The legal analogy has been a major source of Toxarthinking, and it provides a useful model of
a structure of argument that serves his purposeiofy applicablenutatis mutandisacross a range
of fields, from evaluating of works of art to judgi the validity of generalisations.

While Toulmin relates this type of argument to gpriudence, he does not draw on the legal
tradition, or on notions of justice and judgmeatitie extent that we find in tidew Rhetoricor

other writings by Perelman. Perelman used lawdsss starting point (in the manner of Toulmin)
and more as a source continually propelling hislines into such fundamental issues as justice and
decision-making, publishing many books and essayh@mes of justice and legal reasoning after
theNew RhetoricUnderlying that work, however, is the legal pipte compelling the judge to
decide, even in the absence of a definitive dioectiom the law. Just as Toulmin noted the need to
make everyday decisions no matter how uncertaqualified some of our premisses may be, so
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca recognised thataras in law, decisions must be reached.

A final common source should be mentioned befotang@a couple of divergences of the traditions
behind these two works. The tradition of analytiglilosophy and mathematical logic stimulated
both Toulmin and Perelman. | have already mentiof@mdmin’s background in the British
analytical tradition, and his reaction againshitsre positivist relations, including the mathemaitic
reductivism revived by Frege and picked up by Rilssel Whitehead. Perelman’s philosophy
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thesis had been on Frege, who does not rate @smghtion in thé&lew RhetoricThere is,

however, a telling comment in a 1971 paper by Reaglin which he compares Frege’s renewal of
modern logic through mathematical reasoning withdvin renewal based tegal reasonind. The
analytical tradition nurtured both Toulmin and Peran, yet it influenced them as an irritant; the
grain of sand that stimulates the oyster to prodbegearl.

Each of these authors has referred back to prefielment Renaissance humanism, though in
different ways and contexts. While he is silentlus early influence in the 1958 work, Toulmin
harks back to it in the lat€¢osmopolisHe sees in that period the great flowering nst gf the
Aristotelian tradition, but of a wide range of udednd practical methods. It is a little surprising
that he does not mention Vico, the early eighteentitury author who kept this tradition alive into
the high Enlightenment, and who continued to amgeanst Descartes a hundred years after his
influence was assured. Vico’s extraordinary innmrgthand in hand with his anachronicity,
continued to inspire post-Enlightenment thinkerstigh the Romantic period up to Perelman and
Olbrechts-Tyteca, who acknowledge their debt too\iitmany places.

American pragmatism, specifically that of Deweyamsexplicit influence on Toulmin that we do
not find in theNew Rhetoric

Impact

The two books published in 1958 revived traditiohsontextual argument and means to reach
interim or working decisions from uncertain grounélach of them served to reattach philosophy to
practical affairs, to sense experience and to aclibey both showed a way out of the impasse of
positivism, overcoming the tyranny of certaintyvaall, in the case of thew Rhetoricas the split
between the objective and the subjective, mindkaay, heart and head.

Perelman, Olbrechts-Tyteca and Toulmin obvioustirdit end the Enlightenment on their own.
Other influential traditions clearly contributedttas belated end of the Enlightenment. The
linguistic turn, a convergence of forces as divassemiotics (deriving from Peirce or Saussure)
and Wittgenstein, certainly contributed to its deeil mentioned above Dewey'’s influence on
Toulmin, another contribution of the American pragist tradition, which continued through Rorty
and Putnamto act against the strictures of the positivisntheflate Enlightenment.

The most curious finding of the present study esabntradictory position of legal and
jurisprudential traditions. | noted at the out$etttpositivism was embraced by law and sociology
even as it seemed to be loosening its grip on dliseiplines, such as biology or certain human
studies (to recall Dilthey'&eisteswissenschafletwWhile there were signs of a rapprochement
between these two strands in early twentieth cgrsniciology, jurisprudence lagged sadly behind.
Even after 1958, legal theory (at least in the apigbne world) continued to be dominated by
positivism, even as these two books drew on jundential traditions to purge its influence on
broader fields of philosophy, logic and argumette Tmethods of the older traditions—rhetorical
argument, making a case using the best evidendalaea and reaching a decision even in
uncertainty—persisted in the practice of the lawyaren as they were denigrated in the theories of
their teachers.

8 “The Justification of Norms’, first published in 1 971 in French; English in C.
Perelman, Justice, Law, and Argument. Essays on Moral and Le gal Reasoning , 1980
108.

9 H. Putnam, The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Other Essays , 2004; R.
Rorty, Philosophy and Social Hope , 1999
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There has been an increasing interest in law amibsies and in cultural studies of law over the

past fifty years, and it may not be over-optimisticcuggest that these sub-disciplines have begun
to have some impact on legal theory more generBligNew Rhetoriand theJses of Argument

laid the groundwork for some of these developmdnistheir appearance at a crucial moment has
not been fully appreciated, nor has their potemtsah source of connections between jurisprudence,
philosophy and practical concerns.

If these two works stood at the beginning of a ag@preciation of the cultural and philosophical
implications of law, what can we say of the subseqistory of their approach to the
Enlightenment? | have argued that the Enlightennweiti its quest for certainty and determinacy,
and its separations of objectivity from subjectiyvitacts from values, was laid to rest in 1958. Wha
have been the subsequent fortunes of these idehsf she alternatives supplied by Perelman,
Olbrechts-Tyteca and Toulmin?

In a recent review Brooke has noted that ‘the ieca® of the phrase “Enlightenment values” in ...
the British broadsheet press has roughly quadrupléte wake of the terrorist attacks of
September 2001’. Brooke goes on to attribute mdichi® usage, ‘with its connotations of sturdy
opposition to religious fanaticism’ to ‘the more seular liberals’ and other foreign policy
‘hawks’.*° | have had occasion elsewhere to draw attentiohet@ise of the same terminology in a
passage critical of the Bush administratibnsed in that instance by a ‘muscular liberal’ cggzb

to some of the excesses of that regime. Champibydllerals coming from both left and right, it
would seem that ‘the Enlightenment’ is back in vegu

In CosmopolisToulmin proposes that the Enlightenment was eti@ato the horrors of the
religious thirty years wars in seventeenth cenkuyope. The relatively peaceful atmosphere of the
Renaissance had allowed a flourishing of ideasudiieg some that had a divisive social and
political impact. In seeking a way out of the castfind bloodshed of the wars between Catholics
and Protestants, the philosophers searched faimgrtfor incontrovertible beliefs that everyone
could (indeed must) agree upon. Toulmin extendsalgument into the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century, suggesting that the early s@fnmsethodological pluralism of the fin de siecle of
one hundred years ago had been supressed by theoness of the two world wars. The absence
of overt conflict in the postwar years opened tlaywn Toulmin’s view, for the relaxed
multiplicity of philosophical styles to flourish am. This, at least, was his optimistic view in 099
in that cheerful moment (was it really a whole dkx® between the fall of the Berlin wall and that
of the World Trade Center.

| have been proposing that the approach of thel®&8 books was a healthy corrective to the
particular ‘Enlightenment values’ of certainty witha very limited range of inquiry, and abstract
deductive logic. Before concluding | would liker&fer to a related debate, in which Perelman’s
approach to argumentation has been invoked in defehspecific values that have been associated
with the Enlightenment in recent polemics. Thisl wive an opportunity to reflect on the
relationship between substantive or teleologicdlesmand procedural or deontological ones.

Haarscher, in a recent working paper, has invokied ¥nd Perelman in defence of specific values
of freedom of expressiofi.He refers to these as the ‘values of liberal deamé (and human

rights) rather than ‘Enlightenment values’, andact takes a stand, with Vico, against the ‘study
methods’ of Descartes, emphasising that audieramstmed to accepting only arguments from

10 C. Brooke, 'Light from the Fens?' 2007, New Left Review , 44 151.

1 R. Mohr, 'ldentity Crisis: Judgment and the Hollow Legal Subject’, 2007, Law
Text Culture , 11 106.

12 G. Haarscher, 'Rhetoric and its Abuses', 2008, Working Papers du Centre
Perelman de philosophie du droit , (2008/1)
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certainty will be ill-equipped to distinguish gordm specious arguments in rhetoric. Haarscher
uses the example of arguments against critiquasuasgressions of religious taboos on the grounds
of freedom of expression. While laws or argumemgosing ‘blasphemy’ may be effective against
such critiques (they are at least honest), it &cgus to argue against the right to publish on the
grounds that this freedom impinges on the religipeison’s freedom of expression. In Haarscher’s
view, this is to use the values of liberal demogriacthe service of anti-liberal repression.

Haarscher highlights the distinction between thHaesthat have fashionably been associated with
the Enlightenment (but which in fact have been prigaited most effectively through post-war UN
declarations and covenants) and the methods thabeased to argue for them. To champion
human, social or cultural rights it is not necegsarmevert to an imagined ‘age of reason’. Those
rights should be defended, or criticised, usinghltést methods of argumentation available,
regardless of any spurious association with a gpmagect like the Enlightenment, that can be
wheeled out as a demand for universal allegiandeadopted for various special purposes. Indeed,
the combative context of these invocations, antt 8wgress association with a particular historical
period in a specific geographical location (Europajgests that the Enlightenment is serving the
purpose of a founding myth, or a flag behind wtiinally the troops, or a claim to identity, if not
all three.

The value of argument, for Perelman and Olbreclte€h, was as a means of dialogue among
diverse audiences. That they spent such efforhemtiestion of the ‘universal audience’ highlights
the importance of this broadening of a social cptioa of the ways in which arguments are to be
devised, and of the issues they must address. \Minilporting Haarscher’s contention that freedom
of expression is not to be used as an argumesufgoressing it, | would also draw attention to the
conditions necessary to maintain the dialogue batveeidiences and between cultures. This is not
enhanced by those who seek to provoke their oppgsneither by purposely offending them in the
name of a right to freedom of expression or by ai@ad) a fatwah against the individuals seen to
have transgressed. Nor is dialogue enhanced bg thlbs draw on a specific tradition with
universalist claims to one true faith or to anlietgtual tradition to which a specific culture lays
claim.

Now that television and the internet beam imagekveords (translated or not) into homes across
the world, the universal audience is more real #hger before. Barack Obama realised this after
speaking intimately to a tolerant audience in Sa@amé&isco about the causes of xenophobia and
attachment to firearms and religion among unempul@y@ marginalised voters, which remarks
quickly made their way back to those very voterthmsouth and the rust belts of the eastern
United States. Danish editors need to realisewhien publishing inflammatory cartoons. They may
have the right to publish this material. But whettgs is a civilised way to conduct a dialoguehwit
people of different cultures, with different beiethat is another question. And | propose thiat it
the more important question.

The great advances of 1958 were in the area okpaneled logic, of argumentation as a means for
decision-making and dialogue. They overcame tlangtehold of a reductivist logitissue de
Descartes’ compounded by Carnap. These changes, and theaabjes they fostered, have passed
into the mainstream of social enquiry, merging vatther traditions of semiotics, phenomenology
and theGeisteswissenschaftefithere is a popular yearning for an imaginedlightenment’ past,
and an invocation of it in conflicts of the presdahere is nonetheless a vibrant counter-tradition,
from Vico to Toulmin, Perelman and Olbrechts-TyteEkis tradition reminds us to be aware of our
audience, to address all their faculties (notjeason) and to cooperate in coming to difficult
conclusions in atmospheres of uncertainty.
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