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What man is has been formulated as a thesis in countless, more
or less formal, attempted definitions. The varieties of what we
now call philosophical anthropology can be reduced to one
pair of alternatives: Man can be viewed either as a poor or as
a rich creature. The fact that man is not fixed, biologically, to
a specific environment can be understood either as a funda-
mental lack of proper equipment for sell-preservation or as
openness to the fullness of a world that is no longer accen-
tuated only in terms of vital necessities. Man is madec creative
either by the urgency of his needs or by playlal dealings with
his surplys talents. He is the creature that is incapable of doing
anything to no purpose or he is the only animal that is capable
of an acte gratuit.” Man is defined by what he lacks or by the
creative symbolismn with which he nakes himself at home in
worlds of his own. He is the observer of the universe, in the
center of the world, or he is [literally] “eccentric,” exiled from
Paradise on an insignificant dust speck called Earth. Man con-
tains in himsel( the stored-up harvest of all of physical reality,
or he is a creature of deficiencies,® left in the lurch by nature,
plagued by residues of instincts that he does not understand
and that have lost their functions. I need not go on enumer-
ating the antitheses; the principle by which the list could be
extended is easy to see.

As far as rhetoric is concerned, the traditional basic concep-
tions of it can likewise be reduced to one pair of alternatives:

Rhetoric has to do either with the consequences of posscssing

SI124.12
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the truth or with the difficulties that result from the impossi-
bility of obtaining truth, Plato combatted the rhetoric of the
Sophists by suggesting that it was based on the thesis of the
impossibility of truth and that it deduced therefrom its right
to pass off what people could be persuaded of as what was
true. The most inHuential doctrine of rhetoric in our tradition,
on the other hand — that of Cicero — starts from the premise
that one can possess the truth, and gives the art ol speaking
the function of beautifying the communication of this truth,
making it accessible and impressive — in short, dealing with it
in a way that is appropriate to the object. The Christian tra-
dition vacillates between the two possible consequences of the
premise that one possesses the truth: on the one hand, that
God's truth has no need of human aids of the kind represented
by rhetoric and that it should present itself with as little adorn-
ment as possible (a pattern that is repeated in every rhetoric
of straightforwardness), and on the other hand, that this same
truth is humanized in the housing of the canons of rules of
rhetoric. In modern aesthetics rhetoric’s implication that it has
1o do, pusitively or negatively, with the truth celebrates its final
triumph when the connection is reversed: It becomes permis-
sible to infer tru 0 i m
beauty — or beauty and truth can even hecome identical. The
enmity that Plato postulated between philosophy and rhetoric
is defined in philosophy itself, or at least in its languages, as
aesthetics against philosophy. Only as aesthetics?

It is easy to see that one can coordinate the two radical pairs
of alternatives, in anthropology and in rhetoric, unambigu-
ously with one another. Man as a rich creature exercises his
disposition over the truth that he possesses with_the aid of the
rhegorical orngtus fornament]. Man_as a poqr creature needs
rhetoric as the art of appearance, which helps him to deal with
his Jack of truth. The epistemological situation that Plato im-
puted to Sophism is radicalized, anthropologically, into the
situation of the “creature o iencies,” m everything
becomes part of the economy of his means of survival, and
who_consequently_cannot allord IReIatE — unless Be figs (o
afford it. A consequence of this anthropological intensification
of the initial conditions is that the concept of a rhetoric that is
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associated with those conditions must also be formulatgd ina
more elementary or fundamental way. Then the technique of
speech appears a3 a special case of rule-governed modes of
behavior that produce something to be undersgoc';d. set up
signs, bring about agreement, O nrovgke contradiction. Keep-
ing silent, visibly omitting some action in a context qf connected
behavior, can become just as rhetorical as the .reaghng aloud of
an outcry of popular wrath, and the P\’at(.)n!c dialogue is no
less rhetorically inclined than the Sophist’s instructional dus
course, which it opposed by literary means. Even whep iiis
below he threshold of the spoken or the written y,{g.[d._chcmrlc
is form as neans. obedicnce 1O rules as an instrument.
Nietzsche may have erred in his statement that Plato’s struggle
against rhetoric is to be understood as a product of envy of
rhetoric’s influence, but he is right when he says in the same
place that with_rhetoric the Greeks had invented “form in
itselL! o '

Plato’s two great rejections, the rejection of atomism and the
rejection of Sophism, probably had even more important con-
sequences than the positive dogmas of the part of the history
of his influence that is entitled “Platonism” and is thus identi-
fable. Philosophy's preference for lar’:gu_ag'c's semantic relau.oEl
to reality produced a permnanent SCnSllIV‘ll.y'VlS-ﬁ-VlS rhetoric’s
pragmatic conception of language, a sensitivity that took a turn
in favor of rhetoric only episodically, when ‘conceplual lan-
guage, in forms of Scholasticism. depnve'd its rgfercnce to
reality of credibility. The Platonic Socrates's principle (now a
commonplace that everyone learns in school) tha_u virtue is
knowledge makes what is evident, mstead‘of what is an "insti-
tution,™ the norm of behavior. No one will want lo'deny that
with this principle Socrates formulated an ideal without the
pursuit of which — sometimes conﬁc!cnt. sometimes QCsperatc
— the European tradition cannot be imagined. Butitis equal_ly
true that it constituted an excessive demand, and hard on its
heels came the resignations — beginning with tht_: catasu"Ophlc
reverse that the doctrine of the Ideas underwent in Plato’s own
school as a result of the outbreak of Academic Skepticism
hardly a century after the death of the §cho:ﬂ’s founder, and
ending with what Nietzsche called “nihilism.” The philosophy
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of absolute goals did not legitimate the theory of means; in-
stead, it repressed and suffocated it. An ethics that takes the
evidentness of the good as jts point of departure Jeavesno
room for rhetoric as the theory and practice of influencing
behavior on the assumption that we do not_have access to
defipitive evidence of the good. This also affects the “anthro-
pology” that is founded and embodied in rhetoric; as a theory
of man outside the realm of Ideas, forsaken by evidentness, it
has lost the possibility of being “philosophical,” and becomes
the last, and belated, discipline of philosophy.

Rhetoric’s anthropological importance stands out best
against the background of the metaphysics that has been dom-
inant since antiquity, a metaphysics that has a cosmological
ground-plan: The Ideas constitute a cosmos that the phenom-
enal world imitates. Man, however privileged his position may
be as an onlooker in the center of the whole, is nevertheless
not a pure special case but rather a point of interscction of
heterogeneous realities, a compound — and, as such, problem-
atic. In the modernized model of levels, the idea lives on that
in the case of man things have come together that have diffi-
culty harmonizing with each other. In principle this metaphys-
ics says that man's thoughts could also be those of a god and
that what moves him could be what moves a celestial sphere or
what moves an animal. Nature, which otherwise only presents
itself in pure form and regulates itself straightforwardly, here
confronts us with a complication that can most readily be ex-
plained as an accident or a mixture of heterogencous elements;
in which case the problem of conduct is to assign to one of
these elements authority over the others — 1o establish a sort
of substantial consistency. In short, the metaphysical tradition
at bottom has had nothing special to say about man, with his
asserted uniqueness. That is amazing, but it is closely related
to philosophy's banishment of rhetoric. For_rhetoric starts
from, and only from, the respect in which man is unique: it is
not that language is his specific characteristic but that language,
in rheloric, appears _as a function of a specific difhculty of
man'’s.

"Il one wants to express [hls difficulty in the language of the

metaphysical tradition, one will have to say that man does not
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belong to this cosmos (if in fact it exists); and this is not because
of a transcendent “surplus” that he possesses but because of
an inmanent deficiency, a deficiency of pre-given, prepared
structures to fit into and of regulatory processes for a con-
nected system that would deserve to be called a “cosmos” and
within which something could be called part of the cosmos. In
the language of modern biological anthropology, too, man is 2
creature who has fallen back out of the ordered arrangements
that nature has accomplished, and for whom actions have 10
take the place of the automatic controls that he lacks or correct
those that have acquired an erratic inaccuracy. Action compep-

sateg for the “indeterminateness” of the creature man, and
rhetoric is the effo duce the accord e
the place of the “substantial” base of regulatory processes.in
order_to make action possible. From this point of view, lan:
guage is a set of instrnments nor for communicating informa-
tion_or truths, but rather, primarily, for the production of
mutual understanding, agreement, or toleration, on which the

actor_depends, This is the root of “consensus™ as a basis for
the f»ﬁmhvlmu__wmuuhmmme
thinks really is so,” says Aristotle,® and always has a teleological
argument for this in the background. Only a skeptical destruc-
uonﬂiwle_ok)gl_cau.&mum_makm_tthmgmaur_mb
stra

I know that (he term “skepticism” is not popular at present.
Too much is once again known too precisely for that to be the
case, and in such a situation one does not want to play the part
of troublemaker. But in the tradition of skepticism (which is
mostly below the surface and only occusionally flares up) the
anthropology whose repression by metaphysics | have at-
tempted briefly 0 locate has become especially urgent when
the eternal truths had to be scaled down to what is most im-
mediately reliable, and man no longer appeared as the dis-
guised variant of a pure spirit. The first philosophical
anthropology that deserved this name was, at the beginning of
the modern age, Montdigne's Apologie de Raimond Sebond. \n
the hands of a skeptic who sees himself as prevented from
extending his questioning beyond man, a body of material that
is mainly conventional gets into a new overall state, in which
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the only object of study that is still possible for man forces
everything to be, now, only a symptom of this object. This
tradition leads, by way of the literature of moralism, to Kant's
(explicitly so designated) Anthropologie.

The skepticism that is piled up — only for the purpose of
definitively disposing of it — in the preparatory phase of the-
ories of knowledge (but also of Husserl’s phenomenology) de-
prives itself of a favorable opportunity to yield dividends for
anthropology, dividends that turn on the question of what man
is left with if he fails in his attempt to seize pure evidentness
and absolute self-foundation. An illustration of this state of
affairs is the way in which Descartes disposed not only of his
radicalized theoretical doubt but also of the problem of a morale
par provision [provisional ethics], which was supposed to act as
a substitute, until the completion of theoretical knowledge, for
the morale définitive [definitive ethics] that would then become
possible. Descartes’s illusion,_ which is still instructive, was not
so much that the morale définitive would have to come soon,
because physics could be completed quickly, but rather that the
intervening period could be a static phasg of holding fast to
what had always been obligatory. Descartes took no cognizance
of the retroactive effect of the process of theory on the sup-
posed interim of the provisional ethics. It is very remarkable
to reflect on the consequences of this idea of a morale par
provision assuming that the eschatology of science doe not ar-
rive, and to recognize in them much of what the final expec-
tations directed at science, which are disappointed again and
again, produce as shared characteristics. ‘The fact that Des-
cartes wanted to stage the preliminary situation as a standstill
meant that he was not compelled to think through the anthro-
pological implications of this state. Thus he could propose as
an example of the provisional ethics a person who has lost his
way in a forest, who only needs to go resolutely in one direction
in order to get out of the forest, because all {orests are finite
and can be regarded, in the imagined situation, as unchanging.
The recommendation of formal resoluteness in favor of the
provisional ethics means a prohibition against considering all

the concrete characteristics of the situation and their changes,
including how man is equipped for dealing with situations in
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which his orientation is uncertain. The “method’s" promised
final accomplishment gets in the way of man’s process of self-
understanding in the present and also gets in the way of rhet-
oric as a technique for coming to terms in the provisional state
prior to all definitive truths and ethics. Rhetoric creates insti-
tutions where evident truths are lacking.

Oné could dissolve the dualism of philosophy and rhetasic
(which has again and again frusirated attempts at harmoniza-
tion) in a_specific conception, in the philosophy of histary, that
reshapes Descartes’s model by skeptically modifying the impli-
cauons of the morale par provision. What remains doubtful is
not only the possibility of completing scientific knowledge, in
whatever area, but also the possible profit of such completion
for 3 morgle définitive. We have almost forgotten that “progress”
is nothing but the form of life, adjusted for the long term, of

that Cartesian interim for which the provisional ethics was
intended. Where Descartes is still correct is in his assumption
that there is no sort of preliminary participation, granted in
advance, in the success of the whole. To put it differently:
Philosophy’s program succeeds or fails, but it does not yield
any profit in installments. Everything 1hat remains, this side of
definitive evidence, is rhetoric; rhetoric is the vehicle of the
morale_par provisiony. This statemenl means above all that that

rhetoric is an aggregate of legitimate means. Rhetoric s
toa syndrome of skeptical agsumptions. We will not be deceiver
into overlooking this by the fact that it was gnly able 1o defend

itself against the charge of being a “mere means” by presenting
itself as the means cmployved by the truth. For even in its
victories rhetoric had to proceed “rhetorically”: When, in the
fourth century 8.c., rhetoric had in practice eliminated philos-
ophy's claims, [socrates, using a Sophistical device, called his
Sophism “philosophy.” For Jacob Burckhardt, the Greeks’ feel-
ing for effect, as opposed (o reality, is the basis of rhetoric,
which “only momentarily” rose to the level of “eloquence in
public affairs” but had been primarily developed “as a means
to success in the courts.” But the Greeks themselves contrasted
persuasion to subjugation by force: in the dealings of Greeks
with Greeks, Isocrates says, theappropriate mearbs persua-
sion, whereas in dealings with barburians it is the se of force.

£
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This difference is understood as one of language and cduca-
tion, because persuasion presupposes that one shares a hori-
zon, allusions to prototypical material, and the orientation
provided by metaphors and similes. The antithesis of truth and
effect is superficial, because the rhetorical effect is not an al-
ternative that one can choose jnstead of an insight that one
could alse have, but an alternative to a definitive evidence that
one canno! have, or cannot have yet, or at any rate cannot have
here and now. Besides, rhetoric is not only the technique of
producing such as effect, it is always also a means of keeping
the effect transparent: it makes us conscious of effective means
whose use does not need to be expressly prescribed. hy makipg
explicit what 1s already done in any case.

As long as philosophy was inclined to hold out at least the
prospect of eternal truths and deﬁmuve certainties, then “con-
sensus” as th j ter

revocation as the result attained by persuasion, had to seemv

contemptible to jt. But when it was transformed into a theory

of the scientific “method” of the modern age, philosophy too

was.nol spared the renunciation on which all thetaric is based.

To be sure, it seemed at first as though science’s hypotheses
were always temporary expedients employed by cognition, in-
structions as to how to bring about their verification and thus
their finul guarantee; but the history of science showed in detail
how verification, too, represents the pattern of agreement sub-
ject to later revocation, and how the publication of every theory
implies u request that other people should follow the paths by
which the theorist claims that it is confirmed and should give
it the sanction of objectivity — without its ever being possible
to exclude, by this process, the possibility that by other paths
other things may be discovered and the theory contradicted.
What Thomas S. Kuhn in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions®
called the “paradigm” — the dominant fundamental concep-
tion, in a scientific discipline, for a long period of time, which
integrates into itself all subsequent refining and extending in-
quiries — this paradigm is nothing but a “consensus,” which is
able to stabilize itself not, indeed, exclusively, but partly by
means of the rhetoric of the academies and the textbooks.
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Even if a deficiency of definitive evidence defines the situa-
tion both of the process of theory and of rhetoric, nevertheless
scicnce has provided itself with the invaluable advantage of
being able to put up with the provisional character of its results
indcfinitely. That is not a matter of course: Descartes would
have regarded it as intolerable. But his idea of “method” made
it possible to understand science, and to organize it, as an
overall process that is always “transferable” [from one person
to another] and that integrates individuals and generations into
itsell as mere functionaries. All action that is based, as “appli-
cation,” on this sort of theory has to share the weakness of its
provisional character: that it can have its authority revoked at
any time. Theories, too, implicitly solicit “agreement.” as rhet-
oric does explicitly. The decisive difference lies in the dimen-
sion of time; science can wail, or is subject o the convenuon
of heing able to wait, whereas rhetoric — if it can no longer
be the ornatus of a (ruth — presupposes, as a constitutive ele-
ment of its situation, that the “creature of deficiency” is com-
pelled 1o acilThus it is an imitation of the form of the process
of science_when discussion, as an instrument of public_will
for

mau_.__s_rs:gand:d_as_m@x_u_wzu_n_mechmm
ratignally arriving at [gsult,s, whereas it g;mum m [gct alford

precisely the endl ssness (in principle) of r; m
that it takes in . The restricted time allotted to speakers

may be only a paitry substitute for rhetoric’s rules of form, but
cven as a substitute it is an essential underlying arrangement
for rhetoric; where it is disregarded or unknown, or indeed
where its opposite is institutionalized (as in the “filibuster™),
rhetoric’s character as an alternauve to terror becomcs mani-

fest. To se : e
conscious both of being compelled 10 act apd of the lack of
norms in a finite situation. Everything that i : e

goes_over to the side of rhetoric, and rhetoric_implies the
renunciation of force.

In this connection the circumstance of being compelled to
act, which determines the rhetorical situation and which de-
mands primarily a physical reaction, can be transformed, rhe-
torically, in such a way that the enforced action becomes, by
“consensus,” once again "merely” a rhetorical one. Substituting
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that is at our disposal in the place of something that is not.
The animal symbolicum masters the reality thatis originally lethal
for him by letting it be represented; he looks away from what
is uncanny or uncomfortable for him and toward what is fa-
miliar. This becomes clearest where judgment, with its claim
to identity, cannot reach its goal at all, either because the de-
mands of its object exceed what its procedure can handle (as
in the case of the “the world,” “life,” “history,” “consciousness”)
or because there is insufficient scope for the procedure, as in
situations where one is compelled to act, and in which rapid
orientation and vivid plausibility are needed. Metaphor is not
only a chapter in the discussion of rhetorical means, it is a
distinctive element of rhetoric, in which rhetoric’s function can
be displayed and expressed in terms of its relation to
anthropology.

It would be entirely one-sided and incomplete to present
rhetoric only as an “emergency” solution, in view of the defi-
ciency of evidence in situations where one is compelled to act.
It is not only a substitute for theoretical orientation for action;
more importantly, it can be a substitute for action itsell. Man
can not only present one thing in place of anather, he can also
do one thing in place of another. If history teaches anything at
all, it is this, that without this capacity to use substitutes for
actions not much would be left of mankind. The ritualized
replacement of a human sacrifice by an animal sacrifice, whith
is still visible through the story of Abraham and Isaac, may
have been a beginning. Christianity, through two millennia,
has regarded it as quite understandable that the death of one
can compensate for the mischief for which all are responsible.
Freud saw in the commemorative funeral feast the sons’ agree-
ment to put an end to the killing of the tribal father, and
instead of that to do — something else. In Bremen, before
their journey to America together in 1909, Freud persuaded
C. G. Jung, whom he suspected of treachery to his school, to
drink wine with his meal (which violated the principles of
Jung's first teacher, Bleuler), instead of forcing him to perform
an act of submission, the content of which would essentially
have been a statement that he did not want to be the father

himself. Politically, the rebuke that a verbal or demonstrative
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act is “pure rhetoric” is regarded as a serious one; but that is
itself part of a rhetoric that does not want to admit (nor does
it have any need to admit) that a policy is better, the more it
can afford to restrict itself to “mere words.” In foreign policy,
warnings are most productive when they are pronounced at
the moment in which the one who is being warned has in any
case abandoned the idea of carrying out the act against which
he is being warned. Everything can depend on (as we have
become accustomed to saying) “not going beyond declarations,”
on “talking down” the compulsion to act, when the risk in-
volved in the action is able to disqualify all possible gains from
consideration. Here questions relating to the concept of reality
become involved, which cannot be dealt with in this discussion.”

Lacking definitive evidence and being compelled to act are
the prerequisites of the rhetorical situation. But not only sub-
stitutive and metaphorical procedures are rhetorical. Being
compelled to act is itself not an utterly “real” circumstance, but
also depends on the “role” that is ascribed to the actor or with
which he seeks to define himself — se!f-understanding, too,
makes use of metaphors, and "to cheer oneself up” is an ex-
pression that betrays that the internal use of rhetoric is not a
novel discovery. The metaphors of roles that are popular again
today are based on a very solid tradition of picturing life and
the world as “theater,” and it is not equally a mauer of course
for all of the historical forms of theater that its “roles” are as
fixed as we nowadays assume when we use the metaphor. To
allow someone, in the course of a conflict, to “save face” comes
from a different realm of speech, but it coincides to a large
extent with the precept, implied in the metaphors of roles, that
one should not force the focal person of a transaction intended
to bring about a change in that person’s behavior to leave the
identity of his role, but instead one should offer him the re-
quired change of behavior in the guise of a credible logical
development [of his role). There is no need to give illustrations
of the extent to which the policy of great and small powers
today can be described with the phraseology of “role definition”
and' “role expectation” (here the anthropological metaphor is
again t'aken as a metaphor, on a second level), and what prag-
matic instructions for dealing with potentially rhetorical be-



00T

438
The Transformation of Philosophy: Hermeneutics, Rheworic, Narrative

verbal accomplishments for physical ones is an amhropologicgl
“radical”;" rhetoric systematizes it. In his Philosophy of Sym.bolzc
Forms, Ernst Cassirer described man as the gnimal symbolicum
[symbolical animal}, whose original accomphshm.emnls to rein-
terpret an external “impression” as the “expression f’f some-
thing internal, and thus to set up, in place of something glnen
and inaccessible, something else that is sensuously tang}ble.
Language, myth, art, and science are, aclcordl‘nglto Cassirer,
regions of such “symbolic forms,” which in prmcE.ple (mly. e
peat that primary process of the conversion of * impression

into “expression.” But this theory of Cassirer's makes no claim
to explain why the “symbolic forms” are set up; (he.fact that
they appear, as the world of culture, allow§ us 10 1‘nfer thf
existence of the animal symbolicum, which mamfcsl.s its “nature

N its creations. An - ‘ " e
culpural housing of the “symhnlic_forms” as growing upward,

layer upon layer, on th or at least unques-
tioned, biological existence. The enrichment of nake gx;g;ence
has no functional continuity with what makes that existence

possible. But to the extent that philosophy is a_process o'{:
dismlling things that are taken for granted, a "phlloso'phlcal
anthropology has to address the question whether man’s phys-
ical existence is not itself only a result that follows from lhe
accomplishments that are ascribed to himn as belonging to his
“nature.” T'he first proposition of an anthropology would. then
be, It cannot be taken for granted that man is able to exist. .
The prototype for such a line of thought can be found in
the modern social contract theory that deduces the necessity
of establishing man's “civil" condition from its finding th.at.}.lis
“natural” condition contradicts the conditions of the possibility
of physical existence. For Hobbes, the state is the first artifac:,
which does not enrich (in the direction of a “world of culture")
the environment in which man lives, but rather eliminates i}s
lethal antagonisin. What is philosophical about this. lhgor)f is
not primarily that it explains the appearance of an institution
such as the state (still less that it explains the appearance of
the absolutist state), but rather that it converts the suppp_sed
definition of man’s nature as that of a zoon politikon {*political
animal” — Aristotle] into a functional description. ! sec no
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other scientific course for an anthropology except, in an anal-
0gous manner, to destroy’ what is supposedly “natural” and
convict it of its “artificiality” in the functional system of the
eleinentary human accomplishment called “life.” A first at-
tempt of this kind was made by Paul Alsberg in 1922 in his
book — to which too little attention was paid, because of its
misleading title and language — Das Menschheitsritsel [the riddle
of humanity]. Then in 1940 Arnold Gehlen — with his work
Der Mensch, which, though questionable in its intention, was
nevertheless fundamental — developed the beginning of a
theory of perception and of language, and since then has car-
ried it further by founding a doctrine of “institutions.” With
Gehlen's absolutism of “institutions,” anthropology returns, in
a certain way, to its point of departure in the model of the
social contract. The discussion of this anthropology has not yet
settled the question of whether that fateful return is inevitable #

Man’s deficiency in specific dispositions for reactive behavior
vis-2-vis reality — that is, his poverty of instincts — is the
starting point for the central ant i i to
how this creature is able to exist in spite of his lack of fixed
biological dispositions. The answer can be reduced to the for-
mula: by not dealing with this reality directly. 'The human
relation to reality Js indirect. circumstantial delayed, seleciive,

and above all “metaphorical.” How man co i ess

of d made on him by his relati ' id out
2 long time ago in the Nominalists’ interpretation of iui%gnjgnl.
Predicates are “institutions”; a concrete thing is comprehended
by being analyzed into the relationships by which it belongs to
thesg institutions. When it h e in § it
has disappeared as something concrete. But o comprehend
something as something is radically different from the proce-
dure of comprehending something by means of sonicthing else.
The detour by which, in metaphor, we look away from the
object in question, at another one, which we imagine may be
instructive, takes the given as somcthing alien and the other as
something more familiar and more easily at our disposal. If
the limiting case of judgment js identity, the liniting case ot
metaphor is the symbol; here the other is entirely other, which
delivers nothing but the pure possibility of putting something
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havior are contained in this description. Georg Simmel
suggested that the metaphor of roles is so productive only

/| because life is an “early form of the dramatic art”; but Simmel,

especially, knew when he said this that these metaphors no
longer have anything to do with the implication that it is a
question of illusion, of a theatrical double life, with and without
masks, with and without costume, so that one would only need
to expose the stage and the actors in order to catch sight of
the reality and put an end to the theatrical intermezzo. The
“life” of which Simmel speaks is not incidentally and episodi-
cally an “early form" of the dramatic art; rather, being able to
live and defining a role for oneself are identical.

Now I assert that not only is this talk of “roles” metaphorical,
but the process of definition that goes with the role concept —
a process upon which the consciousness of identity depends,
and with which it can be damaged — is itself rooted in meta-
phor and is asserted and defended, both internaily and exter-
nally, by metaphor. The case of defense, in particular, makes
that clear: Erving Goffman’s Stigma (1963) substantiates it
abundantly. The_"agreement” that has to be the goal of all
“persuasion” (even of self-persuasion) is the congruence —
which is_endangered in all situations and always has to be
sccured _afresh — between one’s role consciousness and the
role expectations that others have of one. Perhaps “agreement”
is too strong a term, because approval would always already go
beyond what is called for. Fundamentally, what is important is

/ not to encounter contradiction, both in the internal sense, as a
problem relating to consistency, and in the external sense, as
a problem relating to acceptance. Rhetoric is a system not only
of soliciting mandates for action but also of putting into effect
and defending, both with oneself and beforc others, a self-
conception that is in the process of formation or has been
formed. Viewed in terms of scientific methodology, the meta-
phorically conceived “role” performs the function of a hypoth-
esis, which is “verified” by every act that does not falsify it. The
residue that still remains of all the thetoric about the telenlog-
ical value of "consensus” as someihing guaranteed hy natureds
the ensuring of the non-contradiction, the non-breakage of the
consistency of what is accepted — which people therefore like
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derstandable, in view of this state of affairs, that a need for a
“hasis of shared convichons becomes virulent again and again,
and in the form of one new proposal after another. People
may go on calling “consensus” an “idea” of the effeci aimed
at by rhetoric, but in the anthropological analysis of rhetoric’s

function it is redundant.
Rhetorical substitution, in situations in which we arg_gcom-

pclled t act, and the rhetorical shielding of self-preseniagion
as “"self- preservauon@wWLﬂmMy
do_indeed 21 esuppose creative acts (the creation of symbols,
the conception of roles), nevertheless as pure creativity they
remain_impotent and without any function. Here the question
immediately arises whether the connection, so sought-after to-
day, between the aesthetics of production and the aesthetics of
receptior’ does not point to an analogous structure. "Every art
has a rhetorical level,” Nietzsche wrote in 1874 in a fragment
on Cicero.* The “invention” of the substitutive symbol, for
example, can be the most harmless, the least imaginative act in
the world; it has to be brought to the point where it is recog-
nized, and for this — in contrast to the aesthetic product — it
contains, materially, not the slightest inducement. But this rec-
ognition is, in effect, everything; only it has consequences.
Remember the classical political formula that trade follows the
flag; today one can reverse it and say that the fag follows
trade: states that do not even maintain diplomatic relations
conclude trade agreements in the expectation that the other
mode of relations will follow. The reversal of the old proposi-
tion is at the same time an expression of the complete deval-
uation of the symbol of the "flag,” which is finally only able to
ornament the realities. When it is said (as it used to be) that
the respect shown to substitutions is based on “convention,”
that is both correct and tautological. T'he convention is a result.
How does it come about? Doubtless by being offered and can-
vassed for. This holds even for the most abstract case in the
history of science, the successful promotion of symbolic systems
for formal logic; the canvassing rhetoric goes into details or
consists of asserting in public, regarding national forms that
one does not like, that one will never comprehend them. The
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less it is the case that political realities can still be “created”
outside the sphere of economics, the more important become
“diplomatic recognition,” questions about names of countries,
treaties in which one relinquishes what is in any case no longer
possible, and proceedings in which one struggles mightily
about what is in any case already well established. As soon as
what was once considered to be “real” no longer exists, the
substitutions themselves become “the real.”

In aesthetics, with the surrender of all kinds and degrees of
relation to an object, the proposal that something should be

accepted as a work of arl — or even only as what is “called

for” atter the end of all art — can only succeed at the cost of

a_great_expenditure of rhetoric. It is not primarily the work's |

need for commentary that asserts itself in texts that accompany
and come after it, but rather its being declared a work of art
or a work of what has succeedcd art; to that extent, hgr;h
criticism by a competent criticisstill acceptance into 2 relalio

ship to a history in which art has again and again been pro

ducsiggm—am_unh.ﬂluhcmm.g:mm.Lmakmg_a

end of what has been and a beginning of what js to come. Even
the disavowal of rhetoric, here, is still rhetorical; even the kick
that is administered to the conventional viewer who strives to
“understand” demonslraljs to him thal wha[ hLe dneml -un-
derstand is Jegi

undgrst itiesST he “reoccupations™ of
which history is composed are carried out rhetorically.
Rhetoric also has to do with the ftting together of actions in

time. Acceleration and retardation are elements in historical

processes that have so far received too little attention. "History”
is composed not only of events and the connections between
them (however these may be interpreted) but also of what one
could call the “overall situation” with regard to time. What has
been designated in our tradition as 'rationality. has almost
always benefited the element of acceleration, of tle concentra-
tion of processes. Even dialectical theories of history accentuate
the factors prumoting acceleration, because they propel the
process toward the critical point where it makes its sudden
turning and thus bring it noticeably closer to its final state (thus
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confirming the law that is asserted to govern the process). The
many- layered phenomenon of technicization' can be reduced
to the intention of saving time. Rhetoric, on the other hand,

is, in regard to the temporal texture of actions, a consummate
embodiment of retardation. Circumstantiality, procedural in-
ventiveness, ritualization imply a doubt as to whether the short-
est way of connecting two points is also the humane route from
one to the other. In aesthetics, for example in music, we are
quite familiar with this type of situation. In the modern world
excessive demands result not only from the complicatedness of
circumstances but also from the increasing divergence between
the two spheres of (on the one hand) material exigencies and
(on the other) decisions in regard to their temporal texture. A
disproportion has arisen between the acceleration of processes
and the feasibility of keeping a “feel” for them, of intervening
in them with decisions, and of coordinating them, through an
overview, with other processes. Certain auxiliary functions that
technical equipment can perforin for human action have an
assimilating effect: Where all the data are quickly available, a
quick decision seems to have a special appropriateness to the
case.

The desire to keep developments under one’s control, or to
get them under our control again, is dowinant in our critical
reflections on progress, to the extent that they are not pure
romanticism. Operations analyses supply optimal problem so-
lutions, but they never also eliminate doubts as 1o whether the
problem was correctly posed — and such doubts alrcady char-
acterize action as something that goes belore its theory and
does not follow from it as a mere result. There is a clearly
recognizable increased accent on delaying factors in public
dealings. It is not an accident that such an outmoded word as
“reflection” could be renewed as a catchword. There is a need
for an institutionalized catching of breath, which sends even
majorities that are competent to make decisions on long rhe-
torical detours. One wants to make it cvident that one is not
“driven” (by whatever it might be) and that one does not intend
merely to sanction what has been decided long since. The
acceleration of processes is after all only a variant of the “stim-
ulus overload” that the biologically impoverished creature,
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man, is constitutionally exposed to and that he deals with by
institutionalizing his behavior. Here verbal institutions arg by
no means a zero-grade instance of more massive regulatory
processes; their potency must be measured against the ideal of
decisionistic theories, which consists in taking up only a point
in time.

There is something like the expediency of what is not ex-
pedient. Today we observe an extremely rapid dismantling of
“obsolete” forms by critical proceedings in which everything
that exists carries the burden of proving that its existence is
justified; but at the same time we see at work an exuberant
inventiveness in the fresh construction of intricate procedures,
which are only distinguished by soberer titles like “rules of
procedure,” “supervisory agencies,” “operational systems,” and

the like. Whatever time is saved is always immediately used up. '

We must increasingly abandon the idea of a pjodel of edu-

>< cation or culture [Bildung] that is goverped by the norm that

X
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man must always know what he is doing. In former times a
doctor_was supposed to know ol oply the conditions of the
functiont iti
illness, and the mode of operation of the therapies and medi-
cations that he prescribed, as well, but also the derivation of
the foreign words that he continually used to label all of this
and the use of which was evidence of his being initiated into
the guild. A captain was not only supposed to be able to use
the sextant and the trigonometric formulae that went with it
but also had to know how the instrument functioned and how
the formulae could be derived, so that he would be a potential
Robinson Crusoe who could start out ex mhilo [from nothing]
if the already manufactured auxiliary means were lost. As op-
posed to this, the idea has for a long time been gaining ground
that the technical world needs trained functionaries who react
appropriately but do not understand its functional connections
in every respect. Fewer and fewer people will know what they
do in the sense that they know why they do it that way. Action
shrinks to reaction the more direct 1s the path from theory to
practice that is sought. The cry for the elimination of “useless

curricular material” is always a cry for “facilitating” functional
implementation. Of course the circumstantiality that goes with
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the claim to know what one is doing is not in itself a guarantee
of humane or moral insight, but as a pattern of delayed reac-
ton it is potentially also a pattern of “conscious” action.

I S‘W_iﬁ_r__wwmmm
may sull be, have something to do with this delaying of the
functional connections between signals and reactions 1o thern.
The result 1s that their contents, their “values” and “goods,”
become secondary. The discussion about these values is usually
conducted with an unexamined distribution of the burden of
prool: one who defends traditional cultural “goods” is sup-
posed to prove what they are still worth. If we assume that in
themselves they are worth nothing at all, their “rhetorical”
character becomes evident: they are figures, required exercises,
obligatory detours and formalities, rituals, which impede the
immediate utilization of man and obstruct {or perhaps only
slow down) the arrival of a world of the shortest possible con-
nection between any two given points. If classical rhetoric es-
sentially aims at a mandate for action, modern rhetoric seeks
to promate the delaying of action, or at least the understanding
of such delay — and it does this especially when it wants o
demonstrate its capacity to once agai i i -
belic substitutiops.

The axiom of all rhetoric is the_principle of insufficient
reason (principy jons jenlzs). It is a correlate of the
anthropology of a creature who is deficient in essential respects.
If man’s world accorded with the optimism of the metaphysics
of Leibniz, who thought that he could assign a sufficient reason
even for the fact that anything exists at all, rather than nothing
(“cur aliquid potius quam nihil”), then there would be no rhet.
oric, because there would be neither the need nor the possi-
bility of using it effectively. The rhetoric that by its
dissemination is the most important in our history, the rhetoric
of prayer, already had to rely — contrary to the theological
positions associated with rationalistic or voluntaristic concepts
of God — on a God who allowed himself to be persuaded, and
this problem recurs in the case of anthropology: the man whom
it deals with is not characterized by the philosophical overcom-
ing of “opinion” by “knowledge.”
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But the principle of insullicient reason is not to be confused
with a demand that we forgo reasons, just as “opinion”_does
not denote an attitude for which ope has no reasons but rather
one for which the reasons are diffuse gnd not regulated by
method. One has to be cautious about making accusations of
irrationality in situations where endless, indefinitely extensive
procedures have to be e¢xcluded; in_the realm ol reasoning
about practical activities in life. | ' 0 t
something on insufficient grounds than tainsiston a procedure
modeled on that of science_and it is more rational to do_this
than _to_disguise decisions that_have already been made in
arg ientific_jn form. It 1s true that euphona
about the provision of scientific advice in public affairs has
faded away somewhat; but the disappointments in regard to
this alliance are due to a failure to understand that lacking
definitive evidence of the truth of their findings, committees
of scientists themselves cannot proceed differently from the
institutions they advise — that is, they must procced rhetori-
cally, aiming at an actual consensus, which cannot be the con-
sensus of their theoretical norms. It is also a norm of science
that one should clearly indicate the modality of one’s state-
ments. 1l one affirms apodictically, or even merely assertori-
cally, what can only be affirmed problematically, one violates
this norm. Anyone who is affected by public actions or who
has to agree to them has a right to know what is the dignity of
the premises that are presented as the results of scientific con-
sultation. Rhetoric teaches us to recognize rhetoric, but it does
not teach us to legitimate 1t. _

What is at stake is not only the relation between science and
political authorities but also a realm of statements that have

very j i (# uences that can-
not_be syspended, although in their theoretical status these
stat ; orever, on an insufhcient ra-
tional foundation, or may €ven be demonstrably incapable of
being verified The positivistic proposal, that questions and
statements that contain no directions as to how they could be
verified should then be extirpated, involves bringing practice
— which depends on such premises — to a standstill, and thus

becomes illusionary. A decision in such questions as whether
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man is by nature good or bad, whether his character is deter-
mir.led by his heredity or by his environment, whether he makes
or 1s made by his history, can indeed be deferred by science,
but cannot be deferred in practice and cannot be declared to
be meaningless. Thus every kind of pedagogy is already in the

midst of a practical process and cannot wait for the delivery of

its theoretical premi i-
results from among the theoretical generalizations offered by
biology, psycholo i iscipli In this
boundary zone remarkable processes of a rhetorical type take
place, processes in which rationality and realism seem to di-
verge, for here one is not only compelled to act (as before),
one is also forced to make axioms of premises without which
a theory that is meant to apply to situations in which one is
compelled to act would be paralyzed and condemned to steril-
ity. I think, however, that these decisions have nothing (o do
with the cynicism of a liberum arbitrium indifferentiae [free will
of indifference], and certainly nothing to do with existentialist
self-positing.

In the realm in which the principle of insufficient reason
holds, there are rational decision rules that do not resemble
science in their form. Pascal provided a model of this in his
argument du pari [argument of the wager], an argument that
we no longer find convincing because (and only because) it
compares the prospect of a transcendent infinite gain with the
risk of a finite stake,” but that remains valid in that man has
to wager the whole stake of his practice, at whatever risk of
error, on the particular prospect, as between two theoretical
alternatives, that is favorable to his sel{-assertion and self-de-
velopment. No theoretical doubt about the validity of the prin-
ciple of causality or ahout the possibility of proving it
conclusively can alter in any way the fact that in our conduct
we wager on its unrestricted validity. One of the most momen-
tous declarations from the realm of various sciences would be
an answer to the question of the extent to which man’s modes
of behavior are determined by, and therefore modifiable
through, endogenous or exogenous determinants. Although
one may regard this complex question as scientifically still
largely undecided, still it is casy to sce that methodological
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considerations favor an endogenous determinism — just as,
quite independently of empirical findings, they imply, in the
theory of evolution, that Darwinism will be preferred to the
various kinds of Lamarckism. The theory that restricts itself 1o
a few kinds of factors that, methodically, can be neatly isolated
and exhibited has a better chance to become a “paradigm” in
Thomas Kuhn’s sense than the theory that has to offer a range
of factors that cannot be separated out as well and that are
diffusely distributed. That science will draw closer to a result
of the kind typified by the Darwinistic theories seems to me to
be inevitable and theoretically well founded.

This development would have far-reaching effects in many
areas of public and private life: in education and the admin-
istration of justice, in social prophylaxis, even in people’s every-
day dealings with each other. In fact, however, the preference

~ that is given to certain practical axioms seems not to be gov-

erned by what scientific theories are predominant. This is a
fact that Kant discovered when, in the doctrine of the “postu-
lates,” in his Critigue of Practical Reason, he assumed the inde-
pendence of moral positings from theoretical proofs. For Kant
it is the classical chief principles of all metaphysics — man’s
freedom, the existence of God, immortality — that, in the form
ol postulates, “are inseparably attached” to the practical law.
The logic of this inseparability becomes clearer when one sees
that only someone who disregards the law has an interest in
citing his unfreedom and the futility of law-abiding behavior
as far as well-being is concerned. We would count the postu-
lates, entirely apart from metaphysics, as part of the rhetoric
of ethics: they sum up what makes up the consensus of practical
axioms, through persuasion and self-persuasion — what pro-
duces assent to public and private efforts and gives meaning
to improving the conditions for a life that is free of crime and
conflict and to trusting in the possibility of repairing backward
or misguided lives. We act “as though” we knew that efforts
and expenditures of this sort, for the beneft of man, are not
in vain and are not called in question by science. In our practice
we turn into an axiom, as a "postulate,” what provides a motive
for taking advantage of the more favorable prospects for hu-
inanity. Here rhetoric is also the art of persuading ourselves
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to ignore what speaks against betting on these prospects. The

depressing results of genetic research on twins have not been

able_to discourage the adherents of theories of the influence

of environment — and properly so. However narrow the zone

of the uncertainty of scientific statements may become, it will
never disappear entirely, and we will bet on it where theory

appears to be more than can be demanded of. and intolerable
for_practice. Since Kant, the practical postulate stands against
the overwhelming determinism of the world of possible scien-
tific objects.

< Rhetoric has to do not with facts but with expectations. That

which, in its whole tradition, it has calied “credible” and “ver-
isimilar” has to be clearly distinguished, in its practical valence,
from what theory can call "pmhghlg."ﬁl’hal man “makes” his-
tory is a prospect on which, after detours through philosophy
of history, the modern age has wagered. What this proposition
means can only be understood if one perceives the "reoccu-
patigp” that is accomplished by neans of it. | introduced and
explained this concept in my Legitimacy of the Modern Age (1966
[English translation, 1983]), but I did not yet see that it implies
a rhetorical transaction. In our tradition’s system of the expla-
nation of reality there is a “position” for this historical subject,
a position to which vacancy and occupation refer. The accom-
plishment and establishment of the reoccupation are rhetorical
acts; “philosophy of history” only thematizes the structure of
this process, it is not the agency responsible for it." Not acci-
dentally, the act by which the subject of history is determined
and legitimized has borne the name of a fundamental rhetor-
ical figure, as translatio imperit [transfer (or: trope, metaphor)
of power]. “Carryings over,” metaphorical functions, again
and again play an essential role here. Alexander conceives his
historical project by reversing Xcrxes’s march across the Hel-
lespont. The God of the Old Testament transfers his sover-
eignty in history by means of a covenant. The citizens of the
National Convention, in the French Revolution, take meta-
phors of the Roman Republic literally, in their costume and
their speech. “Men make their own history, but they do not
make it just as they please; they do not make it under ¢ircum-
stances chosen by themselves, but under circwnstances directly
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encountered, given and transmitted from the past,” Marx
writes in the Eighteenth Brumaire.® The deeper the crisis of
legitimacy reaches, the more pronounced the recourse to rhe-
torical metaphor becomes — it is not inertia that makes tradi-
tion but rather the difficulty of living up to one’s designation
as the subject of history. So onc contents onesell more easily
with participating in the role of the subject of history: one s
not the subject, but one is part of it, or one would have to be
partof it if only things went properly. Rhetorically, both attri-
butions of responsibility and excuses are always equally veadily
available.

1 am not celebrating rhetoric here as an innate creative gift
that man possesses. To illuminate it anthropologically is not to
demonstrate that it gives man a special “metaphysical” distinc-
tion. As a behavorial characteristic of a creature that lives
“nevertheless” [trotzdem], it is literally a “certificate of poverty.”
I would hesitate to call it a “cunning of reason”; not only
because it would then be in even more questionable company
but also because 1 would like 1o hold o the idea of seeing in it
a form of rationality itself — a rational way of coming to terms
with the provisionality of reason. It may be that the provision-
ality of theory that it avails itselt of and profits from is only a
grace period for it il it does not prove 1o be the case that there
is no irrevocability in theory. Against all rhetoric that is not “an
clegant and clear expression of the conceptions of the mind,”
Hobbes recommended the use of “right reason.” This phrase
rescibles the one that is going around currently: “critical rea-
son.” That is all very well, but what else could judge whether
the “right” reason is being employed in edach case, except rea-
son once again — except “right reason,” in fact? For Hobbes,
one ol the most important objections to democracy is that it
cannot manage without rhetoric, and consequently arrives at
decisions move impetu antmi [by a certain violence of the mind]
than recta ratione [by right reason], because its orators are
guided not by the "nature of the things they speak of " but by
the passions ol their listeners. "Nor is this fault in the man, but
in the nature itsell” of eloguence, whose end, as all masters of
rhetoric teach us, is not truth (except by chance), but victory;
andl whose property is not to inform, but w allure.”” A re-
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markable proposition, which explicitly absolves men of respon-
sibility for the effects of an instrurnent that they invented and
use only on account of those very effects. An especially re-
markable proposition when one confronts it with the type of
ranonallty that Hobbes's theory of the state represents: self-

preservation, as the rational inotivation of the contract of sub-

mission, risks, in the undetermined and undeterminable will
of the absolute ruler, every impetus animi [violence of the mind]
that Hobbes disparages as the correlate of rhetoric.

Hobbes's pathology of rhetoric traces the excitement of the
passions back to the “"metaphorical use of words” For him,
too,_metaphor is the distinctive glg ment_of rhetoric: in his
opipion it is “fitted to the passions” and thus “separated from
the true knowledge of things."<What is the basis of this rela-
tionship between metaphor and the passion$>which Hobbes
suggests to us here as something self-evident? For him, meta-
phor is opposed to concepts: by excluding the instuments of
reason, metaphor opens the field to everything that tradition-
allﬂs_ctgnb:d.aud.mnuoﬂed—by—mwng_madk;s
to escape {rom the exertion of concepts into the ease of ori-
entation by jmages. In this passage Hobhes admitc an elo-

quence (eloquentia) that abstaips from metaphor and arises
“from_the contemplation of the things themselves,” an cloqu-

ence that consists only in the elegance with which one expresses
what one has grasped. When it is compared to the “nature of
the things,” as something that one could possess, rhetoric does
indeed appear as an eccentric and artificial means. Yet if one
considers Hobbes's theory of concepts, one is surprised to find
that his rejection of metaphor depends on crediting the human
intellect with more than he is able to grant it in this theory.
For the concept, too, is only an artificial means, which has
nothing in common with that “nature of the things.”

Itis not incidentally, here, that I point out this inconsistency
in Hobbes’s critique of metaphor as the essential element of
rhetoric. It suggests the conjecture that Hobbes's critique of
metaphor with reference (o its affinity to the passions is based
on the contradiction between the idea of the absolute state and
a rhetoric that Hobbes describes, in opposing it, as “necessary
to a man born for commotions.” Now metaphor is in fact not
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only a surrogate for concepts that are missing but possible in
principle, and should therefore be demanded; it is also a pro-
jective principle, which both expands and occupies empty space
— an imaginative procedure that provides itself with its own
durability in similes. As Alrich Meyer has recently shown,? the
absolute state that is rationally deduced from the principle of
self-preservation is caught between metaphors of the organic,
on the one hand, and of mechanism, on the other. Such key
metaphors have their own power of persuasion, which reacts,
precisely through its possible extensions, on the core metaphor:
for example, the possibility of an organic philosophy of history
reinforces the organic model of the state, Hobbes himself over-
looked the contradiction between his organic metaphor of the
“state as a person” and the artificiality of the state’s origin —
and this is especially instructive, because the prohibition of
metaphor makes it more difficult to perceive its actual back-
ground function.” Even the prohibition of rhetoric is a rhetor-
ical transaction, which, then, only the others perceive as such.
The example of Hobbes shows that in the modern age anti-
rhetoric has become one of the most important expedients of
rhetorical art, by mcans of which to lay claim to the rigor of
realism, which alone promises to be a match for the seriousness
ol man’s position (in this case, his position in his “state of
nature™),

Rhetoric is an "art” because 1t is an epitome of difficulties
with reality, and reality has been pre-understood, in our tra-
dition, primarily as “nature.” The reason there is so little per-
ceptible rhetoric in a surrounding reality that is extremely
artificial is that it is already omnipresent. The classical antirhe-
torical figure of specch, “Res, non verba!” [Things, not words!]
then points to states of affairs that themselves no longer have
any of the sanction of what is natural, but instead already have
a rhetorical tincture. On the other hand, this easily makes the
emphatic recommendation or presentation of rhetoric's stylistic
means a litde (or more than a litde) ridiculous, One then as-
cribes this difficulty to one’s higher degree of realism. Rheto-
ric's modern difficulties with reality consist, in good part, in
the fact that this reality no longer has value as something to
appeal to, because it is in its turn a product of artificial pro-
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cesses. Thus one cnters the specifically rhetorical situation of
securing an exhortatory cry for oneself so as not to let the
others have it: “Ad res”; “Zur Sache und zu den Sachen!” [To
the matter at hand, to the things themselves!] It is rhetoric
when one suggests to others, as a premise, that it is necessary
to think and 10 act once again — or to do so for the first time
ever, If reality could be seen and dealt with “realistically,” it
would have been seen and dealt with that way all along. So,
much more than with the reality that it promises, the attitude
of the retour au réel [return to the real] has 1o concern itsell
with the explanation of the illusions, deceptions, and seduc-
tions that have to be disposed of in connection with it. Every
rhetoric of realism needs the conspiracies that have prevented
it until now. Plato’s allegory of the cave, in which because of
the shadows playing on the wall the captive people never come
to know what is truly real unless they are freed from the cave
by force, is the model of such unmasking. It is directed against
rhetoric, because the machinators of the shadow world are the
_Sophists, as “makers of images”; and it is itself rhetoric, since
it is based on an elementary metaphor of “coming into the
light” and expands it into a simile for an absolute reality, whose
promise of definitive evidence cannot be fulfilled. Philosophy’s
turning [rom the shadows to reality was usurped by rhetoric
and then by aesthetics. Jean Paul reflected this, fronically, in
two sentences in the Unsichibare Loge [invisible lodge]: “Alas,
we are only trembling shadows! And yet one shadow wants to
tear another one to pieces?”

In the Critigue of Judgment Kant declares that rhetoric, as “the
art of playing for one's own purposc upon the weaknesses of
men, . . . merits no respect whatever."" This “insidious art”
deals with “moving men in important matters like machines to
a judgment.” Now it is not at all in dispute here that man’s
constitutive dependence on rhetorical actions is always also a
susceptibility to being inAuenced by rhetoric; there are enough
dangers of and pressures toward his becoming a machine. The
theory of rhetoric_has always exposed people’s intentions of
taking advantage of these "weaknesses of men.” a1 the same
time that it served them. In an anthropological localization of
rhetoric the issue is these weaknesses, not those intentions. In
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that connection, anthropological approaches to rhetori_c con-
verge on a central descriptive statement: Man has no imme-
diate, no purely “internal” relation to hlmsc;lf.” His self-
understanding has the structure of “self-externality.” Kant was
the first to deny that inner experience has any precedence over

outer experience; we are appearance to ourselves, the second-

ary synthesis of a primary multiplicity, not the reverse. The
substantialism of identity is destroyed; identity must be _rca]-
ized, it becomes a kind of accomplishment, and accordingly
there is a pathology of identity. _ '

What remains as the subject matter of anthropology is a
“human nature”_that has never been “pature” and nPVP_LW‘lll
be. The fact that it makes its appearance i‘n metaphorical dis-
guise — as animal and as machine, as sedimentary Iayers.a‘nd
as stream of consciousness, in contrast to and in competition
with a god — does not warrant our expecting that at the end
of all creeds and all moralizing it will lie before us reveale(‘L
Man comprehends himself only by way of what hfe is not. It is
not only his situation that is potentially melapboncal; his con-
stitution itsell already is. Montaigne's formulation of the result
of his anthropology as self-experience is that the worst place
that we could choose is in ourselves (“la pire place, que nous
puissions prendre, c’est en nous”).!! He refers to.thfe Coper-
nican revolution, which as a trauma of man’s interiority in the
world metaphorically strengthens skepticism about‘h'!s interi-
ority in himself. Self-persuasion underlies all rhetoric in exter-
nal relations; it makes use not only of the very general,
practically effective propositions of which I spoke earlier but
also of self-understanding through self-externality. So the most
daring metaphor, which tried to embrace the greatest tension,
may have accomplished the most for man's sel‘f-concepuon:
trying to think the god absolutely away from himself, as 'lhe
totally other, he inexorably began the most dlfﬁcull rhetorical
act, namely, the act of comparing himself to this god.?
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Translator’s Notes

a. "Graluitous aclion”: André Gide's famous nation,

b. Mangelwesen, a term introduced by Arnold Gehlen in his Der Mensch. Seine Natur
und seine Stellung in der Welt (1940; 4th e¢d. Bonn: Athendum, 1950),

¢. Ingtitution is used by Blumenberg in a special sensc (introduced by Arnold Gehlen
in his Urmensch und Spdtkultur {Bonn: Athenium, 1956]) that stresses the “pre-given,”
habitual, unquestioned character of certain behavior patterns and modes of thought
(as in the Latin instifutio, “custom™) — rather than, and as opposed 1o, their being
intentionally "founded™ (as in one of the main senses of fnstisution or “institution” in
ordinary usage). Awareness of this special usage should clarify the contrast here
between "institutions™ and norms that are based on wbhat is "evident” tand with which
one's compliance is presumably conscious and intentional).

d. Blumenherg has consensus in italics throughout this piece — even though the term
is used not uncommonly in contemporary Gerinan — because he wants to remind us
that it is a technical term, which was introduced into philosophy and rhetoric by
Cicero: ] have used quotes for the same purpose.

¢. A “radical” in a sense analogous to that in linguistics, where the term refers 10 a
toat word or word element, 2 base ta which other things ure added.
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Charles Taylor

Introduction

In the introduction to his recently published Phlosophiil Pa-
pers, Charles Taylor describes his work as a caitribuon to
philosophical anthropology. His initial approacl was irgely
polemical. He attacked the view that the natural scences 1ould
serve as a model for the methods and procedures)f the biman
sciences. Whether in the form of classical behavorism func-
tionalism, Al-based psychology, or any other rductivt ex-
planatory strategy, ‘“naturalism,” laylor argue, is
inappropriate to the “sciences of man,” becaue theymust
incorporate into their explanations the common neanins that
are embedded in social institutions and practices as we:as in
agents’ self-interpretations. Thus, in contrast to Rrty ard oth-
ers who contend that “there is no interesting spliibetwen the
Natur- and the Geisteswissenschaften,” Taylor revive this clssical
distinction on the grounds that the latter necessaily inade a
hermeneutic dimension in a way the former dcnot. 1 the
same time, Taylor’s critique of naturalism and is unddying
conceptions of the self, language, and knowledge has :d to
the development of an alternative that draws havily a the
expressivist tradition of Hegel and Romanticism.

Taylor’s defence of the autonomy of the hunan sences
depends importantly upon his conception of husman agats as
“self-interpreting animals™: who and what we are 5 partl con-
stituted by our sclf-understandings and self-desriptios, by



