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NEO-SOPHISTIC RHETORIC IN VIEW OF THE METHODOLOGY OF THE

HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY
Keywords: neo-sophistic rhetoric, methodology of the history of philosophy, third sophistic, so-

phistic, rhetoric, appropriationist approach, contextualist approach

The rhetorical turn phenomenon is associated with a new understanding of classical rhetoric,
which raised in the second half of XX century – neo-sophistic rhetoric. The term because of its ambi-
guity is difficult to understand, and gives rise to controversy and debate among the proponents of dif-
ferent philosophical fields. This situation is illustrated by the discussion of the term «Third sophistic»
between V. Vitanza and A. Quiroga. In fact, this debate demonstrates the difference between two ap-
proaches in the methodology of the history of philosophy: contextualist and appropriationist ap-
proaches. This paper examines the basic principles, specific to each of these two approaches. Appro-
priationist approach often receives negative feedback due to its intense modernization the ideas of the
past. The paper gives some reasons for the point, that the most appropriate methodology for a correct
historico-philosophical analysis of neo-sophistic rhetoric and the rhetorical turn bounded with it is
appropriationist approach because of it gives the most accurate relation between the ideas, concepts
and arguments of the past and present.
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