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ARGUMENTOLOGY AND ONTOLOGY

Argumentology as a philosophy of arqumentation studies ontological,
epistemological, methodological, logical, rhetorical, dialectical etc. fun-
damentals of arqumentation. Ontology in argumentological perspec-
tive answers the following question: “Does a Homo arguer really exist
as a theoretical problem?”

Apeymenmonoeus abasemcs gpuiocodpuetl apeymeHmayui, Komopas
usyuaem oOHmoAo2UYeCKUe, SNUCHIEMOL02UYeCKUe, Memo0o02uye-
ckue, 102uteckie, pumopuueckue, oualekmuueckue npedesbHole 0CHO-
Ganus apeymenmayuu. B apeymenmonoeuueckotl nepcnexmube 21ab-
HOUl npo0aemoil onmooeuu Abasmcea noucku ombemob wa 6onpoc o
mom, kax Bosmoxxer wesobex apeymenmupyrouwuil (Homo arguer) 6 xa-
uectm@e meopemuneckoeo KOHCMpyKma.
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In 1993 I used the term ‘arqumentology” in my second PhD disser-
tation Theoretical and historical backgrounds of argumentology (de-
fended at Saint-Petersburg State University, Russia) [7].  had an
idea that argumentology is the philosophy of theory and practice
of argumentation. It is not a scientific theory or empirical model
of argumentation.

Argumentology studies backgrounds or ultimate presup-
positions of theory and practice of argumentation. Being a phil-
osophical enterprise, argumentology is based on three intellec-
tual pillars. The first one is ordinary experience of argumenta-
tion. The second one is scientific experience, or theory of argu-
mentation, and the third one is philosophical experience or the
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history of Western and Orient philosophy of argumentation [8,
pp- 34-77].

From Russian etymological perspective and ordinary ex-
perience there are at least four approaches to theorizing about the
ultimate foundations of argumentation. Firstly, the approach
which deals with persuasion, or persuasive approach. Secondly,
there is one that concerns demonstration, or demonstrative ap-
proach. Thirdly, there is an approach which covers confirmation,
or confirmative approach. Fourthly, there is one which is associ-
ated with explanation, or explanatory approach. Consequently,
ordinary experience supposes that there are four ways (direc-
tions) of transformation of approaches into theories of argumen-
tation. The demonstrative approach to studying of ultimate
foundations of argumentation has been often associated with
logic (formal logic); the persuasive one — with rhetoric; the con-
tirmative one — with dialectic [10, pp.162-164]. Recently the fea-
tures of theoretical approaches to argumentation and relations
between its inseparable levels have been considered by such
scholars as J. Wenzel, A. Blair, R. Johnson, F. van Eemeren, D.
Walton, C. Tindale and others. It should be mentioned that stud-
ying argumentation requires a clear demarcation between its levels
and non-discrimination of all approaches. The non-discrimina-
tion means that an argumentation theorist should not consider
his/her favorite approach to be discriminatory to other inferior
or subordinate levels. Consequently, theoretical and practical re-
alization of these approaches must be based on a clear difference
between logic and rhetoric, rhetoric and dialectic, dialectic and epis-
temology of argumentation and their multi- and interdisciplinary
connection.

One of the consequences of clearness violation is the emer-
gence of various and today not yet well studied argumentological
dilemmas. For example: the dilemma of persuasive demonstra-
tiveness (in accordance with which persuasiveness is a criterion
for demonstrativeness) and demonstrative persuasiveness (ac-
cording to this dilemma, for example, logic is persuasive itself,
that is logic is something like rigorous, ironclad logic). The di-
lemma of confirmative explanativeness (according to it a stand-
point is supported, but this support is not an obvious one) and
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explanative confirmativeness should also be pointed out. There-
fore, one may consider that there are four theoretical perspec-
tives for the argumentological twist in argumentation theory:
logical, rhetorical, dialectical, and epistemological.

The possibility of the existence of at least four relatively
independent approaches to theorizing about argumentation fo-
cuses on the problem of their general justification or, philosophi-
cally speaking, ontology of theory and practice of argumenta-
tion. But what is ontology of argumentation? This question is rel-
atively new in contemporary theory and philosophy of argumen-
tation. To answer the question, one may suppose that this ontol-
ogy should be connected to anthropological turn in ontology that
was proposed by M. Heidegger and ].-P. Sartre in the first half of
the XX century [3, 6].

However, general and particular peculiarities of ontology
of argumentation should be more reasonably connected with the
concept of Homo arguer. Moreover, we can make much clearer the
ontological minimum of argumentation, according to which (as H.
Johnstone Jr. indirectly mentioned) man is a “persuading and
persuaded animal” [2, pp.41-46], or speaking in other words,
who has no ability to argue is not yet man in the real sense of the
word, or is not a Homo arguer. Following the American philos-
opher H. W. Johnstone Jr.’s discourse about the persuading and
persuaded animal, we may also say that ontology of argumenta-
tion should be the ontology of Homo arguer. The status of Homo
arguer as a concept in contemporary theory of argumentation as
well as in ontology of argumentation can hardly be overesti-
mated.

It is ontology of argumentation that defines perspectives
of its epistemology, dialectic, rhetoric, and logic. Homo arguer is
a person who would argue and has knowledge of logical laws
and their rhetorical imitation as well as dialectical rules of argu-
mentation and so would rebut logical, rhetorical, dialectical, and
epistemological fallacies that contest basic ontological principle
of argumentation.

Ontological minimum of argumentation is realized in log-
ical maximum of argumentation. This maximum is concretized in
three fundamental principles of formal logic: the law of identity,
the law of non-contradiction, and the law of excluded middle. As
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it was shown by G. Leibniz, “our reasoning is grounded upon
two great principles, that of contradiction, in virtue of which we
judge false that which involves a contradiction, and true that
which is opposed or contradictory to the false; (Theod. 44,
169.)...and that of sufficient reason, in virtue of which we hold
that there can be no fact real or existing, no statement true, unless
there be a sufficient reason, why it should be so and not other-
wise, although these reasons usually cannot be known by us”.
(Theod. 44, 196.) [4].

It seems to me that the principle of sufficient reason is a
kind of ‘bridge’” from logic to rhetoric and maybe even dialectic
of argumentation.

Logical maximum of argumentation represented in three
basic logical laws is imitated and extended in its rhetorical mini-
mum [9, pp.37-49].

One may suppose that rhetorical minimum of argumenta-
tion is founded on the rule of justice. According to Ch. Perelman,
this rule “requires giving identical treatment to beings or situa-
tions of the same kind” [5, p. 218].

Consequently, it is ontology of argumentology that is a
pillar of logic, rhetoric, and dialectic of argumentation.
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