V1.B. XoMmeHKO
TEOPETMYECKME ITPOBJIEMbBI HE®OOPMAJIBHOM
JIOIT'MIKM: KOH®DJIVMIKTbBI TOYEK 3PEHSA

B cmamve paccmampubaromcs Hexkomopsie meopemute-
ckue npobaemvl HegpopMAaLbHOU A02UKU: ee onpedeseHue, cBA3b ¢
A0RUKOU U 3nucmemoso2uell, apeymenmayus xax 6Gui6o0Has
cmpykmypa U kax 6uda ouaioea, cocmaBasoujue apeymeHma-
yuu, ee cmpykmypa u OoyeHkd. AHAAUSUPYIOMCA PaAULHbIE
100X00bL K UX PeuLeHUo.

The article is devoted to consideration of some theoretical
problems in informal logic: its definition, the connection with
formal logic and epistemology, arqumentation as an inferential
structure and a kind of dialogue, its structure and appraisal. Dif-
ferent approaches to their decisions are analyzed.

KatoueBuie caoba: roeuxa, HechopmarvHas a02uxa, Snu-
cmemoAoUs,  ApeYMeHmayus, CmpyKmypa apeymeHmayuu,
OYeHKA apeyMeHmayuu.
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HedopmaribHast j10rvka ¢ MOMeHTa ee BO3HMKHOBe-
HVSI TO3VIIVOHVIPOBAJIa ce0sl KaK ITpakTuUdecKas IVICIIN-
IUIMHa. Bo-miepBBIX, OHa ObUIa HalleJleHa Ha aHaJIU3 pe-
aJIBHBIX IIpOlleccoB apryMmeHTanvm. Ilpeamerom ee mccrte-
TOBaHWM, II0 MHEHMIO OCHOBaTesIer, aBirstrorcd “the actual
natural language arguments used in public discourse,
closed in their native ambiguity, vagueness and incom-
pleteness” [1]. Bo-BTOpBIX, OCHOBHas 3a7ava ee M3y4eHUs
COCTOUT B PasBUTUM MPAKTUIECKMX HaBBIKOB IIOCTPOEHVIS
xopoumx (good) aprymMeHTarm.

OpHako I8 pelleHMs MPAKTUUECKMX 3ajiad HeoO-
XOIVIMO VIMETBH OIIpeJleJIeHHYI0 TeOopeTudecKyo 0asy.

Xomenko VI.B. Teopetndeckite ripo0sieMbl HepOpMaIbHOV JIOTVIKIAL:
KOHMIMKTHI Touek 3penns // PALIVIO.ru. 2013. Ne 9. C. 3-21.
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VIMeHHO 30ech M BO3SHMKAIOT MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIE ITpobIie-
Mbl. Cpeny HUX, HaIpyMepP, MOXKHO BBIIIeJIUTh TaKye:
e Yro Takoe HepopMasIbHAA JIOTMIKA?
e JSIBisieTcs m HedpopMasIbHaL JIOTVIKA JIOTUKO?
e JlBnsercs nu HedopMasbHasA JIOTMKa HPU-
KJIQJTHOVI SIIVICTEMOJIOT e ?
e Yro Takoe «peastbHas» (“real”) aprymenTariysi?
e Kakylo apryMeHTaluuio msydaeT HedOpMaslb-
Has JIOTMKa?
e KakoBbI cocTaBIISIONIVIE apIyMeHTalVN?
e YTO Takoe CTpyKTypa apryMeHTarum?
e B uem cocrour HedpopmasbHasg OlleHKa apry-
MeHTalmm?
IToripobyeM paccMOTpeTh 3TM BOIIPOCHL Oojlee fie-
TaJIbHO, OCHOBBIBasICb Ha MaTepuaslaX aHIJIOS3BIYHON JIU-

TepaTyphl.

1. K onnpenenennio HedopMaIbHOM JIOTUKHA

AHari3 IMTepaTyphl ITaeT BO3MOXXHOCTH BBIIEINTH
HeCKOJIBKO IOIXOIOB K OIpeziesieHn0 HedpopMaIbHOI JIO-
TVIKIL

Bo-miepBrIX, HEPOPMATIBHYIO JIOTMKY OTOXIECTBIIS-
I0T C KOHIIENITYaJIbHBIM aHaIM30M. Ee cBOOST K CBOe0O-
pasHOV JIOTMKe IIOHSTUM (TakMX, Kak “Bpems”’, “mpo-
CTpaHCTBO” ¥ T.A.) M IPOTMBOIIOCTAB/ISIOT (POpPMaIBHOM
JIOTVIKe, KOTOpasl W3y4aeT IIOHSATUS “KOHBIOHKIVA ,
“nuspronkimsa” u .11 (G. Rile n np.).

Bo-BTOpBIX, HedOpMaIbHYIO JIOTMKY OIpeIesIsioT
KaK HallpasjleHNe, I1eJIb KOTOPOrO COCTOUT B MCCIIEIOBa-
HUM HedOpMa/IbHBIX OIIMOOK. DTO Hayka 0O ommbkax B
paccyxnenwsix mogeii (J.D. Carney R.K. Scheer, H. Kahane
nap.).

B-TpeTbux, HedbOpMaIbHYIO JIOTMKY pacCMaTpPUBAIOT
KaK popMasIbHYIO JIOTUKY, HO 0e3 dpopmarmsmos. (I. Copi

U p).
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B-deTBepTHIX, B IMTEpaType eCcTb TOUKa 3peHMs], CO-
I7IaCHO KOTOPO 3a/1auya HedpOpMasIbHOV JIOTMKV COCTOUT B
TOM, YTOOBI (POPMaIBHYIO JIOTMKY CBSI3aTh C PacCyKIeHMU-
SIMW, VCIIOJIb3yeMBIMI JIIOOBMI B PeaIbHBIX IIpOlleccax
koMmmyHuKaunu (A.l. Goldmen, J.Woods u gp.).

B-miATHIX, elle ofHa KOHIIEIIVISI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
He(pOPMaJIbHYIO JIOTMIKY pacCMaTpMBAIOT KaK CBOeoOpas-
HYIO0 METOIOJIOTMIO VCIIOJIb30BaHMs 3IMCTEMOJIOTYeCKIX
cperncTs 11 oteHKM apryMenTaumm (J. McPeck, H. Siegel,
M. Weinstein, J. Biro J., C. Lumer wu ap.)

B-m1ectoIx, HedpopMaIbHYIO JIOTMKY pacCMaTPUBAIOT
KaK OVCHUIUIMHY, M3yYalollylo IPaKTUKY KPUTUUECKOTO
mbiruteHns (A. Fisher, M. Scriven un 11p.).

V1, HaxoHell, B-ceObMBIX, HedPOPMaIbHYIO JIOTUKY
OIIpeie/I0T KaK HOPMATUBHYIO HayKy, IIpeIMeTOM W3Y-
YeHVsI KOTOPOVI SIBJISIeTCsl apryMeHTallvsl. DT0 001acTh JIo-
IVIKV, KOTOpasi paspabaTeiBaeT HedpopMasibHBIE CTaHAApP-
TBbI, KPUTEPUM U IPOLeNyPhl I MHTepIIpeTalluy, OlleH-
KV 1 IIOCTPOEHMS apryMeHTaIlM Ha eCTeCTBEHHOM SI3bIKe.
(Blair J.A, Johnson R.H. 1 gp.).

AHasi3 pasHBIX TOUeK 3peHMs, IpeCTaB/IeHHBIX B
JMTepaType, IoKa3bIBaeT, YTO HEKOTOPbIe 13 HIUX He IIpo-
CTO OTIMYAIOTCS, a JaXe IMPOTMBOpeYaT APYT Opyry. B
CBSI3M C 3TMM HEKOTOpPBIe aBTOPBI CUMTAIOT, UTO Ha3BaHMe
“HedopmanbHas stormka” (“informal logic”) He gBseTca
YCIIeIIHBIM U1 TIOZO0OHOV AMCLMIUIVHBL M IIpeyIararT
ero 3ameHuThb. Cpeay mpemlaraeMbIX Ha3BaHWUI, HaIIpu-
Mep, TaKue: IpaKkTrdecKas jiornka (practical logic); dpwio-
codpus aprymenTtauuu (philosophy of argument); Teopus
aprymenTtauyu (theory of argument), npuxiIagHas 3mmM-
cremortorus (applied epistemology); Teopust paccyxueHus
(theory of reasoning); Teopmsi KPUTWMYECKOTO MBIITUIEHS
(theory of critical thinking)n npyrmue.

Taxmm obpasoM, 10 cux MOpP OCTAIOTCS OTKPBITHIMU
BOIIPOCHL: UTO XXe Takoe HedopMasibHasl JIOTMKa, KaKoe ee
ompererieHe SBIgeTCsS HanOorlee IIpyeMJIEMBIM U
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HACKOJIBKO HasBaHMe “HedopMaJibHas JIOTMKA  COOTBET-
CTByeT TOV IIp0o0JIeMHOV 00J1acT, KOTOPYIO MCCIIeyeT 3Ta
AVICLUIUINHA?

2. K Bompocy 00 oTHOmeHMM HedOpMaIbHOV JIO-
I'MKU K (pOpMaIbHOV JIOTMKE

C MoMmeHTa IogBIIeHUsI HepOPMaJIbHOM JIOTMIKM B
koHIle 70-x rooB XX Beka, B JIMTepaType aKTMBHO 00CyX-
TaeTcsi BOIIPOC O TOM, VIMEEeT JIM 3Ta AVCHUIUINHA KaKoe-TO
OTHOIIIeHNe K JIorvKe BooO1e. Vcciiemosarenn pacxomsar-
cs1 BO MHeHMsIX. [j1s ipuMepa IIpuBeIy HeCKOJIBKO IIMTaT
M3BECTHBIX aBTOPOB.

OpHa TOuKa 3peHusl B 3TOM BOIIpPOCe COCTOUT B TOM,
uTO HedpopMaJIbHad JIOIMKA He VMeeT HMKAKOro OTHOIIIe-
HUSL K JIOTMYecKoMy 3HaHMIO. Tak, HampuMmep, B pabote
A.V1. Yemosa “OcHOBBI IpaKTMYeCKOV JIOTVIKY C 3a/Ja¥aMu
M yIpaXHeHMSMM MOXHO IIpOYMTaTh: “Besikas jiorvka
dopmaribHa; ecrit OHa IIpeTeHAyeT Ha TO, YTOOBI He OBITH
dopmanbHOM, TO OHa 1 He j1ormka” [2].

Oty ke mosumio nonmepxwmsaeT ]J. Hintikka. On
mIeT 1o atomy nosoxy: “I have a great deal of sympathy
with the intensions of those philosophers who speak of
“informal logic”, but I don’t think that any clarity is gained
by using the term “logic” for what they are doing” [3].

Bropasi Touka 3peHms, KOTOpasi MMeeT MeCTO B CO-
BpeMeHHO1 JInTepaType, COCTOUT B TOM, UTO HedpopMaJib-
HYIO JIOTMKY CJIeflyeT OTHEeCTM K JIOTMYeCKOMY 3HaHWMIO.
Tax, ].B. Freeman B cratbe “MecTto HedpOpMaIIbHOV JIOT -
K11 B pwtocodpmm” HaxogmMm IOATBEp KAeHNe 3TOV TI03M-
mvmn: “What is logic? To this a classic answer is that logic is
the appraisal of reasoning or argument... According to this
definition, there is no question that informal logic is logic”
[4].

Tperpst TouKa 3peHMSI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO HedOp-
MaJIbHag JIOTVKa OJvbKe K OMCHUIUIMHAM, KOTOpBle 3aHU-
MaIOTCS TEOPeTUIEeCKVIMI M IIPaKTUYIeCKMMIL IIpoOIeMaMm
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apryMeHTall. Tak, M3BeCTHBIVI TOJUIAHICKMIL YYeHBIN E.
H. van Eemeren cunraet: “The label informal logic covers
a collection of normative approaches to the study of rea-
soning in ordinary language that remain closer to the prac-
tice of argumentation than formal logic” [5].

Haxe J.A. Blair 1 R.H. Johnson B ogHOM 13 paHHMX
pabot ormeuaym: “Informal logic may be seen as a branch
of argumentation theory. Put the other way around, any
over-all theory of argumentation will need to contain as a
component a theory of informal logic” [6].

D. Hitchcock HeomHOKpaTHO yTBepXOalI B CBOMX
paborax, 4To camo Has3BaHMe “HedopMmasibHas jIorvMka” He
OTpa)kaeT Ty IIpeMeTHYIO 00JacTh, KOTOPYIO MCCIIelyeT
3Ta AUCUUIUIVMHA. Bputo OBI jIyulite, ecsii Obl OHa HasblBa-
jack «Teopusi aprymeHTtarmm» (“theory of argument”). B
3TOM cCJIy4dae, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, He BO3HMKAJIO Obl BIleyat-
JIeHVsI IPOTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHs ee (POPMaJIbHOM JIOTUKe, de-
ro Ha caMOM JleJie HeT.

B paborte “HedopmainpHas jiorvka 1 IIOHSTHE ap-
rymeHtatun” (“Informal Logic and Concept of Argu-
ment”) D. Hitchcock mmmer nmo sromy nosomy: “In any
case, the research program of informal logic does not pre-
clude the use of formal methods or appeal to formal logics.
Its distinctiveness consists in its consideration of a set of
question that are not addressed in the specialist journals of
formal logic, such as the Journal of Symbolic Logic and the
Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic, or in such histories
of formal logic as that by William and Martha Kheale
(1962). It might in fact better called “theory of argument”.
Its questions have however traditionally been regarded as
part of logic, broadly conceived. The name can thus be
taken to refer to that part of logic as traditionally con-
ceived that is not covered by contemporary formal logic”
[7].

Taxmm obpasoM, 10 cMX IIOP OCTAIOTCS OTKPBITHIMM
BOIIPOCHL: SIBJIsieTCsd JI HedpopMaJibHas JIOTMKa JIOTVIKOT,
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MO>KHO JIVI BOOOIIIe HedpOPMaIbHYIO JIOTMIKY OTHECTH K 00-
JIaCTV JIOTMYEeCKOro 3HaHWsSA, HAcKOJIBKO (POpMaIbHBIV U
HedOpPMaIbHBIVI IOAXOABI OTIINYAIOTCA OAVH OT APYroro,
MOXHO JIVI MeXIy HMUMM YCTaHOBUTBH B3aMMOCBSI3b WJIU
OHU OTPULIAIOT IPYT Apyra?

B saximroueHme 3Toro nogpassesia XoTesIoch Obl Ipu-
BecTV TaOJIMIly, B KOTOPOV IIPOBOOUTCS CpaBHeHMe ¢op-
MaJIbHOM 1 HedpOpMasIbHOM JIOTMK II0 OCHOBHBIM IIOKa3a-
TeJISIM, IPUHSITBIM B COBpeMEHHOV aHIJIOSI3bIYHOW JIUTe-

parype.

Formal logic Informal logic
Normative study of argu-| e  Normative study of
ment/reasoning argument/reasoning

e  Descriptive-normative
study of argument
/reasoning

Formal standards, criteria, | Non-formal standards, crite-
procedures ria, procedures

Inferential structure: prem- | Kind of dialogue: speech-

ises-conclusion / | act, functional, dia-

claim-reason complex logical conceptions

Artificial language Natural language

Logical form Structure, scheme

Formal methods Diagramming methods

Microstructure of argu- | Macrostructure of argu-

ment/reasoning ment/reasoning

Valid/invalid argument Good/bad argument

Validity Acceptability, relevance, suf-
ficiency

3. K Bonpocy 00 oTHomieHun HedopMaabHOM JI0-
T'MKM K 311 CTEMOJIOT UM
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He MeHee akTVBHO B COBpeMEHHOVI aHITIOS3BLIYHON
JmTepaType odcyXkmaeTrcs: mpobsiemMa 00 OTHOIIEHWUN He-
dopMasTbHOM JIOTMKM K 3IMcTeMosiornu. I[j1aBHBI Bo-
IIpOC, Ha KOTOPBIV IIBITAIOTCS JaTh OTBET MCCIIeoBaTesll,
3aHVIMAIOIIIVecs 3TOV IPO0JIeMAaTUKOV, COCTOUT B TOM, SIB-
JIsieTcs I HedpopMasibHasl JIOTVKa pasiesioM 3IMCTeMOJIo-
T'M, B YaCTHOCTY IIPUKIIQIHON SIIMCTEMOJIOTMIETL.

Cpenut Tex, KTO TIO3UTMBHO OTBeYaeT Ha Hero, MOX-
Ho HasBaTb ].B. Freeman, H.Siegel, R.C. Pinto, M. Battersby
" IPYTUX.

ITpuBenieM 11X TOUKM 3peHMs 10 TOMY BOIIPOCY.

Tax, M. Battersby B pabore “IlpuxiiagHas smmcTte-
MOJIOTWMSL VI 3IMCTEMOJIOTH apryMeHTanun” yTBepiKiaer,
uro: “The term “informal logic” tends to “anchor” the
study of arguments in formal logic. Such a nomenclature
tempts us to use models of reasoning based on deduction
and potentially to miss the actual nature of most reason-
ing. “Applied epistemology”, on the other hand, focuses
the discipline towards the actual practice of how people
come to and should come to justified beliefs. In an analogy
with applied ethics, the study of people’s actual epistemo-
logical practices can provide both information and chal-
lenges for the theoretician of reasoning” [8].

H. Siegel cumraet, uro “the epistemology of infor-
mal logic is then a piece with the epistemology of formal
logic and that of anything else. It involves spelling out the
character of particular informal practice and principles,
and making cases for regarding them as valid or invalid,
justified or unjustified. These cases must in turn be evalu-
ated in terms of our general theoretical understanding of
the strengths and weaknesses of such cases. The project of
enhancing that theoretical understanding is a primary
strand of epistemology. It is in this sense that the episte-
mology of informal logic is of piece with epistemology
generally” [9].
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Yarre Bcero iyt oOOCHOBaHMS TOTO paKTa, UYTO He-
dopmabHad JI0rMKa SBJIsieTCS pasiesioM SIVCTeMOJIOT N,
HOPUBOISAT apryMeHT, KOTOPBIV CBsI3aH C OIIEHKOW apry-
MeHTayn. CTOPOHHMKM 3MMCTEMOJIOIMYEeCKOro MOoAXofa
CUUTAIOT, UTO, OLleHWBasl apTyMeHTaTVBHbBIE TEKCTbl, MBI
VICIIONIb3yeM JIIMCTeMMYecKre, a He JIOTMYecKue Kpure-
pynL.

Tak, R.C. Pinto B 3TOM CBSA3M yTBepXXIaeT, 4To “ar-
gument appraisal is more like epistemic appraisal than it is
like formal-logical appraisal, because the goodness of ar-
guments — both in respect of acceptability of premises and
suitability of inferential link — is relative to person in time.
I fact, I am willing to go a step further and to claim that ar-
gument appraisal involves elements of epistemic apprais-
al” [10].

Ero nognepxmusaet J.B Freeman: “We argue that in-
formal logic is epistemological. Two central questions con-
cern premise acceptability and connection adequacy. Both
may be explicated in terms of justification, a central epis-
temological concept” [11].

Opnako He Bce HedpopMaIbHBIE JIOTVIKM HOAIEPXKM-
BaloT 3Ty Touky 3peHms. Tax, J.A. Blair m R.H. Johnson
OUIITYT 110 3ToMy HoBofy: “Some who take this line argue,
specifically, that all the standards of cogent argument are
epistemological in character; but there is evidence to the
contrary. For instance, the standard of relevance is widely
regarded as central to argument analysis and evaluation,
but to our knowledge relevance has not been dealt with in
epistemology. Besides that, argument has uses other than
those of interest to the epistemologist: to justify beliefs or
knowledge claims. Epistemic norms are beside the point
for argumentation whose goal is to reach agreement or to
defeat an opponent... Although we see overlap, and room
for cooperation between informal logic and (applied) epis-
temology” [12].

10



11.B. XoMeHKO

Takvm 0Opas3om, IO CrX HOP OCTAIOTCSI OTKPBITHIMI
BOIIPOCHL: KaKOe OTHOLIIeHe 1MeeT HedpopMaIlbHasl JIOTU-
Ka K 3MMCTeMOJIOINIM, MOXHO JI TOBOPUTB, YTO Hedop-
MaJIbHas JIOTMKAa — 3TO 4YacTb 3MMCTEMOJIOTMW U MHTEep-
IIpeTUpPOBaTh ee KaK IPUKIAAHYIO SIMCTEMOJIOIMIO, SB-
JIIIOTCS JII MEeTOABI OLIeHK!M apryMeHTalluy, IPUHSThIE B
HeOpPMaJIbHOM JIOTMKE 3MMCTEMUYECKVIMIY, a He JIoTde-
CKMMI?

4. K Bompocy 00 mmeHTHMdUKanmm “pearpHON”
apryMeHTaInum

HedopmarbHast s1ormka pokycupyeTcss Ha aHaI3e
«peaJyIbHBIX» apryMeHTauumn. B aHmioaseraHon gurepary-
pe yHoTpeOsIIoT pasyyuHble BbIpaKeHMs Il 00O3Haude-
HVIA TTIOJOOHBIX apryMeHTanmi: “real argument”, “natural
argument”, “natural occurring argument”, “natural argu-
mentation”, “natural-language argument”, “everyday ar-
gument”, “actual argument”, “actual natural language ar-
gument”, “everyday argument”, “real-life argument”,
“ordinary argument”, “mundane argument”, “market-
place argument”.

HecmoTps Ha TO, UTO TepMUH «peasibHasl apryMeH-
TalVis» SBJIgeTCs KII0YeBbIM B HedpOpMaJIbHOV JIOTVIKe, OH
YeTKO He onpereseH. YTo Xe 310 Takoe?

Hawnbosee pacripocTpaHeHHbIe TOUKM 3peHMs TaKye:

e “actual natural language arguments used in
public discourse», «arguments that have actu-
ally been used to try to persuade people, the
sorts of arguments the student will encounter
outside the classroom” (Blair J.A. and John-
son R.H.);

e “real or natural arguments are not the subject
matter of formal logic” (Govier T.);

e “the arguments found in discussion, debate
and disagreement as they manifest themselves
in daily life — in social and political commen-

11
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tary; in news reports and editorials in the mass
media (in newspapers, magazines, television,
the World Wide Web, twitter, etc.); in advertis-
ing and corporate and governmental communi-
cations; and in personal exchange” (Groarke
L.).

B cBg3u c 3TMM BO3HMKaeT IIeJIBIV Psll, BOIIPOCOB.
Hampumep, Takme. MoxxHO j11 oTHecTH PprIocodCKyo ap-
ryMeHTalMIO K cdepe “peasibHON” apryMeHTanmm? A
Hay4YHYIO apTyMeHTaIIuIO B 11ejIoM? SIBjisieTcs u peajibHast
apryMmeHTauys BepOasbHOM? VIt MOXXHO TOBOPUTH O BU-
3yaJIbHOVI apryMeHTaIluy, MY3bIKaJIbHOV apTryMeHTalul,
SMOIIMOHAJIBHON apTryMeHTalluy, apryMeHTaluun Ipu 1o-
motm body language T.1? SIBiIstroTCS JIM BCe 3TU apTryMeH-
TalM IIpeIMeTOM M3ydeHns HedpOpMasIbHOV JIOTUKI?

5. K onpenesieHMIO IOHATUA «apTyMeHTaLsa»

Kakyro aprymeHTarmio mnsydaeT HedpopMasibHasl JI0-
rvKka? B aHITION3BIYHOM JIMTepaType pasIndaroT reason-
giving argument (B BeIBofa) u disputing argument (B
nyasiora).

B mepsom ciryuae, xak ytBepxxpaer D. Hitchcock
“the arguer expresses a point of view on a question, and
offers as support for this position one or more reasons. The
expression of the point of view and the provision of one or
more reasons in its support constitute a complex of speech
acts. The arguer addresses these speech acts to one or more
readers, listeners or observes who need no reply. Arguing
in this sense is typically (though not always) emotionally
neutral, an-d typically not accompanied by hostility” [13].

Emy Broput H. Prakken: “In the first sense, an ar-
gument is a structure with a conclusion supported be one
or more grounds, which may or may not be supported by
further grounds. Rules for the construction and criteria for
the quality of arguments in this sense are matter of logic”
[14].

12
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Bo Bropom citywae y D. Hitchcock unraem, uro «ar-
guing requires at least two arguers... The arguers express
to each other  divergent opinions on some question. Each
attempts to get the other(s) to accept their point of view,
not necessarily by offering reasons in support of it. Emo-
tional intensity and even hostility often accompany such
disputes, though not always” [15].

Y H. Prakken sToT Bu aprymeHTarm onmcbiBaeTcs
Tak: “In the second sense, arguments have been studied as
a form of dialogical interaction, in which human or artifi-
cial agents aim to resolve a conflict of opinion by verbal
means. Rules for conducting such dialoguesand criteria
for their quality are part of dialogue theory” [16].

MHeHUd wcciegoBaTeset I10 IIOBOAY TOrO, Kakou
VIMEHHO BWJ, apTyMeHTaluN gBJIgeTcsl IIpeIMeTOM M3yde-
HV HedpopMasIbHOM JIOTMKMY, pacxoparcs. g obocHoBa-
HVISL 5TOV TOUKM 3peHMs IIpUBeIeM IIUTAThl U3 pabdoT 13-
BeCTHBIX VICCIIe[loBaTelIer], 3aHMMAIOIIMXCS apryMeHTa-
TUBHOV IIPO0JIEMaTKOTL.

e An argument is “typically expressed by the form of
words ‘P, therefore Q’, ‘P, and so Q’, ‘P, hence Q’; or,
perhaps, ‘Q, since P, ‘Q, because P’ (Hamblin C.L.);

e An argument is “a social and verbal means of trying
to resolve, or at least contend with, a conflict or differ-
ence that has arisen between two (or more) parties. An
argument necessarily involves a claim that is ad-
vanced by at least one of the parties” (Walton D.N.);

e An argument is “a set of statements or propositions
that one person offers to another in the attempt to in-
duce that other person to accept some conclusion”
(Pinto R.C.);

e “An argument is a spoken discourse or written text
whose author (the arguer) seeks to persuade an in-
tended audience or readership (the Other or Others) to
accept a thesis by producing reasons in support of it.
In addition to this illative core, an argument possesses

13
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a dialectical tier in which the arguer discharges his di-
alectical obligation” (Johnson R.H.);

6. K Borpocy o cocraBe apryMeHTalIm

CriopHBIM BOIIPOCOM Ha CErOmHS OCTaeTCsl Takxke
BOIIPOC O COCTaBe apryMeHTaluy. MOXHO BBIIEIUTH He-
CKOJIBKO IHOIXO0B K €r0 pelIeHNIO.

IIpexxme Bcero, 3TO CTaHAAPTHBIM IMOAXOH. Apry-
MEHTalysl COCTOUT W3 JIByX KOMIIOHEHTOB: apryMeH-
TbI/ TIOCBUIKM (argument/ premises) 1 Te-
31C/ 3aKITIO4YeHe / TOUKa 3peHus (the-
sis/conclusion/standpoint, point of view).

Kpowme Hero, 1ocTaTouHO pacIpocTpaHeHHBIM SIBJIS-
eTcs Imoaxor, Oasupyromuics Ha MOOeI apryMeHTaIm
S.Toulmin. B aToM cityuae apryMeHTaImsl COCTOUT M3 IIle-
CTV KOMIIOHEHTOB: yTBepxaeHue (claim), maHuble (data,
later grounds), ocHoBaHme (warrant), TIOmIep’KKa
(backing), xBaimdukarop (modal qualifier), omposepke-
Hute (rebuttal).

Eme ogHa xoHremnys 6su1a mpemioxeHa R.George.
ITo ero MHeHMIO, apryMeHTaIMs COCTOUT M3 TPeX KOMIIO-
HEHTOB: IIOCBUIOK (premises), 3axtodeHus (conclusion) u
BapuatuBoB (variands). Bapmatmsbl — 3TO Te uacTu pac-
CyXX[eHMs, KOTOpble MOTYT IIOIJIeXXaThb VM3MEHEHUIO IIpM
peleHny BOIIPOCa, SIBIISIeTCS JIV 3aKJIIOUeHe CIIefCTBYIEM
3 IIOCBUIOK.

Emle omyH momxop cOCTOUT B TOM, UTO B COCTaB ap-
TyMEeHTaILVM BXOIST He TOJIBKO ITOCBUIKM (premises) 1 3a-
KToueHme (conclusion), HO M AMasieKTIYeCKasl COCTaBIIs-
fomast (dialectical tier). Ha mgmanexTiueckoM yposHe ap-
I'YMEHTaTOp OTBeYaeT Ha BO3PaKEHMS M KPUTUKY IIOCHI-
JIOK W 3aKJIIOUeHVs ero apryMmeHTanmn. bes sToit cocras-
JISIOIIEV apryMeHTaIlMsl HeBO3MOXKHA. DTy TOUKY 3peHMs
noggepxusatoT, Hanpumep, L. Groarke, R.H Johnson,
C.W. Tindale u p.

14
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7. K Bommpocy cTpyKType apryMeHTaIInum

B symreparype obOcyXkmaeTcss HeCKOJIBKO IIpo0iieM,
CBSI3aHHBIX CO CTPYyKTypom aprymeHTaumm. Cpengn Hux
0COOBIVI MHTepec, KaK C TEOPETMYEeCKOV, TaK M C IIpaKTIIe-
CKOVI TOUKM 3peHms IpecTaBiIgeT mpobiieMa maeHTndm-
KaIMy BUa apryMeHTallMV B 3aBVICVIMOCTH OT OIlpefierie-
HIS ee CTPYKTYPBbL

Eme B 1950 r. M.C. Breadsley mpemioxw1 nonstue
KOHBEPreHTHOV apryMeHTaummn (convergent argument).
[To ero cjioBaM, 3TO apryMmeHTalus, B KoTopou “several
independent reasons support the same conclusion” [17].

3atem S.N. Thomas mpenyioXmI IIOHATME CBSI3aHHOM
aprymenTtaunu (linked argument). Ilo ero mHenmio, sto
apryMmeHTauys, Kotopas “involves several reasons, each of
which is helped by the others to support the conclusion”
[18].

Kpowme 3Trx gByX BUIOB CTPYKTYpPBI apryMeHTaInmI
BBIIIEJISIIOT TaKXKe cepyaibHYI0 apTyMeHTalIMIo.

OpHakKo OCHOBHOV CIIOP MAeT BOKPYT KOHBEPIeHT-
HOVI VI CBA3aHHOV apryMeHTauun. XOTs pasjindine MeXIy
3TUIMU ABYMSI CTPYKTypaMi KaskeTcsd MHTYUTMBHO ITOHST-
HBIM, OJTHAKO pa3Hble aBTOPHI IIpeyIaraoT pas/IMYHbIe Te-
CTBI I OIpelesieHNs Buaa TOW VUIM MHOW apryMeHTa-
1y, V1l caMoe MHTepecHOe COCTOUT B TOM, YTO TeCThl Ha
IIpaKTHKe JalOT pa3/IMYHbIe pe3yJIbTaThl.

B cBsA3M ¢ 3TMM BO3HMKaeT OYeBWIHBIV BOIIPOC: Ka-
KOBBI XK€ KPUTepUN pa3IndeHns 3TUX BULOB apryMeHTa-
1MV, ¥ KaKOBO ITpaKTH4ecKoe 3HaueHle TaKOTo pasjide-
HUA?

Eme Oosiee ycIOXHSAIOT IIOCTaBIeHHYIO ITpobiieMy
MHOT'OYVICJIEHHBbIe TIOIBITKM VCCiIefloBaTesIerl YBeJIM4UTh
KOJIMYeCTBO Takmx BUaoB. Tak, Hampumep, D.C. Walton
IUIA CJIOKHBIX CJIydaeB (Korhga TPYOHO Pas3jIM4UTh CTPYK-
Typy apryMeHTaluu) BBOOWUT IIOHATME “evidence-
accumulating argument”, B koTopom “each premise by it-
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self gives some support to the conclusion but the combina-
tion of premises gives more support” [19].

HexoTopble aBTOPBI B CBA3M € 3TOV IPOOIeMOoNt pas-
mmyatoT “cumulative arguments” u “hybrid arguments”.

B pesyrnbrare, HeCMOTpsL Ha MHOTOYMC/IEHHBIE IIO-
IIBITKY BBIVITV V3 CO3/IABIIEVICS CUTYAIlMM, BOIIPOC O TOM,
KaK ke Bce-TaKy KJIacCUUIMpPOBaTh CTPYKTYpPBl apry-
MEeHTAIIMVI, ¥ KaKoBa IIpaKTUdecKas 3HAa4YMMOCTb II000-
HOVI KJTacCUPUKAIIVV O CUIX ITIOP OCTAETCSI OTKPBITBIM.

Eme omna mHTepecHas mipobiieMa COCTOUT B CiIeTy-
forieM. B HedopmabHOV JIOTMKe CTPYKTYpPy apryMeHTa-
M OPUHATO Tpadmdecknt M300pakaTh HPM TIOMOIIN
auarpamm. Ha cerogHsmHmiz 1eHs B 3TOM BOIIpOCe McCile-
IoBaTeIM TakKKe He IIPUIIUIN K €IVIHOV TOUKV 3PeHVIs.

Onme 13 MEeTOHO0B, VCIOJIB3YIOIINI YVCIIOBYIO HY-
Mepalmio TIOChUIOK, Obul mpemyioxeH M. Finocchiaro B
1980 r. [20]. B pasnmmuHbIX BapraHTax €ro MOXKHO HalTH BO
MHOTMX y4eOHMKax 110 HedpopMaIbHOV JIOTVKE.

Hdpyrovi MeTop, IOJIy4mMBIINI Ha3BaHMe “box-arrow
diagrams”, MoxHO HaWTHM B 3HaMeHUTON paboTe
S.Toulmin “Wcnosnb3osanne arpymenranumn” (“The Uses
of Argument”) [21].

HackoJsipko paBHOLIeHHBI 3TM MeTobl? Kak orpere-
JIATHh X 3PPEKTMBHOCTh Ha IIPaKTMKe IIPV PacCMOTpe-
HUV Pa3INIHOTO BUJIA apryMeHTaIni?

8. K Bommpocy 00 orieHKe apryMeHTalMu

I'1aBHBIV BOIIPOC, KacaroIInyICs OLIeHKM apryMeHTa-
LIVIVI, COCTOUT B OIIpefeJIeHn KpUuTepueB XOpolle apry-
MeHTaIrm (good argument). AHaIM3UPys COBpEeMEHHYIO
AHIVIOSA3BIUHYIO JINTEpPaTypPy, MOXKHO BBIIEJINTb pasjIind-
Hble I'PYIIIbI TaKMX KpUTepUeB.

Tax, sannpumep, C.L. Hamblin B cBoent 3HameHmUTOM
pabote “Ommdkn” (“Fallacies”) pasmgaeT Tpu KpuTepus:
AJIETUYECKWVI, SIMMCTEMUYECKU M auajieKTraeckum [22].
J.W. Wenzel nobasiisieT K HUM eltte putopydecku [23].
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B cBs3u ¢ 3TMM BO3HMKAeT BOIIPOC, €CIM MBI T'OBO-
pvM 0 HedpOpMaJILHOV JIOTMKE KaK 00JIacTy JIOTMUeCKOTOo
3HaHMS, TO HACKOJIBKO IIPaBOMEPHBI Ty T TaKe KpUTepumn?

Bo mHOrmx yuebHMKax mo HedpOpMaJIbHOM JIOTMKE
yKasblBaeTcd Ha TO, UTO IIpolleflypa aHaln3a apryMeHTa-
LMV COCTOUT B TOM, UTO M3 TeKCTa M3BJIeKaloT (extract) ap-
TYMEHTAIVIO, 3aTeM OIIPeNessioT ee CTPYKTypy. s
OLIeHKM apryMeHTaIlM/ MCIIOJIb3YIOT KPUTUIeCcKye BOIIpo-
cbl. Habop Takmx BOIIPOCOB y pa3HBIX aBTOPOB OTJIMYAET-
csl.

KakoBo ke omTmMaibHOe MX KOJIMYECTBO ¥ Kade-
crB0? OAMHAKOBEI JIVI KPUTHUYECKVIe BOITPOCHI IS PasHBIX
CTPYKTYP VI CXeM apryMeHTaIVi?

Borrpoc 00 omeHke aprymeHTarmMym HeIlOCPeICTBeH-
HO TaKXXe CBSA3aH C BOIIPOCOM 00 omMbKax, KOTOpbIe JIIOAU
MOTYT JIOITyCKaTb, 0OOCHOBBIBAs CBOIO ITO3VLIVIIO VUIM KPU-
TUKYS TOUKY 3peHns cobecemHVIKA.

[o cux 1op IpoIoIDKaiTCs CIIOPHI O HOBOJY TOTO,
YTO JXKe TaKoe OIMOKa B apryMeHTaluy, KaKk COOTHOCSITCS
TIOHSTHS OLIVOKA VI IIpyieM BIIVSIHVIS, KaK KilaccudpuIimpo-
BaTh OIIVIOKV B apTyMeHTaIIVA.

B HedopMasIbHOM JIOTVIKE Ha CeTOHS OOJIBIINHCTBO
MccilefioBaTesient I xopoltei (good) aprymeHTaIm Bbl-
IOBUTAOT (KaK OCHOBHBIE) TPM YCIIOBYS:

® IIpUeMJIEMOCTB IIOCBUIOK/apTryMeHTOB (acceptability
of each premise);

® PeJIeBaHTHOCTb IIOCBUIOK,/ apTryMEHTOB 3aKJIIodue-
HI0/ ToukM 3peHus (relevance of each premise to
the conclusion);

® IOCTATOYHOCTH IIOCBUIOK/apryMeHTOB [UIS IIOf-

HOepXKM 3aKroueHns/ Toukn 3peHus (sufficiency of

the premises in combination to support the conclu-

sion).

B cBsI3M ¢ 3TMIM BO3HMKAET BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIV Cerdac
aKTVBHO OOCY>KHaeTcs MCCIeqoBaTesIsiMy, HacKOJIBKO IIpa-
BOMepHOM OyJieT KlaccudumKaliys OImMOoK Ha:
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e ommbkn Hempuemsiemoctn (fallacies of unac-

ceptability);

e ommbkm HepereBaHTHOCTM (fallacies of irrele-
vance);

e ommbkm HemoctarouHoctn (fallacies of insuffi-
ciency).

IlogBogs wToryM, HeOOXOOMMO OTMETUTH Clledylo-
ee. XoTsA HepopMaJIbHas JIOTVIKA BO3HMKAET VI ITO3UIINO-
HUpyeT ce0s Kak obsacTk 3HaHM: ¢ KoHIla 70-x romos XX
BEeKa, 10 CMX IIOP OCTAEeTCs IIeJIBIVI PsI BOIIPOCOB, II0 KOTO-
PBIM MICCIIeIOBATeIM He HNPUIIUIM K eIVHOMY MHeHuo. B
JAHHOVI CTaTbe pacCMOTPEHBI HEKOTOPHIE M3 HVX BMeCTe C
npeylaraéMbIMI B COBPEMEHHOVI aHIJIOSI3bIYHOV JINTEepa-
Type noaxogamu K mx peteHuto. C OOHOV CTOPOHBI, Ta-
Kasi CUTyalusi CBUAETEIILCTBYET O TOM, UTO MCCIIeOBaHIs
B oOs1acTyt HedpOpMaIbHOVI JIOTVIKY SBJISIOTCS aKTyaJIbHBI-
MM, ee KaTerOpuasIbHBIN arlliapaT pas3BuBaeTcd M obora-
IIfaeTcsd, MeTOIbl coBeplIeHCTBYIoTcA. OmHaKo, ¢ Apyrom
CTOPOHBI, TaKasl HeOIIPeIeJIeHHOCTh M HesICHOCTh B Teope-
TUYECKMX BOIIpOCaxX B OIIPEeOEeJIEHHOV CTeIIeHV IIperrsT-
cTByeT 3 PeKTMBHOMY VCIIOJIb30BAHMIO II0OJIyYeHHBIX pe-
3yJIbTaTOB B IIPAKTUYECKOV OesTEeIIbHOCTU JIIOIEVL. A
VIMEHHO IpaKTrJecKasi HallpaBJIeHHOCTh 3TOV AVCLUILIV-
Hbl CaMOro Hadajla ObUIa IPUHSTa 3a €e BU3UTHYIO Kap-
TOUKY.
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