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Abstract

In the paper | consider the relevance criterion for argument evaluation within informal
logic. | focus on the dialectical relevance concept, which is the result of dialogical
interpretation of argumentation process.

The research topicality is due to the lack of the relevance notion unified understanding
within the contemporary argumentation theory. This notion analysis is important because
relevance is one of the criteria for argument evaluation. The elimination of its interpretation’s
contradictions can be the step towards to both better practical argument evaluation using and
integrative relevance understanding conception.

The purpose of the article is to find out the specific features of the dialectical relevance
in compare with others relevance kinds. To achieve this goal 1, firstly, analyzed the key
characteristics of the dialogue argumentation model in the relevance perspective. Secondly, |
clarify the essential features of the dialectical relevance and irrelevance. Thirdly, | provide a
comparative analysis of the dialectical and premissary relevance.

The methodology of this research is based on the informal logics and dialogical
approaches to an argument and argumentation analysis.

The novelty of the research results is the dialectical and premissary relevance notions
comparison. As the result | conclude that, firstly, dialectical relevance is merely dialectical,
not logical criterion of evaluation. Secondly, dialectical relevance deals with argumentation
process, not with argument as a premise-conclusion relation. Thirdly, dialectical and
premissary relevance have common features, as the relation to the conclusion justifying.
However, the dialectical relevance specifics are its rule’s compliance, dynamic and dialectical
character, and relation to the argumentation correctness.

Keywords: informal logic, argument evaluation, dialectical relevance.

This research is based on the
informal logic approach to the

Introduction. In the middle of the
XX century logic is undergoing a

transformation from formal symbolic
to practical logic. It means also the
main research issues modification
from solving the paradoxes of
mathematics to dealing with the real
argument analysis and evaluation.

argument evaluation. I must admit,
informal logic deals with practical
aspects of the real-life argument.

This paper is devoted to the
relevance criterion, especially its
pragmatic interpretation by Douglas
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Walton within his dialogue model of
argumentation.

The purpose of this article is to
reveal the dialectical relevance
essential features in correlation with
other relevance kinds formulated
within informal logic.

The analysis of recent
publications on the research topic.
The argument evaluation, and
particularly, the relevance criterion, is
the research subject of many informal
logic representatives, namely A.
Allen, A. Blair, P. Bondy, J. Bowles,
J. Freeman, R. Johnson, T. Govier, R.
Pinto, D. Hitchcock, and others.

The topicality of the research.
The logic's subject changing makes
clear the necessity of new criteria for
its analysis. Let us describe shortly the
real argument identities. Firstly,
arguments are considered
indissolubly linked to their  content.
Secondly, they depend on the
argument context, such as proponent,
recipient and communicative
situation, or dialogue. Thirdly,
argumentative reasoning is considered
to be non-deductive and non-inductive
(so-called case-by-case reasoning).

Thus, such kind of reasoning
needs new criteria of evaluation and
new standards for its implementation.
The analysis of such criteria essence
IS a step towards to eliminate the
debatable issues within informal logic
over the past few decades. The issue
of the argument evaluation criteria is
one of the most discussed ones within
informal logic.

The unresolved parts of the

general problem to which this
article is devoted. In their
fundamental book “Logical self-

defense” R. Johnson and A. Blair
have presented principally new
approach to argument analysis and
evaluation, which has become the
origin of the informal logic. The so-
called RSA-model of argument
evaluation, which involves relevance,
sufficiency and acceptability criteria
Is presented in their book. However,
despite dynamic discussions on the
relevance criterion nature and its role
in argument evaluation, there is no
clear and universal vision of this
criterion today.

1. Dialectical relevance within
dialogical approach to
argumentation. Relevance criterion
IS used to evaluate, is the specific kind
of relationship appears between the
argument premises (or one of the
premises) and the conclusion. Such a
relationship suggests premises support
to the conclusion acceptance by the

hearer [2].
However, many recent
interpretations of the relevance

criterion nature and role presuppose a
broader sense of the relevance notion.
In particular, it concerns involving
external elements, between which
relevant link has to be built.

This is how the concept of
dialectical relevance is formed within
Douglas Walton's pragmatic concept
of relevance.

Primarily I would like to reveal the
dialogical framework key features in
which  this relevance kind is
considered. Such a framework appears
as rules of dialogue:

(RI) The respondent accepts the
premises as commitments.

(R2) Each inference in the chain of
argument is structurally correct.
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(R3) The chain of argumentation
must have the proponent's thesis as its
(ultimate) conclusion.

(R4) Arguments meeting (RI),
(R2), (R3) and (R4) are the only
means that count as fulfilling the
proponent's goal in the dialogue [10,
p.121].

The argumentation can be
evaluated as dialectically relevant if
and only if it fully complies with these
rules. Otherwise, straw man fallacy,

red herring fallacy or irrelevant
conclusion appears in the
argumentation. Besides this,
dialogical  rules underlay the

possibility of dialogue type shift in the
communicative act [13, p.108].

Thus, dialectical relevance relates
to dialectical shifts, which occur
between types of dialogues or
different contexts within a dialogue.
Dialogue is seen as a purposeful
communicative exchange, and types
of dialogue have different purposes. It
makes the relationship between
relevance and dialogue shift important
in the relevance perspective. Thus,
setting another goal affects the
reasoning (dialectical move) relevance
to the new goal [8, p.117]. Dialectical
shifts can be licit and illicit, as well as
sudden or gradual [8, p. 107].

I would like to note, that in real
communication there can be several
various shifts of dialogue types or
contexts within one conversation. In
the relevance context, the shift kind
(not quantity) is important. Namely,
licit shift occurs in such a way that an
argument is dialectically relevant to
the dialogue purpose both before and

after such a shift. The licit shift
presupposes that the new dialogue

type (or the other context of the same
dialogue) is related to the previous
one in the way that they both become
steps towards the overall
conversational goal. On the contrary,
illicit shifts either hinders the
constructive course of the dialogue, or
merely does not perform any role in
achieving the conversational goal [8,
p.107; 11, p. 150].

In  particular, the goal of
persuasion dialogue is to convince the
interlocutor of the proponent’ thesis
acceptability. At the same time, a shift
from  persuasion  dialogue to
information-seeking one can occurs in
the case if some new additional
information important for convincing
has to be known by respondent. For
example, if the mother tries to
convince the child not to use rough
words, she can make a shift from
persuasive dialogue to providing
information about the reasons for such
behavior unacceptability
(information-seeking dialogue). It is
the licit shift. At the same time, if the
mother makes a shift to deliberation
(for example, tries to reconcile
positions), it is difficult to imagine a
situation in which it would be a
rational step towards the dialogue
goal. Thus, it is the illicit shift.

All these means, the dialogue type
can shift another in dialectically
relevant or irrelevant way [8]. To find
out an argument dialectical relevance,
it is necessary, firstly, to clarify
communicative goals of dialogue
participants, and, secondly, find out
whether an argument contributes to
goal’s achievement [11, p. 169].

Let us return to the dialogue rules.
I would like to stress, the second and
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third rules are directly responsible for
dialectical relevance. Since 3 and 4
rules establish the requirements for
the connection between argumentative
reasonings (which are considered as
steps in dialogue) on the way from the
premises to the ultimate conclusion
[10, p.126].

Therefore, dialectical relevance
focuses on an argument correct using
in dialogue as a communicative
framework. And also, dialectical
relevance protects from making
fallacies of irrelevancy, which are,
therefore, dialectical (and non-logical)
by the nature [10, p.125]. Thus,
dialectical relevance helps to evaluate
whether propositions put forward by
proponent are really steps towards
stated conclusion [10, p.126].

D. Walton points out the main
characteristics of the relevance within
his pragmatic theory:

1. the logical notion of relevance
Is central to pragmatic theory;

2. this theory deals with kinds of
irrelevance fallacies;

3. the conversational framework of
relevance is a necessary component of
the theory [11, p. 120].

In my opinion, the first statement
refers to the contradictions in the
representation of this concept by the
author. Thus, firstly, dialectical
relevance establishes not logical, but
dialectical norms of communication,

particularly,  argumentative  one.
Secondly, the violation of the
dialectical relevance requirement

leads to a spectrum of dialectical
fallacies, not logical ones. Thirdly,
dialectically relevant arguments are
rationally and correctly inscribed in
the conversational framework. Thus,

dialectical relevance should be
interpreted as a dialectical rather than
a logical concept.

That suggests that such relevance
kind is specific as a criterion for
argument evaluating. While the
relevance criterion within RSA-model
regulates internal relations between an
argument” elements, the dialectical
relevance concerns on relation of
external elements with argument as a
whole. Moreover, such criterion can
be used for evaluating the relationship
between the argumentation process
and the dialogue type in which it takes
place.

It let us to stress on the principal
distinction between argument and
argumentation [1]. The last one
involves a sequence of several
reasonings (arguments). In the other
words, argumentation is the dynamic
way of the static arguments™ using.
This points clearly to the conclusion

that premissary relevance is the
criterion of logical evaluation of
arguments, which constitutes

argumentation.  While  dialectical
relevance is the criterion of evaluation
of the rationality of argument way to
use. Thus, the distinction between
argument and argumentation
evaluation is significant for our
research.

On the other hand, as A. Blair has
noted, an argument™ full inclusion to
the discourse in which it occurs in the
real life makes impossible to separate
an argument from the way it is used.
In the other words, it is not possible to
evaluate a reasoning logically without
dialectical level of argumentation
consideration [1, p. 148].
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Such a relation has also another
side. Dialectical tier uses logical
arguments structure as bricks to build
the argumentation. Thus, arguments’
chain is aimed to make evidence for
respondent’s  accepting of the
conclusion. This is the logical tier of
argumentation. Dialectically relevant
argument is considered as a step in the
way to the conclusion as
argumentation’s goal [10, p. 141].

2. Fallacies of dialectical
irrelevancy. Let us turn to the
fallacies of irrelevancy discussed in
the second D. Walton's thesis on
relevance. | have to note, on the one
hand, all of these fallacies relate to the
way of argument wusing in the
argumentation process, so they are
dialectical. On the other hand, they
also have logical grounds, as they
occur in the case of the failure of
probative function. The specificity of
dialectical fallacies of irrelevance
consists on the incorrectness of their
connection with the conclusion, not
on the premise’s flaws [10, p.126].

Such connection is manifested in
the reasoning functioning within a
dialogue governed by strict rules.
Thus, the dialectical interpretation of
fallacies is based on the fallacies
understanding as rules violation. That
iIs why dialectical irrelevancy occurs
in the case of illicit dialectical shifts.

In general, there are three main
fallacies related to the lack of
relevance. Firstly, it is the straw man
fallacy. It appears when an opponent
tries to refute proponent’s point of
view by changing (often,
hyperbolizing) his position and
attacking a suitable thesis, however,
which is not the real thesis proved by

a proponent [4, p. 286; 11, p. 24].
Secondly, it is red herring fallacy. It
occurs when the conversation topic is
changed incorrectly. The participant
of communication can use this fallacy
to move away from the disadvantage
dialogue subject. In contrast to the
straw man, red herring fallacy
involves no misunderstanding of the
point of view [11, p. 24].

Thirdly, it is the fallacy of
irrelevant conclusion, also called
ignoratio elenchi. It occurs when there
IS no connection between the premises
and the conclusion [11, p. 24].

To sum up, the fallacies of
irrelevance are related to the incorrect
way of using arguments in the
argumentation and in the dialogue as
its communicative framework.

Meanwhile, the relevant relation,
which is necessary to link two
propositions in an argument, is a
matter of material relevance. This
kind of relevance is established
among thematic, or subject, relevance.
In D. Walton's conception of
relevance  material relevance is
considered as a kind of dynamic
version of the local premissary
relevance. It aims to regulate the
connection of the arguments chain
with the context of a particular
communicative situation [11, p. 26]. It
let us to conclude, fallacies of
irrelevancy are the results of material
dialectical relevance failure.

A vivid example of material
irrelevance  manifest in practical
communicative situations D. Walton
has found is the famous Irwin Copy's
textbook [3, p. 110]. The core of it
remains that the irrelevant conclusion
occurs in the following situation. The
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parliament considers a specific
legislative initiative ~ concerning
housing legislation. The members of
parliament support the bill, arguing
that it is necessary for all citizens
would like to be provided with decent
housing. In italics, | have highlighted
the argument premise. Such premise
IS not relevant to the conclusion,
because it relates merely to the topic
as a whole, while the proposal deals
with the specific item [10, p. 129].

D. Walton outlines this fallacy as a
dialogue rule 3 violation. The premise
here is relevant to another conclusion,
not to the discussed one. Thus, it
makes no evidence in favor of the
conclusion under consideration. In
addition, D. Walton notes, this case
does not comply with rule 4. Since
the persuasion is carried out by using
the ways, not provided by the
dialogue rules [10, p.129].

Nevertheless, the other two rules
(1 and 2) can be performed in such a
situation. Since, firstly, premise is
acceptable and that is why can be
some argument premise.  Secondly,
argument (and argument chain)
structure can be correct [10, p. 130].

D. Walton focuses on that such a
fallacy does not mean full relevance
failure. Firstly, this argument looks
like correct for recipients. Secondly,
one can intuitively attribute the
fulfilment of 3 and 4 rules to it [10, p.
130]. The reason of it is subject
relevance matters in this argument.
Subject, or thematic, relevance means
content agreement of premise and
conclusion subjects. However, this
relevance kind cannot to fulfill
probative function in an argument [10,
p.130].

Thus, this example makes clear
both the difference between thematic
and material relevance, and the
pragmatic nature of fallacies of
irrelevance in argumentation [10, p.
131].

3. Dialectical relevance in
compare with others types of
relevance. In this regard, it is worth to
emphasize two key aspects of
relevance evaluation. Firstly, such an
evaluation deals with the way of
argument is  used in  the
argumentation, not with the argument
itself. Secondly, it concerns the
rationality or correctness of its using,
not logical characteristics. Despite the
fact that D. Walton repeatedly calls it
a logical notion, all outlined above
allow us to conclude that the essence
of this type of relevance is purely
dialectical.

It is significant, that there are
notions very similar in the meaning to
dialectical relevance. It is D.
Hitchcock's epistemic relevance, and
Ch. Tindale's contextual relevance.
The common meaning of these
concepts implies that relevance is a
relation between informational
contribution to an argument, and the
argumentation purpose, which
becomes the argument context [6;11].

It is important to distinguish two
kinds of relevance: dialectical and
dialogical. Both of these notions are
frequently used in D. Walton's papers
and books. Therefore, it is necessary
to find out how these notions relate to
each other.

D. Walton defines dialogic
relevance as the relationship that
appears between a speech act and the
type of dialogue in which it is carried
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out [11, p. 104]. Thus, we can
conclude dialogical relevance is a
partial case of dialectical one.

| would like to refer to the other
relevance kind, called premissary
relevance. It is the "classical"
evaluation criterion, which deals with
premises relation to the conclusion.
As mentioned above, the relevance
interpretation transforms because of
adding some external argument
elements to the consideration in the
pragmatic conception. This makes us
think about the specific correlation of
these relevance types with each other.

I must admit, A. Blair's concept of
premissary relevance means a type of
meaningful premise-conclusion
relation. The specific feature of such a
relation is premises  providing
support to a conclusion, or premises
increasing evidence in conclusion’s

favor [2].

In  D. Walton's pragmatic
approach, this sense of relevance
transforms acquiring a dynamic

interpretation and including external
elements to the relevant relationship.
Dynamic interpretation is due to the
fact that propositions are considered
as steps towards a dialectical goal, not
as static premises’ information. The
extension of the relevant relationship
elements concerns involving dialogue
as a communicative framework and
pragmatic goals of its participants in
the consideration [8, p. 113].

In addition, it is necessary to
clarify the peculiarities of the relation
between different types of dialectical
relevance. The broadest are global and
local relevance. These notions are
formulated by the pioneers of
informal logic - R. Johnson and A.

Blair in their famous work "Logical
Self-Defense”. In their concept of
argument evaluation, global and local
relevance are types of the generic
concept of the premises™ relevance to
the conclusion [7].

In D. Walton's interpretation, these
notions are used as types of the

generic  concept of dialectical
relevance. This demonstrates the
correlation ~ between  premissary

relevance and dialectical one. They
seem to be a kind of relevance
modusio  Premissary relevance is
static, and considered only within
internal argument structure.
Dialectical is dynamic and due to the
conclusion understanding as the
dialogue purpose [10, p. 110].
Therefore, subject and material
relevance are types of both local

dialectical and global dialectical
relevance. While the premissary
relevance types are subject and

probative (which essentially coincides
with the material one).

In his work "Relevance in
Argumentation” D. Walton gives an
illustrative example of the functioning
of these relevance types in a real
situation. He has considered the
situation in which the doctor had
offered to transfer the hopelessly ill
patient from the intensive care unit.
Doctor’s arguments had consisted in
that it is economically inexpedient.
Another doctor had noted that this
situation concerns the case of the
patient himself, not economic issues.
Therefore, economic arguments (that
the money spent on patient care can
be used for preventive medicine) are
not relevant to the purpose of the
conversation. Thus, the economic
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argument is thematically (subject)
relevant in the situation, because it
concerns the transfer of the patient to
the therapeutic department instead of
resuscitation. However, it is not
materially relevant, as financial issues
are not a step towards to conclusion
about patient health [11, p. 13].
Conclusion. Let me to draw the
results of dialectical relevance
analysis.  Firstly, this notion is
considered within dialogical approach
to argumentation, namely, pragmatic
concept of relevance. It causes its
dynamic and normative character.
Secondly, the last one is related to the

function of dialogue rules violations
fixing. It implies the fallacies of
irrelevance specific interpretation as
those arising from rules” violation.
Thirdly, dialectical relevance is
considered as the relation forming
within dynamic argumentation
process as static arguments’ using.
Fourthly, dialectical relevance is all or
nothing matter, therefore argument
cannot be more or less relevant. In
general, the research of dialectical
relevance in compare with other
relevance kinds seems to be the step
towards to overall integrative concept
of relevance in argumentation.
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KPUTEPIN PEJJEBAHTHOCTI JIJISI OIHKU APTYMEHTAIII:
HPAI'MATUYHA IHTEPIIPETALIIA

AHoTaNin

VY cTarTi po3risgaeThCsl KPUTEPid PEeNeBaHTHOCTI JUIS OIIHKM apryMeHTalii y Mexax
HepopmanbHOI  JIOTiKKM. 30Kpema, yBara (OKYCYeTbCSl Ha TOHATTI  IaIEKTHYHOI
PENIeBAaHTHOCTI, SIKe BUHUKAE B PE3Y/IbTATI A1aJOT1UHOI IHTEpIIpeTallii MpoLecy apryMeHTarii.

AKTYaJbHICTh JOCTII2KeHHsI TIOB’S3aHA 3 BIJACYTHICTIO €IMHOTO PO3YMIHHS TOHSTTS
PENIeBaHTHOCTI y cydacHiil Teopii aprymeHTanii. AHaji3 1bOro MOHATTS BaXIJIMBUH Y 3B’ SI3KY 3
MPUYETHICTIO PEJICBAHTHOCTI JI0 OI[IHKYA apryMEHTAIIi]l B IKOCT1 OJTHOTO 3 KPUTEPIiB XOPOIIOTO
apryMEHTAaTUBHOTO MipKyBaHHs. BUKITIOUEHHSs cynepedyHocTel y HOro iHTepIpeTalisX Moxe
OyTH KpOKOM Ha HUIIXYy SK 10 YAOCKOHAJICHHS NPAKTHYHOTO BHKOPUCTAHHS OIIIHKH
apryMmeHTanii, Tak i moOy/10BH IHTErPaTUBHOI TEOPETUYHOT KOHLIEMIIIT pEIEBAHTHOCTI.
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MeTta cTaTTi — BUABUTH crielu(iuHi 03HAKH 1AJIEKTUYHOT PEIEBAaHTHOCTI Y MOPIBHAHHI 3
IHITUMH BUJAMU PEJIEBAHTHOCTI. 3a/J1 JOCSITHEHHS IMOCTaBJICHOI Il Y CTATTi, MO-TIEepIIe,
3MIHCHEHO aHalli3 KJIIOYOBMX XapaKTEPUCTUK MIalOTivyHOi MOZENi apryMeHTallii y aclekTi
peneBanTHOCTI. [lo-gpyre, BUSBIGHO CYTHICHI O3HAaKH MIaJIGKTHYHOI PEJIEBAaHTHOCTI Ta
HepeneBaHTHOCTI. [lo-TpeTe, MpoBeaeHO KOMIIApaTUBHUMA aHaI3 JiaJeKTUYHOI peIeBaHTHOCTI
Ta PEJICBAaHTHOCTI 3aCHOBKIB.

Metononorisi  gocmikeHHss 0a3yeTbCs Ha  JIANOTIYHOMY MIAXOAI Ta  MiAXOMl
HeopManbHOT JIOTIKKA 0 aHajli3y apryMEHTaTUBHUX MIpKyBaHb Ta apryMeHTaIlii.

HoBu3Ha [0CHiUKeHHA TIoJIAira€e y TOMY, IO BIEpIIE 3IiHCHEHO MOPIBHSHHS
pPENeBAaHTHOCTI 3aCHOBKIB Ta JIQJIOTIYHOI PEICBAHTHOCTI. Y Pe3yJbTaTi AOCTiIKeHHS
BCTAQHOBJICHO, TO-TIEpINE, IO MiaieKTUYHA PEJCBAaHTHICTh € caMme [IaJeKTUYHUM, a He
JoriyHUM TOHATTAM. [lo-Apyre, 1m0 MialeKTHYHA PEJIEBAHTHICTh CTOCYETHCS IPOIECY
apryMeHTallii, a He apryMEeHTaTUBHUX MipKyBaHb caMHX 10 co0i. ITo-TpeTe, mio mianekTuyHa
pPENEeBaHTHICTh Ta PEJICBAHTHICTh 3aCHOBKIB MAalOTh CIIJIbHI PUCH, TakKi SK BIJHOIIEHHS 0O
OOTpyHTYBaHHs BHCHOBKY. [IpoTe, m0 crmenu(iqHMX O3HAK [1aJeKTUYHOI pPEIeBAHTHOCTI
BIIHOCATHCS TIAMOPSIAKYBaHHS MIQJIOTIYHUM TIpaBWjIaM, TWHAMIYHUA Ta JlaJeKTUYHUN
XapakTep Ta BiTHOUICHHS 10 KOPEKTHOCTI apryMeHTaIlii.
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KPUTEPUH PEJJEBAHTHOCTH JJIS1 OIEHKH
API'YMEHTAIUNU: IPATMATHYECKAS UHTEPIIPETALIUA

AHHOTALUA

B crartbe paccmaTrpuBaeTCsi KpUTEPUM PENEBAHTHOCTH JUIsl OLEHKM apryMEHTalUd B
HepopmanpHOM  sormke. B dWactHOocTH, BHHMaHuE (OKYCHpPyeTCsl Ha  TOHSITHU
JUATIEKTUYECKOW  pEJIEeBAaHTHOCTH, KOTOPOE€ BO3HUKAET BCJIEACTBUE JUAJOTUYECKOM
WHTEPIPETAIMH MPOoIIecca apryMEHTaIlUH.

AKTyallbHOCTh HMCCJICIOBAaHUSI CBsI3aHa C OTCYTCTBUEM B COBPEMEHHOW Teopuu
apryMeHTaIlU €TMHOTO TOHUMAaHUS PEICBAaHTHOCTH. AHAJIA3 3TOTO MOHSATHS UMEET 3HAUCHHUE
B CBSI3U C MPUYACTHOCTHIO PEJIEBAHTHOCTU K OLICHKE apryMEHTAIlMd B KAaYECTBE OJHOTO M3
KPUTEpPHEB XOPOIIEro apryMEHTAaTUBHOTO pacCyXaeHus. VICKIIIoueHHe TPOTUBOPEYHI B €0
MHTEpIpeTallMd MOXKET CTaTh IIaroM Ha NYTH K YCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHUIO MPAKTUYECKOTO
WCIIONB30BaHMUsI OIGHKH apryMEHTaIlid, a TakXe K IIOCTPOCHHUIO HHTErpaTUBHON
TEOPETUYECKON KOHIENIUU PEIEBAHTHOCTH.

Heab craTbM - BBIIBUTH CHEIU(UUECKHE YEPThl JUAICKTUYECKON PEICBAaHTHOCTH B
CpPaBHEHUHU C JAPYTUMHU BUJAMHU PEIEBAHTHOCTHU. [[1s1 MOCTM>KEHHS! MOCTABIEHHOM 1eNd, B
CTaThe, BO-TIEPBBIX, MPOBEICH aHAJIU3 KIIOYEBBIX XaPAKTEPUCTHUK TUATOTHYCCKON MOJIEITH
apryMEHTaIlMd B aCIEKTE PEeJIeBAaHTHOCTU. BO-BTOpPHIX, OOHApYXKEHBI CYNTHOCTHBIC YEPTHI
JTUATICKTUYECKON PEICBAaHTHOCTH M HEPEJIEBAHTHOCTH. B-TpeThux, MpoBeeH KOMITapaTUBHBIN
aHaJIN3 JUATEKTUYECKON PEIEBAHTHOCTU U PEJIEBAHTHOCTH MOCHUIOK.

MeTom0JI0THA VCCIIENOBAHUA OCHOBBIBACTCS HA IHAJOTHMYECKOM IOOXOJE M IMOAXOJE
He(hOopMaIbHOM JJOTUKY K aHAIU3Y apTyMEHTATUBHBIX PacCYXICHUN U apryMEHTAI|H.

HoBu3Ha uccienoBaHuss COCTOUT B TOM, YTO KOMIUIEKCHOE CPaBHEHHE PEJICBAaHTHOCTH
MOCBUIOK C JUAJIEKTUYECKON pEeIeBAaHTHOCTBIO NPOBOJAUTCS BHEpBbie. B pe3yabTare
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HCCJIeJOBAHNS YCTAHOBJIEHO, BO-IIEPBBIX, YTO IUAJIEKTUUYECKAsl PEIEBAHTHOCTH SIBIISETCS
MMEHHO NHAJCKTUYECKUM, a HE JIOTHYECKUM IOHATHEM. BO-BTOPBIX, YTO AMAIEKTUYECKas
PENEBAaHTHOCTh KacaeTcsl Mpoliecca apryMeHTallK, a HE apryMEHTAaTUBHUX pacCyXaAeHul. B-
TPETbUX, YTO AMAJIEKTHUYECKas PEIEBAHTHOCTb U PEJIEBAHTHOCTb IOCBUIOK MMEIOT 00Iue
YepThl: OTHOLIEHME K OOOCHOBaHMIO BbIBOAa. OnHaKo, K cHEMU(PUUECKUM dYepTam
JUAJICKTUYECKONM PEJIEBAHTHOCTH OTHOCSTCS INMONYMHEHHE JUANIOTUYECKUM IPaBUIIAM,
JUHAMUYECKUH U AUAIEKTUYECKUI XapaKTep, OTHOIIEHWE K KOPPEKTHOCTH apryMEHTALUH.

KiroueBble cinoBa: HedopManbHas JIOTMKa, OLEHKAa apryMEHTAlluH, AHaleKTHYecKas
PENEBAHTHOCT.
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