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Abstract. The systemic nature of semiosphere organization correlates with the systemic nature 
of argumentation as human speech and thought activity. Argumentation is a part of semiotic 
continuum of human speech and thinking, forming complex subsystems of semiosphere. 
The paper aims at constructing the semiosphere of argumentation by identifying different 
approaches to its study. The authors conclude that argumentation as a logical-communicative 
process can be reviewed most clearly when analyzed in terms of S. Toulmin’s classification 
from logical, dialectical, rhetorical research perspectives. The functions of persuasion and 
the significance of the addressee are in this case prioritized. The pragma-dialectical approach 
used by the authors and its integrated nature of studying of argumentation as a speech-
thought activity, made it possible to transfer from logics and dialectics to cognitive-oriented 
research. Axioms (12), underlying approaches to the study of argumentation, were analyzed 
and classified according to the principles of action, practice, and activity, as applied 
to language, which has a speech-thought-activity character. Argumentation as a component 
of human thinking semiosphere is the most complex phenomenon given its multidimensional 
and multisystemic nature.
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Научная статья

Семиосфера аргументации  
как речемыслительной деятельности

Г.М. Костюшкина , Н.А. Свердлова , Е.П. Марьясова

Иркутский научный центр Сибирского отделения Российской академии наук,
Российская Федерация, 664033, г. Иркутск, ул. Лермонтова, 134

 nsverdlova@yandex.ru

Аннотация. Системный характер организации семиосферы коррелирует с системностью ар-
гументации как речемыслительной деятельности человека. Аргументация входит в семиоти-
ческий континуум речевой и мыслительной деятельности человека, образуя сложные подси-
стемы семиосферы. Cтатья нацелена на построение семиосферы аргументации в результате 
выявления различных подходов к ее изучению. Авторами сделан вывод о том, что аргумента-
ция как логико-коммуникативный процесс наиболее отчетливо может быть рассмотрена в кон-
тексте анализа классификации С. Тулмина, его логической, диалектической, риторической 
перспектив исследования. Функции убеждения и значимости адресата оказываются в этом 
случае в приоритете. Использованный авторами прагма-диалектический подход, его интегри-
рованный характер изучения проблемы аргументации как речемыслительной деятельности, 
позволил сделать переход от логики и диалектики к когнитивно-ориентированным исследова-
ниям. Проанализированные авторами аксиомы (12), лежащие в основе подходов к изучению 
аргументации, классифицированы по принципам действия, практики, деятельности, приме-
нительно к языку имеющей речемыслительно-деятельностный характер. Аргументация как 
компонент семиосферы мыслительной деятельности человека представляет собой наиболее 
сложное явление с точки зрения своего многоаспектного и мультисистемного характера.

Ключевые слова: семиосфера, аргументация, подходы к изучению аргументации, речемыс-
лительная деятельность, классификация Тулмина, системность.
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Introduction
This article aims to reveal the multidimensional content of the semiosphere 

of argumentation as human speech and thought activity and to clarify the stages 
of the development of argumentation theory. The notion of semiosphere, introduced 
into scientific usage by J.M. Lotman [1], has both non-systemic and systemic 
character. In the first case, the semiotic universum is a set of closed individual 
texts and languages, which are like the individual bricks of a building. We are 
interested in the second aspect of the semiosphere, which is its systematicity. 
In systematic approach all semiotic space appears as one living semiotic organism, 
the primary link of which is not a separate brick (elementary sign), but a whole 
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system called semiosphere. Lotman assumes that all unambiguous systems cannot 
exist independently; they are within the semiotic continuum filled with semiotic 
formations of various types and at different levels of organization [1. P. 12–13]. 
This semiotic continuum is the space and condition of sensemaking; without it the 
interpretation of the cultural text is impossible.

We see argumentation as an integral part of the speech and thinking activity 
of a rational human being (Homo sapiens), it is also systemic [2]; and it enters 
the semiotic continuum of human speech and thinking activity as its integral part, 
thereby participating in the formation of its semiosphere.

Let us briefly consider the main aspects and approaches in the study 
of argumentation in the linguistic tradition to come closer to its cognitive 
interpretation as an inherent component of the more global semiosphere of human 
speech and thought activity.

Current review

The logical and philosophical approaches to the study of argumentation have 
the lengthiest history among other approaches. In logical terms, argumentation 
is a procedure for presenting information as the result of analysis, with reference 
to a kind of formal system or logic, with conclusions drawn from previously accepted 
assumptions. The study of the multidimensional phenomenon of argumentation 
moved beyond the bounds of logical and philosophical knowledge long ago. 
Currently, the theoretical and practical potential of argumentation is actively 
involved in diverse fields such as rhetoric, pedagogy, legal linguistics, psychology, 
conflictology, cognitive science, medical deontology, and others. The article our 
is rather focused on argumentation as a linguistic phenomenon.

The logico-methodological approach that emerged in the 1970s, known 
as “formal dialectics,” developed a more sophisticated analysis involving 
an evaluation of means of persuasion, methods of proof, the dynamics of discussion, 
the introduction of the notion of “burden of proof,” and an analysis of possible 
logical fallacies [3]. The interpretation and reconstruction of argumentation has 
an established paradigm of study. The reconstruction of an argumentative statement 
in such studies helps to understand how it is interpreted.

Linguistic argumentation theory is a major trend in modern pragmatics and one 
of the logical extensions of the pragmalinguistic approach to argumentation theory, 
originated by the Oxford School philosophers J. Austin and J. Searle [4; 5]. This 
direction was developed as part of speech act theory and was continued in the works 
of Stalnaker, Strawson, Gordon and Lakoff [6–8]. As a natural step forward, the 
speech act theory was criticized. Among the main weaknesses noted were ignoring 
the dynamic nature of communication, limiting to the speech act as the basic unit 
of analysis, disregarding the creative nature of interpersonal communication and 
the communicative function as such [9].
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О. Ducrot, in critical response to the basic postulates of the speech act theory, 
offers a pragmatic analysis of linguistic means. O. Ducrot considers the preservation 
of the informative component in the meaning of an utterance to be the main drawback 
of the theory of speech acts. He insists that reality cannot be described by the terms 
“truth” and “falsehood” and proposes to abandon the notions of propositional content 
and truth conditions of an utterance [10]. The linguistic aspect of argumentation 
is a relatively recent field of study. We can identify several aspects in this area 
of research.

The Rhetorical Aspect. Certain rhetorical laws are associated with the category 
of linguistic argumentation. As A.A. Volkov notes, the latter, being different from 
scientific proof, can be structured in different ways and on different bases. The 
author gives as examples a system of tops, the construction of a certain verbal series, 
the ratio of the scheme, top and the verbal series of the argument [11. P. 227–234]. 
He gives a classification of rhetorical arguments, which can be divided into 
three types: arguments from the audience (appeal to the people), arguments from 
authority (appeal to authority), and arguments from real life [ibid.] The distinction 
of rhetorical laws from the rules of proof and rebuttal explains the fact that informal, 
content-related fallacies are characteristic of everyday, spontaneous argumentation. 
Some of the common violations are substitution of the thesis, argument against the 
man, argument from authority, and argument from consequences.

The communicative-interactive aspect. Considering argumentation 
as an activity in the communicative and interactive aspects, most scholars 
emphasize its social nature, suggesting the interpretation of argumentation 
as a form of language designed to persuade the acceptability or unacceptability 
of a certain opinion. Many researchers bypass even native speakers, not taking 
into account their communicative roles [12. P. 18]. M.A. Gilbert agrees with this, 
noting that a dialectical understanding of argument requires a reconsideration 
of the usual approach to critical reasoning. One of the problems of the latter 
is an almost complete focus on the argument as some artifact and a lack of focus 
on the people involved in critical reasoning [13. P. 42]. Gilbert agrees with this, 
noting that a dialectical understanding of argument requires a reconsideration 
of the usual approach to critical reasoning. One of the problems of the latter 
is an almost complete focus on the argument as some artifact and a lack of focus 
on the people involved in critical reasoning [13. P. 42].

Through argumentative interaction communicants are able to identify each 
other’s communicative goals and find common ground in order to reach consensus. 
Thus, the essence of argumentation is to understand and comprehend a viewpoint 
that contributes to finding joint solutions, rather than to affirm or refute that 
viewpoint.

Argumentative interaction needs to be analyzed, with all aspects 
of communication taken into account, logical aspect being only one of them. 
This is a systemic approach to argumentation, for argument cannot be viewed 
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as an isolated and independent phenomenon. Indeed, argument is a linguistic 
representation of opinion, feelings and emotions, and personal relations, 
in other words, a certain semiotic system where content finds a certain 
linguistic expression.

An extended interactive aspect. Е. Barth and E. Krabbe propose an expanded 
approach, introducing the notions of the speech act, the stages of dialogue, citing 
the characteristics of the participants of the discussion [14; 15]. In a debate, the 
main postulate is not truth or falsehood (In the logical sense proper), but the 
participants’ agreement or disagreement a) with the truth or falsehood of their 
respective judgments or b) with the method proposed by one of them to achieve this 
agreement. Dialogue, consistent with E. Barthes and E. Krabbe’s veiw, is a method 
of resolution of a difference of opinion.

In speech practice, argumentation appears as a natural phenomenon, the study 
of which in speech / communication has a long tradition. The reference to the 
connection of dialogue with reasoning can be found in Aristotle, according to which 
in relation to each thesis one should consider the arguments for and against. In this 
way, it is possible to learn to ask questions and give answers at the same time. And 
if there is no one else with whom one can reason, then one must practice on one’s 
own [16. P. 529].

However, this idea was not fully grasped theoretically until the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries. This was largely due to the renewed practical 
interest in argumentation in the United States, which reflected in the fact that 
debate, used as a means of practical instruction for students in law, government, 
and politics, became an important source for the theory of argumentation. The 
earliest publications included rules on public speaking, cooperation, and logic; later 
publications contained instructions on debate preparation, speech structure, and 
rebuttal (see [12. P. 194–195] for a review of the works).

In the 1960s and 1970s, debate came to be seen as a means of collaborative 
problem solving through cooperation, and later as a form of implementing 
adversarial discourse. The understanding of the connection between 
argumentation and debate led to the latter being treated not only as situations 
that can be described on the basis of an interpretation of argumentation, but 
also as a process that contributes to the theory of argumentation in some way. 
For example, the concept of the German logicians K. Lorenz and P. Lorenzen, 
known as “dialogic logic” [17; 18], was aimed at developing such formal 
systems that could guarantee the discovery of proofs and refutations for 
correctly formulated utterances. According to the scientists’ ideas, dialogue 
is a model of the procedure of proof, argumentation: a thesis is put forward, 
which is then discussed, and attempts are made to refute or confirm it. 
Various models of discussion were proposed: the model of political debate, 
the model of hypothesis testing, the model of discussion in jurisprudence, and 
formal games. Today, from an understanding of argumentation in informal 
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communication by C. Jackson and S. Jacobs [19] we proceeded to the study 
of argumentative communication in various communicative situations and 
in everyday communication [2].

The diversity of approaches to the study of argumentation makes it somewhat 
difficult to use. Various factors matter here: 1) the field of knowledge on the basis 
of which the concepts of argumentation are developed; 2) adherence to a particular 
scientific school; 3) the problematics under research. S. Toulmin’s view [20] seems 
to be the most systematic and quite complete. He offers three perspectives of the 
study of the latter: “geometrical” (logical), 2) critical (dialectical), anthropological 
(rhetorical).

Focusing on the perspectives  
of argumentation theory studying

Adherents of the first perspective pay much attention to the conjunction 
of argumentation with rationality, logics, logical connections, and the 
philosophical category of truth [21–23]. The “geometry” of argumentation, 
as they see it, is the combination of premises and conclusions when using one 
or another formal system, one or another logical correctness criterion. The 
study of schemas and structures in this case is a major theoretical and practical 
objective of argumentative analysis.

The principles of rational discussion and, more extensively, argumentation 
in communication are covered in the second perspective (critical / dialectical) 
[14; 15; 18]; here issues of inference within argumentative interactions are raised 
[24; 25]; the focus on the audience is emphasized; strategies of argumentation and 
rebuttal [20; 26]; communication strategies and tactics, as well as rational strategies 
of dialogue are studied [27].

The third perspective (anthropological / rhetorical) treats argumentation 
as a human activity, examines the effectiveness, persuasiveness of arguments, 
fallacies of argumentation. Besides, it and analyzes the rhetorical aspect 
as a theoretical study of practical techniques of persuasion. The concept of strategic 
maneuvering in argumentative interaction is being developed [28–31].

The function of persuasion and the significance of the addressee are prioritized 
in the process of argumentation, which is a logical and communicative process. 
As a result, the addressee accepts a differing or new opinion, or changes his or her 
viewpoint and the views of the communication partner(s). The notion of audience 
is regarded in research more than just a source of consent and approval. The 
audience is presumably thought to play an active role as addressee, possessing the 
right to accept or reject a viewpoint or opinion. The listener in this case evaluates 
the argumentation, determining its ability to change one’s beliefs. This is related 
to the purpose of argumentation, which is to influence the listener’s beliefs through 
argumentative speech.
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Methods

Based on the above discussion, we employed some general research methods 
for scientific literature review to follow and identify the steps of argumentation 
theory development: problem analysis technique to explore the subject and 
specify the object of the research; comparative to explore and compare key 
findings in the substantive analysis of argumentation; hypothetic-deductive 
to test conclusions. This way of research works dated last few years should 
allow us to obtain a comprehensive overview of argumentation theory in its new 
semiotics understanding.

Results and discussion

In the process of the formation and strengthening of modern approaches to the 
study of speech and thought activity, the theory of argumentation has been filled 
with new implications significant for the consideration of its semiotic character The 
modern cognitive approach opens up new avenues for the study of argumentation. 
Various studies show the need to study the cognitive foundations of argumentation 
[2; 22; 29; 30; 32] and cognitive modeling of argumentation [33].

In the cognitive approach, linguistic studies of argumentation are part 
of studies of communicative models of human consciousness. A.N. Baranov 
defines argumentation as a set of procedures over the models of the world 
of the participants of the communication situation [34]. In this case, the most 
important factor in knowledge transfer from one communicator to another 
is the influence on the choice of the addressee. We find a similar idea in the 
understanding of argumentation by H. Perelman and L. Olbrecht-Tyteca [35]. 
Here, argumentation is a modification of the status quo, which results in a change 
of attitudes, judgments, evaluations that form hierarchies of values. Such 
a modification is organic for a person, “(it) does not contradict the human essence, 
on the contrary, it corresponds to the philosophical principle of dual perception 
of the surrounding world” and is necessary to frame the picture of the world. 
“This process seems quite natural for humans, since the human brain is organized 
as a binary mechanism and is no stranger to such transformations” [36. P. 605]. 
According to the Belgian scholars [35], the study of argumentation is the 
prerogative of psychology, thereby rejecting the role of logic.

The pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation outlined in the studies 
of F.H. van Eemeren and R. Grootendorst [28] marked an important stage 
in the development of argumentation theory. In the works by N. Barebina, 
G. Kostyushkina and others, the ideas of dialectal logics and formal dialects of the 
aforementioned theory have been applied in solving the problems of argumentative 
discourse [30; 37].

The study of argumentation from a dialogic perspective is a trend 
that has greatly enriched argumentation theory with methods for modeling 
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the argumentative speech- thinking process. Such studies typically treat 
argumentation as a rational-heuristic phenomenon. Whereas the conclusions 
of demonstrative argumentation are binding, thereby forcing one to agree with 
them, those of heuristic argumentation are permissive and therefore allow for 
the choice of alternatives.

Exploring the problems argumentation, N.S. Barebina concludes that all 
approaches to the study of argumentation operate with a finite number of axioms, 
among which the author considers the following to be the main ones: 1) the 
purpose of argumentation is to justify or refute some opinion; 2) argumentation 
is a logical action that presupposes that the addressee is reasonable and able 
to accept or challenge arguments; 3) argumentation is a strongly targeted action; 
4) argumentation depends on the social practices in which it is implemented; 5) 
argumentation is directly linked to language use; 6) argumentation is a social 
activity; 7) argumentation is dialogic, as it involves an active response of the 
other party; 8) argumentation is a deliberate activity of influencing someone’s 
beliefs; 9) the elements of argumentation are linked to the concept of truth; 
10) argumentation is subject to logical rules; 11) there are right and wrong 
arguments; 12) the above characteristics form a specific type of discourse. 
[30. P. 124–125].

These basic axioms turn out to be employed in different interpretations of the 
concept of argumentation. All twelve axioms, explicitly or implicitly, are used 
in different theoretical and practical approaches to argumentation. Some of the 
axioms are more manifested in particular scientific strands. For example, axioms 
nine through eleven are enacted by logic. The fifth, sixth, and twelfth axioms are 
most actively engaged in linguistic (communicative) approaches to argumentation. 
And the first four axioms and the seventh are embodied in the interactive approach 
and social interaction. What links them all is the idea of action, practice, activity, 
which, when applied to language, has a speech-and- thought- activity character.

Conclusions

Modern approaches to the study of argumentation theory allow us to create 
a semiosphere of a systemic picture — to explore the phenomenon from 
different angles and integrate the various data into a holistic systemic 
representation. Argumentation is a speech and thought activity being one of the 
many possibilities of speech influence on human consciousness, where the goal 
is the internal acceptance of the argumentator’s thesis by the recipient. The 
twofold process of considering argumentation — as a formal procedure for 
adopting a position and as a speech-thought activity — points to the importance 
of persuasiveness. It is for the sake of persuasiveness that the speaker organizes 
the utterance so as to influence the recipient through certain linguistic means, 
thus forcing the recipient to share the speaker’s point of view, agree with 
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it and, as a result, commit certain actions. In different speech / communicative 
situations, argumentation acquires relevant specific features, both linguistic (the 
choice of speech means) and mental (mental, logical), using certain cognitive 
constructs and logical structures.

Having investigated different approaches, we should recognize that 
argumentation is a multidimensional phenomenon and has an interdisciplinary 
character. It includes linguistic, speech (communicative), social, rhetorical, 
psychological, and many other characteristics, each of which forms its own system, 
though far from being autonomous. These systems rather overlap to form a special 
semiosphere of human speech and thought activity.
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