J10 TIPOBJIEMU IEPEKJIAJIY TEPMIHOJIOTII
CYYACHOI TEOPII API'YMEHTAIIII

Ipnaa XomMmeHKO

AHoTanisi. YTOYHEHHsI Ta y3TOJPKEHHsI TEPMIHOJIOrIl € OJHUM i3 KJIIOYOBHX
3aBJaHb Cy4dacHOl Teopil aprymenrtanil. OgauM 3 Haiibiabl KOHTPOBEpCIiHUX
TepMiHIiB y mifi mapusi € aHVIOMOBHUI TepMiH argument, ssKUil HaaA3BUYANHO
nomupeHuil y HaykoBux mnybuiikanisix. Cboroasi icHyrooTs pisHi BapiaHTH BU-
3HaYEeHHsI {Oro CMHCJIOBOTO 3HAYEHHs, SIKi CyTTEBO 3aJieXKaTh BiJi KOHTEKCTY
3acTocyBaHHs. Y 3B’SI3KYy 3 I[UM BHHHUKA€ 1pobiieMa HOro KOPEKTHOro yKpalH-
CBKOT'O IIE€PEKJIALY.

Jlns1 BUpIiIIeHHS I[bOTO MUTAHHS y CTATTI HaBeJleHUIl CUCTEMHMI aHaJI3 pisHO-
MaHITHUX OigxoAiB, siKi HasBHI y cydacHiil Teopil aprymeHnTanil 11010 TepMiny
argument. JlocijizkeHHs opranizoBaHo HaBkoJIo (1) posrisagy auxoToMii «mpo-
mec — npoayKT» 1 (2) BCTaHOBJIEHHI 3B’sI3Ky IIbOIO TEPMiHY 3 [OB’SI3aHUMH 3
HUM MOHSTTSIMH, BKJIOYaoun dialogue, argumentation, arguing, reasoning.

VY craTrTi TAKOXK HATOJIOUIYETHCS, 1110 TEPMiH argument € 3acCaJHUYNM HE TIIBKHI
sl Teopil aprymeHTamil, a TaKOX 1 [JI CyMIXKHAX JUCIHHUILIIH, TaKAX SIK
Jsiorika i KkpuruuHe MucieHHs. [lokazaHo, 10 o3HavYeHa NPoGIeMa KOPEKTHOIO
epekJiaJy HayKOBOI TepMiHOJIOrIT TyT TaKOXK Mae Micle.

Ha mincrasi orpumanux pesynbraTiB y crarTi HagaHi peKOMeHIaIlil 115 yKpa-
THCBKOT'O TEPEKJIaJy PO3IJIAHYTHUX AHIVIOMOBHUX TEPMIiHIB 3aJIe2KHO BijJ KOH-
TEKCTY, B AKOMY BOHHU 3aCTOCOBYIOTBHCH.

KurodoBi csioBa: Teopisi aprymenTalil, aprymMeHT, apryMeHTallist, JiaJjior, cy-
nepevka, MipKyBaHHS.

1. Bcryn

CydacHuit po3BUTOK Teopil apryMeHTallil MOKHA [PEJICTABUTU STK 0e3-
JiY TEOPEeTHWYHUX Ta MPAKTUIHAX MiAxoAis. Haykosii, Mo mpamoiors y
pisHux ranysax (dbirocodis, Jsorika, ICUXosOris, JIHBICTHKA, TOJITO-
JIOrisl, IIPAaBO TOILIO), HAMArAIOTbCS JOCJIKYBATH AKTYaJbHI IUTAHHSI
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aprymenTariii. Taka cuTyartisi, 3 0JJHOTO OOKY, IPU3BOJIUTD JI0 UUCICHHUX
MiKaBUX HAYKOBUX pe3yabrariB. IIpore, Ha chorogHi ojHi€O i3 roI0BHUX
pobJieM CydJacHO! Teopil apryMeHTarlil, po3B’s3aHHs sIKOl IPU3BOJIUTD 10
HUA3KU KOHIENTYAJbHIX CYIIePEUOK, 3aUIIAEThC ITPObIeMa Yy TOTHEHHST Ta
Y3TrOJIZKEHHST KaTeropiifHOroO amapary.

AKTyaJIbHUM [MTaHHSIM II€PEIYCIM € Te, IO PO3YMITH IIiJ[ KJIYOBUM
TepMminoM argument. Ha wiit morns, BiH € HAWOLIBIN CymepeduBuM i
HEBU3HAYEHUM. 3aJIEXKHO BiJI KOHTEKCTY 3aCTOCYBAaHHS IOr0 3HAYEHHSI
Mozke 3MiHIoBaTHCcA. 1le € oHie0 3 MPUYIrH, 90MY HOTJISIIA HAYKOBIIIB MO0
HBOTO JI0Ci pi3HATHCs. MOXKHA HABITH TOBOPUTH PO UHCJIEHHI IIiIXOIn
IIIOJT0 BU3HAYEHHSI 1 3aCTOCYBaHHS IHOIO TEPMiHY, JIUCKYCil HABKOJIO SKUX
HE BIILyXaIOTb.1

Kpim Toro, 3’scyBaHHsI HOro 3HaYeHHsI HAOYBA€ OCODJIMBOI aKTya/lb-
HOCTI 1 Jutst yKpainchkol apauTopii. Ileprr 3a Bce 1e cTocyeTbest TOro, siK
[IEPEKJIACTH Teil TEPMiH YKPATHCHKOIO. 3aHEIIOKOEHHS Y MEHE BUKJIMKAIOTD
BUJIAHHS, 110 3 ABUIJIICA OCTAHHIM 4acOM Ha KHUYKKOBOMY PHHKY YKpainm.?
Bonu € mepexmasamMu 3 aHMIificbKol, 1 1eil TepMiH IepeK/Iaiadi BCIOIN
[IOJIAI0Th YKPATHCHKOI SK apeymerm du e € KOPeKTHUM IIePeKJIaoM?
Yu, HaBmaku, TaKuil mepeksal BBOAUTH B oMaHy duTadi? JlaBaiite pos-
bGepeMocs.

1. IIlo o3unauae Tepmin argument? Oxcdopiacbkuii i
KeMOpum»KCcbKuii CJIOBHUKU

AHajiz BiZIOMHX AaHIVIOMOBHUX CJIOBHUKIB, IIOKa3y€, IO TEPMiH
argument MOYXKHa BYKUBATH y PI3HUX 3HAUYEHHSIX. 3BEPHIMOCS IS
MATBEP/KEHHS IO JIBOX HAWBIIOMIMUX BUJAHb y Il IApuHi, a came
Oxrcdopacpkoro it KeMOpHIKCBKOTO CJIOBHUKIB aHIVICHKOI MOBH.
3Beprato yBary Ha TOi (DakT, IO J0 PO3MIsAy y Iiii crarTi s 6epy
TIJIbKY CyYacHi 3HAYEHHsI TEPMiHY argument. SHAYEHHS, sIKi [IO3HAYEHH] B
CJIOBHUKAX K 3aCTapiii, s HE PO3IVISIAIO.

! Mus., manp.: Goddu G.C. Is ‘argument’ subject to the product/process ambiguity?
Informal Logic. 2011. Vol.31 (2). P.75-88; Goodman J. On defining ‘argument’.
Argumentation. 2018. Vol. 32 (4). P.589-602; Goodwin J. Argument has no function.
Informal Logic. 2007. Vol. 27 (1). P.69-90; Hitchcock D. Informal logic and the concept
of argument. Philosophy of Logic, ed. D. Jaquette. Amsterdam : Elsevier, 2007. P. 101—
129; Lewiniski M. One concept of argument. Argumentation. 2025. Vol.39. P.393-
418; Tindale C.W. The philosophy of argument and audience reception. Cambridge :
Cambridge University Press, 2015.

2 Tus., nanp.: Haber J. Critical thinking. MIT Press, 2020. (Vkpaiucbkuii nepekiazi:
Xetibep [oic. Kpurmane mucoennsa. Kuis: ArtHuss, 2023).
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A. Oxcdopacbkuii ciroBHIK.? Y IbOMY CJIOBHHKY IiCHYE JeKiTbKa
PO3LTIB JJTst TepMiHy argument. i HAC mepioveproBe 3HAYEHHS MaIOTh
mBa 3 mHuxX. e posmin 1. Jlosedenms, nidcmasa, cnopioneni 3HaveHHsA
i pozmin II. Ilpouec sozivnozo mipxyeanms, cynepeura abo ne3zoda 1@
CnopioHeni 3HaveHHA.

Vaaranpuiooun HaBefeanit B OKchOPJACHKOMY CIOBHUKY MaTepiadr,
MOXKH& HABECTU TaKi CMUCJIOBI 3HAYEHHS JJIs O3HAYEHOTO TEPMIHY:

(1) TBepmKenHs 860 HAKT, BUCYHYTHI 3 METOIO IEPEKOHATH a00 CXUTUTU
JIO 90rOCh 1HIIUX;

(2) mincrasa (reason), HaBezeHa 3a (260 HPOTH) EBHOIO BUCJIOBJIIOBAH-
HS;

(3) TBepuzkeHHs abo TOYKA 30Dy, AKY BIICTOIOE JIOANHA,

(4) mocuiOBHICT TOB’sI3aHUX MiXK COGOI0 BHUCJIOBJIIOBaHb abo IMijcTaB,
CIIPSIMOBAHMUX Ha MiATPUMKY ab0 3alepedeHnHs MO3UILi, TyMKH, Jiif
TOIIIO;

(5) mporiec po3MipKOBYBaHHsT; MiDKYBAHHS;

(6) mistbHicTh afo NpPAKTUKA MATPUMKHA YU 3AlEPEYeHHs YOTrOCh 34
JIOTTIOMOTOI0 MipKyBaHHS;

(7) upemmer oGroBopeHHst B auckycil abo nebarax (YCHO UM IIHCBMOBO)
9Oroch HEBU3HAYEHOTO, JINCKYCIHHOTO;

(8) muckycist abo nebaTu 3 EBHOIO UTAHHS;
(9) upesenTaris mizcTas 3a YU IPOTH CHIPHOIO IUTAHHS;
1

0) obmiH mpoTwiIekKHUMH abo PO3BiKHUME TOTTIsAgaMu (YCHO YU IIH-
CbMOBO), 3a3BMYAll rapsa4koBuii abo IHIBHUIL; HE3roja; Cylepedka,
CBapKa.

B. Kem6pumkcbkuii cioBHuK.* TyT HanaeThCs 1Ba 3HAYEHHS 15
TEPMIHY argument.

(1) mesroma, abo mporec, y sKOMy Ma€ Miclie He3ro/a,;

(2) mimcrasa (reason) abo mimcraBu, Yepes sIKi JIOAUHA MATPUMYE abo
3allepedye IIeBHY 1JIe10 YU IPUIYIIeHHs ; abo I1e caM IPOIEeC MOsICHe-
HHSI IIAX IHICTaB.

3 Ozford University Press. (n.d.). Argument. Ozford English Dictionary. (Online ed.).
URL: https://www.oed.com/dictionary/argument n

4 Cambridge Dictionary. (n.d.). Argument. Cambridge University Press. (Online ed.).
URL: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english /argument
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dAxmo ysarampHuTH HaBeleHy iHQOpPMAalio, TO MOXXHA BHSBUTH TPHU
THUIIOBI 3HAYEHHsI TEpMiHY argument, siki, Ha Miil MOIJISII, € 3HAYYIIUMU
I TOCJITHUKIB Teopil apryMeHTarril.

[To-epirte, 1e mporec 0O6MiHYy PO30IKHUMUI TOTVISIAMA Ha IIEBHE IIH-
TaHHs; TPOIEC, AKUM Mae Miclle, KOJU YYaCHUKNA KOMYHIKaIlll He MaloTh
3rofM 3 TMEBHOI MPOOEMH i MPEe3eHTYIOTh Pi3Hi TOYKW 30py Ha Hel. Y
IBOMY BHUIIQJIKY YKPATHCHKUM aHAJIOTOM JIJII argument Moxke OyTu TepMiH
cynepevka, abo, 3aJeXKHO B KOHTEKCTY I0ro 3aCTOCYBaHHS, — QUCKYCILA,
NOAEMIKG 1 HABITH KOHPAIKM, C8APKA.

[To-apyre, e migcraBa abo HAbIp mizgcTaB yist OOrPYHTYBAHHS BJIACHOL
O3UIIil 400 KPUTHUKY MTO3UITIT CYIIPOTUBHUKA. 1TyT yKPATHCHKUMU aHAJIOTa~
MU st argument MOXKyTb OyTH Taki BUpa3u, siK ap2ymeHm, 006id, doxaa,
nidcmasa.

[To-Tpete, 1e mporec po3MipKoOByBaHHS, 800 MipKyBanHs. TyT argument
MOXKHA IEPEKJIACTH YKPATHCHKOIO SIK MIPKYEAHHA.

Bunukae muranus. Yu came 11i Tpu 3HATEHHSA BUPISHAIOTH JIJIsT TEPMIiHY
argument y IapuHI CydacHMX JOCJiJzKeHb aprymeHTaril?! Jljs Bimmoimi
3BEPHIMOCS BXKe He JI0 CJIOBHUKIB, a J0 HAYKOBUX ITyOJKAITiii.

2. /IBa kounentu tepminy argument y O’Kida

Amnajiz cjloBHUKIB aHMTHCHKOT MOBHU TIOKa3aB, IO CJIOBO argument €
KJIACHYIHUM IIPUKJIA/IOM HEOJHO3HAYHOIO TEPMIHY y 3arajbHOMY BXKUTKY.
Te x came MOXKHa CKa3aTH i Ipo fOro 3aCTOCYyBaHHS y HAYKOBOMY CEpEJIO-
Buri. [le cipuamneno, mepejyciM TuM, B sKiit mapuHi #0T0 3aCTOCOBYIOTH.
Ile mozke GyTu jI0riKa, TEOPisd apryMeHTaIlil, MaTeMaTHKA, JIHIBICTHKA TO-
0. ¥y KOXKHII 3 HUX MOXKHA, 3HANTH Pi3HI KOHIIEMIIIT M0/10 JIOC/Ii?KYBAHOTO
TepMiny. BpaxoByioum Te, IO TpeaIMeTOM aHAJJI3y y IIiif cTaTTi € came
CydacHa Teopis apryMeHTallil, s 30Ccepe/Kycsd Ha HAYKOBHUX JIKepesax 3
i€l MapuHU.

Kiacuunoro crarreto, B siKiit aBTOp cCIpoOyBaB PO3PI3HUTH J[Ba 3HAUEH-
H TepMiHy argument, 6yaa crarta Heniema O’Kida,® aka puitmaa mpyKoM
e B 1977 pori. Lle Oysn vacu, Koy TimbKu ogasn opOpMIIIOBATHCS Pi3HI
HAMPSIMKH 1 TIX0IN apryMEeHTATUBHUX JOCTIKEHb. ¥ IIiff cTaTTi aBTOp
MIPOIIOHY€E PO3PI3HATH J[Ba 3HAUEHHS JJIsI CJ0Ba argument. Bixmosiamno 1o
IbOr0, Ha HOT0 JAYMKY, iCHY€ JiBa pi3Hi TepMiHU — argument; © arguments.

50’Keefe D.J. Two concepts of argument. Journal of the American Forensic
Association. 1997. Vol. 13 (3). P. 121-128.
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Hagemy #toro muraty, He mepeK/a ai0vIu yKPATHCHKOIO caM TepMiH i #toro
pi3HOBHUIU, TIIO0 HE 3aITyTATH UUTAMTIB.

YV moBCAKIEHHIN PO3MOBI CJIOBO argument 3aCTOCOBYETHCS IJIsI TO3HAYEH-
Hel JIBOX PI3HUX sIBUII. 3 OIHOIO GOKY, BOHO CTOCYETHCSI BUCIOBIIOBAHb, IO
IIPOMOBJISIFOTBCsI, D0 IIEBHOI'O TUILY KOMYHIKAaTUBHOrO akTy. Lle 3HaueHHs
TepMiHy s HasuBaTUMy arguments [...| 3 iHmoro Goky, arguments Moxe
CTOCYBaTHCS IEBHOrO BUIy B3aemouil [...| Orxe, argument; — ue Te, mo
smonuHa Hazae (IPE3eHTyE, BUCIIOBIIOE), TOAL K arguments — 1e Te, y
qoMy 06epyTh ydacTb JBi abo Oinbine oci6. s BigMminnicTh, 8 mgymaro,
€ MPaBJONOJIOHOI 1 HPUPOIHOIO, MPO IO CBIAYUTH HAIIl MOBCSKJIEH-
HU cnoci6 crijikyBaHHsI. 3BUYafiHO argument; Jy»Ke BiIPI3HIAETHCA Bl
argumentg. I'oBopaTs, mo arguments; MOXyTb OyTH CIIPOCTOBaHI, MOXKYThb
OyTu BajigHUMU abo0 HOMHUJIKOBMMHM, TOII SIK argumentsz 3a3BUdYail He
XapaKTepU3YITh TAKUM YHMHOM; T'OBOPSTH, II[0 BOHU 3aKIHIYIOTHCsI HIITKOI0
abo € 6e3rTy3auMu 4n HenpoAyKTUBHHMY |...| CrosowM, icHye oueBmaHa
pisHuIs Mixk arguments; i argumentsg, siki BOy0BaHi y Hallle ITOBCSK/I€H-
He BXKWBaHHs TepMminy argument. 6

dx remep, 3a O’Kidom, MoKHA TepeKIACTH AHIVHHCHKAN TepMiH
argument ykpaincbkoio? loBopsam mpo argument;, JOCTIJIHUK Ma€ Ha
yBa3i, 3 omHOrO OOKY, midcmasy, doeid, apeymenm. Ile moxke OyTH oxHe
BUCJIOBJIIOBaHHsT abo ixHiit Habip. KpiMm Toro, ykpalHCBKOIO Iieil TepMiH
MOKHA IIEPEKJIACTH 1 K MIPKY6arhs, ke MozKe OyTu BajigauM (IpaBuiIb-
HuM) abo HepasijHuM (HenpaBuwibHUM). Hanpukial, BHCIOBIIIOBAHHSI
«He made an argument» 3aJ€eKHO BiJI KOHTEKCTY MOYKHA IEPEKJIACTH,
aK «Bin nasie apeymenmy» abo «Bin nasie mipkysarmnay». ToBopsuan mpo
argumentg, O’Kid posrisinae meit TepMiH y 3HAUEHH] cynepeuka, JucKycis,
ceapra. Hanpuknan, BuciosmoBanus «They had an argument», moxxua
mepekjacT, sk «Bowu nocnepevwasuca», abo 3ayIeKHO BiJ, KOHTEKCTY
«Bonu nocsapusucs».

[TizcymoByroun, MmoxkHa ckasaru, mo O’Kid sanporonysas iHTyiTHBHE
pPO3pi3HEHHSA MiXK JIBOMa TEepMiHAMU, $Ki IHUIMYTbCS OJIHAKOBO AHIJIili-
CBKOIO, ajle MOXKYTb MAaTH Pi3HE CMHCJIOBE HABAHTAXKEHHS. ¥ IEPIITOMY
BUIIAJIKY MU TOBOPHMO IPO npodykm (BUCIOBIIOBAHHS, HAOID BHCJIOB-
JIOBaHb ab0 MIPKyBaHHs), y APYrOMY BHIQJKy — Ipo npouec (0OMiH
JYMKaMu y cymepedri). Y [eprioMy BHUNAJKY Lel TepMiH OB si3aHMit
3 OJIHI€IO JIIOJMHOIO, sSTKa BUCYBA€ TEBHI JIOBOAM abO HU3KY JOBOMIB. Y
JPYroMy BHUIIAJIKY MAEThCS HA yBa3i BxKe JEKLIbKa 0Cib, siki 6epyTh y9acThb
y cynepeurni. Take yrounennsi, naBenene O’Kidom y crarri, Ha meBHM
9ac JIO3BOJIUJIO HAYKOBIISIM, SKi MPAIIOIOTh Y MApPUHI Teopil apryMeHTalril,

60’Keefe D.J. Two concepts of argument. Journal of the American Forensic
Association. 1977. Vol. 13 (3). P.121-122.
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MIPOBOJINTHU KOHIIENITYabHI JUCKYCIl MO0 TepMiny argument 6e3 pu3uKiB
CILTyTaTH pi3Hi #ioro 3Hauenns.” OHAK 3r0JOM 3’SCYyBaJIOCS, IO CHTYAIIis
3 BYKHBaHHSIM IIOI'O TEPMiHy He Taka Ipocta, sk 11 npeseaTyBaB O'Kid
manpukiami 70-x pokiB XX crosiTTs.

3. Argument versus Dialogue

Axmo naciaixysaru O’Kida, T0 BUXOIUTH, IO ClIEpeYaJbHIK BUCYBAE
nesHi aprymenTn (mizcraBu, noBoau) abo MipkysaHHsI (argumentsy) iz
yac cynepedku (arguments) IJis 3aXUCTY CBOET TOYKU 30pYy ab0 KPUTUKU
MMO3UIIil CyIPOTUBHUKA.

JoBruit yac Take JBOsSIKE BUTJIyMadeHHsS TEPMIHY argument BBa2KaJIoCs
MIPOYKTUBHUM i OHaraTo XTO 3 HAyKOBIB #oro miarpuMmysaB. Tak, Hampu-
kiajt, Entoni Breiip, oqun i3 dyumaTopis HedopMasbHOT JIOTIKH, V¥ CTATTI
1998 poky mizmkpecioBaB:

Argument (concepti), € YHKIIOHAJBHO BH3HAYEHI BIIOPSIKOBAHI
MHO>KVHH BUCJIOBJIIOBAHb, $IKi 3a3BH4Yail BUCYBAIOTbCA IiJ 4Yac argument
(concepta), amcmyTis; i Takmx OOMIHIB gymMKamu, #Ki 3a3Buvail €
Jiajioramu.

3 1i€l uTaTH BUIJIMBAE, 0 TepMiH argumenty Biteitp mos’s3ye 3 Takum
aHTICbKUM TepMminoM, K dialogue. Ilepekita ocTAaHHROTO YKPATHCHKOIO
He BUKJIMKA€E TPY/IHOIIIB — TyT NOBOPUTHCS PO diasoz. IIpore BuHUKaE 1u-
TaHHs. U1 MOXKHA OTOTOXKHIOBATHU 3HAYEHHsI X JIBOX TepMiHiB? ToOTo, un
MOYKHa, aHAJII3YIOUH aHTJIOMOBHI JIZKepeJIa, 3 Cy9IacHOl Teopil apryMeHTarlil,
[IpY TIEPeKJIa i TeEPMIHy arquments 3aCTOCYBATH CJIOBO diaio2?

Ha miamoriunmit xapakTep Tepminy arguments Bieiip 1 JI:xoHcon mova-
JIV 3BEPTATHU YBATY e TO/Ii, KOJIN He(hOPMAJTHHA, JIOTIKA SIK HAIIPSIMOK apry-
MEHTATUBHUX JOCJIi/IZKEHDb TLIBKY Mmodajia ¢popMyBaTucs. BoHu obrpyHTo-
BYBaJIH, IO TEPMIH argument Mae BayKJIUBI Jiajoridni BiractuBocTi. Bieitp
HaBiTh BIIKPUTO 3BEpTaB yBary Ha Te, IO y JITEparypi 3 HeOPMATHHOL

7Mus., maup.: Blair J.A. The limits of the dialogue model of argument.
Argumentation. 1998. Vol.12 (3) P.325-339; Hitchcock D. Informal logic and the
concept of argument. Philosophy of Logic, ed. D. Jaquette. Amsterdam : Elsevier, 2007.
P.101-129; Jackson S. Reason-giving and the natural normativity of argumentation.
Topoi. 2019. 38 (4). P.631-643; Johnson R. Manifest rationality. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum, 2000; Tindale C.W. The philosophy of argument and audience
reception. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 2015.

8 Blair J.A. The limits of the dialogue model of argument. Argumentation. 1998.
Vol. 12 (3). P. 325.
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JIOTIKM 4YacTO Mpo Iie 3a6yBa10Tb.9 AKIo yBasKHO JOCTIMUTH IXHI Iparti
1980-90-x pokiB, TO MOXKHA& HaBITL 3HAUTU TAKWUI BUPA3, K arqument-
dialogue, skt MOXKHA, TIEPEKJIACTH YKPATHCHKOKI K aP2YMeHMamusHUl
dianoe.

Y Toit cammii Yac TAaKOXK BUXOJWUTH JPYKOM JI€KiJbKa MOHOrpadiii,
aBTOPOM SIKHX GyB IIle OJIUH KaHaIiiichKuit nociigank — Jaraac Bosron. !0
Kpim Toro, y 1995 porii 6y71a omyb/rikoBana fioro KHura, Ky BiH HAIIUCAB Y
crniBasropersi 3 Maiiktom Kpa66e.!! ¥V nux my6uikamisx 6yiia po3BHHyTA
JyMKa, 0 CMUCJIOB] 3HAUCHHSA TaKUX TEPMIHIB, 9K argument; 1 argumenty
MOXKYTh OyTH NPOSICHEHI camMe 3a JIOIOMOTOI0 Mojesi miasory. Bosron
MIPOITOHY€ BWINTH pi3Hi Tunu miasoris. IligcTaBoro IXHBOTO po3pi3HEHHST
JI7IsT HbOTO CTA€ MeTa CaMOTO JHaJjory i Iiji, dKi cTaBIsATb Iepes coboIo
iioro ydacuuku. Takum dauHOM, Oysin chOpMOBaHI Taki THUIM JiajIOriB, K
JiaJior-niepeKoHaHHsl, a00 KPUTUIHA, JUCKYCis; H1aI0r-TIeperoBOpy; Iiajior-
nocuipkenns (inquiry), aiasor-obrosopenns (deliberation), miasor-momryx
incdopmariii, epucTudHMiA giastor Ta pizHi ixHi moeanamHsg. PakTUIHO yCi 11
BapiaHTH JIaJI0ry MOXKHA y3araJbHUTH i1 CIIJIBHUM TEPMIHOM arguments.
TexcTu, gKi NPOMOBJIAIOTh YIACHUKU TAKUX JIajOTiB, MOBUHHI OyIM Mi-
CTUTHU BIIOPSIIKOBAHY ITOCJ/IJIOBHICTh BHCJIOBJIIOBAHDb, Ky MOXKHa Oys10 0
O3HAYUTHU AK aArgument;.

IIpore, 3 TakuM BUTIyMadeHHAM TEPMiHY arguments He IOTOIUBCS
Baeitp. Bin, momemisyroun 3 Bosromom, caymiHo 3ayBaxKye, IO HE BCi
TUIN JiaJIoriB MOXKHA MO3HAYUTHU K arguments (argument-dialogue) i He
BCi Jiiajioru MicTaTh argument;. YIK mpuKJIaau, MOXKHA HABECTU JIaJIOTH,
Jie CTOPOHU OOMIHIOIOTHCS PUBITAHHSME, CIOTaIaMU, a00 Tajorh, KON
JIIOJTA TIPOCTO MPOBOJATE YA€ PA30M, CHIKYIOINCh. Taki fiasorn me MOXKHA
BU3HAYUTH, 33 BirefipoM, sik apryMeHTaATHBHI.

Ha wiit morsisiz, Buteiip maB pariro. A 1e o3Havae, MO IEPEKIAIATH
YKPalHCHbKOIO aHIJIOMOBHUII TepMmiH arguments siK dianoe Oysio 6 HEKOpe-
KTHO.

9 Tam camo. — C. 326.

10 Walton D.N. Plausible argument in everyday conversation. Albany, NY, 1992;
Walton D.N. Pragmatic theory of fallacy. Tuscaloosa and London, 1995; Walton D.N.
Argumentation schemes for presumptive reasoning. Mahwah, NJ, 1996; Walton D.N.
Argument structure. A pragmatic theory. University of Toronto, 1996.

1 Walton D.N., Krabbe E.C.W. Commitment in dialogue: basic concepts of
interpersonal reasoning. Albany, 1995.
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4. Argument versus Argumentation

ITikaBuM, € Te, MO y Mpalgx HAYKOBIIB, fKi IMPAIOBAIN HAITPUKIHII
XX crojirTs y naputi HedOpMaJbHOL JIOTIKE Jie-iHJle MOYKHA TaKOXK CTHU-
KHYTHUCS 3 TAKIM TepMiHOM, K argumentation. IlepekmacTn fioro ykpain-
CBKOIO HE CKJIAJHO. BiibmmicTs HaBelle YKPATHCHKE CJIOBO AP2YMEHMAULA.
IIpore, Gepydn /10 yBaru BUIECKA3aHe, TOCTAE TUTAHHS, IO € CMICJIOBAM
3HAYEHHsIM 11Horo TepMiny? Yu rmosHadae BiH mporec abo npoaykr? Ko
IIPOIeC, TO YU MOXKHA MOTO BBAaXKATU CHHOHIMOM JIJIsT TEPMiHy arguments.
ko pesysbrar — To UM e Te came, mo i argument;? A, moxe, neit
TEPMiH 3a/Ie2KHO BiJl KOHTEKCTY [TO3HAYAE 1 MPOIIEC, 1 MPOILyKT?!

dxmo mys BiAMOBiAI Ha Ie MUTaHHS 3BepHyTHCS 10 DBieiipa, To Bin
OTHO3HATHO CTBEPJKYE, IO argumentation o3Hadae arguments, TOOTO
IEeBHUN TIporiec OOMiHY JyMKaMU, Jieé HAsIBHE PO3XOKEHHS TOYOK 30Dy
YYACHUKIB OO0 MUTAHHS, sike 00roBoproeThes. 110 qyMKy BiH BHC/IOBUB
me y crarti 1998 poky.!? Buxomgum 3 IBOro, MOXKHA IPUITYCTHTH, IO
argumentation MOXKHA MEPEKJIACTH YKPATHCHKOIO HE TLIBKU, K GP2YMeH-
mayis, ajle i TAKOXK 9K CYNEPevKa.

K10 2K 3BEepHYTHUCS JI0 CyIacHUX MyOJTiKaIliit TOCTiTHUKIB 3-38 OKEAHY
(Kanaga, CIITA), To MoxKHa MOMITHTH, IO TepMiH argumentation He €
TaM MOMUPEHNM. ZIKIMo TaM HIeThCs caMe PO cynepeuky, TO JacTile 3a
BCe HAYKOBII 3aCTOCOBYIOTH AHIVIIICHKE CJIOBO arguing, a He argument abo
argumentation.'> HaBnakn, v myGmikalisx, aBTOpaMy SKHUX € HAYKOBIH 3
€BPOIEHCHKNX KpPaiH, OLIBIN PO3MOBCIOKEHUM € TepMiH argumentation,
AKUH TAKOXK MOYKHA PO3TVISIATU JBOSKO — K TPOTIEC 1 IK TPOIYKT.

Y 1994 pomi mimepmamacbki mocaigauku @panc Ban Eemepen i Pob
T'poorennoper, ' saxi e GyHIaATOpaMI TAKOTO HAIPSIMKY y CydacHiil Teopii
apryMeHTarlil, sk IparMa/iiaJleKTHuKa, 3aIlpPOIOHYyBAJM IOTYXKHY ieaJti-
30BaHy MOJIEJIb apr'yMEHTATUBHOI JINCKYCil, CIIpsIMOBaHY Ha pallioHaJIbHe
PO3B’sI3aHH IeBHUX PO306i2KHOCTEH ¥ TO3UIIiAX 1T yIACHUKIB, /16 BOHU HABO-
JATH CBOI apryMeHTH Ha IXHIO TiATPUMKY. 3aMiCTh TEpMIHY argument mpa-
IMa/IiaJIEKTUKHU y CBOIX IIyOJIiKaIlisx 3aCTOCOBYIOTh TepMiH — argumentati-
on. Tam Bin HAOyBae TAKOrO0 CMUCJIOBOIO 3HAYCHHS.

12 Blair J.A. The limits of the dialogue model of argument. Argumentation. 1998.
Vol. 12 (3). P. 326.

13 Mus., manp.: Groarke, L. Going multimodal: What is a mode of arguing and why
does it matter? Argumentation. 2015. Vol.29 (2). P.133-155. Hample D. Arguing.
Exchanging reasons face to face. Mahwah : Lawrence Erlbaum, 2005.

14 Eemeren F.H. van, Grootendorst R. Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussions.
Foris. Dordrecht, 1984.
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Argumentation — e BepbaJibHA, COIiaJibHA Ta pallioHAJIbHA MiSJIbHICTD,
CIIpAMOBAHA HA MEPEKOHAHHS PO3yMHOTO KDUTHUKA B MIPUAHATHOCTI IIEBHOL
TOYKH 30py IIJISXOM BHCYBAHHS IIOCJIIJOBHOCTI BHCJIOBJIIOBAHb, IO 0O0-
I'PYHTOBYIOTH a60 CIIPOCTOBYIOTH IPOIIO3UIIIIO, BUPAXKEHY B I[iil TOUIIl 30Dy.
[-..] ¥ mpomy TexmiuHOMy Bu3HaueHHI Gys0 36epe:KeHO HEOLHOSHATHICTH
<IIPOIEC-TIPOAYKT» IIOAO CJIOBA <«APryMEHTAIlisI»: TEPMIH apryMeHTallis
OJIHOYACHO TO3HAYAE AK mporec apryMmenTanii («¢ s6uparocs 3aBepmmTa
CBOIO apryMeHTalliio» ), Tak i 1T npoaykr («Llg aprymenTanis He € o6rpyH-
ToBanow» ). 1%

3 1bOTO BU3HAYEHHs BUILINBAE, IO TEPMIH argumentation Mae IBa CMU-
CJIOBI 3HAYEHHS TAK CaMo, siK 1 PO3IIAHyTHil Buie Tepmin argument. Ilo-
epiie, #oro MOXKHa PO3IVISIATY K [eBHUN KoMyHIKaTuBHUN akT (iHOA B
JiTepaTypi MOXKHa 3yCTpiTH TepMiH speech act, yKp. moeaennesuti axm )6
i, mo-JIpyTe, K IMEBHUN TEKCT, AKUI CKJIAJIA€ThCS 3 MOCTIJOBHOCTI BUCJIOB-
JIOBaHD (apPryMeHTIB) Ha I ATPUMKY [IEBHOI TOUKH 30DY. ¥ I[bOMY BUIIQJIKY,
[IEPEKJIAIAI0YN YKPATHCHKOIO 3a3HATEHUN TEPMIH SIK ap2yMeHmayis Tpeda
po3yMiTH, gke came Horo 3HaYEeHHS MAEMHCA HA yBa3i.

BpaxoByloun BuIeckasaHe, MOKe 3JaBaTHCH, IO TepMiHU argument
i argumentation € cunonimMmamu. [lepmmii mepeBaKHO 3aCTOCOBYIOTH MPU-
XUJIBHUKU HeOPMAaJbHOI JIOTIKH, a JPYyTuil — OIPUXUIBHUKU IIparMaJia-
gektuku. IIpore TyT Takok € Hioancu. Tak, He MOXKHA& OMUHYTH TEH-
JIEHIIII0, KA aKTHUBHO MOIIUPIOETHCH y CYYACHUX AHIVIOMOBHUX IIyOJiika-
nisx. Pospizmenns TepminiB argument i argumentation, a He BiIIOBiTHO
argumenty 1 arguments € HOBUM T€PMIHOJIOTIYHUM PIIlIEHHSM, SIKOT'O 3apa3
JOTPUMYIOThCsI bararo gociaaukis. [Ipu Takomy migxo/i TepMin argument
[O3HAYAE CTPYKTYPY, dKa CKJIAIAEThCH 13 3aCHOBKIB (premises) 1 BACHOBKY
(conclusion), Tobro MipKyBaHHsI, a TepMiH argumentation — IisUIbHICTDH
(mpakTukm, i), Ae arguments BUCTYNAIOTh K KOMyHiKaTuBHi akTi.'”

HKI/H\/I YUHOM, CTHUKHYBHIUCH 3 TaKHMU Hy6J'IiKaL[i5{MI/I7 IIepeKJIacTu
YKPalHCbKOIO TEepMiHHU, M0 HAC I[KaBjiaTh? Ha Mill morssi, BpaxoBy-
09U CMHCJIOBE 3HAYEHHS TePMiHy argument, HOro oJHO3HAYHO Tpeba

15 Eemeren F.H.van, Grootendorst R. A systematic theory of argumentation: The
pragma-dialectical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004. — P.1.;
Eemeren F.H.van, Grootendorst R. Speech acts in argumentative discussions: A
theoretical model for the analysis of discussions directed towards solving conflicts of
opinion. Dordrecht-Cinnaminson: Foris & Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984. — P. 7.

16 [Tus.: Eemeren F.H.van, Grootendorst R. Speech acts in argumentative discussions:
A theoretical model for the analysis of discussions directed towards solving conflicts of
opinion. Dordrecht-Cinnaminson: Foris & Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984.

7 Dutilh  Novaes C. Argument and argumentation. E.N.Zalta (Ed.).
Stanford Encyclopedia of  Philosophy (Fall 2021 Edition). URL:
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2022 /entries/argument/
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[IEPEeKJIACTH K MIpKYysanhs (ajie B JKOAHOMY pasi He dK apeymenm, K
iHOZII TIOJTIOOJIIIOTh POOUTH TEPEKIA atdi i TUM CAMHUM TEKCT IEePEeKJIaLy
naOyBa€e 30BCIM IHIIOrO CMHCILY), a argumentation — K apeymMeHmais,
abo cynepewra, abo Juckycis.

dx Gadnmo, TYT TaKOXK 3aJifHA JUXOTOMiS <IIPOIEC-TIPOILYKTS.
Argumentation (apeymenmauis, cynepewka, Juckycis) BinoOparkae Ipo-
nec, a argument (MIpKY6aHHA) — TIPOIYKT.

5. Argument versus Reasoning

Ax mu 3’sicyBasin y TOMEpPEIHBOMY PO3IiIi, TepMiH argument B aH-
TJIOMOBHUX IyO/TIKAIIAX MOXKE TaKOXK O3HAYATH Mipkysammsa. Toi mocTae
[MUTAHHS, K€ CTAJIO ITPEJIMETOM JIOCIIiI?KEHH S HayKOBILiBls. Yu e cuHoHi-
MaMH TEepMiHU argument i reasoning, TOOTO YN PIBHATHCA IXHI CMUCJIOBI
3HaveHHsi? B aHrJIOMOBHIiT JjiTeparypi 1HOAI Ii TEPMIHU 3aCTOCOBYIOTH
dK B3aeMo3aMiHoBaHi. [Ipore pizHUIg MiK TXHIMU 3HAUEHHSIMU BCE-TAKU
icaye. Tepmin reasoning, K TpaBUIO, 32CTOCOBYIOTH TO/Ii, KOJIM MAIOTh HA
yBa3i MipKyBaHHS sIK TIEBHUI PO3YMOBHIl IIPOIIEC TIEPEXOJTY BiJ] 3aCHOBKIB
(premises, reasons) mo BucHOBKY (conclusion). IIpo me cBimuurb i TOM
dakT, 10 CHHOHIMOM JIJIsI CJIOBA, 1'easoning € cJIoBo inference. ZIk mpaBuio,
TaKy TEePMIHOJIOTII0 3aCTOCOBYIOTH y ITyOJIKAISAX, IPUCBAIEHUX JIOTIIHIN
npobsremaruiii. TyT TepMiH MipKy6aHHA PO3IIANAETHCI K IIPOIEC PO3-
MipKOBYBaHHS.

Ha BiaMminy Biz Tepminy reasoning Tepmin argument 3aCTOCOBYIOTD JIJist
IIO3HAYEHHSI HE TPOIIECY, & PE3yJIbTATy IHOTO IIPOIECY, STKUN BUPaKEHUIt
Yy TEKCTi y BUIVISJI MEBHOI CTPYKTYPHU, SKA CKJIAJAETHCA 13 3aCHOBKIB
(premises, reasons, claims) i BucuoBky (conclusion).

An argument — 1e CyKyIHICTb TBEDPJKEHb, J€ OJHE YU Oliable 3 HUX
€ 3aCHOBKaMH, $Ki BHCYBAIOTb 3 METOI0 HaJaTH MiJCTaBU [JIs iHIIOrO
TBEP/?KEHHSI, BUCHOBKY. 'Y

Kpim Toro, mo B aHIVIOMOBHUX ITyOJKAIlSX, IPUCBIYEHUX apryMeH-
TATUBHI TPOOIEMATHIN, 3aCTOCOBYIOTh TE€PMIH argument, JOBOJI TacCTO
MOKHA 3yCTPIiTH TaKOXK TepMiH real arqgument (natural argument, everyday
argument). THomi yci i TepMiam 3aCTOCOBYIOTH sIK cuHOHIMH. [IpoTe pisHU-
1151 Mi?K HUMMY iCHY€. 3BEPHITH yBary Ha IIPUKMETHUKHY, siKi CyIIPOBOXKYIOTh

18 Mus., manp.: Walton D.N. What is reasoning? What is an argument? The Journal
of Philosophy. 1990. Vol. 87 (8). P.399-419.
19 GQovier T. A practical study of argument. Wadsworth, Cengage Learning, 2010.
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TepMin arqument. BoHE BKa3ylOThb came Ha Te, IO MU MaEMO CIPaBy 3
MipKyBaHHsIM, sie (1) 3aCHOBKM 1 BUCHOBOK BUPasKeHi IIPUPOHOI0 MOBOIO, i
(2) iX BUKOPHCTOBYIOTH Y PEAJbHUX KOMYHIKATMBHHUX IIPOIECAX, B SKUX
GepyTb y4acTh Jrofu (cymnepedku, auckycii, mebaru rtomo). s Toro,
o6 1e TAKPeCaInTH, MOXKe, JOMJALHIM Oyi1o O mepekaamaT TepMiH real
argument sIK aP2YMEHMAMUEHE MIDKYEAHHA.

BucuoBku

YV crarTi Oyu po3rJISHYTI pi3HI BapiaHTH CMHUCJIOBOIO 3HAYEHHSI Tep-
MiHY argument, ¢ SKMMHU MOXKHA CTUKHYTHCS B aHTJIOMOBHUX IIyO/IiKAIlisIX,
K1 CTOCYIOThCA cydacHOl Teopil aprymenTartii. Kpim Toro, moxkasamo, siki
3B’I3KU Mag Tieit Tepmin 3 inmmmu Tepminamu — dialogue, argumentation,
arguing, reasoning.

Byso mokazamno, 1mo cMuCI0BE 3HAYEHHS JIOC/II/IZKYBAHOTO TEPMIHY MO-
2Ke 3MIHIOBATHUCS 3aJIe2KHO BiJl KOHTEKCTY HOr0 3aCTOCYBAHHS, IO TPU3BO-
JATH 0 TPYIHOIIB 3 HOr0 MepeKaaIoM yKPAIHCHKOIO MOBOIO.

Byso BusHatemno, 1o rooBHOIO TEHACHITIEIO HA CHOTO/IHI € PO3Pi3HEeHHS
TepMiHIB argument i argumentation Ha TiJICTaBl JUXOTOMIl <«ITPOIYKT-
nporecs. Argument — 1ie MIpKyBaHHsI, sSIKe€ CKJIAJIA€ThCS 13 3aCHOBKIB i
BUCHOBKY. Argumentation — 1ie KOMyHIKATUBHUN TIPoOIec OOMIiHY JIyMKaMU,
METOIO AKOTO € YCYHEHHSI PO3XO/PKEHHS Y JyMKaX HOro yJacHUKIB IMIOI0
IIEBHOT'O TUTaHHSI.

PosrysryTi y ctaTTi BapiaHTH mepek/iay TEpMiHOJIOTil MalOTh CEHC He
TIJIBKY [IPH TePeKJIa Il myOJriKalliii, 10 CTOCYIThCsI TeOPil apryMeHTaIll, a
TaKOXK 1 JUTs1 IyOJTiKaIiil, siki MalOTh BiIHOINEHHS O TAKUX JUACIUILIIH, K
JIOTiKa 1 KpUTUYIHE MUCJIEHHS.
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ON THE CHALLENGE OF TRANSLATING TERMINOLOGY IN
CONTEMPORARY ARGUMENTATION THEORY

Iryna Khomenko

Abstract. Clarifying terminology is a central task in contemporary
argumentation theory. The English term ‘argument’ is particularly controversi-
al and widely used in research publications. Its meaning is highly context-
dependent, making accurate translation into Ukrainian difficult.

To address this issue, a systematic analysis of various approaches to the term
’argument’ within argumentation theory is provided.

The research is organized around the ‘process—product’ dichotomy and
examines the term’s relationship to related concepts, including ‘dialogue’,
‘argumentation’, ‘arguing’, and ‘reasoning’.

The paper further emphasizes that the term ‘argument’ is fundamental not
only to argumentation theory but also to related disciplines such as logic and
critical thinking.

Finally, context-dependent recommendations are presented for translating the
examined English terms into Ukrainian.

Keywords: theory of argumentation, reason, argumentation, dialogue, argui-
ng, argument.
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