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Abstract: The research of relevance goes back to ancient time. Up to the present, at least three main
directions -the argumentation theory( informal logic), speech communication theory and formal logic,
have been formed. The research of informal logic about relevance has shifted from prepositional
( premise) relevance of argument as product to dialectical relevance of argumentation as process.
The research of relevance has gained rich contents now, itis not only closely related to the concept of
argument, context of argument, dialogue, types of dialogue and argument evaluation, but also is
integrated with argument scheme, reconstructing argument and diagramming argument.

Keywords: informal logic; relevance; premise-relevance; topic-relevance; audience-relevance;

dialectical relevance
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