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la persuasion. L’analyse du divers aspects du discours publicitaire [Argumentation in adver-

tising. Rhetoric of eulogy and persuasion. The analysis of different aspects of advertising

discourse]. Paris: Nathan. (1st ed. 1997).

F.H. van Eemeren et al., Handbook of Argumentation Theory,
DOI 10.1007/978-90-481-9473-5,
# Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2014

857

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 3.147.69.132 (2024-07-27 01:43:58 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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Mohr. (1st ed. 1968, 5th improved and enlarged ed. 1991).

Alburquerque. (1995). El arte de hablar en público. Seis retóricas famosas [The art of public
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Cuenca, M. J. (1995). Mecanismos lingüı́sticos y discursivos de la argumentación [Linguistic

and discoursive mechanisms of argumentation]. Comunicación, lenguaje y educación, 25,
23–40.
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actualité [The persuasive function. Anthropology of rhetorical discourse. Origins and actual-

ity]. Paris: Armand Colin.

Danblon, E. (2009). The notion of pseudo-argument in Perelman’s thought. Argumentation, 23,
351–359.

Danblon, E. (2013). L’homme rhétorique. Culture, raison, action [The rhetorical man. Culture,

reason, action]. Paris: Éditions du Cerf.
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Dascal, M. (2001). How rational can a polemic across the analytic-continental ‘divide’ be?

International Journal of Philosophical Studies, 9(3), 313–339.
Dascal, M. (2005). Debating with myself and debating with others. In P. Barrotta & M. Dascal

(Eds.), Controversies and subjectivity (pp. 31–73). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. (Portuguese
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Dimiškovska [Trajanoska], А. (2009). Субверзијата во аргументативниот дискурс и
стратегии за справување со неа [Subversion in argumentative discourse and strategies

for dealing with it]. Философија, 26, 93–111.
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parasciences [The immobile debate. Argumentation in the media debate on the parasciences].

Paris; Kimé.
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Ferraz Jr, T. S. (1997a). Direito, retórica e comunicação [Law, rhetoric and communication] (2nd

ed.). São Paulo: Saraiva.

Ferraz Jr, T. S. (1997b). Teoria da norma juridical. Ensaio de pragm�atica da comunicação
normativa [Theory of legal norm. An essay on pragmatics of normative communication].

(3rd ed.). Rio de Janeiro: Forense.

Ferreira, A. (2008). On the role of pragmatics, rhetoric and dialectics in scientific controversies.

In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation. Relating contro-
versy analysis with argumentation theory (pp. 125–133). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John

Benjamins.

Ferreira, A. (2009). On the role of pragmatics, rhetoric and dialectic in scientific controversies. In

F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation (pp. 125–133).

Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Ferreira, I., & Serra, P. (Eds.). (2011). Rhetoric and mediatisation, I. Proceedings of the 1st
meeting on rhetoric at UBI. Covilhã: LabCom Books.
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Gunnarsson, M. (2006). Group decision making. Language and interaction. Gothenburg:

Gothenburg Monographs in Linguistics, 32.

Guseva, O. A. (2006). Ritoriko-argumentativnyje harakteristiki politicheskogo diskursa
[Rhetorical-argumentative characteristics of political discourse]. Doctoral dissertation, Kaluga

State University.
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Ieţcu-Fairclough, I. (2009). Legitimation and strategic maneuvering in the political field. In F. H.

van Eemeren (Ed.), Examining argumentation in context. Fifteen studies on strategic maneu-
vering (pp. 131–151). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
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Lundquist, L. (1983). L’analyse textuelle. Méthode, exercises [Textual analysis. Methods,

exercises]. Paris: CEDIC.

Lundquist, L. (1987). Towards a procedural analysis of argumentative operators in texts. In F. H.

van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Argumentation.
Perspectives and approaches. Proceedings of the conference on argumentation 1986
(pp. 61–69). Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Lundquist, L. (1991). How and when are written texts argumentative? In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the second international
conference on argumentation (organized by the International Society for the Study of Argu-
mentation at the University of Amsterdam, June 19–22, 1990) (pp. 639–646). Amsterdam: Sic

Sat.

Lunsford, A., Wilson, K., & Eberly, R. (2009). Introduction. Rhetorics and roadmaps. In

A. Lunsford, K. Wilson, & R. Eberly (Eds.), The Sage handbook of rhetorical studies
(pp. xi–xxix). Los Angeles: Sage.
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Margitay, T. (2004). Az érvelés mestersége [The art of reasoning]. Budapest: Typotex.
Marinkovich, J. (2000). Un intento de evaluar el conocimiento acerca de la escritura en estudiantes
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Studies in Education, Psychology and Social Research. Doctoral dissertation, University of

Jyväskylä.
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l’argumentation. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France. (3rd ed. Brussels: Éditions de
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Madrid: Gredos. (Spanish trans. by J. Sevilla of C. Perelman & L. Olbrechts-Tyteca (1958). La
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guese trans. by M. Marcionilo of C. Plantin (2005). L’argumentation. Histoire, théories,
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Rahwan, I., &McBurney, P. (2007). Argumentation technology. Guest editors’ introduction. IEEE
Intelligent Systems, 22(6), 21–23.

Rahwan, I., Ramchurn, S. D., Jennings, N. R., McBurney, P., Parsons, S., & Sonenberg, E. (2003).

Argumentation-based negotiation. Knowledge Engineering Review, 18(4), 343–375.
Rahwan, I., & Simari, G. R. (Eds.). (2009). Argumentation in artificial intelligence. Dordrecht:

Springer.

Rahwan, I., Zablith, F., & Reed, C. (2007). Laying the foundations for a world wide argument web.

Artificial Intelligence, 171(10–15), 897–921.
Rambourg, C. (2011). Les topoi d’Aristote, Rhetorique II, 23. Enquête sur les origins de la

notion de lieu rhétorique [The topoi in Aristotle, Rhetoric II, 23. An examination of the

origins of the notion of a rhetorical topic]. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Université
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Scripnic, G. (2012b). Médiativité, mirativité et ajustement stratégique [Evidentiality, mirativity,

and strategic maneuvering]. In G. Hassler (Ed.), Locutions et phrases. Aspects de la pré
dication [Phrases and sentences. Aspects of predication] (pp. 108–116). Münster: Nodus

Publikationen.

Scriven, M. (1976). Reasoning. New York: McGraw Hill.

Scult, A. (1976). Perelman’s universal audience. One perspective. Central States Speech Journal,
27, 176–180.

Scult, A. (1985). A note on the range and utility of the universal audience. Journal of the American
Forensic Association, 22, 84–87.

Scult, A. (1989). Perelman’s universal audience. One perspective. In R. D. Dearin (Ed.), The new
rhetoric of Chaı̈m Perelman. Statement & response (pp. 153–162). Lanham: University Press

of America.
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Stump, E. (1982). Obligations: A. From the beginning to the early Fourteenth Century. In

N. Kretzmann, A. Kenny, & J. Pinborg (Eds.), The Cambridge history of later medieval
philosophy (pp. 315–334). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Stump, E. (1989). Dialectic and its place in the development of medieval logic. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.
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Viskil, E. (1994). Definiëren. Een bijdrage aan de theorievorming over het opstellen van definities
[Defining. A contribution to the theorizing about the construction of definitions]. Doctoral

dissertation, University of Amsterdam.
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Žagar, I. Ž. (1995b). Argumentation in language opposed to argumentation with language. Some

problems. In F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.),

Reconstruction and application. Proceedings of the third international conference on argu-
mentation (IIIth ed., pp. 200–218). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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