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in Rómulo Betancourt and Hugo Chávez]. Madrid: EAE Editorial Academia Española.
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[Language and practice. The semantics of argumentation]. Stockholm: Aldus/Bonnier. (1st

ed. 1966).

Andone, C. (2010). Maneuvering strategically in a political interview. Analyzing and evaluating
responses to an accusation of inconsistency. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam.

Andone, C. (2012). Review of Lilian Bermejo-Luque (2009) Giving reasons. A linguistic-
pragmatic approach to argumentation theory. Argumentation, 26, 291–296.

Andone, C. (2013). Argumentation in political interviews. Analyzing and evaluating responses to
accusations of inconsistency. Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins. (Revised version of

Andone, 2010).

Andriessen, J. E. B., Baker, M. J., & Suthers, D. (2003). Argumentation, computer-support, and

the educational con tekst of confronting cognitions. In J. Andriessen, M. J. Baker, & D. Suthers

(Eds.), Arguing to learn. Confronting congnitions in computer-supported collaborative
learning environments (pp. 1–25). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Andriessen, J. E. B., & Schwarz, B. B. (2009). Argumentative design. In N. W. Muller Mirza &

A.-N. Perret-Clermont (Eds.), Argumentation and education. The foundation and practices
(pp. 145–164). Berlin: Springer.
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Åqvist, L. (1975). A new approach to the logical theory of interrogatives. Analysis and
formalization. Tübingen: Narr.
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Azzawi, A. B. (2010). Al-Khitāb wa al-Ḥijāj [Discourse and argumentation]. Casablanca:

Al-Ah
˙
madiyya. 2nd ed. Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Rih

˙
āb al-H

˙
adı̄thah. (1st ed. 2007).

Bachman, J. (1995). Appeal to authority. In H. V. Hansen & R. C. Pinto (Eds.), Fallacies. Classical
and contemporary readings (pp. 274–286). University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press.

Bacon, F. (1975). The advancement of learning. In W.A. Armstrong (Ed.). London: Athlone Press.

(1st ed. 1605).

Baesler, J. E., & Burgoon, J. K. (1994). The temporal effects of story and statistical evidence on

belief change. Communication Research, 21, 582–602.
Bakalov, G. (1924). Ораторско изкуство за работници [Public speaking for workers].

София: Edison. Library Nov Pat 8.

Baker, G. P. (1895). The principles of argumentation. Boston: Ginn.
Baker, G. P., & Huntington, H. B. (1905). The principles of argumentation. Revised and aug-

mented. Boston: Ginn.

Baker, M. J. (2009). Argumentative interactions and the social construction of knowledge. In

N. W. Muller Mirza & A.-N. Perret-Clermont (Eds.), Argumentation and education. The
foundation and practices (pp. 127–144). Berlin: Springer.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1981). The dialogic imagination. Four essays (C. Emerson & M. Holquist,

trans.). In M. Holquist (Ed.). Austin: University of Texas Press.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1986). Speech genres and other late essays (V. W. McGee, trans.). In C. Emerson

& M. Holquist (Eds.). Austin: University of Texas Press.

Balthrop, V. W. (1989). Wither the public sphere? An optimistic reading. In B. E. Gronbeck (Ed.),

Spheres of argument. Proceedings of the sixth SCA/AFA conference on argumentation
(pp. 20–25). Annandale: Speech Communication Association.

Baranov, A. N. (1990). Linguisticheskaya teoriya argumentatsii (kognitivny podhod) [Linguistic
theory of argumentation. A cognitive approach]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Moscow.

Barilli, R. (1969). Poetica e retorica [Poetics and rhetoric]. Milan: Mursia.

Barnes, J. (Ed.). (1995). The Cambridge companion to Aristotle. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-

sity Press.

Barnes, J., Schofield, M., & Sorabji, R. (1995). Bibliography. In J. Barnes (Ed.), The Cambridge
companion to Aristotle (pp. 295–384). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Baroni, P., Caminada, M., & Giacomin, M. (2011). An introduction to argumentation semantics.

Knowledge Engineering Review, 26(4), 365–410.
de Barros, D. L. P. (2011). Preconceito e intolerância. Reflexões linguı́stico-discursivas. [Preju-
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ausf€uhrlichen und größtentheils neuen Darstellung der Logik mit steter Rucksicht auf deren
bisherige Bearbeiter. (2nd ed.). Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1929–1931.

Bondarenko, A., Dung, P. M., Kowalski, R. A., & Toni, F. (1997). An abstract, argumentation-

theoretic approach to default reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 93, 63–101.
Bonevac, D. (1987). Deduction. Introductory symbolic logic. Mountain View: Mayfield.

Bonevac, D. (2003). Pragma-dialectics and beyond. Argumentation, 17(4), 451–459.
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Perspectives et applications [The theory of argumentation. Perspectives and applications].

Louvain-Paris: Nauwelaerts.

Charaudeau, P. (1992). Le mode d’organisation argumentatif [The argumentative way of

organising]. In Grammaire du sens et de l’expression [A grammar of meaning and utterance]

(pp. 779–833). Paris: Hachette.

Charaudeau, P. (2008). L’argumentation dans une problématique d’influence [Argumentation in a
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Culioli, A. (1990), Pour une linguistique de l’énonciation. Opérations et représentation, tome 1
[Towards a linguistics of the utterance: operations and representation, Vol. 1]. Paris: Ophrys.

Culioli, A. (1999), Pour une linguistique de l’énonciation. Formalisation et opérationsde repé
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Dimiškovska Trajanoska, A. (2006). Логиката, аргументацијата и јазикот. помеѓу
аналитиката и дијалектиката [Logic, argumentation and language. Between analytics

and dialectics], Филологические заметки/Филолошки студии/Filološke pripombe, 1(4),
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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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tropes [No, French rhetoric in the 18th century was not “restricted” to tropes]. Histoire Episté
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Dunin-Kęplicz, B., Strachocka, A., Szałas, A., & Verbrugge, R. (2012). A paraconsistent approach

to speech acts. In P. McBurney, S. Parsons & I. Rahwan (Eds.), Proceedings workshop on
argumentation in multi-agent systems, (pp. 59–78). Valencia: IFAAMAS.

Alphabetical Bibliography 877

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.7 (2025-08-26 05:08:05 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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teorı́a pragma-dialéctica de la argumentación. Madrid/Mexico: Consejo Superior de

Investigaciones Cientı́ficas (CSIC)/Plaza & Valdés. Theoria cum Praxi. (Spanish transl. by

878 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.7 (2025-08-26 05:08:05 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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transl. by S. Bruxelles, M. Doury, V. Traverso & Chr. Plantin of F. H. van Eemeren &

R. Grootendorst (1992a). Argumentation, communication, and fallacies. A pragma-dialectical
perspective. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (1999). From analysis to presentation. A pragma-

dialectical approach to writing argumentative texts. In J. Andriessen & P. Coirier (Eds.),

Foundations of argumentative text processing (pp. 59–73). Amsterdam: Amsterdam Univer-

sity Press.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2002). [Chinese title]. Beijing: Peking University Press.

Chinese trans. by Zhang Shuxue of F. H. van Eemeren & R. Grootendorst (2004). A systematic

theory of argumentation. The pragma-dialectical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2004). A systematic theory of argumentation. The
pragma-dialectical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (trans. into

Bulgarian (2006), Chinese (2002), Italian (2008) & Spanish (2011)).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2006). Системна теория на аргументацията
(Прагматико-диалектически подход), Sofia: Sofia University Press. (Bulgarian transl. by
M. Pencheva of F. H. van Eemeren & R. Grootendorst (2004). A systematic theory of
argumentation. The pragma-dialectical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).)

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2007). Argumentación, comunicación y falacias. Una
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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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Komlósi, L. I. (2006). Rhetorical effects of entrenched argumentation and presumptive arguments.

A four-handed piece for George W. Bush and Tony Blair. In F. H. van Eemeren, M. D. Hazen,

P. Houtlosser, & D. C. Williams (Eds.), Contemporary perspectives on argumentation. Views
from the Venice argumentation conference (pp. 239–257). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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Kopperschmidt, J. (1989b). Öffentliche Rede in Deutschland [Public speaking in Germany].

Muttersprache, 99, 213–30.
Kopperschmidt, J. (1990). Gibt es Kriterien politischer Rhetorik? Versuch einer Antwort

[Do criteria for political rhetoric exist? A tentative answer]. Diskussion Deutsch, 115,
479–501.

Kopperschmidt, J. (1995). Grundfragen einer allgemeinen Argumentationstheorie unter
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a-Khiṭābah al-’Arabı̄yah: al-Khiṭābah fı̄ al-Qarn al-Awwal Nam�udhajan [The rhetoric of

argumentative discourse. A preface to the theoretical and applied study of Arabic oration.

Oration in the first Hijra Century as an example]. Rabat, Morocco: Dār al-Thaqāfah. (2nd
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Universităţii “Alexandru Ioan Cuza”. (Romanian trans. by A. Stoica of C. Perelman & L.

Olbrechts-Tyteca (1958). La nouvelle rhétorique. Traité de l’argumentation. Paris: Presses
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theories, perspectives]. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France. (transl. into Portuguese (2008)).
Plantin, C. (2008). A argumentação. História, teorias, perspectivas. São Paulo: Parábola. (Portu-
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formal logic (pp. 225–234). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Puchkova, A. (2011). Rechevoj zhanr ‘kantseliarskaya otpiska’. Lingvo-argumentativnyj analiz
[The speech genre ‘bureaucratic runaround’. A linguo-argumentative analysis]. Doctoral

dissertation, Kaluga State University.

934 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.7 (2025-08-26 05:08:05 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Puckova, Y. V. (2006). Argumentativno-lingvisticheskij analiz diskursa oproverzhenij [An -

argumentative-linguistic analysis of refutation discourse]. Doctoral dissertation, Kaluga State

University.

Puig, L. (2012). Doxa and persuasion in lexis. Argumentation, 26(1), 127–142.
Purtill, R. L. (1972). Logical thinking. New York: Harper.

Putnam, L. L., Wilson, S. R., Waltman, M. S., & Turner, D. (1986). The evolution of case

arguments in teachers’ bargaining. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 23, 63–81.
Quine, W. V. (1970). Philosophy of logic. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Quintrileo, C. (2007). Análisis como reconstrucción en la discusión parlamentaria.

Una aproximación desde el enfoque de la pragma-dialéctica [Analysis as reconstruction
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and argumentation. From discourse to language (and back)]. In Z. Simonffy (Ed.), L’un et le
multiple [The one and the multiple] (pp. 120–152). Budapest: Tinta Könyvkiadó.
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Rühl, M. (2001). Emergent vs. dogmatic arguing. Starting points for a theory of the argumentative

process. Argumentation, 15, 151–171.

940 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.7 (2025-08-26 05:08:05 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Russell, B. (1956). On denoting. In B. Russell, Logic and knowledge. Essays 1901–1950
(R. C. Marsh, Ed.) (pp. 41–56). London: Allen & Unwin. (Rirst published in Mind, n.s. 14
(1905), 479–493).

Russell, B. (1961). History of western philosophy and its connection with political and social
circumstances from the earliest times to the present day. London: Allen & Unwin. (1st ed.

1946).

Ryle, G. (1954). Dilemmas. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ryle, G. (1976). The concept of mind (5th ed.). Harmondsworth: Penguin. (1st ed. 1949).

Saarinen, E. (Ed.). (1979). Game-theoretical semantics: Essays on semantics by Hintikka,
Carlson, Peacocke, Rantala, and Saarinen. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A., & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest systematics of the organization of

turn-taking in conversation. Language, 50(4), 696–735.
Saim, M. (2008). Reforming the Jews, rejecting marginalization. The 1799 German debate on

Jewish emancipation in its controversy context. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.),

Controversy and confrontation. Relating controversy analysis with argumentation theory
(pp. 93–108). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Sainati, V. (1968). Storia dell’ ‘organon’ aristotelico I: Dai ‘Topici’ al ‘De interpretatione’ [History
of the Aristotelian Organon I: From the Topics to De interpretatione]. Florence: Le Monnier.
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Iaşi: Polirom.

Salminen, T., Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2003). Grounding and counter-argumentation during

face-to-face and synchronous network debates in secondary school. In F. H. van Eemeren, J. A.

Blair, C. A. Willard, & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Proceedings of the fifth conference of
the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 933–936). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Salminen, T., Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2010). Visualising knowledge from chat debates in

argument diagrams. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 26(5), 379–391.
Salminen, T., Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2012). Argumentation in secondary school students’

structured and unstructured chat discussions. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 47
(2), 175–208.

Salmon, W. C. (1963). Logic. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Saltykova, Y. A. (2011). Funktsionirovaniye inoskazatelnyh frazeologicheskih yedinits v
argumentativnom diskurse [Functioning of allegorical phrasal units in argumentative dis-

course]. Doctoral dissertation, Kaluga State University.
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E. Moline (Eds.), Temps, aspect et modalité en français (pp. 261–275). Amsterdam: Rodopi.

de Saussure, L., & Oswald, S. (2009). Argumentation et engagement du locuteur. Pour un point de

vue subjectiviste [Argumentation and speaker’s commitment. Towards a subjectivist point of

view]. Nouveaux Cahiers de Linguistique Française, 29, 215–243.
Schank, G., & Schwittala, J. (1987). Konflikte in Gespr€achen [Conflicts in conversation].
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Škarić, I. (2011). Argumentacija [Argumentation]. Zagreb: Nakladni zavod Globus.

Skouen, T. (2009). Passion and persuasion. John Dryden’s The hind and the panther (1687).
Saarbrücken: VDM Verlag Dr. Müller.

Skulska, J. (2013). Schematy argumentacji Douglasa Waltona w świetle toposów w retoryce
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Szymanek, K. (2009). Argument z podobieństwa [Argument by similarity (analogy)]. Katowice:

University of Silesia Press.
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based arguments. In L. Fariñas del Cerro, A. Herzig & J. Mengin (Eds.), Logics in artificial
intelligence. 13th European conference, JELIA 2012. Toulouse, France, September 2012.
Proceedings (LNAI 7519) (pp. 411–423). Springer, Berlin.

Verheij, B., Hage, J. C., & van den Herik, H. J. (1998). An integrated view on rules and principles.

Artificial Intelligence and Law, 6(1), 3–26.
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M. Miškovič-Lukovič (Eds.), South Slavic discourse particles (pp. 133–162). Amsterdam-

Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
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Žagar, I. Ž., & Grgič, M. (2011). How to do things with tense and aspect. Performativity before
Austin. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.
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ric. An introduction to the art of oratory. A textbook for rhetoric lessons in the ninth grade of

elementary school education]. Ljubljana: i2.
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