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Adelswärd, V. (1988). Styles of success. On impression management as collaborative action in job
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Álvarez, N., & Sánchez, I. (2001). El discurso argumentativo de los escolares venezolanos
[Venezuelan students’ argumentative discourse]. Letras, 62, 81–96.

Amestoy, M. (1995). Procesos b�asicos del pensamiento [Basic processes of thinking]. Mexico:

Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México.
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de l’Université Laval.
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Anscombre, J. C., & Ducrot, O. (1983). L’argumentation dans la langue [Argumentation in

language]. Brussels: Pierre Mardaga.

Anscombre, J.-C., & Ducrot, O. (1989). Argumentativity and informativity. In M. Meyer (Ed.),

From metaphysics to rhetoric (pp. 71–87). Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Antonelli, G. A. (2010). Non-monotonic logic. In E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford encyclopedia of

philosophy. Summer 2010 ed. http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2010/entries/logic-non-

monotonic/.

Antoniou, G., Billington, D., Governatori, G., & Maher, M. (2001). Representation results for

defeasible logic. ACM Transactions on Computational Logic, 2(2), 255–287.
Apel, K. O. (1988). Diskurs und Verantwortung [Discourse and responsibility]. Frankfurt am

Main: Suhrkamp.

Apeltauer, E. (1978). Elemente und Verlaufsformen von Streitgespr€achen [Elements and

proceedings of disputations]. Doctoral dissertation, Münster University.

Apostolova, G. (1994). Моделиране на диалога [Modelling the dialogue]. Philosophski
Alternativi, 3, 112–122.

Apostolova, G. (1999). Убеждаващата комуникация. културната традиция и
прагматичните императиви [Persuasive discourse. Cultural tradition and pragmatic

imperatives]. Sofia: Nauka i Izkustvo.

Apostolova, G. (2011). Английският философски текст. интерпретация и превод [The
texts of English philosophy. Interpretation and translation]. Blagoevgrad: BON.

Apostolova, G. (2012). Култури и текстове. Интернет, интертекст, интеркултура
[Cultures and texts. Internet, intertext, interculture]. Blagoevgrad: SWU Publishing House.

860 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.91 (2026-03-21 22:04:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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Aristote. (1967). Topiques. Tome I: Livres I-IV [Topics. Vol. I: Books I-IV]. Text ed., trans., introd.,
and annotated by J. Brunschwig. Paris: Les belles lettres.
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(pp. 59–66). Poznań: Polish Society for Cognitive Science.
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Camargo, M.M. L. (2010a). A prática institucional e a representação argumentativa no Caso Raposa

Serra do Sol (primeira parte) [The institutional practice and argumentative representation in the

Raposa Serra do Sol case (1st part)]. Revista Forense, 408, 02–19.
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Andone & A. Gâţă 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. (2011). Una teorı́a sistem�atica de la argumentación.
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Ganea, A. (2012). Evidentialité et argumentation. L’expression de la source de l’information dans
le discours [Evidentiality and argumentation. Expressing the source of information in dis-

course]. Cluj-Napoca: Casa Cărţii de Ştiinţă.
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Grize, J.-B. (1996). Logique naturelle et communications [Natural logic and communications].

Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Grize, J.-B. (2004). Le point de vue de la logique naturelle. Démontrer, prouver, argumenter [The

point of view of natural logic. Demonstrating, proving, arguing]. In M. Doury & S. Moirand

(Eds.), L’argumentation aujourd’hui. Positions théoriques en confrontation [Argumentation
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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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Jovičič, T. (2003a). Evaluation of argumentative strategies. 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. 571–580). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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Humanidades, Universidad del Valle.

Martı́nez [Solis], M. C. (2006). Las dimensiones del sujeto discursivo. Pr�acticas en Módulos 1, 2 y
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application [The theory of argumentation. Perspectives and applications] (pp. 3–18). Louvain-

Paris: Editions Nauwelaerts.

Oliver, J. W. (1967). Formal fallacies and other invalid arguments. Mind, 76, 463–478.
Olmos, P., & Vega, L. (2011). The use of the script concept in argumentation theory. In F. H. van

Eemeren, B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th conference on
argumentation of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 1405–1414).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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nouvelle rhétorique. Traité de l’argumentation. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France. (3rd ed.
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930 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.91 (2026-03-21 22:04:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Perelman, C., Zyskind, H., Kluback, W., Becker, M., Jacques, F., Barilli, R., Olbrechts-Tyteca, L.,

Apostel, L., Haarscher, G., Robinet, A., Meyer, M., Van Noorden, S., Vasoli, C., Griffin-

Collart, E., Maneli, M., Gadamer, H.-G., Raphael, D. D., Wroblewski, J., Tarello, G., &

Foriers, P. (1979). La nouvelle rhétorique – The new rhetoric. Essais en hommage à Chaı̈m
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460–473.

Schiappa, E. (1993). Arguing about definitions. Argumentation, 7, 403–418.
Schiappa, E. (2001). Second thoughts on critiques of Big Rhetoric. Philosophy and Rhetoric,

34(3), 260–274.
Schiappa, E. (2002). Evaluating argumentative discourse from a rhetorical perspective. Defining

’person’ and ’human life’ in constitutional disputes over abortion. In F. H. van Eemeren &

P. Houtlosser (Eds.), Dialectic and rhetoric. The warp and woof of argumentation analysis
(pp. 65–80). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Schiappa, E. (2012). Defining marriage in California. An analysis of public and technical argu-

ment. Argumentation and Advocacy, 48(2), 211–215.
Schiappa, E., & Swartz, O. (1994). Introduction. In E. Schiappa (Ed.), Landmarks essays on

classical Greek rhetoric. Davis: Hermagoras Press.

Schiffrin, D. (1990). The management of a co-operative self during argument. The role of opinions

and stories. In A. D. Grimshaw (Ed.), Conflict talk (pp. 241–259). Cambridge-New York:

Cambridge University Press.

Schipper, E. W., & Schuh, E. (1960). A first course in modern logic. London: Routledge & Kegan

Paul.

Schmidt, S. J. (1977). Argumentationstheoretische aspekte einer rationalen Literaturwissenschaft

[Argumentation theoretical aspects of a rational theory of literature]. In M. Schecker (Ed.),

Theorie der Argumentation [Theory of argumentation] (pp. 171–200). Tübingen: Tübinger

Beiträge zur Linguistik, 76.

Scholz, H. (1967). Abriss der Geschichte der Logik [Outline of the history of logic]. (3rd ed.).

Munich: Karl Alber. (1st ed., Geschichte der Logik [History of logic] 1931).

Schopenhauer, A. (1970). Eristische Dialektik [Eristic dialectic]. In A. Hübscher (Ed.), Der
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[Persuasion and propaganda. The limits of rhetoric in the mediatised society]. Comunicação e
sociedade, 16, 85–100.

Sextus Empiricus (1933-1949). Sextus Empiricus, I: Outlines of Pyrrhonism (1933), II: Against
logicians [Adversus mathematicos VII, VIII] (1935), III: Against physicists [Adversus
mathematicos IX, X], Against ethicists [Adversus mathematicos XI] (1936), IV: Against
professors [Adversus mathematicos I-VI] (1949) (R. G. Bury, trans.). London: William

Heinemann (Loeb classical library 273, 291, 311, 382).
Shaw, W. C. (1916). Systematic analysis of debating problems. Journal of Speech Education, 2,

344–351.

Shi, Xu. (1995). Beyond argument and explanation. Analyzing practical orientations of reasoned

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

Perspectives and approaches. Proceedings of the third ISSA conference on argumentation
(University of Amsterdam, June 21–24, 1994), I (pp. 16–29). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Shi, Xu., & Kienpointner, M. (2001). The reproduction of culture through argumentative dis-

course. Studying the contested nature of Hong Kong in the international media. Pragmatics, 11
(3), 285–307.

Siegel, H. (1988). Educating reason. Rationality, critical thinking and education. New York:

Routledge.

Siegel, H., & Biro, J. I. (1997). Epistemic normativity, argumentation, and fallacies. Argumenta-
tion, 11, 277–292.

Siegel, H., & Biro, J. I. (2008). Rationality, reasonableness, and critical rationalism. problems with

the pragma-dialectical view. Argumentation, 22(2), 191–202.
Siegel, H., & Biro, J. I. (2010). The pragma-dialectician’s dilemma.Reply to Garssen and van Laar.

Informal Logic, 30(4), 457–480.
Sigrell, A. (1995). The persuasive effect of implicit arguments in discourse. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Analysis and Evaluation. Proceedings of
the third ISSA conference on argumentation (University of Amsterdam, June 21-24, 1994, II
(pp. 151-157). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Alphabetical Bibliography 945

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.91 (2026-03-21 22:04:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Sigrell, A. (1999). Att övertyga mellan raderna. En retorisk studie om underförståddheter i
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reasoning by M. E. Molina, C. Santibáñez Yáñez & C. Fuentes. Albany: State University of

New York Press).

Walton, D. N., Reed, C. A., & Macagno, F. (2008). Argumentation schemes. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Walton, P.-A. (1970). ABC om argumentation [The ABC of argumentation]. Stockholm: Almqvist

& Wiksell.

Walzer, A., Secor, M., & Gross, A. G. (1999). The uses and limits of rhetorical theory. Campbell,

Whately, and Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca on the Earl of Spencer’s ‘Address to Diana’.

Rhetoric Society Quarterly, 21, 41–62.
Wansing, H. (2010). Connexive Logic. In E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford encyclopedia of

philosophy (Fall 2010 edition). http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2010/entries/logic-

connexive/

Warnick, B. (1981). Arguing value propositions. Journal of the American Forensic Association,
18, 109–119.

Warnick, B. (1997). Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca’s contribution to the new rhetoric. In M. Meijer

Wertheimer (Ed.), Listening to their voices. The rhetorical activities of historical women
(pp. 69–85). Columbia: University of South Carolina Press.

Warnick, B. (2001). Conviction. In T. Sloane (Ed.), The encyclopedia of rhetoric (pp. 171–175).
New York: Oxford University Press.

Warnick, B. (2004). Rehabilitating AI. Argument loci and the case for artificial intelligence.

Argumentation, 18, 149–170.
Warnick, B., & Inch, E. S. (1989). Critical thinking and communication. The use of reason in

argument. New York: Macmillan.

Warnick, B., & Kline, S. L. (1992). The new rhetoric’s argument schemes. A rhetorical view of

practical reasoning. Argumentation and Advocacy, 29, 1–15.
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Žagar, I. Ž. (2010). Pa, a modifier of connectives. An argumentative analysis. In M. N. Dedaič &
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Załęska, M. (2011). Ad hominem in the criticisms of expert argumentation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th conference on argumen-
tation of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 2047–2057).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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