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Åqvist, L. (1965). A new approach to the logical theory of interrogatives, I: Analysis. Uppsala:

Filosofiska föreningen.
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Castaneda, H. N. (1960). On a proposed revolution in logic. Philosophy of Science, 27, 279–292.
Castelfranchi, C., & Paglieri, F. (2011). Why argue? Towards a cost-benefit analysis of argumen-

tation. Argument and Computation, 1(1), 71–91.
Cattani, A[delino]. (1990). Forme dell’argomentare. Il ragionamento tra logica e retorica [Forms

of arguing. Logical and rhetorical aspects of reasoning]. Padova: Edizioni GB.

Cattani, A[delino]. (1995). Discorsi ingannevoli. Argomenti per difendersi, attaccare, divertirsi
[Deceitful reasoning. Arguments for defending, attacking and amusing]. Padova: Edizioni GB.

Cattani, A[delino]. (2001). Botta e risposta. L’arte della replica [Cut and thrust. The art of retort].
Bologna: Il Mulino.

Cattani, A[delino]., Cant�u, P., Testa, I., & Vidali, P. (Eds.). (2009). La svolta argomentativa.
Cinquant’anni dopo Perelman e Toulmin [The argumentative turn. Fifty years after Perelman

and Toulmin]. Naples: Loffredo University Press.

Cattani, A[nnalisa]. (2003). Argumentative mechanisms in advertising. 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. 127–133). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Cattani, A[nnalisa]. (2007). The power of irony in contemporary advertising. In F. H. van

Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard & B. Garssen (Eds.), Proceedings of the sixth conference
of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 223–231). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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naritate ı̂n cercetarea lingvistică. Omagiu doamnei profesor Liliana Ionescu-Ruxăndoiu
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by C. López & A. M. Vicuña 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. (2013). Los actos de habla en las discusiones
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Groupe μ. (1981). A general rhetoric (English trans. of Rhétorique génerale 1970, Paris: Éditions
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Gutenberg, N. (1984). Hören und Beurteilen [Hearing and judging]. Frankfurt/Main: Scriptor.

Gutenberg, N. (1987). Argumentation and dialectical logic. 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. 397–403).

Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Gutenplan, S. D., & Tamny, M. (1971). Logic. New York: Basic Books.

Guthrie, W. (1954). Rhetorical theory in colonial America. In K. R. Wallace (Ed.),History of speech
education in America. Background studies (pp. 48–79). New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

de Haan, G. J., Koefoed, G. A. T., & des Tombe, A. L. (1974). Basiskursus algemene
taalwetenschap [Basic course in general linguistics]. Assen: Van Gorcum.

Haarscher, G. (1986). Perelman and the philosophy of law. In J. L. Golden & J. J. Pilotta (Eds.),

Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of Chaı̈m Perelman (pp. 245–255).

Dordrecht: Reidel.

Haarscher, G. (2009). Perelman’s pseudo-argument as applied to the creationism controversy.

Argumentation, 23, 361–373.
Haarscher, G. (Ed.). (1993). Chaı̈m Perelman et la pensée contemporaine [Chaı̈m Perelman and

contemporary thought]. Brussels: Bruylant.

Haarscher, G., & Ingber, L. (Eds.). (1986). Justice et argumentation. Autour de la pensée de Chaı̈m
Perelman [Justice and argumentation. On the philosophy of Chaı̈m Perelman]. Brussels:
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Missionherätysretoriikassa [‘I have like a message from God’. Persuasive strategies in the

revival rhetoric of Nokia Missio]. Teologinen aikakauskirja, 116(2), 109–122.
Hietanen, M. (2011b). The gospel of Matthew as a literary argument. Argumentation, 25(1),

63–86.

Hintikka, J. (1968). Language-games for quantifiers. In N. Rescher (Ed.), Studies in logical theory
(American Philosophical Quarterly: Monograph series, 2, pp. 46–72). Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

An expanded version was republished in J. Hintikka (1973), Logic, language-games and
information. Kantian themes in the philosophy of logic (pp. 53–82). Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Hintikka, J. (1973). Logic, language-games and information. Kantian themes in the philosophy of
logic. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Hintikka, J. (1976). The semantics of questions and questions of semantics. Case studies in the
relations of logic, semantics, and syntax. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Hintikka, J. (1981). The logic of information-seeking dialogues. A model. In W. Becker & W. K.

Essler (Eds.), Konzepte der Dialektik [Concepts of dialectic] (pp. 212–231). Frankfurt am

Main: Vittorio Klostermann.

Hintikka, J. (1985). A spectrum of logics of questioning. Philosophica, 35, 135–150. Reprinted in
J. Hintikka (1999), Inquiry as inquiry. A logic of scientific discovery (pp. 127–142). Dordrecht:
Kluwer (Jaakko Hintikka selected papers, 5).

Hintikka, J. (1987). The fallacy of fallacies. Argumentation, 1(3), 211–238.
Hintikka, J. (1989). The role of logic in argumentation. The Monist, 72, 3–24. Reprinted in

J. Hintikka (1999), Inquiry as inquiry. A logic of scientific discovery (pp. 25–46). Dordrecht:

Kluwer (Jaakko Hintikka selected papers, 5).
Hintikka, J. (1997). What was Aristotle doing in his early logic, anyway? A reply to Woods and

Hansen. Synthese, 113(2), 241–249.
Hintikka, J. (1999). Inquiry as inquiry. A logic of scientific discovery. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Hintikka, J., & Bachman, J. (1991).What if . . .? Toward excellence in reasoning. Mountain View:

Mayfield Publishing Company.

Hintikka, J., & Hintikka,M. B. (1982). Sherlock Holmes confronts modern logic. Toward a theory of

information-seeking through questioning. In E. M. Barth & J. L. Martens (Eds.), Argumentation.
Approaches to theory formation. Containing the contributions to theGroningen conference on the
theory of argumentation, October 1978 (pp. 55–76). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Hintikka, J., & Kulas, J. (1983). The game of language. Studies in game-theoretical semantics and
its applications. Dordrecht: Reidel.

898 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.120 (2025-11-20 01:47:30 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Hintikka, J., & Saarinen, E. (1979). Information-seeking dialogues. Some of their logical

properties. Studia Logica, 38, 355–363.
Hirsch, R. (1987). Interactive argumentation. Ideal and real. 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. 434–441).

Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Hirsch, R. (1989). Argumentation, information and interaction. Gothenburg: Department of

Linguistics, University of Göteborg.
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Ieţcu-Fairclough, I. (2008). Branding and strategic maneuvering in the Romanian presidential

election of 2004. A critical discourse-analytical and pragma-dialectical perspective. Journal of
Language and Politics, 7(3), 372–390.
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Ihnen Jory, C. (2010). The analysis of pragmatic argumentation in law-making debates.

Second reading of the terrorism bill in the British House of Commons. Controversia,
7(1), 91–107.

Alphabetical Bibliography 901

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.120 (2025-11-20 01:47:30 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Ihnen Jory, C. (2012a). Instruments to evaluate pragmatic argumentation. A pragma-dialectical

perspective. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Topical themes in argumentation
theory. Twenty exploratory studies (pp. 143–159). Dordrecht: Springer.

Ihnen Jory, C. (2012b). Pragmatic argumentation in law-making debates. Instruments for the
analysis and evaluation of pragmatic argumentation at the Second Reading of the British
parliament. Amsterdam: Sic Sat/Rozenberg. Doctoral dissertation, University of

Amsterdam.

Ihnen Jory, C., & Richardson, J. E. (2011). On combining pragma-dialectics with critical discourse

analysis. In E. Feteris, B. Garssen, & F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Keeping in touch with
pragma-dialectics. In honor of Frans H. van Eemeren (pp. 231–243). Amsterdam-

Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Ilie, C. (1994). What else can I tell you? A pragmatic study of English
rhetorical questions as discursive and argumentative acts. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell

International.

Ilie, C. (1995). The validity of rhetorical questions as arguments in the courtroom. In F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Special fields and cases.
Proceedings of the third ISSA conference on argumentation (University of Amsterdam, June
21–24, 1994), IV (pp. 73–88). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Ilie, C. (2007). Argument refutation through definitions and re-definitions. In F. H. van

Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, & B. Garssen (Eds.), Proceedings of the sixth
conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 667–674).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Ilie, C., & Hellspong, L. (1999). Arguing from clichés. Communication and miscommunication. In

F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the
fourth international conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation
(pp. 386–391). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Inbar, M. (1999). Argumentation as rule-justified claims. Elements of a conceptual framework for

the critical analysis of argument. Argumentation, 13(1), 27–42.
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Ionescu Ruxăndoiu, L. (2010). Straightforward vs. mitigated impoliteness in the Romanian

parliamentary discourse. The case of in absentia impoliteness. Revue Roumaine de
Linguistique [Romanian journal of linguistics], 4, 243–351.

Ishii, D. (1992). Buddhist preaching. The persistent main undercurrent of Japanese traditional

rhetorical communication. Communication Quarterly, 40, 391–397.
Isocrates. (1929). Isocrates, Volume II: On the peace, Aeropagiticus, Against the

sophists, Antidosis, Panathenaicus. Trans.: G. Norlin. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

Press.

Itaba, Y. (1995). Reconstructing Japanese rhetorical strategies. A study of foreign-policy
discourse during the pre-Perry period, 1783–1853. Twin cities: University of Minnesota Press.

Iten, C. (2000). The relevance of argumentation theory. Lingua, 110(9), 665–699.
Iversen, S. M. (2010). Logik og argumentationsteori [Logic and argumentation theory]. Aarhus:

Systime.

Ivie, R. L. (1987). The ideology of freedom’s ‘fragility’ in American foreign policy argument.

Journal of the American Forensic Association, 24, 27–36.
Ivin, A. (1997). Osnovy teorii argumentatsii [The basics of argumentation theory]. Moscow:

Vlados.

Iwashita, M. (1973). The principles of debate. Tokyo: Gakushobo.
Jackson, S. (1983). The arguer in interpersonal argument. Pros and cons of individual-level

analysis. In D. Zarefsky, M. O. Sillars, & J. Rhodes (Eds.), Argument in transition.
Proceedings of the third summer conference on argumentation (pp. 631–637). Annandale:

Speech Communication Association.

902 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.120 (2025-11-20 01:47:30 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Jackson, S. (1992). ‘Virtual standpoints’ and the pragmatics of conversational argument. In F. H.

van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Argumentation illuminated
(pp. 260–269). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Jackson, S. (1995). Fallacies and heuristics. 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, II (pp. 257–269). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (1980). Structure of conversational argument. Pragmatic bases for the

enthymeme. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 66, 251–265.
Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (1982). The collaborative production of proposals in conversational

argument and persuasion. A study of disagreement regulation. Journal of the American
Forensic Association, 18, 77–90.

Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (2006). Derailments of argumentation. It takes two to tango. In

P. Houtlosser & A. van Rees (Eds.), Considering pragma-dialectics. A festschrift for Frans
H. van Eemeren on the occasion of his 60th birthday (pp. 121–133). Mahwah-London:

Lawrence Erlbaum.

Jacobs, S. (1987). The managment of disagreement in conversation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Argumentation. Across the lines of
discipline. Proceedings of the conference on argumentation 1986 (pp. 229–239). Dordrecht-

Providence: Foris.

Jacobs, S. (1989). Speech acts and arguments. Argumentation, 3, 345–365.
Jacobs, S. (1998). Argumentation as Normative Pragmatics. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the fourth ISSA conference
on argumentation (pp. 397–403). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Jacobs, S. (2000). Rhetoric and dialectic from the standpoint of normative pragmatics. Argumen-
tation, 14(3), 261–286.

Jacobs, S., & Aakhus, M. (2002). How to resolve a conflict. Two models of dispute resolution. In

F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Advances in pragma-dialectics (pp. 29–44). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Jacobs, S., & Jackson, S. (1981). Argument as a natural category. The routine grounds for arguing

in natural conversation. Western Journal of Speech Communication, 45, 118–132.
Jacobs, S., & Jackson, S. (1982). Conversational argument. A discourse analytic approach. In J. R.

Cox & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Advances in argumentation theory and research (pp. 205–237).

Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

Jacobs, S., & Jackson, S. (1983). Strategy and structure in conversational influence attempts.

Communication Monographs, 50, 285–304.
Jacobs, S., & Jackson, S. (1989). Building a model of conversational argument. In B. Dervin,

L. Grossberg, B. J. O’Keefe, & E. Wartella (Eds.), Rethinking communication (pp. 153–171).

Newbury Park: Sage.

Jacquin, J. (2012). L’argumentation de Georges Pompidou face à la crise. Une analyse textuelle
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Komlósi, L. I. (1990). The power and fallability of a paradigm in argumentation. A case study of

subversive political discourse. In F. H. van Eemeren & R. Grootendorst (Eds.), Proceedings of
the second international conference on argumentation organized by the International Society
for the Study of Argumentation at the University of Amsterdam, June 19-22, 1990
(pp. 994–1005). Amsterdam: Sic Sat/ISSA.
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Komlósi, L. I. (2003). The conceptual fabric of argumentation and blended mental spaces. 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. 632–635).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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Lewiński, M., & Mohammed, D. (2013). Argumentation in political deliberation. Journal of

Argumentation in Context, 2(1), 1–9.
Liang, Q., & Xie, Y. (2011). How critical is the dialectical tier? Exploring the critical dimension in

the dialectical tier. Argumentation, 25(2), 229–242.
Lichański, J. Z. (1992). Retoryka od średniowiecza do baroku. Teoria i praktyka [Rhetoric from

medival times to baroque. Theory and practice]. Warsaw: PWN.

Lichtman, A. J., Garvin, C., & Corsi, J. (1973). The alternative-justification affirmative. A new

case form. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 10, 59–69.
Lichtman, A. J., & Rohrer, D. M. (1980). The logic of policy dispute. Journal of the American

Forensic Association, 16, 236–247.
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à la logique juridique [Chaı̈m Perelman. From new rhetoric to legal logic] (pp. 261–288).
Paris: Presses universitaires de France.

Manzin, M., & Puppo, F. (Eds.). (2008). Audiatur et altera pars. Il contraddittorio fra principioe
regola [Hear the other side too. The crossexamination between principle and rule]. Milano:

Giuffrè.
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performance. Argumentative strategies in political television debate]. Argumentation et ana-
lyse du discours, 1 [on line] http:www.revues.org/index2422.html

Martin, J. (1974). Antike Rhetorik. Technik und Methode. [Antique rhetoric. Technique and

method]. Munich Beck.

Martı́nez Solis, M. C. (2005). La construcción del proceso argumentativo en el discurso [The

construction of the argumentative process in discourse]. Cali: Artes gráficas, Facultad de

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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ed. Brussels: Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles). (trans. into Italian (1966), English (1969),

Portuguese (1996), Romanian (2012), Spanish (1989)).

Perelman, C., & Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. (1966). Trattato dell’argomentazione. La nuova retorica
[Treatise on argumentation. The new rhetoric]. Turin: Einaudi. (Italian trans. of C. Perelman &

L. Olbrechts-Tyteca (1958). La nouvelle rhétorique. Traité de l’argumentation. Paris: Presses
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Florianópolis: Momento Atual.

Roesler, C., & Senra, L. (2012). Lei de anistia e justiça de transição. A releitura da ADPF 153 sob o

viés argumentativo e principiológico [Amnesty law and transitional justice. Re-reading the

ADPF 153 from an argumentative and principiological point of view]. Seq€uência, 64, 131–160.
Roesler, C., & Tavares da Silva, P. (2012). Argumentação jurı́dica e direito antitruste. Analise de

casos [Legal argumentation and antitrust law. Analysis of cases]. Revista Jurı́dica da
Presidência da Republica, 14(102), 13–43.

Rogers, K. (2009). Tibetan logic. New York: Snow Lion Publications.

Rolf, B., & Magnusson, C. (2003). Developing the art of argumentation. A software approach. 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. 919–925). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Roque, G. (2008). Political rhetoric in visual images. In E. Weigand (Ed.), Dialogue and rhetoric
(pp. 185–193). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Roque, G. (2010). What is visual in visual argumentation? In J. Ritola (Ed.), Argument cultures.
Proceedings of the 8th OSSA conference at the University of Windsor in 2009. Windsor:

University of Windsor. (CD rom).

Roque, G. (2011a). Rhétorique visuelle et argumentation visuelle [Visual rhetoric and visual

argumentation]. Semen, 32, 91–106.

Alphabetical Bibliography 939

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.120 (2025-11-20 01:47:30 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Roque, G. (2011b). Visual argumentation. A reappraisal. 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. 1720–1734). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

(CD rom).

Roth, B. (2003). Case-based reasoning in the law. A formal theory of reasoning by case compari-
son. Doctoral dissertation, University of Maastricht.

Roulet, E. (1989). De la structure de la conversation à la structure d’autres types de discours
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al-Yawm [The main theories of argumentation in the Western tradition from Aristotle until

today]. Tunis: Manouba University.

Sanders, J. A., Gass, R. H., & Wiseman, R. L. (1991). The influence of type of warrant and

receivers’ ethnicity on perceptions of warrant strength. 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 Argumentation at the
University of Amsterdam, June 19-22, 1990, 1B (pp. 709–718). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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modern politisk argumentation [To convince between the lines. A rhetorical study of the

implicit in modern political argumentation]. Åstiro: Rhetor förlag. Doctoral dissertation,
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Szymanek, K. (2009). Argument z podobieństwa [Argument by similarity (analogy)]. Katowice:

University of Silesia Press.

Szymanek, K., Wieczorek, K., &Wójcik, A.S. (2004). Sztuka argumentacji. Ćwiczenia w badaniu
argumentów [The art of argument. Exercises in argument analysis]. Warsaw: PWN.

Talbott, W. (2011). Bayesian epistemology. In E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford encyclopedia of
philosophy. Summer 2011 ed. http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2011/entries/epistemol

ogy-bayesian/

Tans, O. (2006). The fluidithy of warrants. Using the Toulmin model to analyse practical

discourse. In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays
in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 219–230). Dordrecht: Springer.

Tarnay, L. (1982). A game-theoretical analysis of riddles. Studia Poetica, 4, 99–169.
Tarnay, L. (1986). On dialogue games, argumentation, and literature. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the first international
conference on argumentation, 3B. Argumentation. Analysis and practice (pp. 209–216).

Dordrecht: Foris.
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Žagar, I. Ž., & Schlamberger Brezar, M. (2009). Argumentacija v jeziku [Argumentation in the
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Załęska, M. (2012). Rhetorical patterns of constructing the politician’s ethos. In M. Załęska (Ed.),
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