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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 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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Aristote. (1995). Les réfutations sophistiques [Sophistical refutations]. Trans., introd., and

annotated by L.-A. Dorion. Paris: Vrin & Quebec City: Laval.

Aristote. (2007). Topiques. Tome II: Livres V-VIII [Topics. Vol. II: Books V-VIII]. Text ed., trans.,
introd., and annotated by J. Brunschwig. Paris: Les belles lettres.

Aristotele. (2007). Le confutazioni sofistiche [Sophistical refutations]. Trans., introd., and with

comment by P. Fait. Rome: Laterza.

Aristoteles. (2014). Over drogredenen. Sofistische weerleggingen [On fallacies. Sophistical
refutations]. Trans., introd., and annotated by P. S. Hasper & E. C. W. Krabbe. Groningen:

Historische uitgeverij. (To be published).

Aristotle. (1984). The complete works of Aristotle. The revised Oxford translation. 2 volumes.

J. Barnes (Ed.). Trans. a.o. by W. A. Pickard-Cambridge (Topics and Sophistical
refutations, 1928), J. L. Ackrill (Categories and De interpretatione, 1963), A. J. Jenkinson
(Prior analytics), and W. Rhys Roberts (Rhetoric, 1924). Princeton, NJ: Princeton University

Press.

Aristotle. (1997). Topics. Books I and VIII with excerpts from related texts. Trans. with a

commentary by R. Smith. Oxford: Clarendon Press (Clarendon Aristotle Series).
Aristotle. (2012). Aristotle’s Sophistical refutations. A translation (P. S. Hasper trans.). Logical

Analysis and History of Philosophy/Philosophiegeschichte und Logische Analyse, 15, 13–54.
Arnauld, A., & Nicole, P. (1865). The Port-Royal logic (T.S. Baynes Trans.) La logique ou l’art de

penser (6th ed.). Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd. (1st ed. 1662).

Arnold, C. C. (1986). Implications of Perelman’s theory of argumentation for theory of persuasion.

In J. L. Golden & J. J. Pilotta (Eds.), Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of
Chaı̈m Perelman (pp. 37–52). Dordrecht: Reidel.

Ashley, K. D. (1989). Toward a computational theory of arguing with precedents. Accommodating

multiple interpretations of cases. In Proceedings of the second international conference on
artificial intelligence and law (pp. 93–102). New York: ACM Press.

Ashley, K. D. (1990). Modeling legal argument. Reasoning with cases and hypotheticals.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Atayan, V. (2006). Makrostrukturen der Argumentation im Deutschen, Französischen und
Italienischen. Mit einem Vorwort von Oswald Ducrot [Macrostructures of argumentation in

German, French and Italian. With a preface of Oswald Ducrot]. Frankfurt amMain: Peter Lang.

Atkin, A., & Richardson, J. E. (2007). Arguing about Muslims. (Un)reasonable argumentation in

letters to the editor. Text and Talk, 27(1), 1–25.
Atkinson, K. (2012). Introduction to special issue on modelling Popov v. Hayashi. Artificial

Intelligence and Law, 20, 1–14.
Atkinson, K., & Bench-Capon, T. J. M. (2007). Practical reasoning as presumptive argumentation

using action based alternating transition systems. Artificial Intelligence, 171, 855–874.
Atkinson, K., Bench-Capon, T. J. M., &McBurney, P. (2005). A dialogue game protocol for multi-

agent argument over proposals for action. Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems, 11,
153–171.

Atkinson, K., Bench-Capon, T. J. M., & McBurney, P. (2006). Computational representation of

practical argument. Synthese, 152, 157–206.
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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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Borges, H. F. (2009). Nova retórica e democratização da justiça [New rhetoric and democrati-

zationof justice]. In H. J. Ribeiro (Ed.), Rhetoric and argumentation in the beginning of the
21st Century (pp. 297–308). Coimbra: Coimbra University Press.

Bose, I., & Gutenberg, N. (2003). Enthymeme and prosody. A contribution to empirical research in

the analysis of intonation as well as argumentation. 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. 139–140). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Bostad, I. (2011). The life and learning of Arne Næss. Scepticism as a survival strategy. Inquiry.
An Interdisciplinary Journal of Philosophy, 54(1), 42–51.

Botha, R. P. (1970). The methodological status of grammatical argumentation. The Hague:

Mouton.

Botting, D. (2010). A pragma-dialectical default on the question of truth. Informal Logic, 30(4),
413–434.

Botting, D. (2012a). Pragma-dialectics epistemologized. A reply to Lumer. Informal Logic, 32(2),
269–285.

Botting, D. (2012b). What is a sophistical refutation? Argumentation, 26(2), 213–232.
Bowker, J. K., & Trapp, R. (1992). Personal and ideational dimensions of good and poor

arguments in human interaction. In F. H. van Eemeren & R. Grootendorst (Eds.), Argumenta-
tion illuminated (pp. 220–230). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

van den Braak, S. W., Vreeswijk, G. A. W., & Prakken, H. (2007). AVERs. An argument

visualization tool for representing stories about evidence. In Proceedings of the 11th interna-
tional conference on artificial intelligence and law (pp. 11–15). New York: ACM Press.

Braet, A. (1979–1980). Taaldaden. Een leergang schriftelijke taalbeheersing [Speech acts.

A curriculum on writing and reading]. Groningen: Wolters-Noordhoff.

Braet, A. (1987). The classical doctrine of status and rhetorical theory of argumentation. Philoso-
phy and Rhetoric, 20, 79–93.

Braet, A. (1995). Schrijfvaardigheid Nederlands [Writing skills in Dutch]. Bussum: Coutinho.

Braet, A. (1996). On the origin of normative argumentation theory. The paradoxal case of the

Rhetoric to Alexander. Argumentation, 10, 347–359.
Braet, A. (1999). Argumentatieve vaardigheden [Argumentative skills]. Bussum: Coutinho.

Braet, A. (2004). Hermagoras and the epicheireme. Rhetorica, 22, 327–347.
Braet, A. (2005). The common topic in Aristotle’s Rhetoric. Precursor of the argumentation

scheme. Argumentation, 19, 65–83.
Braet, A. (2007). De redelijkheid van de klassieke retorica. De bijdrage van klassieke retorici aan

de argumentatietheorie [The reasonablenes of classical rhetoric. The contribution of classical

rhetoricians to the theory of argumentation]. Leiden: Leiden University Press.

Braet, A., & Schouw, L. (1998). Effectief debatteren. Argumenteren en presenteren over beleid
[Debating effectively. Policy argumentation and presentation]. Groningen:Wolters-Noordhoff.

Brandon, E. P. (1992). Supposition, conditionals and unstated premises. Informal Logic, 14(2&3),

123–130.

Branham, R. J. (1991). Debate and critical analysis. The harmony of conflict. Mahwah: Lawrence

Erlbaum.

Branting, L. K. (1991). Building explanations from rules and structured cases. International
Journal of Man-Machine Studies, 34, 797–837.

Branting, L. K. (2000). Reasoning with rules and precedents. A computational model of legal
analysis. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Bratko, I. (2001). PROLOG. Programming for artificial intelligence (3rd ed.). Harlow: Pearson.

(1st ed. 1986).

Alphabetical Bibliography 867

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Bregant, J., & Vezjak, B. (2007). Zmote in napake v argumentaciji. Vodič po slabi argumentaciji v
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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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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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siècle? [Is there a revival of rhetoric in France in the 19th century?]. In

S. IJsseling & G. Vervaecke (Eds.), Renaissances of rhetoric (pp. 51–154). Leuven: Leuven

University Press.

Douay-Soublin, F. (1994b). Les figures de rhétorique. Actualité, reconstruction, remploi [Rhetori-
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La perspectiva pragmadialéctica. Buenos Aires: Biblos Ciencias del Lenguaje. (Spanish transl.
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dans la presse québécoise. L’application d’une approche analytique de l’argumentation

[The argumentation concerning the French presidential elections of 2002 in the Quebec press.

The application of an analytical approach to argumentation]. In P. Maarek (Ed.), La communica-
tion politique française après le tournant de 2002 [French political communication after the

turning-point of 2002] (pp. 187–201). Paris: L’Harmattan.

Gelang, M., & Kjeldsen, J. E. (2011). Nonverbal communication as argumentation. In F. H. van

Eemeren, B. J. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th conference of
the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 567–576). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

(CD rom).

van Gelder, T. (2007). The rationale for Rationale. Law, Probability and Risk, 6, 23–42.
Gelfond, M., & Lifschitz, V. (1988). The stable model semantics for logic programming. In R. A.

Kowalski & K. A. Bowen (Eds.), Logic programming. Proceedings of the fifth international
conference and symposium (pp. 1070–1080). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Gentner, D. (1983). Structure-mapping. A theoretical framework for analogy. Cognitive Science,
7, 155–170.

Gentzen, G. (1934). Untersuchungen über das logische Schließen [Investigations into logical

deduction]. Mathematische Zeitschrift, 39, 176–210 and 405–431. English trans. in M. E.

Szabo (Ed.), The collected papers of Gerhard Gentzen (pp. 68–131). Amsterdam: North-

Holland, 1969.

Gerber, M. (2011). Pragmatism, pragma-dialectics, and methodology. Toward a more ethical

notion of argument criticism. Speaker and Gavel, 48(1), 21–30.
Gerhardus, D., Kledzig, S. M., & Reitzig, G. H. (1975). Schl€ussiges Argumentieren. Logisch

Prop€adeutisches Lehr- und Arbeitsbuch [Sound arguing. Logical pre-school text book].

Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Gerlofs, J. M. (2009). The use of conditionals in argumentation. A proposal for the analysis
and evaluation of argumentatively used conditionals. Doctoral dissertation, University of

Amsterdam.

Gerritsen, S. (1999). Het verband ontgaat me. Begrijpelijkheidsproblemen met verzwegen
argumenten [The connection escapes me. Problems of understanding with unexpressed

premises]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam. Amsterdam: Uitgeverij Nieuwezijds.

Gerritsen, S. (2001). Unexpressed premises. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Crucial concepts in
argumentation theory (pp. 51–79). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Gil, F. (Ed.). (1999). A ciência tal qual se faz [Science as it is made]. Lisbon: Ministério da Ciência
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Ionescu Ruxăndoiu, L. (2008). Discursive perspective and argumentation in the Romanian-

parliamentary discourse. A cased study. L’analisi linguistica e letteraria, 16, 435–441.
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Retorikförlaget.

Klein, J. (1987).Die konklusiven Sprechhandlungen. Studien zur Pragmatik, Semantik, Syntax und
Lexik von Begr€unden, Erkl€aren-warum, Folgern und Rechtfertigen [Conclusive speech acts.

Studies of the pragmatic, semantic, syntactic and lexical aspects of supporting, explaining why,

concluding, and justifying]. Tübingen: Niemeyer.
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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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Leal Carretero, F., Ramı́rez González, C. F., & Favila Vega, V. M. (Eds.). (2010). Introducción a
la teorı́a de la argumentación [Introduction to argumentation Theory]. Guadalajara: Editorial

Universtaria.

Leeten, L. (2011). Moral argumentation from a rhetorical point of view. In F. H. van

Eemeren, B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the seventh conference
of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 1071–1075). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Leff, M. C. (2000). Rhetoric and dialectic in the twenty-first century. Argumentation, 14,
241–254.

Leff, M. (2003). Rhetoric and dialectic in Martin Luther King’s ‘Letter from Birmingham Jail’. In

F. H. van Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Anyone who
has a view. Theoretical contributions to the study of argumentation (pp. 255–268). Dordrecht:

Kluwer.

Leff, M. (2009). Perelman, ad hominem argument, and rhetorical ethos. Argumentation, 23,
301–311.

Leff, M. C., &Mohrmann, G. P. (1993). Lincoln at Cooper Union. A rhetorical analysis of the text.

In T. W. Benson (Ed.), Landmark essays on rhetorical criticism (pp. 173–187). Davis:

Hermagoras Press.

Alphabetical Bibliography 913

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Leitão, S. (2000). The potential of argument in knowledge building. Human Development, 6,
332–360.

Lenk, H. (1970). Philosophische Logikbegründung und rationaler Kritizismus [Philosophical

justification of logic and rational criticalism]. Zeitschrift f€ur philosophische Forschung, 24
(2), 183–205.

Leroux, N. R. (1994). Luther’s “Am Neujahrstage”. Style as argument. Rhetorica, 12(1), 1–42.
Lessl, T. M. (2008). Scientific demarcation and metascience. The National Academy of Sciences

on greenhouse warming and evolution. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy
and confrontation. Relating controversy analysis with argumentation theory (pp. 77–91).

Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Levi, D. S. (2000). In defense of informal logic. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Levinson, S. C. (1992). Activity types and language. In P. Drew & J. Heritage (Eds.), Talk at work.

Interaction in institutional settings (pp. 66–100). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lewinski, J. D., Metzler, B. R., & Settle, P. L. (1973). The goal case affirmative. An alternative

approach to academic debate. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 9, 458–463.
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Marafioti, R., Pérez de Medina, E., & Balmayor, E. (Eds.). (1997). Recorridos semiológicos.
Signos, enunciación y argumentación [Semiological paths. Signs, enunciation and argumenta-

tion]. Buenos Aires: Eudeba.

Marciszewski, W. (1969). Sztuka dyskutowania [The art of discussing].Warsaw: Iskry.

Marga, A. (1992). Introducere ı̂n metodologia şi argumentarea filosofică [An introduction to
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Okabe, R. (1986-1988). Research conducted by grant of the Japanese Government [An analysis of

the influence of Western rhetorical theory on the early Meiji era speech textbooks in Japan].

http://kaken.nii.ac.jp/d/r/40065462.ja.html

Okabe, R. (1989). Cultural assumptions of East and West. Japan and the United States. In J. L.

Golden, G. F. Berquist, & W. E. Coleman (Eds.), The rhetoric of Western thought (4th ed.,

pp. 546–565). Dubuque: Kendall/Hunt Publishing.

Okabe, R. (1990). The impact of Western rhetoric on the east. The case of Japan. Rhetorica, 8(4),
371–388.

Okabe, R. (2002). Japan’s attempted enactments of Western debate practice in the 16th and the

19th centuries. In R. T. Donahue (Ed.), Exploring Japaneseness. On Japanese enactments of
culture and consciousness (pp. 277–291). Westport-London: Ablex.

O’Keefe, B. J., & Benoit, P. J. (1982). Children’s arguments. In J. R. Cox & C. A. Willard (Eds.),

The field of argumentation. Advances in argumentation theory and research (pp. 154–183).

Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

926 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



O’Keefe, D. J. (1992). Two concepts of argument. In W. L. Benoit, D. Hample, & P. J. Benoit

(Eds.), Readings in argumentation (pp. 79–90). Berlin-New York: Foris.

O’Keefe, D. J. (2002). Persuasion. Theory and research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage (1st

ed. 1990).

O’Keefe, D. J. (2006). Pragma-dialectics and persuasion effects research. In P. Houtlosser &

M. A. van Rees (Eds.), Considering pragma-dialectics. A festschrift for Frans H. van
Eemeren on the occasion of his 60th birthday (pp. 235–243). Mahwah-London: Lawrence

Erlbaum.

O’Keefe, D. J., & Jackson, S. (1995). Argument quality and persuasive effects. A review of current

approaches. In S. Jackson (Ed.), Argumentation and values. Proceedings of the ninth Alta
conference on argumentation (pp. 88–92). Annandale: Speech Communication Association.

Okuda, H. (2007). Prime Minister Mori’s controversial “Divine Nation” remarks. A case study of

Japanese political communication strategies. In F. H. van Eemeren, B. J. Garssen, J. A. Blair, &

C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the 6th conference of the International Society for the
Study of Argumentation (pp. 1003–1009). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Okuda, H. (2011). Obama’s rhetorical strategy in presenting “A world without nuclear weapons”.

In F. H. van Eemeren, B. J. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th
conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 1396–1404).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat. (CD rom).

Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. (1963). Rencontre avec la rhétorique [Encounter with rhetoric]. In Centre

National Belge de Recherches de Logique, La théorie de l’argumentation. Perspectives et
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Perelman, C. (1963). The idea of justice and the problem of argument. London: Routledge &

Kegan Paul.

Perelman, C. (1968). Recherches interdisciplinairs sur l’argumentation [Interdisciplinary research

on argumentation]. Logique et analyse, 11(44), 502–511.
Perelman, C. (1969). Le champ de l’argumentation [The field of argumentation]. Brussels: Presses

Universitaires de Bruxelles.

Perelman, C. (1970). The new rhetoric. A theory of practical reasoning. The great ideas today.
Part 3: The contemporary status of a great idea (pp. 273–312). Chicago: Encyclopedia

Britannica.

Perelman, C. (1971). The new rhetoric. In L. F. Bitzer & E. Black (Eds.), The prospect of rhetoric
(pp. 115–122). Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.

Perelman, C. (1974). Perspectives rhétoriques sur les problemes sémantiques [Rhetorical

perspectives on semantic problems]. Logique et analyse, 17(67–68), 241–252.

Alphabetical Bibliography 929

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Perelman, C. (1976). Logique juridique, nouvelle rhétorique [Judicial logic, new rhetoric]. Paris:

Dalloz.

Perelman, C. (1977). L’empire rhétorique. Rhétorique et argumentation [The realm of rhetoric.

Rhetoric and argumentation]. Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin. (Portuguese trans.: R. A.
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Pinto, R. (2006). Argumentação em géneros persuasivos – um estudo contrastivo [Argumentation

in persuasive genres – a contrastive study]. Lisbon: Universidade Nova de Lisbon. Doctoral

dissertation, New University of Lisbon.

Pinto, R. (2010). Como argumentar e persuadir? Pr�atica polı́tica, jurı́dica, jornalistica [How to

argue and persuade? Political, legal and journalistic practice]. Lisbon: Quid Juris.

Pinto, R. C. (1994). Logic, epistemology and argument appraisal. In R. H. Johnson & J. A. Blair

(Eds.), New essays in informal logic (pp. 116–124). Windsor: Informal Logic.

Alphabetical Bibliography 931

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Pinto, R. C. (2001). Argument, inference and dialectic. Collected papers on informal logic with an
introduction by Hans V Hansen. Dordrecht-Boston-London: Kluwer.

Pinto, R. C. (2006). Evaluating inferences. The nature and role of warrants. Informal Logic, 26(3),
287–327. (Reprinted in D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model.
New essays on argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 115–144). Dordrecht: Springer.

Pinto, R. C. (2007). Review of Maurice Finocchiaro, Arguments about arguments. Argumentation,
21, 93–100.

Pinto, R. C. (2009). Argumentation and the force of reasons. Informal Logic, 29(3), 263–297.
Pinto, R. C. (2010). The uses of argument in communicative contexts. Argumentation, 24(2),

227–252.

Pinto, R. C. (2011). The account of warrants in Bermejo-Luque’s Giving reasons. Theoria, 72,
311–320.

Pinto, R. C., & Blair, J. A. (1989). Information, inference and argument. A handbook of critical
thinking. Internal publication University of Windsor.

Pinto, R. C., & Blair, J. A. (1993). Reasoning. A practical guide. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.
Plantin, C. (1990). Essais sur l’argumentation. Introduction à l’étude linguistique de la parole
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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-

guese trans. by M. Marcionilo of C. Plantin (2005). L’argumentation. Histoire, théories,
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in parliamentarian discussion. An approach from the pragma-dialectical perspective].
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Handschriftliche Nachlass, III: Berliner Manuskripte (1818–1830) (pp. 666–695). Frankfurt
am Main: Berliner Manuskripte. (1st ed. 1818–1930).

Schreiber, S. G. (2003). Aristotle on false reasoning. Language and the world in the Sophistical
refutations. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Schreier, M. N., Groeben, N., & Christmann, U. (1995). That’s not fair! Argumentative integrity as

an ethics of argumentative communication. Argumentation, 9(2), 267–289.
Schuetz, J. (1991). Perelman’s rule of justice in Mexican appellate courts. 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 (pp. 804–812). Amsterdam:

Sic Sat.

Schulz, P. (2006). Comment on ‘Constrained maneuvering. rhetoric as a rational enterprise’.

Argumentation, 20(4), 467–471.
Schulz, P. J., & Rubinelli, S. (2008). Arguing ‘for’ the patient. Informed consent and strategic

maneuvering in doctor-patient interaction. Argumentation, 22(3), 423–432.
Schwarz, B. B., Neuman, Y., & Biezuner, S. (2000). Two wrongs may make a right. . . If they

argue together! Cognition and Instruction, 18(4), 461–494.
Schwarz, B. B., Neuman, Y., Gil, J., & Ilya, M. (2003). Construction of collective and individual

knowledge in argumentative activity. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 12(2), 219–256.
Schwed, M. (2003). ‘I see your point’ – On visual arguments. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Proceedings

Alphabetical Bibliography 943

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



of the fifth conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation
(pp. 949–951). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Schwed, M. (2005). On the philosophical preconditions for visual arguments. In D. L. Hitchcock

(Ed.) The uses of argument. Proceedings of a conference at McMaster University
(pp. 403–412). Hamilton: Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation.

Schwemmer, O., & Lorenzen, P. (1973). Konstruktive Logik, Ethik und Wissenschaftstheorie
[Constructive logic, ethics and theory of science]. Mannheim: Bibliographisches Institut.
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Universitet. Doctoral dissertation, University of Gothenburg.

Walton, D. N. (1985). Arguer’s position. A pragmatic study of ad hominem attack, criticism,
refutation, and fallacy. Westport: Greenwood.

Walton, D. N. (1987). Informal fallacies. Towards a theory of argument criticisms. Amsterdam:

John Benjamins.

Walton, D. N. (1989a). Informal logic. A handbook for critical argumentation. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Walton, D. N. (1989b). Question-reply argumentation. New York: Greenwood Press.

Walton, D. N. (1991a). Begging the question. Circular reasoning as a tactic of argumentation.
New York: Greenwood Press.

Walton, D. N. (1991b). Hamblin and the standard treatment of fallacies. Philosophy and Rhetoric,
24, 353–61.

Walton, D. N. (1992a). Plausible argument in everyday conversation. Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Walton, D. N. (1992b). Rules for plausible reasoning. Informal Logic, 14(1), 33–51.
Walton, D. N. (1992c). Slippery slope arguments. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Walton, D. N. (1992d). Types of dialogue, dialectical shifts and fallacies. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Argumentation illuminated (pp. 133–147).
Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Walton, D. N. (1996a). Argumentation schemes for presumptive reasoning. Mahwah: Lawrence

Erlbaum.

Walton, D. N. (1996b). Arguments from ignorance. University park: Pennsylvania State Univer-

sity Press.

Walton, D. N. (1996c). Argument structure. A pragmatic theory. Toronto: University of Toronto

Press.

Walton, D. N. (1997). Appeal to expert opinion. Arguments from authority. University park:

Pennsylvania State University Press.

Walton, D. N. (1998a). Ad hominem arguments. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.

Walton, D. N. (1998b). The new dialectic. Conversational contexts of argument. Toronto: Univer-
sity of Toronto Press.

Walton, D. N. (1999). Profiles of dialogue for evaluating arguments from ignorance. Argumenta-
tion, 13(1), 53–71.

Walton, D. N. (2002a). [Russian title]. Moscow: Institute of Sociology of the Russian Academy of

Sciences. (Russian trans. of D. N. Walton (1998a). Ad hominem arguments. Tuscaloosa, AL:
University of Alabama Press).

Walton, D. N. (2002b). Legal argumentation and evidence. University Park: Pennsylvania State

University Press.

Walton, D. N. (2006). Fundamentals of critical argumentation. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Walton, D. N. (2007a). Dialog theory for critical argumentation. Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John

Benjamins.

Walton, D. N. (2007b). Evaluating practical reasoning. Synthese, 157, 197–240.
Walton, D. N. (2008a). Informal logic. A pragmatic approach (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press. (1st ed. 1989).

Walton, D. N. (2008b).Witness testimony evidence. Argumentation, artificial intelligence and law.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Alphabetical Bibliography 955

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Walton, D. N. (2010). Types of dialogue and burden of proof. In P. Baroni, F. Cerutti,

M. Giacomin, & G. R. Simari (Eds.), Computational models of argument. Proceedings of
COMMA 2010 (pp. 13–24). Amsterdam: IOS Press.

Walton, D. N., & Krabbe, E. C. W. (1995). Commitment in dialogue. Basic concepts of interper-
sonal reasoning. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Walton, D. N., & Krabbe, E. C. W. (2013). Compromisos en los di�alogos. Conceptos b�asicos del
razonamiento interpersonal. Santiago: Universidad Diego Portales. (Spanish trans. of D. N.

Walton & E. C. W. Krabbe (1995), Commitments in dialogues. Basic concepts of interpersonal
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text and discourse], II (pp. 27–38). Iaşi: Editura Universităţii “Al. I. Cuza”.
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I. Ž. Žagar (Eds.), Understanding argumentation. Work in progress (pp. 145–164).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

960 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.0 (2026-04-10 23:59:47 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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Žagar, I. Ž. (Ed.). (1996). Slovenian lectures. Introduction into argumentative semantics.
Ljubljana: ISH.
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Ziembiński, Z. (1955). Logika praktyczna [Practical logic]. Warsaw. PWN: Polish Scientific

Publishers.

Zillig, W. (1982). Bewerten. Sprechakttypen der bewertenden Rede [Asserting. Speech act types of
the assertive mode]. Tübingen: Niemeyer.
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