
Alphabetical Bibliography

Aakhus, M. (2003). Neither naı̈ve nor critical reconstruction. Dispute mediators, impasse and the

design of argumentation. Argumentation, 17(3), 265–290.
Aakhus, M. (2011). Crafting interactivity for stakeholder engagement. Transforming assumptions

about communication in science and policy. Health Physics, 101(5), 531–535.
Aakhus, M., & Lewinski, M. (2011). Argument analysis in large-scale deliberation. In E. T.

Feteris, B. Garssen, & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Keeping in touch with pragma-
dialectics. In honor of Frans H. van Eemeren (pp. 165–184). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Aarnio, A. (1987). The rational as reasonable. A treatise on legal justification. Dordrecht: Reidel.
Abbott, D. (1989). The jurisprudential analogy. Argumentation and the new rhetoric. In R. D.

Dearin (Ed.), The new rhetoric of Chaı̈m Perelman. Statement & response (pp. 191–199).

Lanham: University Press of America.

Abderrahmane, T. (1985). Essai sur les logiques des raisonnements argumentatifs et naturels
[A treatise on deductive and natural argumentation and its models] Vol. 4. Doctoral disserta-

tion, Sorbonne Univerisity, Paris.

Abderrahmane, T. (1987). Fı̄ Us
˙
�ul al-Ḥiwār wa Tajdı̄d ‘Ilm al-Kalām [On the basics of dialogue

and the renovation of Islamic scholastics]. Beirut: Markaz al-Thaqāfı̄ al-ʿArabı̄. (3rd ed. 2007).
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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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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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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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Lisbon: Quid Juris.

Cunha, T. C. (2004). Argumentação e crı́tica [Argumentation and criticism]. Coimbra: Minerva

Coimbra.
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2011. International conference on alternative methods of argumentation in law (pp. 81–94).

Brno: Masaryk University.

Damele, G. (2012). “A força das coisas”. O argumento naturalista na jurisprudência constitucional,

entre a impotência do legislador e a omnipotência do juiz [“The force of things”. The

naturalistic argument in constitutional case-law, between legislator’s powerlessness and

judge’s omnipotence]. Revista Brasileira de Filosofia, 239, 11–34.
Damele, G., Dogliani, M., Matropaolo, A., Pallante, F., & Radicioni, D. P. (2011). On legal

argumentation techniques. Towards a systematic approach. In M. A. Biasiotti & S. Faro (Eds.),

From information to knowledge. On line access to legal information. Methodologies, trends
and perspectives (pp. 105–118). Amsterdam: IOS Press.

Danblon, E. (2002). Rhétorique et rationalité. Essai sur l’émergence de la critique et de la
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(Spanish transl. by Chr. Santibáñez Yáñez & M. E. Molina of F. H. van Eemeren & R.

Grootendorst (1984). Speech acts in argumentative discussions. A theoretical model for the
analysis of discussions directed towards solving conflicts of opinion. Dordrecht/Cinnaminson:

Foris & Berlin: de Gruyter).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (1993). Reconstructing argumen-
tative discourse. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1978). Argumentatietheorie [Argumentation

theory]. Utrecht: Het Spectrum. (2nd enlarged ed. 1981; 3rd ed. 1986). (English transl. (1984,

1987).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1981). Argumentatietheorie [Argumentation

theory] (2nd enlarged ed.). Utrecht: Het Spectrum. (1st ed. 1978; 3rd ed. 1986). (English transl.

(1984, 1987)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1984). The study of argumentation.
New York: Irvington. (Engl. trans. by H. Lake of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst &

T. Kruiger (1981). Argumentatietheorie (2nd ed). Utrecht: Het Spectrum. (1st ed. 1978)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1986). Argumentatietheorie [Argumentation

theory] (3rd ed.). Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff. (1st ed. 1978, Het Spectrum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1987).Handbook of argumentation theory. A
critical survey of classical backgrounds and modern studies. Dordrecht/Providence: Foris.
(English transl. by H. Lake of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & T. Kruiger (1981).

Argumentatietheorie. Utrecht etc.: Het Spectrum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1984). Het identificeren van enkelvoudige

argumentatie [Identifying single argumentation]. Tijdschrift voor Taalbeheersing, 6(4),
297–310.

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1985). Gedifferentieerde replicaties van

identificatieonderzoek [Differentiated replications of identification research]. Tijdschrift voor
Taalbeheersing, 7(4), 241–257.

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1987). Identificatie van argumentatie als

vaardigheid [Identifying argumentation as a skill]. Spektator, 16(5), 369–379.
van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1989). The skill of identifying argumenta-

tion. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 25(4), 239–245.
van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1990). Valkuilen achter een rookgordijn

[Pitfalls behind a smokescreen]. Tijdschrift voor Taalbeheersing, 12(1), 47–58.

Alphabetical Bibliography 881

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.103 (2026-01-19 12:05:15 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2002a). Argumentation.
Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum. (trans. into Alba-

nian (2006a), Armenian (2004), Chinese (2006b), Italian (2011), Japanese (in preparation),

Portuguese (in preparation), Russian (2002b), Spanish (2006c)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2002b). Argumentaciya.
Analiz, proverka, predstavleniye. (L. Chakhoyan, T. Tretyakova & V. Goloubev,

Trans.). St. Petersburg: Faculty of Philology, St. Petersburg State University. Student Library.

(Russian trans. by L. Chakhoyan, T. Tretyakova & V. Goloubev of F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis, evaluation,
presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2004). [Armenian title].

Yerevan: Academy of Philosophy of Armenia. (Armenian trans. by L. Brutian of F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2006a). Argumentimi.
Analiza, evaluimi, prezentimi. Tetovo, Macedonia: Forum for Society, Science and Culture

‘Universitas’. (Albanian trans. by V. Memedi of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F.

Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah:

Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2006b). [Chinese title].

Beijing: New World Press. (Chinsese trans. by Minghui Xiong & Yi Zhao of F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F.H., Grootendorst, R.,&SnoeckHenkemans,A. F. (2006c).Argumentación. An�alisis,
evaluación, presentación. Buenos Aires: Biblos Ciencias del Lenguaje. (Spanish trans. by R.

Marafioti of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumen-
tation. Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2011). Il galateo della
discussione (Orale e scritta). Milan: Mimesis. (Italian trans. by A. Gilardoni of F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., Snoeck Henkemans, A. F., Blair, J. A., Johnson, R. H.,

Krabbe, E. C. W., Plantin, C., Walton, D. N., Willard, C. A., Woods, J., & Zarefsky, D. (1996).

Fundamentals of argumentation theory. Handbook of historical backgrounds and contempo-
rary developments. Mawhah: Lawrence Erlbaum. (transl. into Dutch (1997)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F., with Blair, J. A., Johnson, R.

H., Krabbe, E. C.W., Plantin, C., Walton, D. N., Willard, C. A., Woods, J., & Zarefsky, D.

(1997). Handboek Argumentatietheorie. Groningen: Nijhoff. (trans. by F. H. van Eemeren &

A. F. Snoeck Henkemans of F. H van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans,

with J. A. Blair, R. H. Johnson, E. C. W. Krabbe, C. Plantin, D. N. Walton, C. A. Willard, J.

Woods, & D. Zarefsky (1996). Fundamentals of argumentation theory. Handbook of historical
backgrounds and contemporary developments. Mawhah: Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (1999). William the silent’s argumentative discourse. In

F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the
fourth conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 168–171).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2000a). Rhetorical analysis within a pragma-dialectical

framework. The case of R. J. Reynolds. Argumentation, 14(3), 293–305.
van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2000b). The rhetoric of William the silent’s apologie. A

dialectical perspective. In T. Suzuki, Y. Yano, & T. Kato (Eds.), Proceedings of the first Tokyo
conference on argumentation (pp. 37–40). Tokyo: Japan Debate Association.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2002a). Strategic maneuvering in argumentative

discourse. Maintaining a delicate balance. In F. H. van Eemeren & P. Houtlosser (Eds.),

882 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.103 (2026-01-19 12:05:15 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Dialectic and rhetoric. The warp and woof of argumentation analysis (pp. 131–159).

Dordrecht: Kluwer.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2002b). Strategic maneuvering with the burden of proof. In

F. H. van Eemeren & P. Houtlosser (Eds.), Advances in pragma-dialectics (pp. 13–28).

Amsterdam-Newport News: Sic Sat/Vale Press.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (Eds.). (2002c).Dialectic and rhetoric. The warp and woof of
argumentation analysis. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2003a). A pragmatic view of the burden of proof. In F. H. van

Eemeren, A. F. Snoeck Henkemans, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Anyone who has a view.
Theoretical contributions to the study of argumentation (pp. 123–132). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2003b). Strategic manoeuvring. William the silent’s
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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 216.73.216.103 (2026-01-19 12:05:15 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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Jaśkowski, S. (1948). Rachunek zdań dla systemów dedukcyjnych sprzecznych

[Propositional calculus for contradictory deductive systems]. Studia Societatis
Scientiarum Torunensis, Sect. A. 1, 5, 57–77. [English trans. in Studia Logica, 24 (1969),

pp. 143–160].

Jelvez, L. (2008). Esquemas argumentativos en textos escritos. Un estudio descriptivo en alumnos

de tercero medio de dos establecimientos de Valparaı́so [Argumentative schemes in written

texts. A descriptive study of third-grade pupils of two Schools in Valparaı́so]. Cyber
Humanitatis, 45, http://www.cyberhumanitatis.uchile.cl/index.php/RCH/rt/printerFriendly/

5951/5818

Jenicek, M., Croskerry, P., & Hitchcock, D. L. (2011). Evidence and its uses in health care and

research. The role of critical thinking. Medical Science Monitor, 17(1), 12–17.
Jenicek, M., & Hitchcock, D. L. (2005). Evidence-based practice. Logic and critical thinking in

medicine. Chicago: American Medical Association.

Jensen, F. V., & Nielsen, T. D. (2007). Bayesian networks and decision graphs. New York:

Springer.

Johannesson, K. (1990). Retorik – eller konsten att övertyga [Rhetoric – or the art of persuasion].

Stockholm: Norstedts.

Johansen, A., & Kjeldsen, J. E. (2005). Virksomme ord. Politiske taler 1814–2005 [Working word.

Political speeches 1814–2005]. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

Johnson, K. L., & Roloff, M. E. (2000). The influence of argumentative role (initiator vs. resistor)

on perceptions of serial argument resolvability and relational harm. Argumentation, 14(1),
1–15.

Johnson, R. H. (1980). Toulmin’s bold experiment. Informal Logic Newsletter, 3(2), 16–27. (Part
I), 3(3), 13–19 (Part II).

Johnson, R. H. (1981). Charity begins at home. Informal Logic Newsletter, 3(3), 4–9.
Johnson, R. H. (1990). Acceptance is not enough. A critique of Hamblin. Philosophy & Rhetoric,

23, 271–287.
Johnson, R. H. (1992). Informal logic and politics. In E. M. Barth & E. C. W. Krabbe (Eds.),

Logical and political culture. Amsterdam: North Holland.

Johnson, R. H. (1995). Informal logic and pragma-dialectics. Some differences. 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, 2 (pp. 237–245). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Johnson, R. H. (1996). The rise of informal logic. Newport News: Vale Press.
Johnson, R. H. (2000). Manifest rationality. A pragmatic theory of argument. Mahwah: Lawrence

Erlbaum.

Johnson, R. H. (2003). The dialectical tier revisited. 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. Dordrecht-Boston-London: Kluwer.

Johnson, R. H. (2006). Making sense of informal logic. Informal Logic, 26(3), 231–258.
Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (1977). Logical self-defense. Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson.

Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (1980). The recent development of informal logic. In J. A. Blair &

R. H. Johnson (Eds.), Informal logic. The first international symposium (pp. 3–28). Inverness:

Edgepress.

Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (1983). Logical self-defense (2nd ed.). Toronto: McGraw-Hill

Ryerson. (1st ed. 1977).

Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (1991). Contexts of informal reasoning Commentary. In J. F. Voss,

D. N. Perkins, & J. W. Segal (Eds.), Informal reasoning and education (pp. 131–150).

Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (1994). Logical self-defense (U.S. edition). New York: McGraw-

Hill.

Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (2000). Informal logic. An overview. Informal Logic, 20(2), 93–107.
Johnson, R. H., & Blair, J. A. (2006). Logical self-defense (reprint of Johnson & Blair, 1994).

New York: International Debate Education Association. (1st ed. 1977).

904 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.103 (2026-01-19 12:05:15 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Johnstone, Jr., H. W. (1957–1958). Methods and criteria of reasoning. Philosophy and Phenome-
nological Review, 18, 553–554.

Johnstone Jr., H. W. (1958–1959). New outlooks on controversy. Review of Metaphysics, 12, 57–67.
Johnstone, Jr., H. W. (1959). Philosophy and argument. University Park: Pennsylvania State

University Press.

Johnstone, Jr., H. W. (1968). Theory of argumentation. In R. Klibansky (Ed.), La
philosophie contemporaine [Contemporary philosophy] (pp. 177–184). Florence: La Nuova

Italia Editrice.

Johnstone, Jr., H. W. (1970). The problem of the self. University Park: Pennsylvania State

University Press.

Johnstone, Jr., H. W. (1983). Truth, anagnorisis, and argument. Philosophy & Rhetoric, 16, 1–15.
Johnstone, Jr., H. W. (1993). Editor’s introduction. Argumentation, 7, 379–384.
Jørgensen, C. (1995). Hostility in public debate. 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), III (pp. 363–373). Amsterdam:

Sic Sat.

Jørgensen, C. (2003). The Mytilene debate. A paradigm for deliberative rhetoric. 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. 567–570).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Jørgensen, C. (2007). The relevance of intention in argumentation. Argumentation, 21(2), 165–174.
Jørgensen, C. (2009). Interpreting Perelman’s ‘universal audience’. Gross versus Crosswhite.

Argumentation, 23, 11–19.
Jørgensen, C. (2011). Fudging speech acts in political 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. 906–913). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

(CD rom).

Jørgensen, C., & Kock, C. (1999). The rhetorical audience in public debate and the strategies of

vote-gathering and vote-shifting. 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. 420–423). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Jørgensen, C., Kock, C., & Rørbach, L. (1994). Retorik der flytter stemmer. Hvordan man
overbeviser I offentlig debat [Rhetoric that shifts votes. How to persuade in public debates].
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ja retoriikka k€ayt€annöss€a [Debate as a teaching method. Critical thinking, argumentation and

rhetorics in practice]. Tampere: Niin &Näin/Eurooppalaisen filosofian seura.
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as semantic foundation of logical calculi]. Archiv f€ur mathematische Logik und Grundlagen-
forschung, 11, 32–55 and 73–100. Reprinted in P. Lorenzen & K. Lorenz (1978), Dialogische
Logik [Dialogical logic] (pp. 96–162). Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

Lorenz, K. (1973). Rules versus theorems. A new approach for mediation between intuitionistic

and two-valued logic. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 2, 352–369.
Lorenzen, P. (1960). Logik und Agon [Logic and agon]. In Atti del XII congresso internazionale di

filosofia (Venezia, 12–18 settembre 1958), 4: Logica, linguaggio e comunicazione
[Proceedings of the 12th international conference of philosophy (Venice, 12–13 September

1958), 4: Logic, language and communication] (pp. 187–194). Florence: Sansoni. Reprinted in

P. Lorenzen & K. Lorenz (1978), Dialogische Logik [Dialogical logic] (pp. 1–8). Darmstadt:

Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

Lorenzen, P. (1961). Ein dialogisches Konstruktivitätskriterium [A dialogical criterion for
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nature, contexts and functions]. Rabat: Faculty of Arts and Humanities, Mohammed V

University.

Natanson, M., & Johnstone, H. W., Jr. (1965). Philosophy, rhetoric, and argumentation. Univer-
sity Park: Pennsylvania State University Press.

Navarro, M. G. (2009). Interpretar y Argumentar [Interpreting and arguing]. Madrid: Plaza y

Valdes Editores.

Navarro, M. G. (2011). Elements for an argumentative method of interpretation. 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. 1347–1356).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Nelson, J. S., Megill, A., & McCloskey, D. N. (Eds.). (1987). The rhetoric of the human sciences.
Language and argument in scholarship and public affairs. Madison: University of Wisconsin

Press.

Nettel, A. N. (2011). The enthymeme between persuasion and argumentation. 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. 1359–1365).
Amsterdam: Sic Sat. (CD rom).

Nettel, A. N., & Roque, G. (2012). Persuasive argumentation versus manipulation. Argumentation,
26(1), 55–69.

Newell, S. E., & Rieke, R. D. (1986). A practical reasoning approach to legal doctrine. Journal of
the American Forensic Association, 22, 212–222.

Newman, R. P. (1961). Recognition of communist China? A study in argument. New York:

Macmillan.

Nielsen, F. S. (1997). Alfred Sidgwicks argumentationsteori [Alfred Sidgwick’s argumentation

theory]. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanums forlag.
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133–152.
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Tübingen: Narr.

Schanze, H. (Ed.). (1974). Rhetorik. Beitr€age zu ihrer Geschichte in Deutschland vom 16.–20.
Jahrhundert [Rhetoric. Contribution to its history in Germany from the 16th to the 20th

century]. Frankfurt am Main: Athenäum Fischer.
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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
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Bucureşti.
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Üding, G., & Jens, W. (Eds.). (1992). Historisches Wörterbuch der Rhetorik, 1 [Historical
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& D. Pirazzini (Eds.), Argumentation. Théorie – langue – discours [Argumentation. Theory –

language – discourse] (pp. 79–91). Berlin: Peter Lang.

Vincze, L. (2010). La persuasione nelle parole e nel corpo. Communicazione multimodale
e argomentatione ragionevole e fallace nel discorso politico e nel linguaggio quotidiano
[Persuasion by means of words and the body. Multimodal communication and reasonable

and fallacious argumentation in political discourse and in everyday language]. Doctoral

dissertation, University of Rome.
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Žagar, I. Ž. (1999). Argumentation in the language-system or why argumentative particles and

polyphony are important for education. The School Field, 10(3/4), 159–172.
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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 216.73.216.103 (2026-01-19 12:05:15 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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Žmavc, J. (2008a). Ethos and pathos in Anaximenes’ Rhetoric to Alexander. A conflation of

rhetorical and argumentative concepts. In F. H. van Eemeren, D. C. Williams, & I. Ž. Žagar
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