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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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Anscombre, J. C. (1994). La nature des topoı̈ [The nature of the topoi]. In J. C. Anscombre (Ed.),
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Bonhomme, M. (2006). Le discours métonymique [Metonymical discourse]. Bern: Peter Lang.

Borel, M.-J. (1989). Norms in argumentation and natural logic. In R. Maier (Ed.), Norms in
argumentation. Proceedings of the conference on norms 1988 (pp. 33–48). Dordrecht: Foris.

Borel, M.-J. (1991). Objets de discours et de représentation [Discourse and representation entities].

Languages, 25, 36–50.
Borel, M.-J. (1992). Anthropological objects and negation. Argumentation, 6(1), 7–27.

866 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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pp. 5–17). Turku: University of Turku.

Brutian, G. A. (1998). Logic, language, and argumentation in projection of philosophical knowl-
edge. Lisbon: Grafica de Coimbra.

Brutian, G. A., & Markarian, H. (1991). The language of argumentation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the second international
conference of argumentation organized by the International Society for the Study of Argumen-
tation (ISSA) at the University of Amsterdam, June 19–22, 1990, 1A (pp. 546–550).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

868 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Brutian, G. A., & Narsky, I. S. (Eds.). (1986). Problemy filosofskoi argumentatsii [Problems of

philosophical argumentation]. Yerevan: Armenian SSR Publishing House.

Brutian, L. (1991). On the types of argumentative discourse. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the second international
conference of argumentation organized by the International Society for the Study of Argumen-
tation (ISSA) at the University of Amsterdam, June 19–22, 1990, 1A (pp. 559–563).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Brutian, L. (2003). On the pragmatics of argumentative discourse. 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. 141–144). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Brutian, L. (2007). Arguments in child language. 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. 179–183). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Brutian, L. (2011). Stylistic devices and argumentative strategies in public discourse. 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. 162–169). Amterdam:

Rozenberg/Sic Sat. (CD rom).

Buckingham Shum, S., & Hammond, N. (1994). Argumentation-based design rationale. What use

at what cost? International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 40(4), 603–652.
Budzynska, K. (2011). Structure of persuasive communication and elaboration likelihood model. In

F. Zenker (Ed.), Proceedings of OSSA 2011. Argumentation, cognition & community. (CD rom).

Budzynska, K. (2012). Circularity in ethotic structures. Synthese. doi:10.1007/s11229-012-0135-6.
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[Argumentative patterns of secondary school pupils]. Doctoral dissertation, National Autono-

mous University of Mexico.

Cardona, N. K. (2008). Yo lo sabı́a cuando era pequeño. Discurso argumentativo en niños de dos a
cuatro años [I knew it when I was little. Argumentative discourse in children of two to four

years old]. Doctoral dissertation, National Autonomous University of Mexico.

Carel, M. (1995). Pourtant: Argumentation by exception. Journal of Pragmatics, 24, 167–188.
Carel, M. (2001). Argumentation interne et argumentation externe au lexique. Despropriétés
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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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Chesñevar, C., McGinnis, J., Modgil, S., Rahwan, I., Reed, C., Simari, G., South, M., Vreeswijk,

G. A. W., & Willmott, S. (2006). Towards an argument interchange format. Knowledge
Engineering Review, 21(4), 293–316.
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mologie Langage, 12(1), 123–132.

Douay-Soublin, F. (1990b). “Mettre dans le jour d’apercevoir ce qui est.” Tropologie et

argumentation chez Dumarsais [“Bring to light the world as it is.” Dumarsais’s

tropology and argumentation]. In M. Meyer & A. Lempereur (Eds.), Figures et conflits
rhétoriques [Figures and rhetorical conflicts] (pp. 83–102). Brussels: Éditions de l’Université
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Dunin-Kęplicz, B., Strachocka, A., Szałas, A., & Verbrugge, R. (2012). A paraconsistent approach

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

Alphabetical Bibliography 877

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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considerations in the evaluation of argumentation. In C. Reed & C. W. Tindale (Eds.),

Dialectics, dialogue and argumentation. An examination of Douglas Walton’s theories of
reasoning and argument (pp. 115–132). London: King’s College Publications.

van Eemeren, F. H., Houtlosser, P., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2007). Argumentative indicators
in discourse. A pragma-dialectical study. Dordrecht: Springer.

van Eemeren, F. H., Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (2010). Argumentation. In T. A. van Dijk (Ed.),

Discourse as structure and process (Chapter 5). London: Sage.
van Eemeren, F. H., Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (2011). Argumentation. In T. A. van Dijk (Ed.),

Discourse studies. A multidisciplinary introduction (pp. 85–106). Los Angeles: Sage.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Kruiger, T. (1987). Identifying argumentation schemes. In F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Argumentation. Perspectives
and approaches (pp. 70–81). Dordrecht: Foris.

van Eemeren, F. H., Meuffels, B., & Verburg, M. (2000). The (un)reasonableness of the argumen-

tum ad hominem. Language and Social Psychology, 19(4), 416–435.
Egly, U., Gaggl, S. A., & Woltran, S. (2010). Answer-set programming encodings for argumenta-

tion frameworks. Argument and Computation, 1(2), 147–177.
Ehninger, D. (1970). Argument as method. Its nature, its limitations, and its uses. Communication

Monographs, 37, 101–110.
Ehninger, D., & Brockriede, W. (1963). Decision by debate. New York: Dodd, Mead & Company.

Eisenberg, A., & Ilardo, J. A. (1980). Argument. A guide to formal and informal debate (2nd ed.).
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall. (1st ed. 1972).

Elder, L., & Paul, R. (2009). The aspiring thinker’s guide to critical thinking. Dillon Beach:

Foundation for Critical Thinking.

Elhadad, M. (1995). Using argumentation in text generation. Journal of Pragmatics, 24, 189–220.
Engdahl, E., Glang, M., & O’Brien, A. (2011). The rhetoric of store-window mannequins. In

F. Zenker (Ed.), Argumentation. Cognition and community. Proceedings of the 9th interna-
tional conference of the Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation (OSSA), May 18–21.
Windsor (CD rom).

Engelhardt, H. T., & Caplan, A. L. (Eds.). (1987). Scientific controversies. Case studies in
the resolution and closure of disputes in science and technology. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Alphabetical Bibliography 883

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Ennis, R. H. (1962). A concept of critical thinking. Harvard Educational Review, 32, 81–111.
Ennis, R. H. (1982). Identifying implicit assumptions. Synthese, 51, 61–86.
Ennis, R. H. (1987). A taxonomy of critical thinking dispositions and abilities. In J. Baron &

R. Sternberg (Eds.), Teaching thinking skills. Theory and practice (pp. 9–26). New York:

W. H. Freeman.

Ennis, R. H. (1989). Critical thinking and subject specificity. Clarification and needed research.

Educational Researcher, 18(3), 4–10.
Ennis, R. H. (2006). ‘Probably’. In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the

Toulmin model. New essays in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 145–164). Dordrecht:

Springer.

Eriksson, L. (1998). Traditions of rhetorical proof. Pauline argumentation in 1 Corinthians.
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell. Doctoral dissertation, University of Lund.

Eubanks, R. (1986). An axiological analysis of Chaı̈m Perelman’s theory of practical reasoning. In

J. L. Golden & J. J. Pilotta (Eds.), Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of
Chaı̈m Perelman (pp. 53–67). Dordrecht: Reidel.

Eveling, H. S. (1959). Methods and criteria of reasoning. Philosophical Quarterly, 9, 188–189.
Evers, J. (1970). Argumentationsanalys för jurister [Argumentation analysis for lawyers]. Lund:

Gleerups.

Fadely, L. D. (1967). The validity of the comparative advantages case. Journal of the American
Forensic Association, 4, 28–35.

Fahnestock, J. (1999). Rhetorical figures in science. New York: Oxford University Press.

Fahnestock, J. (2009). Quid pro nobis. Rhetorical stylistics for argument analysis. In F. H. van

Eemeren (Ed.), Examining argumentation in context. Fifteen studies on strategic maneuvering
(pp. 131–152). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Fahnestock, J. (2011). Rhetorical style. The uses of language in persuasion. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Fairclough, I., & Fairclough, N. (2012). Political discourse analysis. A method for advanced
students. London: Routledge.

Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical discourse analysis. The critical study of language. London:
Longman Group Limited.

Fairclough, N. (2001). Language and power (2nd ed.). London: Longman. (1st ed. 1989).

Fairclough, N. (2003). Analysing discourse. Textual analysis for social research. London:

Routledge.

Falappa, M. A., Kern-Isberner, G., & Simari, G. R. (2002). Explanations, belief revision and

defeasible reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 141(1–2), 1–28.
Faria, A. A. M. (2001). Interdiscurso, intradiscurso e leitura. O caso de Germinal [Interdiscourse,

intradiscourse and reading. The case of Germinal]. In H. Mari, R. de Mello & I. L. Machado

(Eds.). An�alise do discurso. Fundamentos e pr�aticas [Discourse analysis. (Foundations and
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de Colombia. (Spanish trans. of Fundamentals of legal argumentation. A survey of theories on
the justification of legal decisions. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic).

Feteris, E. T. (2009). Strategic maneuvering in the justification of judicial decisions. In F. H. van

Eemeren (Ed.), Examining argumentation in context. Fifteen studies on strategic maneuvering
(pp. 93–114). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Filliettaz, L., & Roulet, E. (2002). The Geneva model of discourse analysis. An interactionist and

modular approach to discourse organization. Discourse Studies, 4(3), 369–393.
Finnegan, C. A. (2003). Image vernaculars. Photography, anxiety and public argument. In F. H.

van Eemeren, J. A. Blair, A. C. Willard, & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Proceedings of the
fifth conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 315–318).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Finocchiaro, M. A. (1974). The concept of ad hominem argument in Galileo and Locke. The
Philosophical Forum, 5, 394–404.

Finocchiaro, M. A. (1980). Galileo and the art of reasoning. Rhetorical foundations of logic and
scientific method. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Finocchiaro, M. A. (1987). Six types of fallaciousness. Toward a realistic theory of logical

criticism. Argumentation, 1, 263–282.

Alphabetical Bibliography 885

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Finocchiaro, M. A. (1989). The Galileo affair. A documentary history. Berkeley-Los Angeles:

University of California Press.

Finocchiaro, M. A. (1996). Informal factors in the formal evaluation of arguments. In J. van

Benthem, F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, & F. Veltman (Eds.), Logic and argumentation
(pp. 143–162). Amsterdam: North-Holland. (Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van

Wetenschappen, verhandelingen, afd. letterkunde, nieuwe reeks, 170).

Finocchiaro, M. A. (2005a). Arguments about arguments. Systematic, critical and historical essays
in logical theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Finocchiaro, M. A. (2005b). Retrying Galileo, 1633–1992. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Finocchiaro, M. (2006). Reflections on the hyper dialectical definition of argument. 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. 51–62). Mahwah-London: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Finocchiaro, M. A. (2010). Defending Copernicus and Galileo. Critical reasoning in the two
affairs. Dordrecht: Springer.

Fisher, A. (1988). The logic of real arguments. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fisher, A. (2004). The logic of real arguments (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

(1st ed. 1988).

Fisher, W. R. (1986). Judging the quality of audiences and narrative rationality. In J. L. Golden &

J. J. Pilotta (Eds.), Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of Chaı̈m Perelman
(pp. 85–103). Dordrecht: Reidel.

Fisher, W. R. (1987). Human communication as narration. Columbia: University of South

Carolina Press.

Fitelson, B. (2010). Pollock on probability in epistemology. Philosophical Studies, 148, 455–465.
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Frixen, G. (1987). Struktur und Dynamik natürlichsprachlichen Argumentierens [Structure and

dynamics of everyday argumentation]. Papiere zur Linguistik, 36, 45–111.
Frumes‚elu, M. D. (2007). Linguistic and argumentative typologies of concession. An integrating

approach. 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. 425–431).
Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Frydman, B., & Meyer, M. (Eds.). (2012). Chaı̈m Perelman (1912–2012) – De la nouvelle
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Alphabetical Bibliography 887

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Gabrielsen, J., Just, S. N., & Bengtsson, M. (2011). Concepts and contexts – Argumentative forms

of framing. 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. 533–543). Amsterdam: Sic Sat. (CD rom).

Gage, J. T. (Ed.). (2011). The promise of reason. Studies in the new rhetoric. Carbondale: Southern
Illinois University Press.

Ganea, A. (2011). Strategically manoeuvring with reporting in the argumentation stage of a critical

discussion. In F. H. van Eemeren, B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of
the 7th conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 544–552).

Amsterdam: Rozenberg/Sic Sat.
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Gómez Lucero, M., Chesñevar, C., & Simari, G. (2013). Modelling argument accrual

with possibilistic uncertainty in a logic programming setting. Information Sciences, 228,
1–25.

Goodman, N. (1976). Languages of art. An approach to a theory of symbols (2nd ed.).

Indianapolis: Hackett. (1st ed. 1968).

Goodnight, G. T. (1980). The liberal and the conservative presumptions. On political philosophy

and the foundation of public argument. In J. Rhodes & S. Newell (Eds.), Proceedings of the
[first] summer conference on argumentation (pp. 304–337). Annandale: Speech Communica-

tion Association.

890 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Goodnight, G. T. (1982). The personal, technical, and public spheres of argument. A speculative

inquiry into the art of public deliberation. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 18,
214–227.

Goodnight, G. T. (1987a). Argumentation, criticism and rhetoric. A comparison of modern and

post-modern stances in humanistic inquiry. In J. W. Wenzel (Ed.), Argument and critical
practices. Proceedings of the fifth SCA/AFA conference on argumentation (pp. 61–67).

Annandale: Speech Communication Association.

Goodnight, G. T. (1987b). Generational argument. 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. 129–144). Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Goodnight, G. T. (1991). Controversy. In D. W. Parson (Ed.), Argument in controversy.
Proceedings of the seventh SCA/AFA conference on argumentation (pp. 1–13). Annandale:

Speech Communication Association.

Goodnight, G. T. (1993). Legitimation inferences. An additional component for the Toulmin

model. Informal Logic, 15, 41–52.
Goodnight, G. T. (2006). Complex cases and legitimation inference. Extending the Toulmin model to

deliberative argument in controversy. In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the
Toulmin model. New essays in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 39–48). Dordrecht: Springer.

Goodnight, G. T. (2012). The personal, technical, and public spheres. A note on 21st century

critical communication inquiry. Argumentation and Advocacy, 48(4), 258–267.
Goodnight, G. T., & Gilbert, K. (2012). Drug advertisement and clinical practice. Positing

biopolitics in clinical communication. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Exploring
argumentative contexts. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Goodnight, G. T., & Pilgram, R. (2011). A doctor’s ethos enhancing maneuvers in medical

consultation. In E. Feteris, B. Garssen, & F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Keeping in touch
with pragma-dialectics In honor of Frans H. van Eemeren (pp. 135–151). Amsterdam-

Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Goodwin, D. (1991). Distinction, argumentation, and the rhetorical construction of the real.

Argumentation and Advocacy, 27, 141–158.
Goodwin, D. (1992). The dialectic of second-order distinctions. The structure of arguments about

fallacies. Informal Logic, 14, 11–22.
Goodwin, J. (1999). Good argument without resolution. 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. 255–259). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Goodwin, J. (2005). Designing premises. In F. H. van Eemeren & P. Houtlosser (Eds.), Argumen-
tation in practice (pp. 99–114). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Goodwin, J. (2007). Argument has no function. Informal Logic, 27(1), 69–90.
Gordon, T. F. (1993). The pleadings game. Artificial Intelligence and Law, 2(4), 239–292.
Gordon, T. F. (1995). The pleadings game. An artificial intelligence model of procedural justice.

Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Gordon, T. F., & Karacapilidis, N. (1997). The Zeno argumentation framework. In Proceedings of
the ICAIL 1997 conference (pp. 10–18). New York: ACM Press.

Gordon, T. F., Prakken, H., &Walton, D. N. (2007). The Carneades model of argument and burden

of proof. Artificial Intelligence, 171, 875–896.
Göttert, K. H. (1978). Argumentation. Grundz€uge ihrer Theorie im Bereich theoretischen Wissens

und praktischen Handelns [Argumentation. Theoretical and practical characteristics of argu-

mentation theory]. Tübingen: Niemeyer.
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controverso [Consequences of rhetoric. Towards a revaluation of the multiple and the contro-

versial]. Coimbra: Pé de Página.
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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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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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enseñar y evaluar la capacidad de argumentar [Argumentation and reasoning. How to teach

and evaluate the argumentative capacity]. Madrid: CCS.

Laughlin, S. K., & Hughes, D. T. (1986). The rational and the reasonable. Dialectical or parallel

systems? In J. L. Golden & J. J. Pilotta (Eds.), Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in
honor of Chaı̈m Perelman (pp. 187–205). Dordrecht: Reidel.

Lausberg, H. (1960). Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik [Handbook of literary rhetoric].

Munich: Max Hueber.

Lausberg, H. (1969). Elementi di retorica [Elements of rhetoric]. Bologna: Il Mulino.

Lausberg, H. (1998). Handbook of literary rhetoric. A foundation for literary study. Forword by

G. A. Kennedy. (trans.: M. T. Bliss, A. Jansen, & D. E. Orton. Ed. by D. E. Orton & R. D.
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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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argumentación y retórica. Teorı́as contempor�aneas y aplicaciones [Studies in argumentation

Alphabetical Bibliography 919

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



and rhetoric. Contemporary theories and applications] (pp. 227–252). Concepción: Editorial

Universidad de Concepción.

Marques, C. M. (2010). A argumentação oral formal em contexto escolar [The formal oral

argumentation in school context]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Coimbra.

Marques, M. A. (2007a). Discordar no parlamento. Estratégias de argumentação. [Disagreement in

parliament. Argumentation strategies]. Revista Galega de Filoloxı́a, 8, 99–124.
Marques, M. A. (2007b). Narrativa e discurso polı́tico. Estratégias argumentativas [Narrative

and political discourse. Argumentative strategies]. In A. G. Macedo & E. Keating (Eds.),

O poder das narrativas, as narrativas do poder. Actas dos Colóquios de Outono 2005–2006
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a-Khiṭābah al-’Arabı̄yah: al-Khiṭābah fı̄ al-Qarn al-Awwal Nam�udhajan [The rhetoric of

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

Oration in the first Hijra Century as an example]. Rabat, Morocco: Dār al-Thaqāfah. (2nd
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Universitária da UFPE.

Roesler, C. (2004). Theodor Viehweg e a ciência do direito [Theodor Viehweg and legal science].
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Sandig, B., & Püschel, U. (Eds., 1992). Stilistik, III. Argumentationsstile. Germanistische
Linguistik [Stylistics, III. Styles of argumentation. German linguistics]. Hildesheim: Olms.

Sandvik, M. (1995). Methodological implications of the integration of pragma-dialectics and

conversation analysis in the study of interactive argumentation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Reconstruction and application.
Proceedings of the third international conference on argumentation, III (pp. 455–467).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Alphabetical Bibliography 941

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.51 (2025-12-10 02:45:06 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Sandvik, M. (1999). Criteria for winning and losing a political debate. 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. 715–719).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Sandvik, M. (2007). The rhetoric of emotions in political argumentation. 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. 1223–1226). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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argumentación de Stephen Toulmin [Rhetoric, dialectics or pragmatics? 50 years of The uses
of argument of Stephen Toulmin]. Revista Cı́rculo de Ling€uı́stica Aplicada a la Comunicación,
42, 91–125.
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Sitri, F. (2003). L’objet du débat. La construction des objets de discours dans des situations

argumentatives orales [The subject of the debate. The construction of discourse entities in oral
argumentative situations]. Paris: Presses de la Sorbonne Nouvelle.

Sivilov, L. (1981). Споровете за предмета на диалектическата логика [The disputes on

the subject of dialectical logic]. Filosofska misal, 1, 30–43.
Sivilov, L. (1993). Новата реторика (Програма за обучението по реторика) [The new

rhetoric (training program in rhetoric)]. Philosophy, 3, 55–58.
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Stump, E. (1982). Obligations: A. From the beginning to the early Fourteenth Century. In

N. Kretzmann, A. Kenny, & J. Pinborg (Eds.), The Cambridge history of later medieval
philosophy (pp. 315–334). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Stump, E. (1989). Dialectic and its place in the development of medieval logic. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.
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hållna den 17:e söndagen efter trefaldighet 1990 [Persuading from the pulpit. A rhetorical

study of 45 sermons given on the 17th Sunday after Trinity]. Gothenburg: Göteborg
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Wohlrapp, H. (1990). Über nicht-deduktive Argumente [On non-deductive arguments]. In P. Klein

(Ed.), Praktische Logik. Traditionen und Tendenzen [Practical logic. Traditions and trends]

(pp. 217–235). Göttingen: Van den Hoeck & Ruprecht.

Wohlrapp, H. (1991). Argumentum ad baculum and ideal speech situation. 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. 397–402). Amsterdam:

Sic Sat.

Wohlrapp, H. (1995). Argumentative Geltung [Argumentative validity]. In H. Wohlrapp (Ed.),

Wege der Argumentationsforschung [Directions of argumentation research] (pp. 280–297).

Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog.

Wohlrapp, H. (2009). Der Begriff des Arguments. €Uber die Beziehungen zwischen Wissen,
Forschen, Glauben, Subjektivit€at and Vernunft [The notion of argument. On the relations

between knowing, inquiry, believing, subjectivity and rationality]. 2n ed. supplemented with

a subject index. Würzburg: Königshausen & Neumann.

Wolf, S. (2010). A system of argumentation forms in Aristotle. Argumentation, 24(1), 19–40.
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