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Amgoud, L. (2009). Argumentation for decision making. In I. Rahwan & G. R. Simari (Eds.),

Argumentation in artificial intelligence (pp. 301–320). Dordrecht: Springer.
Amgoud, L., Cayrol, C., Lagasquie-Schiex, M. C., & Livet, P. (2008). On bipolarity in argumen-

tation frameworks. International Journal of Intelligent Systems, 23(10), 1062–1093.
Amjarso, B. (2010). Mentioning and then refuting an anticipated counterargument. A conceptual

and empirical study of the persuasiveness of a mode of strategic manoeuvring. Doctoral
dissertation, University of Amsterdam.
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DeMorgan, A. (1847). Formal logic. London: Taylor & Walton.

Depperman, A., & Hartung, M. (2003). Argumentieren in Gespr€achen [Argumentation in conver-

sation]. Tübingen: Stauffenburg.

Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and education. New York: Macmillan.

Dias, A. (2008). O discurso da violência – As marcas da oralidade no jornalismo popular [The
discourse of violence – The tokens of violence in popular journalism]. São Paulo: Cortez Editora.
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Drop, W., & de Vries, J. H. L. (1974). Taalbeheersing. Handboek voor taalhantering [Speech

communication. Handbook of speech management]. Groningen: Wolters-Noordhoff.
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Dunin-Kęplicz, B., & Verbrugge, R. (2010). Teamwork in multi-agent systems. A formal
approach. Chichester: Wiley.

Dunlap, D. D. (1993). The conception of audience in Perelman and Isocrates. Locating the ideal in

the real. Argumentation, 7, 461–474.
Dunne, P. E. (2007). Computational properties of argument systems satisfying graph-theoretic

constraints. Artificial Intelligence, 171(10), 701–729.
Dunne, P. E., & Bench-Capon, T. J. M. (2003). Two party immediate response disputes. Properties

and efficiency. Artificial Intelligence, 149(2), 221–250.
Dutilh Novaes, C. (2005). Medieval obligationes as logical games of consistency maintenance.

Synthese, 145(3), 371–395.
Dutilh Novaes, C. (2012). Medieval theories of consequence. In: Stanford encyclopedia of

philosophy. http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/consequence-medieval/

Dworkin, R. (1978). Taking rights seriously. New impression with a reply to critics. London:
Duckworth.

Eabrasu, M. (2009). A reply to the current critiques formulated against Hoppe’s argumentation

ethics. Libertarian Papers, 1(20), 1–29.
Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace

Jovanovich.

Ebbesen, S. (1981). Commentators and commentaries on Aristotle’s Sophistici elenchi. A study of
post-aristotelian ancient and medieval writings on fallacies, Vol. 3. Leiden: Brill.

Ebbesen, S. (1993). The theory of loci in Antiquity and the Middle Ages. In K. Jacobi (Ed.),

Argumentationstheorie. Scholastische Forschungen zu den logischen und semantischen Regeln
korrekten Folgerns [Theory of argumentation. Scholastic investigations of the logical and

semantic rules of correct inference] (pp. 15–39). Leiden: Brill.

Eco, U. (1987). Il messaggio persuasivo [The persuasive message]. In E. Mattioli (Ed.), Le ragioni
della retorica [The reasons of rhetoric] (pp. 11–27). Modena: Mucchi.

Ede, L. S. (1989). Rhetoric versus philosophy. The role of the universal audience in Chaı̈m

Perelman’s The new rhetoric. In R. D. Dearin (Ed.), The new rhetoric of Chaı̈m Perelman.
Statement & response (pp. 141–151). Lanham: University Press of America.

van Eemeren, F. H. (1986). Dialectical analysis as a normative reconstruction of argumentative

discourse. Text, 6(1), 1–16.
van Eemeren, F. H. (1987a). Argumentation studies’ five estates. In J. W. Wenzel (Ed.), Argument

and critical practices. Proceedings of the fifth SCA/AFA conference on argumentation
(pp. 9–24). Annandale: Speech Communication Association.

van Eemeren, F. H. (1987b). For reason’s sake. Maximal argumentative analysis of discourse. 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. 201–215).

Dordrecht: Foris.

van Eemeren, F. H. (1990). The study of argumentation as normative pragmatics. Text. An
Interdisciplinary Journal for the Study of Discourse, 10(1/2), 37–44.

van Eemeren, F. H. (2001). Fallacies. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Crucial concepts in argumen-
tation theory (pp. 135–164). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

van Eemeren, F. H. (2002). Democracy and argumentation. Controversia, 1(1), 69–84.
van Eemeren, F. H. (2010). Strategic maneuvering in argumentative discourse. Extending the

pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation. Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins. [trans.

into Chinese (in preparation), Italian (2014), Japanese (in preparation), & Spanish (2013b)].

van Eemeren, F. H. (2012). The pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation in discussion.

Argumentation, 26(4), 439–457.
van Eemeren, F. H. (2013a). In what sense do modern argumentation theories relate to Aristotle?

The case of pragma-dialectics. Argumentation, 27(1), 49–70.
van Eemeren, F. H. (2013b).Maniobras estratégicas en el discurso argumentativo. Extendiendo la
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d’identité et processus d’identification [Identity building and process(es) of identification]

(pp. 109–121). Bern: Peter Lang.

Garavelli, M. B. (1989). Manuale di retorica [Handbook of rhetoric]. Milan: Bompiani.

Garcı́a, A. J., & Simari, G. R. (2004). Defeasible logic programming. An argumentative approach.

Theory and Practice of Logic Programming, 4(2), 95–138.
Gardner, A. (1987). An artificial intelligence approach to legal reasoning. Cambridge, MA: The

MIT Press.

Garssen, B. J. (1997). Argumentatieschema’s in pragma-dialectisch perspectief. Een theoretisch
en empirisch onderzoek [Argument schemes in a pragma-dialectical perspective. A theoretical

and empirical study]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam. Amsterdam: IFOTT.

Garssen, B. J. (2001). Argument schemes. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Crucial concepts in
argumentation theory (pp. 81–99). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Garssen, B. J. (2002). Understanding argument schemes. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Advances in
pragma-dialectics (pp. 93–104). Amsterdam-Newport News: Sic Sat &Vale Press.

Garssen, B. (2009). Book review of Dialog theory for critical argumentation by Douglas

N. Walton (2007). Journal of Pragmatics, 41, 186–188.
Garssen, B., & van Laar, J. A. (2010). A pragma-dialectical response to objectivist epistemic

challenges. Informal Logic, 30(2), 122–141.
Garver, E. (2000). Comments on rhetorical analysis within a pragma-dialectical framework.

Argumentation, 14, 307–314.
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Gottlieb, G. (1968). The logic of choice. An investigation of the concepts of rule and rationality.
New York: Macmillan.

Goudkova, K. (2009). Kognitivno-pragmatichesky analiz argumentatsii v analiticheskoy gazetnoy
statye [Cognitive-pragmatical analysis of argumentation of the analytical newspaper article].

Doctoral dissertation, St. Petersburg State University.

Alphabetical Bibliography 891

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.139 (2026-03-01 18:52:17 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Goudkova, K. V., & Tretyakova, T. P. (2011). Binary oppositions in media 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. 656–662).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Govier, T. (1980). Assessing arguments. What range of standards? Informal Logic Newsletter, 3
(1), 2–13.

Govier, T. (1985). A practical study of argument. Belmont: Wadsworth.

Govier, T. (1987). Problems in argument analysis and evaluation. Dordrecht/Providence: Foris.
Govier, T. (1992). A practical study of argument (2nd ed.). Belmont: Wadsworth. (1st ed. 1985).

Govier, T. (1999). The philosophy of argument. Ed. by J. Hoaglund with a preface by J. A. Blair.
Newport News: Vale Press.

Govier, T. (2010). A practical study of argument (7th ed.). Belmont: Wadsworth. (1st ed. 1985).

Grabnar, B. (1991). Retorika za vsakogar [Rhetoric for everyone]. Ljubljana: Državna založba
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Éditions de Université de Bruxelles.
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Hietanen, M. (2002). Profetian är primärt inte för de otrogna. En argumentationsanalys av 1 Kor

14:22b [Prophecy is primarily not for the unbelievers. An argumentation analysis of 1 Corin-

thians 14:22b]. Svensk Exegetisk Årsbok, 67, 89–104.
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tiokulttuuri Varjoja paratiisissa [Finnish working-class rhetoric according to Kaurismäki. The
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[Argumentation and conflict resolution in statements on the Gulf War]. Zeitschrift f€ur
Sprachwissenschaft, 11, 189–215.

King-Farlow, J. (1973). Toulmin’s analysis of probability. Theoria, 29, 12–26.
Kirschner, P. A., Buckingham Shum, S. J., & Carr, C. S. (Eds.). (2003). Visualizing argumenta-

tion. Software tools for collaborative and educational sense-making. London: Springer.
Kiseliova, V. V. (2006). Varyirovaniye verbalnyh reaktsij v argumentativnom diskurse

[Variability of verbal reactions in argumentative discourse]. Doctoral dissertation, Udmurt

State University.
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Kusch, M., & Schröder, H. (Eds.). (1989). Text – Interpretation – Argumentation. Hamburg:

Helmut Buske.
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Lewiński, M. (2010b). Internet political discussion forums as an argumentative activity type. A

pragma-dialectical analysis of online forms of strategic manoeuvring with critical reactions.
Amsterdam: Sic Sat. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam.
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Lüken, G.-L. (1992). Inkommensurabilit€at als Problem rationalen Argumentierens [Incommensura-

bility as a problem of rational argumentation]. Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog.
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Meza, P. (2009). Las interacciones argumentativas orales en la sala de clases. Un an�alisis
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930 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.139 (2026-03-01 18:52:17 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



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

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

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

Foriers, P. (1979). La nouvelle rhétorique – The new rhetoric. Essais en hommage à Chaı̈m
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[Instruments for the structuring of argumentative sequences]. Verbum, 32(1), 31–51.
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Rahwan, I., &McBurney, P. (2007). Argumentation technology. Guest editors’ introduction. IEEE
Intelligent Systems, 22(6), 21–23.

Rahwan, I., Ramchurn, S. D., Jennings, N. R., McBurney, P., Parsons, S., & Sonenberg, E. (2003).

Argumentation-based negotiation. Knowledge Engineering Review, 18(4), 343–375.
Rahwan, I., & Simari, G. R. (Eds.). (2009). Argumentation in artificial intelligence. Dordrecht:

Springer.

Rahwan, I., Zablith, F., & Reed, C. (2007). Laying the foundations for a world wide argument web.

Artificial Intelligence, 171(10–15), 897–921.
Rambourg, C. (2011). Les topoi d’Aristote, Rhetorique II, 23. Enquête sur les origins de la

notion de lieu rhétorique [The topoi in Aristotle, Rhetoric II, 23. An examination of the

origins of the notion of a rhetorical topic]. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Université
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Viskil, E. (1994). Definiëren. Een bijdrage aan de theorievorming over het opstellen van definities
[Defining. A contribution to the theorizing about the construction of definitions]. Doctoral

dissertation, University of Amsterdam.
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Republike Slovenije [Argument of power or power of argument? Argumentation in the

National Assembly of the Republic of Slovenia]. Ljubljana: Pedagoški inštitut/Digital Library.
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Załęska, M. (Ed.). (2012). Rhetoric and politics. Central/Eastern European perspectives.
Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Zanini, C., & Rubinelli, S. (2012). Teaching argumentation theory to doctors. Why and what.

Journal of Argumentation in Context, 1(1), 66–80.
Zarefsky, D. (1969). The ‘traditional case’-‘comparative advantage case’ dichotomy: Another

look. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 6, 12–20.
Zarefsky, D. (1980). Lyndon Johnson redefines ‘equal opportunity’. The beginnings of affirmative

action. Central States Speech Journal, 31, 85–94.
Zarefsky, D. (1982). Persistent questions in the theory of argument fields. Journal of the American

Forensic Association, 18, 191–203.
Zarefsky, D. (1986). President Johnson’s war on poverty. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama

Press.

Zarefsky, D. (1990). Lincoln, Douglas, and slavery. In the crucible of public debate. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Zarefsky, D. (1992). Persistent questions in the theory of argument fields. In W. L. Benoit,

D. Hample, & P. J. Benoit (Eds.), Readings in argumentation (pp. 417–436). Berlin-

New York: Foris.

Zarefsky, D. (1995). Argumentation in the tradition of speech communication studies. In F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Perspectives and approaches.
Proceedings of the third international conference on argumentation, I (pp. 32–52).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Zarefsky, D. (2006). Strategic maneuvering through persuasive definitions. Implications for

dialectic and rhetoric. Argumentation, 20(4), 399–416.
Zarefsky, D. (2009). Strategic maneuvering in political argumentation. In F. H. van

Zarefsky, D. (2012). Goodnight’s “speculative inquiry” in its intellectual context. Argumentation
and Advocacy, 48(2), 211–215.

Zeleznikow, J. (2006). Using Toulmin argumentation to support dispute settlement in discretion-

ary domains. In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New
essays in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 289–301). Dordrecht: Springer.

Zemplén, G. A. (2008). Scientific controversies and the pragma-dialectical model. Analysing a

case study from the 1670s, the published part of the Newton-Lucas correspondence. In F. H.

van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation. Relating controversy

Alphabetical Bibliography 961

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.139 (2026-03-01 18:52:17 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



analysis with argumentation theory (pp. 249–273). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John

Benjamins.

Zemplén, G. A. (2009). Scientific controversies and the pragma-dialectical model.Analysing a

case study from the 1670s, the published part of the Newton-Lucas correspondence. In F. H.

van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation. Relating controversy
analysis with argumentation theory (pp. 249–273). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Zemplén, G. A. (2011). The argumentative use of methodology. Lessons from a controversy

following Newton’s first optical paper. In M. Dascal & V. D. Boantza (Eds.), Controversies in
the scientific revolution (pp. 123–147). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Zenker, F. (2007a). Changes in conduct-rules and ten commandments. Pragma-dialectics 1984

vs. 2004. 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. 1581–1589). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Zenker, F. (2007b). Pragma-dialectic’s necessary conditions for a critical discussion. In J. A. Blair,

H. Hansen, R. Johnson, & C. W. Tindale (Eds.), Proceedings of the Ontario Society for the
Study of Argumentation (OSSA). Windsor: OSSA. (CD rom).
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