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˙
�ur al-Thaqāfa.
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in Rómulo Betancourt and Hugo Chávez]. Madrid: EAE Editorial Academia Española.
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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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Darstellung der Logik mit steter Rucksicht auf deren bisherige Bearbeiter [Theory of science.

Attempt at a detailed and in the main novel exposition of logic with constant attention to earlier

authors writing on this subject], Vol. 4. Sulzbach: Seidel.

Bolzano, B. (1972). Theory of science. Attempt at a detailed and in the main novel exposition of
logic with constant attention to earlier authors. (R. George, ed. & trans.). Oxford: Blackwell.

(English trans. and summaries of selected parts of Wissenschaftslehre: Versuch einer
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médias [Political language in confrontations in the media]. Brussels: de Boeck.

Burger, M., & Martel, G. (Eds.). (2005). Argumentation et communication dans les medias
[Argumentation and communication in the media]. Québec: Nota Bene.
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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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La perspectiva pragmadialéctica. Buenos Aires: Biblos Ciencias del Lenguaje. (Spanish transl.
by C. López & A. M. Vicuña of F. H. van Eemeren & R. Grootendorst (2004). A systematic
theory of argumentation. The pragma dialectical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2013). Los actos de habla en las discusiones
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persusasion. Principles of rhetorical analysis]. São Paul: Contexto.
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Hirsch, R. (1991). Belief and interactive argumentation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the second interna-
tional conference on argumentation (organized by the International Society for the Study of
Argumentation at the University of Amsterdam, June 19–22, 1990) (pp. 591–603).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Hirsch, R. (1995). Desiderata for the representation of process and product in face-to-face

interactive argumentation. 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
(University of Amsterdam, June 21–24, 1994), II (pp. 68–78). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Hitchcock, D. L. (1980a). Deduction, induction and conduction. Informal Logic Newsletter, 3(2),
7–15.

Hitchcock, D. L. (1980b). Deductive and inductive. Types of validity, not of argument. Informal
Logic Newsletter, 2(3), 9–10.

Hitchcock, D. L. (1985). Enthymematic arguments. Informal Logic, 7(2&3), 84–97.

Hitchcock, D. L. (1998). Does the traditional treatment of enthymemes rest on a mistake?

Argumentation, 12, 15–37.
Hitchcock, D. L. (2001). John L. Pollock’s theory of rationality. In C. W. Tindale, H. V. Hansen

& E. Sveda (Eds.), Argumentation at the century’s turn. Ontario Society for the Study of

Argumentation. (Proceedings of the 3rd OSSA conference, 1999). (CD rom).

Hitchcock, D. L. (2002a). Pollock on practical reasoning. Informal Logic, 22, 247–256.
Hitchcock, D. L. (2002b). The practice of argumentative discussion. Argumentation, 16,

287–298.

Hitchcock, D. L. (2002c). Sampling scholarly arguments. A test of a theory of good inference. In

H. V. Hansen, C. W. Tindale, J. A. Blair, R. H. Johnson, & R. C. Pinto (Eds.), Argumentation
and its applications. Windsor: OSSA (CD rom).

Hitchcock, D. L. (2002d). Stoic propositional logic. A new reconstruction. Presented at “Mistakes

of Reason,” a conference in honor of John Woods, University of Lethbridge, Alberta, 19-21

April 2002. Accessible at the digital commons of McMaster University, Ontario (Philosophy
Publications, Paper 2), http://digitalcommons.mcmaster.ca/philosophy_coll/2

Hitchcock, D. L.(2003). Toulmin’s warrants. 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. 69–82). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Hitchcock, D. L. (2005a). Good reasoning on the Toulmin model. Argumentation, 19, 373–391.
(Reprinted in D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.). (2006), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New
essays in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 203–218). Dordrecht: Springer).

Hitchcock, D. L. (2005b). The peculiarities of Stoic propositional logic. In K. A. Peacock & A. D.

Irvine (Eds.), Mistakes in reason. Essays in honour of John Woods (pp. 224–242). Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Hitchcock, D. L. (2006a). Good reasoning on the Toulmin model. In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij

(Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays in argument analysis and evaluation
(pp. 203–218). Dordrecht: Springer.

Hitchcock, D. L. (2006b). Informal logic and the concept of argument. In D. Jacquette, (Ed.),

Philosophy of logic, 5 of D. M. Gabbay, P. Thagard, & J. Woods (Eds.), Handbook of the
philosophy of science (pp. 101–129). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Alphabetical Bibliography 899

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.60 (2026-06-10 22:16:12 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Hitchcock, D. L. (2011a). Arguing as trying to show that a target-claim is correct. Theoria, 72,
301–309.

Hitchcock, D. L. (2011b). Inference claims. Informal Logic, 31(3), 191–228.
Hitchcock, D. L., & Verheij, B. (Eds.). (2006). Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays in

argument analysis and evaluation. Dordrecht: Springer.
Hoaglund, J. (2004). Critical thinking (4th ed.). Newport News: Vale press. (1st ed. 1977).

Hodges, W. (2001). Logic. (2nd ed.). London: Penguin Books. (1st ed. 1977).

Hoeken, H. (1999). The perceived and actual persuasiveness of different types of inductive

arguments. 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. 353–357). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Hoeken, H. (2001). Anecdotal, statistical, and causal evidence. Their perceived and actual

persuasiveness. Argumentation, 15, 425–437.
Hoeken, H., & Hustinx, L. (2009). When is statistical evidence superior to anecdotal evidence in

supporting probability claims? The role of argument type. Human Communication Research,
35, 491–510.

Hoeken, H., Timmers, R., & Schellens, P. J. (2012). Arguing about desirable consequences. What

constitutes a convincing argument? Thinking & Reasoning, 18(3), 225–416.
Hoffnagel, J. C. (2010). Temas em antropologia e linguı́stica [Topics in anthropology and

linguistics]. Recife: Bagaço.

Hofstadter, D. (1996). Metamagical themas. Questing for the essence of mind and pattern.
New York: Basic Books.

Hohmann, H. (2002). Rhetoric and dialectic. Some historical and legal perspectives. In F. H. van

Eemeren & P. Houtlosser (Eds.), Dialectic and rhetoric. The warp and woof of argumentation
analysis (pp. 41–52). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Holmquest, A. H. (1989). Rhetorical gravity. In B. E. Gronbeck (Ed.), Spheres of argument.
Proceedings of the sixth SCA/AFA conference on argumentation (pp. 37–41). Annandale:

Speech Communication Association.

Holmström-Hintikka, G. (1993). Practical reason, argumentation, and law. In G. Haarscher (Ed.),

Chaı̈m Perelman et la pensée contemporaine [Chaı̈m Perelman and contemporary thought]

(pp. 179–194). Brussels: Bruylant.

Hołówka, T. (2005). Kultura logiczna w przykładach [Logical culture in examples]. Warsaw: PWN.

Hommerberg, C. (2011). Persuasiveness in the discourse of wine. The rhetoric of Robert Parker.
Gothenburg: Linnaeus University Press. Linnaeus University dissertations 71/2011.

Hoppmann, M. (2012). Review of Harald Wohlrapp’s ‘Der Begriff des Arguments’. Argumenta-
tion, 26 (2), 297–304.

Hornikx, J. M. A. (2005). Cultural differences in persuasiveness of evidence types in France and
the Netherlands. Doctoral dissertation, University of Nijmegen.

Hornikx, J., & de Best, J. (2011). Persuasive evidence in India. An investigation of the impact of

evidence type and evidence quality. Argumentation and Advocacy, 47, 246–257.
Hornikx, J., & Hoeken, H. (2007). Cultural differences in the persuasiveness of evidence types and

evidence quality. Communication Monographs, 74(4), 443–463.
Houtlosser, P. (1995). Standpunten in een kritische discussie. Een pragma-dialectisch perspectief

op de identificatie en reconstructie van standpunten [Standpoints in a critical discussion. A

pragma-dialectical perspective on the identification and reconstruction of standpoints].

Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam. Amsterdam: IFOTT.

Houtlosser, P. (1998). Points of view. Argumentation, 12, 387–405.
Houtlosser, P. (2001). Points of view. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Crucial concepts in argumen-

tation theory (pp. 27–50). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Houtlosser, P. (2003). Commentary on H. V. Hansen’s ‘Theories of presumption and burden of

proof’. Proceedings of the Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation (OSSA), Windsor
2003. (CD rom).

900 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.60 (2026-06-10 22:16:12 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



van den Hoven, P. J. (1984). Het formuleren van een formele kritiek op een betogende tekst.
Een uitgewerkt voorbeeld van een procedureconstructie. [Formulating a formal critique of

an argumentative text. An elaborated example of the construction of a procedure]. Dordrecht:

Foris.

van den Hoven, P. J. (2012). The narrator and the interpreter in visual and verbal argumentation. In

F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Topical themes in argumentation theory. Twenty
exploratory studies (pp. 257–272). Dordrecht: Springer.

Hovhannisian, H. (2006). Yerevan School of Argumentation on the threshold of the 21st century.

The problem of foundation. News and Views, 12.
Howell, W. S. (1940). The positions of argument An historical examination. In D. C. Bryant (Ed.),

Papers in rhetoric (pp. 8–17). Saint Louis: Washington University.

Hu, Z. (1995). An evidentialistic analysis of reported argumentation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Perspectives and approaches.
Proceedings of the third ISSA conference on argumentation (University of Amsterdam, June
21–24, 1994), I (pp. 102–119). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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leerstrategieën tijdens het leggen van een argumentatief verband [Standpoint and argumenta-

tion. An empirical research concerning learning strategies in making an argumentative con-

nection]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam.

Just, S. (2003). Rhetorical criticism of the debate on the future of the European Union Strategic

options and foundational understandings. In F. H. van Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, &

Alphabetical Bibliography 905

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.60 (2026-06-10 22:16:12 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Proceedings of the fifth conference of the International
Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 581–586). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Juthe, A. (2005). Argument by analogy. Argumentation, 19(1), 1–27.
Juthe, A. (2009). Refutation by parallel argument. Argumentation, 23(2), 133–169.
Kahane, H. (1969). Logic and philosophy. Belmont: Wadsworth.

Kahane, H. (1971). Logic and contemporary rhetoric. The use of reasoning in everyday life.
Belmont: Wadsworth.

Kakkuri-Knuuttila, M.-L. (1993). Dialectic and enquiry in Aristotle. Doctoral dissertation,

Helsinki School of Econmics.

Kakkuri-Knuuttila, M.-L. (Ed.). (1998). Argumentti ja kritiikki. Lukemisen, keskustelun ja
vakuuttamisen taidot [Argument and critique. The skills of reading, discussing and persuad-

ing]. Helsinki: Gaudeamus. (7th ed. 2007).

Kalashnikova, S. (2007). Lingvisticheskiye aspekty stiley myshleniya v argumentativnom diskurse
[Linguistic aspects of thinking styles in argumentative discourse]. Doctoral dissertation,

Kaluga State University.
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Komlósi, L. I., & Knipf, E. (1987). Negotiating consensus in discourse interaction schemata. In

F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Argumentation.
Perspectives and approaches (pp. 82–89). Dordrecht: Foris.
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Margitay, T. (2004). Az érvelés mestersége [The art of reasoning]. Budapest: Typotex.
Marinkovich, J. (2000). Un intento de evaluar el conocimiento acerca de la escritura en estudiantes
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argumentación y retórica. Teorı́as contempor�aneas y aplicaciones [Studies in argumentation

Alphabetical Bibliography 919

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.60 (2026-06-10 22:16:12 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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ed. Brussels: Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles). (trans. into Italian (1966), English (1969),

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

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

L. Olbrechts-Tyteca (1958). La nouvelle rhétorique. Traité de l’argumentation. Paris: Presses
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Perelman, C., & Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. (2012). Tratat de argumentare. Noua Retorică. Iaşi: Editura
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Sălăvăstru, C. (2003). Teoria şi practica argumentării [Theory and practice of argumentation].

Iaşi: Polirom.

Salminen, T., Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2003). Grounding and counter-argumentation during

face-to-face and synchronous network debates in secondary school. 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. 933–936). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Salminen, T., Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2010). Visualising knowledge from chat debates in

argument diagrams. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 26(5), 379–391.
Salminen, T., Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2012). Argumentation in secondary school students’

structured and unstructured chat discussions. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 47
(2), 175–208.

Salmon, W. C. (1963). Logic. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Saltykova, Y. A. (2011). Funktsionirovaniye inoskazatelnyh frazeologicheskih yedinits v
argumentativnom diskurse [Functioning of allegorical phrasal units in argumentative dis-

course]. Doctoral dissertation, Kaluga State University.
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Szymanek, K. (2009). Argument z podobieństwa [Argument by similarity (analogy)]. Katowice:

University of Silesia Press.
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Tirkkonen-Condit, S. (1987). Argumentation in English and Finnish editorials. 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. 373–378).

Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Titscher, S., Meyer, M., Wodak, R., & Vetter, E. (2000). Methods of text and discourse analysis.
London: Sage.

Tokarz, M. (1987). Persuasion. Bulletin of the Section of Logic, 16, 46–50.
Tokarz, M. (1993). Elementy pragmatyki logicznej [Elements of logical pragmatics]. Warsaw: PWN.

Tokarz, M. (2006). Argumentacja. Perswazja. Manipulacja [Argumentation. Persuasion. Manip-
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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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