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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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Perspectives et applications [The theory of argumentation. Perspectives and applications].

Louvain-Paris: Nauwelaerts.

Charaudeau, P. (1992). Le mode d’organisation argumentatif [The argumentative way of

organising]. In Grammaire du sens et de l’expression [A grammar of meaning and utterance]

(pp. 779–833). Paris: Hachette.

Charaudeau, P. (2008). L’argumentation dans une problématique d’influence [Argumentation in a
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Cherkasskaya, N. (2009). Strategii i taktiki v apelliativvnom rechevom zhanre [Strategies and

tactics in the appellative speech genre]. Doctoral dissertation, Udmurt State University.

Chesebro, J. W. (1968). The comparative advantages case. Journal of the American Forensic
Association, 5, 57–63.

Chesebro, J. W. (1971). Beyond the orthodox. The criteria case. Journal of the American Forensic
Association, 7, 208–215.
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[Modernity and interdisciplinarity in linguistics. A festschrift in honour of Professor Liliana
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Lisbon: Quid Juris.

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

Coimbra.
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Dumarsais, C. C. (1988). Des tropes, ou des différents sens [About tropes or about the different

meanings]. In F. Douay-Soublin (Ed.). Paris: Flammarion.

Dunbar, N. R. (1986). Laetrile. A case study of a public controversy. Journal of the American
Forensic Association, 22, 196–211.

Dung, P. M. (1995). On the acceptability of arguments and its fundamental role in

non-monotonic reasoning, logic programming and n-person games. Artificial Intelligence,
77, 321–357.

Dung, P. M., & Thang, P. M. (2010). Towards (probabilistic) argumentation for jury-based dispute

resolution. In P. Baroni, F. Cerutti, M. Giacomin, & G. R. Simari (Eds.), Computational models
of argument – Proceedings of COMMA 2010 (pp. 171–182). Amsterdam: IOS Press.
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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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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 18.97.9.175 (2026-06-18 14:56:33 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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Gâţă, A. (2010). Identification, dissociation argumentative et construction notionnelle [Identifica-

tion, argumentative dissociation, and notional construction]. In S. N. Osu, G. Col, N. Garric &
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Problems, operative models]. Documentacion en Ciencias de la Comunicacion ITESO-
CONACYT, 1, 67–98.

Hall, P. A., & Taylor, R. C. R. (1996). Political science and the three new institutionalisms.

Political Studies, 44, 936–957.
Hall, R. (1967). Dialectic. In P. Edwards (Ed.), The encyclopedia of philosophy, 2 (pp. 385–388).

New York: Macmillan.

Hamblin, C. L. (1970). Fallacies. London: Methuen. Reprinted in 1986, with a preface by J.

Plecnik & J. Hoaglund. Newport News: Vale Press.

Hamblin, C. L. (1971). Mathematical models of dialogue. Theoria: A Swedish Journal of Philoso-
phy, 37, 130–155.

Hamby, B. (2012). Toulmin’s “Analytic Arguments”. Informal Logic, 32(1), 116–131.
Hample, D. (1977a). Testing a model of value argument and evidence. Communication

Monographs, 44, 106–120.
Hample, D. (1977b). The Toulmin model and the syllogism. Journal of the American Forensic

Association, 14, 1–9.
Hample, D. (1978). Predicting immediate belief change and adherence to argument claims.

Communication Monographs, 45, 219–228.
Hample, D. (1979a). Motives in law. An adaptation of legal realism. Journal of the American

Forensic Association, 15, 156–168.
Hample, D. (1979b). Predicting belief and belief change using a cognitive theory of argument and

evidence. Communication Monographs, 46, 142–146.
Hample, D. (1980). A cognitive view of argument. Journal of the American Forensic Association,

16, 151–158.
Hample, D. (1981). The cognitive context of argument. Western Journal of Speech Communica-

tion, 45, 148–158.
Hample, D. (1992). A third perspective on argument. In W. L. Benoit, D. Hample, & P. J. Benoit

(Eds.), Readings in argumentation (pp. 91–115). Berlin-New York: Foris.

Hample, D. (2003). Arguing skill. In J. O. Greene & B. R. Burleson (Eds.), Handbook of
communication and social interaction skills (pp. 439–477). Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Hample, D. (2005). Arguing. Exchanging reasons face to face. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Hample, D. (2007). The arguers. Informal Logic, 27(2), 163–178.
Hample, D., & Benoit, P. (1999). Must arguments be explicit and violent? A study of naı̈ve social

actors’ understandings. 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. 306–310). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Alphabetical Bibliography 895

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 18.97.9.175 (2026-06-18 14:56:33 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Hample, D., & Dallinger, J. (1986). The judgment phase of invention. 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. 225–234). Dordrecht-Providence:

Foris.

Hample, D., & Dallinger, J. M. (1987). Cognitive editing of argument strategies. Human Commu-
nication Research, 14, 123–144.

Hample, D., & Dallinger, J. M. (1991). Cognitive editing of arguments and interpersonal construct

differentiation. Refining the relationship. 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. 567–574). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Hample, D., Paglieri, F., & Na, L. (2011). The costs and benefits of arguing. Predicting the

decision whether to engage or not. 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. 718–732). Amsterdam: Rozenberg/Sic Sat. (CD rom).

Hample, D., Warner, B., & Young, D. (2009). Framing and editing interpersonal arguments.

Argumentation, 23, 21–37.
Hannken-Illjes, K. (2006). In the field. The development of reasons in criminal proceedings.

Argumentation, 20(3), 309–325.
Hannken-Illjes, K. (2007). Undoing premises. The interrelation of argumentation and narration in

criminal proceedings. 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. 569–573). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Hannken-Illjes, K. (2011). The absence of reasons. In F. H. van Eemeren, B. Garssen, D. Godden,

& G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the seventh conference of the International Society for the
Study of Argumentation (pp. 733–737). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Hansen, H. V. (1990). An informal logic bibliography. Informal Logic, 12(3), 155–181.
Hansen, H. V. (2002a). An exploration of Johnson’s sense of argument. Argumentation, 16(3),

263–276.

Hansen, H. V. (2002b). The straw thing of fallacy theory. The standard definition of fallacy.

Argumentation, 16(2), 133–155.
Hansen, H. (2003). Theories of presumption and burden of proof. Proceedings of the Ontario

Society for the Study of Argumentation (OSSA). Windsor, ON: OSSA. (CD rom).
Hansen, H. V. (2006). Whately on arguments involving authority. Informal Logic, 26, 319–340.
Hansen, H. V. (2011a). Are there methods of informal logic? In F. Zenker (Ed.), Argumentation,

cognition and community. Proceedings of the 9th international conference of the Ontario
Society for the Study of Argumentation (OSSA), May 18–21, 2011 (pp. 1–13). Windsor: OSSA.

(CD rom).

Hansen, H. V. (2011b). Notes on balance-of-consideration arguments. In J. A. Blair & R. H.

Johnson (Eds.), Conductive argument. An overlooked type of defeasible reasoning (pp. 31–51).
London: College Publications.

Hansen, H. V. (2011c). Using argument schemes as a method of informal logic. In F. H. van

Eemeren, B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the seventh interna-
tional conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation. Amsterdam: Sic

Sat. (CD-rom).

Hansen, H. V., & Pinto, R. C. (Eds.). (1995). Fallacies. Classical and contemporary readings.
University Park: Penn State Press.

Hansen, H. V., & Walton, D. N. (2013). Argument kinds and argument roles in the Ontario

provincial election, 2011. Journal of Argumentation in Context, 2(2), 225–257.
Harada, E. (Ed.). (2011). Pensar, razonar y argumentar [Thinking, reasoning, and arguing].

Mexico: Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México.
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Ionescu Ruxăndoiu, L. (2008). Discursive perspective and argumentation in the Romanian-

parliamentary discourse. A cased study. L’analisi linguistica e letteraria, 16, 435–441.
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philosophical methodology and argumentation]. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Dacia.
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torique. Brussels: Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles, 1986). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Meyer, M. (2008). Principia rhetorica. Une théorie générale de l’argumentation. [Principia
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Padilla, C., & López, E. (2011). Grados de complejidad argumentativa en escritos de estudiantes

universitarios de humanidades [Degrees of argumentative complexity in written texts of

humanities college students]. Revista Praxis, 13(20), 61–90.
Paglieri, F., & Castelfranchi, C. (2006). Arguments as belief structures Towards. a Toulmin

layout of doxastic dynamics? In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the
Toulmin model. New essays in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 356–367). Dordrecht:

Springer.

Paiva, C. G. (2004). Discurso parlamentar. Bases para elaboração ou como é que se começa?
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Pereda, C. (1992b). Vértigos argumentales. Una ética de la disputa [Argumentative Vertigos: An

ethics of dispute]. Barcelona: Anthropos.

Perelman, C. (1933). De l’arbitraire dans la connaissance [On the arbitrary in knowledge].

Brussels: Archives de la Societé Belge de Philosophie.
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Universitaires de France. (3rd ed. Brussels: Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles)).
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Madrid: Gredos. (Spanish trans. by J. Sevilla of C. Perelman & L. Olbrechts-Tyteca (1958). La
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Perelman. Special issue Revue Internationale de Philosophie, 33, 127–128.
Pernot, L. (2005). Rhetoric in antiquity (W. E. Higgins, trans.). Washington, DC: Catholic

University of America Press.

Pery-Borissov, V., & Yanoshevsky, G. (2011). How authors justify their participation in literary

interviews. 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. 1504–1514). Amsterdam: Rozenberg/Sic Sat. (CD rom).

Peters, T. N. (1989). On the natural development of public activity. A critique of Goodnight’s theory

of argument. In B. E. Gronbeck (Ed.), Spheres of argument. Proceedings of the sixth SCA/AFA
conference on argumentation (pp. 26–32). Annandale: Speech Communication Association.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986a). Communication and persuasion. Central and peripheral
routes to attitude change. New York: Springer.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986b). The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. In

L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology, 19, pp. 123–205). San
Diego: Academic Press.

Piaget, J. (1923). Le langage et la pensée chez l’enfant [Language and thinking of children].

Neuchâtel: Delachaux et Niestlé.
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perspectives. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France).

Plantin, C. (2009a). Critique de la parole. Les fallacies dans le procès argumentatif [Criticism of

what is said. The fallacies in the argumentative process]. In V. Atayan & D. Pirazzini (Eds.),
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University of Umeå. (2nd ed. 2001).

Sigrell, A. (2003). Progymnasmata, pragmadialectics and pedagogy. 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. 965–968). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Sigrell, A. (2007). The normativity of the progymnasmata exercises. 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. 1285–1289). Amsterdam:

Sic Sat.

Siitonen, A., & Halonen, I. (1997). Ajattelu ja argumentointi [Thinking and argumentation].

Porvoo Helsinki Juva: WSOY.

Sikora, J. J. (1959). The uses of argument. New Scholasticism, 33, 373–374.
Sillars, M. O. (1981). Investigating religious argument as a field. In G. Ziegelmueller & J. Rhodes

(Eds.), Dimensions of argument. Proceedings of the second summer conference on argumen-
tation (pp. 143–151). Annandale: Speech Communication Association.

Silva, J. V. (2004). Comunicação, lógica e retórica forenses [Communication, logic and forensic
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Wolrath Söderberg, M. (2012). Topos som meningsskapare. Retorikens topiska perspektiv på
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Załęska, M. (2011). Ad hominem in the criticisms of expert argumentation. In F. H. van Eemeren,

B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th conference on argumen-
tation of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 2047–2057).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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