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confrontation [Argumentation today. Confrontation of theoretical positions] (pp. 77–102).

Paris: Presses de la Sorbonne Nouvelle.

Adam, J.-M., & Bonhomme, M. (2003). L’argumentation publicitaire. Rhétorique de l’éloge et de
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Alekseyev, A. P. (1991). Argumentacia, pzonaniye, obsheniye [Argumentation, cognition, com-

munication]. Moscow: Moscow University Press.

Aleven, V. (1997). Teaching case-based reasoning through a model and examples. Doctoral
dissertation, University of Pittsburgh.

Aleven, V., & Ashley, K. D. (1997a). Evaluating a learning environment for case-based argumen-

tation skills. In Proceedings of the sixth international conference on artificial intelligence and
law (pp. 170–179). New York: ACM Press.

Aleven, V., & Ashley, K. D. (1997b). Teaching case-based argumentation through a model and

examples. Empirical evaluation of an intelligent learning environment. In B. du Boulay &

R. Mizoguchi (Eds.), Artificial intelligence in education. Proceedings of AI-ED 97 world
conference (pp. 87–94). Amsterdam: IOS Press.

858 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Alexandrova, D. (1984). Античните извори на реториката [Antique sources of rhetorics].
Sofia: Sofia University Press.

Alexandrova, D. (1985). Проблеми на реториката [Problems of rhetoric]. Sofia: Nauka i

izkustvo.

Alexandrova, D. (1997). Реторическата аргументация – същност на продуктивния
диалог в обучението [The rhetorical argumentation – a basis of productive dialogue in

teaching]. Pedagogika, 5, 37–45.
Alexandrova, D. (1999). Хаим Перелман и неговата „Нова реторика” или Трактат по

аргументация [Chaim Perelman and his “New Rhetoric” or Treatise on argumentation].

Filosofski alternativi, 3–4, 29–46.
Alexandrova, D. (2006). Метаморфози на реториката през ХХ век [Metamorphoses of

rhetoric in the twentieth century]. Sofia: Sofia University Press.

Alexandrova, D. (2008). Основи на реториката [Fundaments of rhetoric]. Sofia: Sofia

University Press.

Alexy, R. (1978). Theorie der juristischen Argumentation. Die Theorie des rationale Diskurses as
Theorie der juristischen Begr€undung [A theory of legal argumentation. The theory of rational

discourse as theory of juridical justification]. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp. (Spanish trans.

by M. Atienza and I. Espejo as Teorı́a de la argumentación jurı́dica. Madrid: Centro de

Estudios Constitucionales, 1989).

Allen, D. (1990). Critical study. Trudy Govier’s Problems in argument analysis and evaluation.
Informal Logic, 12(1), 1990.
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Álvarez, J. F. (2007). The risk of arguing. From persuasion to dissuasion. 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. 65–71). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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družbenem vsakdanu [Fallacies in argumentation. A guide through bad argumentation in

everyday life]. Maribor: Subkulturni azil.

Breivega, K. R. (2003). Vitskaplege argumentasjonsstrategiar [Scientific argumentation

strategies]. Oslo: Norsk sakprosa.

Breton, P. (1996). L’argumentation dans la communication [Argumentation in communication],

(Coll. Repères). Paris: La Découverte.

Breton, P., & Gauthier, G. (2011). Histoire des théories de l’argumentation [History of argumen-
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Пермский государстевенный университет, Россия, Институт за македонска
литература, Скопје, Македонија, Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenija, Пермь-Skopьe-
Любляна, 103–119.
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Focas, J. D. (2010). A ética do discurso como uma virada linguı́stica [The ethics of discourse as a

linguistic turn]. Revista Litteris, 4, 1–12.
Fogelin, R. J. (1985). The logic of deep disagreements. Informal Logic, 7(1), 1–8.
Fogelin, R. J., & Duggan, T. J. (1987). Fallacies. Argumentation, 1, 255–262.
Føllesdal, D., Walloe L., & Elster J. (1986). Rationale Argumentation. Ein Grundkurs in

Argumentations- und Wissenschafstheorie [Rational argumentation. An introduction in the

theory of argumentation and science]. Berlin-New York: Walter de Gruyter.

Fontanier, P. (1968). Les figures du discours [The figures of discourse]. (Combined ed. of the

Manuel classique pour l’étude des tropes, 1821 and Des Figures du discours autres que les
tropes, 1827). Paris: Flammarion.

Forchtner, B., & Tominc, A. (2012). On the relation between the discourse-historical approach and

pragma-dialectics. Journal of Language and Politics, 11(1), 31–50.
Foss, S. K., Foss, K., & Trapp, R. (2002). Contemporary perspectives on rhetoric (3rd ed.).

Prospect Heights: Waveland Press. (1st ed. 1985).

Foster, W. T. (1908). Argumentation and debating. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin.

Fowler, R., & Kress, G. (1979). Critical linguistics. In R. Fowler, B. Hodge, G. Kress, & T. Trew

(Eds.), Language and control (pp. 185–214). London: Routledge.
Fox, J., & Das, S. (2000). Safe and sound. Artificial intelligence in hazardous applications.

Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Fox, J., & Modgil, S. (2006). From arguments to decisions. Extending the Toulmin view. In

D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays in argument
analysis and evaluation (pp. 273–287). Dordrecht: Springer.

Frank, D. A. (2004). Argumentation studies in the wake of the new rhetoric. Argumentation and
Advocacy, 40, 276–283.

Frank, D. A., & Bolduc, M. K. (2003). Chaı̈m Perelman’s First philosophies and regressive
philosophy. Commentary and translation. Philosophy & Rhetoric, 36(3), 177–188.

Frank, D. A., & Driscoll, W. (2010). A bibliography of the new rhetoric project. Philosophy &
Rhetoric, 43(4), 449–466.

Freeley, A. J. (1993). Argumentation and debate. Critical thinking for reasoned decision making.
Belmont: Wadsworth.

886 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Freeley, A. J., & Steinberg, D. L. (2009). Argumentation and debate. Critical thinking for
reasoned decision making. Boston: Wadsworth.

Freeman, J. B. (1985). Dialectical situations and argument analysis. Informal Logic, 7, 151–162.
Freeman, J. B. (1988). Thinking logically. Basic concepts for reasoning. Englewood Cliffs:

Prentice-Hall.

Freeman, J. B. (1991). Dialectics and the macrostructure of arguments. A theory of argument
structure. Berlin-New York: Foris/de Gruyter.

Freeman, J. B. (1992). Relevance, warrants, backing, inductive support. Argumentation, 6,
219–235.

Freeman, J. B. (2005a). Acceptable premises. An epistemic approach to an informal logic problem.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Freeman, J. B. (2005b). Systematizing Toulmin’s warrants. An epistemic approach. Argumenta-
tion, 19, 331–346. (Also in D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.). (2006). Arguing on the
Toulmin model. New essays in argument analysis and evaluation (pp. 87–102). Dordrecht:

Springer).

Freeman, J. B. (2006). Systematizing Toulmins warrants. An epistemic approach. In D. L.

Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays in argument
analysis and evaluation (pp. 87–101). Dordrecht: Springer.

Freeman, J. B. (2011a). Argument structure. Representation and theory. Dordrecht-New York:

Springer.

Freeman, J. B. (2011b). The logical dimension of argumentation and its semantic appraisal in

Bermejo-Luque’s Giving reasons. Theoria, 72, 289–299.
Frege, G. (1879). Begriffsschrift, eine der arithmetischen nachgebildete Formelsprache des reinen

Denkens [Concept-script, a formalized language of pure thought, modelled upon that of

arithmetic]. Halle: Nebert.

Fritz, G. (2008). Communication principles for controversies. A historical perspective.

In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation. Relating contro-
versy analysis with argumentation theory (pp. 109–124). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John

Benjamins.

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
rhétorique à la logique juridique [Chaı̈m Perelman (1912–2012) – From the new rhetoric to

the legal logic]. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Fuentes, C., & Kalawski, A. (2007). Toward a ‘pragma-dramatic’ approach to 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. 433–436).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Fuhrmann, M. (2008). Die antike Rhetorik [Antique rhetoric]. Düsseldorf: Patmos.

Gabbay, D. M., Hogger, C. J., & Robinson, J. A. (Eds.). (1994). Handbook of logic in artificial
intelligence and logic programming, 3. Non-monotonic reasoning and uncertain reasoning.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Gabbay, D., & Woods, J. (2001). Non-cooperation in dialogue logic. Synthese, 127, 161–186.
Gabrielsen, J. (2003). Is there a topical dimension to the rhetorical example? 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. 349–353).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Gabrielsen, J. (2008). Topik. Ekskursioner i den retoriske toposlaere [Topica. Excursions into the

rhetorical doctrine of topos]. Åstorp: Retoriksforlaget.
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Ganea, A., & Gâţă, A. (2009). On the use of evidential strategies in Romanian. The case of cum că.
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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 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 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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Guimarães, E. R. J. (1987). Texto e argumentação, sem�antica do acontecimento e história da
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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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Ihnen Jory, C. (2010). The analysis of pragmatic argumentation in law-making debates.

Second reading of the terrorism bill in the British House of Commons. Controversia,
7(1), 91–107.

Alphabetical Bibliography 901

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Ihnen Jory, C. (2012a). Instruments to evaluate pragmatic argumentation. A pragma-dialectical

perspective. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Topical themes in argumentation
theory. Twenty exploratory studies (pp. 143–159). Dordrecht: Springer.

Ihnen Jory, C. (2012b). Pragmatic argumentation in law-making debates. Instruments for the
analysis and evaluation of pragmatic argumentation at the Second Reading of the British
parliament. Amsterdam: Sic Sat/Rozenberg. Doctoral dissertation, University of

Amsterdam.

Ihnen Jory, C., & Richardson, J. E. (2011). On combining pragma-dialectics with critical discourse

analysis. In E. Feteris, B. Garssen, & F. Snoeck Henkemans (Eds.), Keeping in touch with
pragma-dialectics. In honor of Frans H. van Eemeren (pp. 231–243). Amsterdam-

Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Ilie, C. (1994). What else can I tell you? A pragmatic study of English
rhetorical questions as discursive and argumentative acts. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell

International.

Ilie, C. (1995). The validity of rhetorical questions as arguments in the courtroom. 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), IV (pp. 73–88). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Ilie, C. (2007). Argument refutation through definitions and re-definitions. 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. 667–674).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Ilie, C., & Hellspong, L. (1999). Arguing from clichés. Communication and miscommunication. 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. 386–391). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Inbar, M. (1999). Argumentation as rule-justified claims. Elements of a conceptual framework for

the critical analysis of argument. Argumentation, 13(1), 27–42.
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Jakobovits, H., & Vermeir, D. (1999). Robust semantics for argumentation frameworks. Journal of
Logic and Computation, 9(2), 215–261.

Jansen, H. (2003). Van omgekeerde strekking. Een pragma-dialectische reconstructie van a
contrario-argumentatie in het recht [Inverted purpose. A pragma-dialectical reconstruction

of e contrario argumentation in law]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam.

Amsterdam: Thela Thesis.

Jansen, H. (2005). E contrario reasoning. The dilemma of the silent legislator. Argumentation, 19
(4), 485–496.
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Lundquist, L. (1983). L’analyse textuelle. Méthode, exercises [Textual analysis. Methods,

exercises]. Paris: CEDIC.

Lundquist, L. (1987). Towards a procedural analysis of argumentative operators in texts. 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. 61–69). Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Lundquist, L. (1991). How and when are written texts argumentative? 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 Argu-
mentation at the University of Amsterdam, June 19–22, 1990) (pp. 639–646). Amsterdam: Sic

Sat.

Lunsford, A., Wilson, K., & Eberly, R. (2009). Introduction. Rhetorics and roadmaps. In

A. Lunsford, K. Wilson, & R. Eberly (Eds.), The Sage handbook of rhetorical studies
(pp. xi–xxix). Los Angeles: Sage.
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philosophical methodology and argumentation]. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Dacia.
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[The power of narratives, the narratives of power. Proceedings of the 2005–2006 autumn
colloquium] (pp. 303–316). Braga: Universidade do Minho.

Marques, M. A. (2011). Argumentação e(m) discursos [Argumentation in/and discourse(s)]. In

I. Duarte & O. Figueiredo (Eds.), Português, lı́ngua e ensino [Portuguese, language and

teaching] (pp. 267–310). Porto: Porto Editorial.

Marras, C., & Euli, E. (2008). A ‘dialectic ladder’ of refutation and dissuasion. In F. H. van

Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation. Relating controversy analysis
with argumentation theory (pp. 135–147). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Marraud, H. (2013). ¿Es lógic@? An�alisis y evaluación de argumentos [Is it logic(al)? Analysis

and evaluation of arguments]. Madrid: Cátedra.
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Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (1999). Learning of argumentation in face-to-face and e-mail

environments. 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. 552–558). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Marttunen, M., & Laurinen, L. (2007). Collaborative learning through chat discussions and

argument diagrams in secondary school. Journal of Research on Technology in Education,
40(1), 109–126.

Marttunen, M., Laurinen, L., Hunya, M., & Litosseliti, L. (2003). Argumentation skills of

secondary school students in Finland, Hungary and the United Kingdom. In F. H. van Eemeren,

920 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



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. 733–739).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Maslennikova, A. A., & Tretyakova, T. P. (2003). The rhetorical shift in interviews. New features

in Russian political 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. 741–745). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Mason, D. (1961). The uses of argument. Augustinianum, 1, 206–209.
Massey, G. J. (1975a). Are there any good arguments that bad arguments are bad? Philosophy in

Context, 4, 61–77.
Massey, G. J. (1975b). In defense of the asymmetry. Questions for Gerald J. Massey. Philosophy in

Context, 4(Supplement), 44–56.

Massey, G. J. (1981). The fallacy behind fallacies. Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 6, 489–500.
Mates, B. (1961). Stoic logic (2nd ed.). Berkeley: University of California Press (1st ed. 1953).

Mates, B. (1967). Communication and argument. Synthese, 17, 344–355.
Mates, B. (1972). Elementary logic (2nd ed.). New York: Oxford University Press. (1st ed. 1965).

Matlon, R. J. (1978). Report on the Japanese debate tour, May and June 1978. JEFA Forensic
Journal, 2, 25–40.

Mavrodieva, I. (2010). Виртуална реторика. От дневниците до социалните мрежи
[Virtual rhetoric. From the diary to the social web]. Sofia: Sofia University Press.

Mazilu, S. (2010). Dissociation and persuasive definitions as argumentative strategies in ethical
argumentation on abortion. Doctoral dissertation, University of Bucharest.

Mazzi, D. (2007a). The construction of argumentation in judicial texts. Combining a genre and a

corpus perspective. Argumentation, 21(1), 21–38.
Mazzi, D. (2007b). The linguistic study of judicial argumentation. Theoretical perspectives,

analytical insights. Modena: Il Fiorino.

McBurney, J. H. (1994). The place of the enthymeme in rhetorical theory. In E. Schiappa (Ed.),

Landmarks essays on classical Greek rhetoric. Davis: Hermagoras Press.

McBurney, P., Hitchcock, D. L., & Parsons, S. (2007). The eightfold way of deliberation dialogue.

International Journal of Intelligent Systems, 22, 95–132.
McBurney, P., & Parsons, S. (2001). Chance discovery using dialectical argumentation. In

T. Terano, T. Nishida, A. Namatame, S. Tsumoto, Y. Ohsawa, & T. Washio (Eds.), New
frontiers in artificial intelligence (pp. 414–424). Berlin: Springer.

McBurney, P., & Parsons, S. (2002a). Games that agents play. A formal framework for dialogues

between autonomous agents. Journal for Logic, Language and Information, 11, 315–334.
McBurney, P., & Parsons, S. (2002b). Dialogue games in multi-agent systems. Informal Logic, 22,

257–274.

McBurney, P., & Parsons, S. (2009). Dialogue games for agent argumentation. In I. Rahwan &

G. R. Simari (Eds.), Argumentation in artificial intelligence (pp. 261–280). Dordrecht:

Springer.

McCarty, L. (1977). Reflections on TAXMAN. An experiment in artificial intelligence and legal

reasoning. Harvard Law Review, 90, 89–116.
McCarty, L. (1995). An implementation of Eisner v. Macomber. In Proceedings of the fifth

international conference on artificial intelligence and law (pp. 276–286). New York: ACM

Press.

McCloskey, D. N. (1985). The rhetoric of economics. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

McKeon, R. (1987). Rhetoric in the Middle Ages. In M. Backman (Ed.), Rhetoric Essays in
invention and discovery (pp. 121–166). Woodbridge: Ox Bow.

McKerrow, R. E. (1977). Rhetorical validity. An analysis of three perspectives on the justification

of rhetorical argument. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 13, 133–141.
McKerrow, R. E. (1982). Rationality and reasonableness in a theory of argument. In J. R. Cox &

C. A. Willard (Eds.), Advances in argumentation theory and research (pp. 105–122).

Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

Alphabetical Bibliography 921

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



McKerrow, R. E. (1986). Pragmatic justification. In J. L. Golden & J. J. Pilotta (Eds.), Practical
reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of Chaı̈m Perelman (pp. 207–223). Dordrecht: Reidel.

McPeck, J. (1981). Critical thinking and education. Oxford: Martin Robertson.

McPeck, J. (1990). Teaching critical thinking. Dialogue and dialectic. New York: Routledge,

Chapman & Hall.

Measell, J. S. (1985). Perelman on analogy. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 22,
65–71.
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Meyer, M. (1976). De la problématologie. Philosophie, science et langage [On problematology.

Philosophy, science, and language]. Brussels: Pierre Mardaga.

Meyer, M. (1982a). Logique, langage et argumentation [Logic, language, and argumentation].

Paris: Hachette. (English trans. 1995).

Meyer, M. (1982b). Argumentation in the light of a theory of questioning. Philosophy and
Rhetoric, 15(2), 81–103.
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Meyer, M. (2008). Principia rhetorica. Une théorie générale de l’argumentation. [Principia
Rhetorica. A general theory of argumentation]. Paris: Fayard.

Meyer, M. (2000). Questionnement et historicité. Paris: Puf.
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application [The theory of argumentation. Perspectives and applications] (pp. 3–18). Louvain-

Paris: Editions Nauwelaerts.

Oliver, J. W. (1967). Formal fallacies and other invalid arguments. Mind, 76, 463–478.
Olmos, P., & Vega, L. (2011). The use of the script concept in argumentation theory. 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. 1405–1414).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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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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persuasion and truth. The rhetoric of the twentieth century]. Rome: Carocci.

Piazza, F. (2008). La retorica di Aristotele. Introduzione alla lettura. [The rhetoric of Aristotle. An
introduction]. Rome: Carocci.

Pietarinen, J. (Ed.). (1992). Problems of argumentation, I & II (p. 5). Turku: Reports from the

Department of Practical Philosophy.

Pike, K. L. (1967). Etic and emic standpoints for the description of behavior. In D. C. Hildum

(Ed.), Language and thought. An enduring problem in psychology (pp. 32–39). Princeton: Van
Norstrand.

Pilotta, J. J. (1986). The concrete-universal. A social science foundation. In J. L. Golden & J. J.

Pilotta (Eds.), Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of Chaı̈m Perelman
(pp. 379–392). Dordrecht: Reidel.

Pinborg, J. (1969). Topik und Syllogistik im Mittelalter. [Topics and syllogistic in the Middle

Ages]. In F. Hoffmann, L. Scheffczyk, & K. Feiernis (Eds.), Sapienter ordinare. Festgabe f€ur
Erich Kleineidam [Sapienter ordinare. Present for Erich KLeineidam] (Ehrfurter

Theologischen Studien, Vol. 24, pp. 157–178). Leipzig: St. Benno.

Pineda, O. (2004). Propuesta metodológica para la enseñanza de la redacción de textos
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argumentative [Essays on argumentation. Introduction to the linguistic study of argumentative

speech]. Paris: Éditions Kimé, Argumentation et sciences du langage.

Plantin, C. (1995). L’argument du paralogisme [The fallacy argument]. Hermes, 15, 245–262.
Plantin, C. (1996). L’argumentation [Argumentation]. Paris: Le Seuil.

Plantin, C. (1997). L’argumentation dans l’émotion [Argumentation in the emotion]. Pratiques,
96, 81–99.

Plantin, C. (2002). Argumentation studies and discourse analysis. The French situation and global

perspectives. Discourse Studies, 4(3), 343–368.
Plantin, C. (2003). Argumentation studies in France. A new legitimacy. 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. 173–187). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Plantin, C. (2004a). On the inseparability of emotion and reason in argumentation. In

E. Weigand (Ed.), Emotions in dialogic interactions (pp. 265–275). Paris: Presses Sorbonne
Nouvelle.

Plantin, C. (2004b). Situation des études d’argumentation. De délégitimations en réinventions [The
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[From dialogue to reason to reason in dialogue]. Beirut: Dar al-Kitāb al-jadı̄d.
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Rühl, M. (2001). Emergent vs. dogmatic arguing. Starting points for a theory of the argumentative

process. Argumentation, 15, 151–171.

940 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.159 (2026-01-09 14:06:32 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Russell, B. (1956). On denoting. In B. Russell, Logic and knowledge. Essays 1901–1950
(R. C. Marsh, Ed.) (pp. 41–56). London: Allen & Unwin. (Rirst published in Mind, n.s. 14
(1905), 479–493).

Russell, B. (1961). History of western philosophy and its connection with political and social
circumstances from the earliest times to the present day. London: Allen & Unwin. (1st ed.

1946).

Ryle, G. (1954). Dilemmas. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ryle, G. (1976). The concept of mind (5th ed.). Harmondsworth: Penguin. (1st ed. 1949).

Saarinen, E. (Ed.). (1979). Game-theoretical semantics: Essays on semantics by Hintikka,
Carlson, Peacocke, Rantala, and Saarinen. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A., & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest systematics of the organization of

turn-taking in conversation. Language, 50(4), 696–735.
Saim, M. (2008). Reforming the Jews, rejecting marginalization. The 1799 German debate on

Jewish emancipation in its controversy context. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.),

Controversy and confrontation. Relating controversy analysis with argumentation theory
(pp. 93–108). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Sainati, V. (1968). Storia dell’ ‘organon’ aristotelico I: Dai ‘Topici’ al ‘De interpretatione’ [History
of the Aristotelian Organon I: From the Topics to De interpretatione]. Florence: Le Monnier.
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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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Yrjönsuuri, M. (1995). Obligationes. 14th century logic of disputational duties (Acta Philosophica
Fennica, Vol. 55). Helsinki: Societas Philosophica Fennica.
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Žagar, I. Ž. (2000). Argumentacija v jeziku. Med argumentativnimi vezniki in

polifonijo: Esej iz intiuitivne epistemologije [Argumentation in the language. Between argu-

mentative connectives and polyphony. An essay in intuitive epistemology]. Anthropos, 32
(1/2), 81–92.
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