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and the fields]. Irbid: ʿAlam al-Kutub al-h
˙
adith.

Albert, H. (1969). Traktat €uber kritische Vernunft [Treatise on critical reason] (2nd ed.) Tübingen:
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Mohr. (1st ed. 1968, 5th improved and enlarged ed. 1991).

Alburquerque. (1995). El arte de hablar en público. Seis retóricas famosas [The art of public
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Auchlin, A. (1981). Réflexions sur les marqueurs de structuration de la conversation [Reflections

on markers of conversational structure]. Études de Linguistique Appliquee, 44, 88–103.

Alphabetical Bibliography 861

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Ausı́n, T. (2006). The quest for rationalism without dogmas in Leibniz en Toulmin. In

D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.), Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays in argument
analysis and evaluation (pp. 261–272). Dordrecht: Springer.

Austin, J. L. (1975). How to do things with words (2nd ed.). In J. O. Urmson & M. Sbisà (Eds.).
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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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mathematical argumentation in the classroom]. Premisa. Revista de la Sociedad Argentina de
Educación Matem�atica, 7(23), 23–29.

Crespo, C., & Farfán, R. (2005). Una visión de las argumentaciones por reducción al absurdo como

construcción sociocultural [A vision of reduction to absurd argumentation as socio-cultural

construction]. Relime, 8(3), 287–317.
Crespo, N. (1995). El desarrollo ontogenético del argumento [The ontogenetic development of

argument]. Revista Signos, 37, 69–82.
Cronkhite, G. (1969). Persuasion. Speech and behavioral change. Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill.

Crosswhite, J. (1989). Universality in rhetoric. Perelman’s universal audience. Philosophy &
Rhetoric, 22, 157–173.

Crosswhite, J. (1993). Being unreasonable. Perelman and the problem of fallacies. Argumentation,
7, 385–402.

Crosswhite, J. (1996). The rhetoric of reason. Writing and the attractions of argument. Madison:

University of Wisconsin Press.

Alphabetical Bibliography 873

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Crosswhite, J., Fox, J., Reed, C. A., Scaltsas, T., & Stumpf, S. (2004). Computational models of

rhetorical argument. In C. A. Reed & T. J. Norman (Eds.), Argumentation machines. New
frontiers in argument and computation (pp. 175–209). Dordrecht: Kluwer.
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Culioli, A. (1990), Pour une linguistique de l’énonciation. Opérations et représentation, tome 1
[Towards a linguistics of the utterance: operations and representation, Vol. 1]. Paris: Ophrys.

Culioli, A. (1999), Pour une linguistique de l’énonciation. Formalisation et opérationsde repé
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teorı́a pragma-dialéctica de la argumentación. Madrid/Mexico: Consejo Superior de

Investigaciones Cientı́ficas (CSIC)/Plaza & Valdés. Theoria cum Praxi. (Spanish transl. by

878 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer
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Andone & A. Gâţă of F. H. van Eemeren & R. Grootendorst (1992a). Argumentation,
communication, and fallacies. A pragma-dialectical perspective. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence

Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2011). Una teorı́a sistem�atica de la argumentación.
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Gómez, A. L. (2003). Argumentos y falacias [Argumentation and fallacies]. Cali: Editorial

Facultad de Humanidades Universidad de Valle.
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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 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 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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Missionherätysretoriikassa [‘I have like a message from God’. Persuasive strategies in the

revival rhetoric of Nokia Missio]. Teologinen aikakauskirja, 116(2), 109–122.
Hietanen, M. (2011b). The gospel of Matthew as a literary argument. Argumentation, 25(1),

63–86.

Hintikka, J. (1968). Language-games for quantifiers. In N. Rescher (Ed.), Studies in logical theory
(American Philosophical Quarterly: Monograph series, 2, pp. 46–72). Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

An expanded version was republished in J. Hintikka (1973), Logic, language-games and
information. Kantian themes in the philosophy of logic (pp. 53–82). Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Hintikka, J. (1973). Logic, language-games and information. Kantian themes in the philosophy of
logic. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Hintikka, J. (1976). The semantics of questions and questions of semantics. Case studies in the
relations of logic, semantics, and syntax. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Hintikka, J. (1981). The logic of information-seeking dialogues. A model. In W. Becker & W. K.

Essler (Eds.), Konzepte der Dialektik [Concepts of dialectic] (pp. 212–231). Frankfurt am

Main: Vittorio Klostermann.

Hintikka, J. (1985). A spectrum of logics of questioning. Philosophica, 35, 135–150. Reprinted in
J. Hintikka (1999), Inquiry as inquiry. A logic of scientific discovery (pp. 127–142). Dordrecht:
Kluwer (Jaakko Hintikka selected papers, 5).

Hintikka, J. (1987). The fallacy of fallacies. Argumentation, 1(3), 211–238.
Hintikka, J. (1989). The role of logic in argumentation. The Monist, 72, 3–24. Reprinted in

J. Hintikka (1999), Inquiry as inquiry. A logic of scientific discovery (pp. 25–46). Dordrecht:

Kluwer (Jaakko Hintikka selected papers, 5).
Hintikka, J. (1997). What was Aristotle doing in his early logic, anyway? A reply to Woods and

Hansen. Synthese, 113(2), 241–249.
Hintikka, J. (1999). Inquiry as inquiry. A logic of scientific discovery. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Hintikka, J., & Bachman, J. (1991).What if . . .? Toward excellence in reasoning. Mountain View:

Mayfield Publishing Company.

Hintikka, J., & Hintikka,M. B. (1982). Sherlock Holmes confronts modern logic. Toward a theory of

information-seeking through questioning. In E. M. Barth & J. L. Martens (Eds.), Argumentation.
Approaches to theory formation. Containing the contributions to theGroningen conference on the
theory of argumentation, October 1978 (pp. 55–76). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Hintikka, J., & Kulas, J. (1983). The game of language. Studies in game-theoretical semantics and
its applications. Dordrecht: Reidel.

898 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Hintikka, J., & Saarinen, E. (1979). Information-seeking dialogues. Some of their logical

properties. Studia Logica, 38, 355–363.
Hirsch, R. (1987). Interactive argumentation. Ideal and real. 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. 434–441).

Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Hirsch, R. (1989). Argumentation, information and interaction. Gothenburg: Department of

Linguistics, University of Göteborg.
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Jovičič, T. (2003a). Evaluation of argumentative strategies. 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. 571–580). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.
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Kline, S. L. (1995). Influence opportunities and persuasive argument practices in childhood. In

F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the
third ISSA conference on argumentation (pp. 261–275). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Kloosterhuis, H. T. M. (2002). Van overeenkomstige toepassing. De pragma-dialectische
reconstructie van analogie-argumentatie in rechterlijke uitspraken [Similar applications.

The pragma-dialectical reconstruction of analogy argumentation in pronouncements of

judges]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam. Amsterdam: Thela Thesis.

Kloosterhuis, H. (2006). Reconstructing interpretative argumentation in legal decisions. A
pragma-dialectical approach. Amsterdam: Rozenberg & Sic Sat.

Klopf, D. (1973). Winning debate. Tokyo: Gakushobo.
Kluback, W. (1980). The new rhetoric as a philosophical system. Journal of the American

Forensic Association, 17, 73–79.
Kluev, E. (1999). Ritorika. Inventsiya, dispozitsiya, elocutsiya [Rhetoric. Invention, disposition,

elocution]. Moscow: Prior.

Klujeff, M. L. (2008). Retoriske figurer og stil som argumentation [Rhetorical figures and style as

argumentation]. Rhetorica Scandinavica, 45, 25–48.
Klumpp, J. F., Riley, P., & Hollihan, T. H. (1995). Argument in the post-political age. Emerging

sites for a democratic lifeworld. In F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A.

Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the third ISSA conference on argumentation. Special fields and
cases (pp. 318–328). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Kneale, W. (1949). Probability and induction. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Kneale, W., & Kneale, M. (1962). The development of logic. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Kneupper, C. W. (1978). On argument and diagrams. Journal of the American Forensic Associa-
tion, 14, 181–186.

Kneupper, C. W. (1979). Paradigms and problems. Alternative constructivist/interactionist

implications for argumentation theory. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 15,
220–227.

Koch, I. G. V. (1984). Argumentação e linguagem [Argumentation and language]. São Paulo: Cortez.

Kock, C. (2003a). Gravity too is relative: On the logic of deliberative debate. 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. 628–632).
Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Kock, C. (2003b).Multidimensionality and non-deductiveness in deliberative argumentation. 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. 157–171). Dordrecht:

Kluwer.

908 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Kock, C. (2006). Multiple warrants in practical reasoning. In D. L. Hitchcock & B. Verheij (Eds.),

Arguing on the Toulmin model. New essays in argument analysis and evaluation
(pp. 247–259). Dordrecht: Springer.

Kock, C. (2007a). Is practical reasoning presumptive? Informal Logic, 27, 91–108.
Kock, C. (2007b). Norms of legitimate dissensus. Informal Logic, 27(2), 179–196.
Kock, C. (2007c). The domain of rhetorical 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. 785–788). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Kock, C. (2009a). Arguing from different types of speech acts. In J. Ritola (Ed.), Argument
cultures. Proceedings of the 8th OSSA conference at the University of Windsor in 2009. .
Windsor: University of Windsor. (CD rom).

Kock, C. (2009b). Choice is not true or false. The domain of rhetorical argumentation. Argumen-
tation, 23(1), 61–80.

Koetsenruijter, A. W. M. (1993). Meningsverschillen. Analytisch en empirisch onderzoek naar de
reconstructie en interpretatie van de confrontatiefase in discussies [Differences of opinion.

Analytical and empirical research concerning the reconstruction and interpretation of the

confrontation stage in discussions]. Doctoral dissertation, University of Amsterdam.

Amsterdam: IFOTT.

Kolflaath, E. (2004). Språk og argumentasjon – med eksempler fra juss [Language and argumen-

tation – with examples from law]. Bergen: Fagbokforlaget.
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Komlósi, L. I. (1997). Inferential pragmatics and cognitive structures. Situated language use and
cognitive linguistics. Budapest: Nemzeti Tankönyvkiadó.
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Komlósi, L. I. (2008). From paradoxes to presumptive fallacies. The way we reason with

counter-factual mental spaces. In J. Andor, B. Hollósy, T. Laczkó, & P. Pelyvás (Eds.),
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Anderson. Leiden-Boston-Köln: Brill. (1st ed. in German 1960 as Handbuch der literarischen
Rhetorik).

Laycock, C., & Scales, R. L. (1904). Argumentation and debate. New York: The Macmillan

Company.

Lazerowitz, M. (1958–1959). Methods and criteria of reasoning. British Journal for the Philoso-
phy of Science, 9, 68–70.
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à la logique juridique [Chaı̈m Perelman. From new rhetoric to legal logic] (pp. 261–288).
Paris: Presses universitaires de France.

Manzin, M., & Puppo, F. (Eds.). (2008). Audiatur et altera pars. Il contraddittorio fra principioe
regola [Hear the other side too. The crossexamination between principle and rule]. Milano:

Giuffrè.
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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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l’Université de Bruxelles)).

Perelman, C., & Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. (1989). Tratado de la argumentación. La nueva retórica.
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Ritoók, Z. (1975). Zur Geschichte des Topos-Begriffes [On the history of the concept of topos]. In
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Florianópolis: Momento Atual.

Roesler, C., & Senra, L. (2012). Lei de anistia e justiça de transição. A releitura da ADPF 153 sob o

viés argumentativo e principiológico [Amnesty law and transitional justice. Re-reading the

ADPF 153 from an argumentative and principiological point of view]. Seq€uência, 64, 131–160.
Roesler, C., & Tavares da Silva, P. (2012). Argumentação jurı́dica e direito antitruste. Analise de

casos [Legal argumentation and antitrust law. Analysis of cases]. Revista Jurı́dica da
Presidência da Republica, 14(102), 13–43.

Rogers, K. (2009). Tibetan logic. New York: Snow Lion Publications.

Rolf, B., & Magnusson, C. (2003). Developing the art of argumentation. A software approach. 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. 919–925). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

Roque, G. (2008). Political rhetoric in visual images. In E. Weigand (Ed.), Dialogue and rhetoric
(pp. 185–193). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Roque, G. (2010). What is visual in visual argumentation? In J. Ritola (Ed.), Argument cultures.
Proceedings of the 8th OSSA conference at the University of Windsor in 2009. Windsor:

University of Windsor. (CD rom).

Roque, G. (2011a). Rhétorique visuelle et argumentation visuelle [Visual rhetoric and visual

argumentation]. Semen, 32, 91–106.

Alphabetical Bibliography 939

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.110 (2026-02-09 13:11:50 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Roque, G. (2011b). Visual argumentation. A reappraisal. 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. 1720–1734). Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

(CD rom).

Roth, B. (2003). Case-based reasoning in the law. A formal theory of reasoning by case compari-
son. Doctoral dissertation, University of Maastricht.

Roulet, E. (1989). De la structure de la conversation à la structure d’autres types de discours
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C. Rubattel (Ed.), Modèles du discours. Recherches actuelles en Suisse romande
(pp. 35–60). Bern: Peter Lang.

Roulet, E. (1999). La description de l’organisation du discours [The description of the organiza-

tion of discourse]. Paris: Didier.

Roulet, E., Auchlin, A., Moeschler, J., Rubattel, C., & Schelling, M. (1985). L’articulation du
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Tübingen: Narr.

Schanze, H. (Ed.). (1974). Rhetorik. Beitr€age zu ihrer Geschichte in Deutschland vom 16.–20.
Jahrhundert [Rhetoric. Contribution to its history in Germany from the 16th to the 20th

century]. Frankfurt am Main: Athenäum Fischer.
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Schwitalla, J. (1976). Zur Einführung in die Argumentationstheorie. Begründung durch Daten und

Begründung durch Handlungsziele in der Alltagsargumentation [Introduction in the theory of

argumentation. Foundation based on data and foundation based on action goals in everyday

argumentation]. Der Deutschunterricht, 28, 22–36.
Schwitalla, J. (1987). Common argumentation and group identity. 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. 119–126).

Dordrecht-Providence: Foris.

Scott, R. L. (1967). On viewing rhetoric as epistemic. Central States Speech Journal, 18, 9–16.
Scott, R. L. (1999). On viewing rhetoric as epistemic. In J. L. Lucaites, C. M. Condit, & S. Caudill

(Eds.), Contemporary rhetorical theory. A reader. New York: Guilford Press.

Scripnic, G. (2011). Strategic manoeuvring with direct evidential strategies. In F. H. van Eemeren,

B. Garssen, D. Godden, & G. Mitchell (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th conference of the Interna-
tional Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 1789–1798). Amsterdam: Rozenberg/Sic Sat.

Scripnic, G. (2012a). Communication, argumentation et médiativité. Aspects de l’évidentialité en
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Saarbrücken: Éditions universitaires européennes.
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Arystotelesa [Walton’s argumentation schemes and topoi in Aristotelian rhetoric]. Doctoral

dissertation, Cardinal Stefan Wyszyński University in Warsaw.
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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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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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Yrjönsuuri, M. (Ed.). (2001). Medieval formal logic. Consequences, obligations and insoluble.
Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Yunis, H. (Ed.). (2011). Plato. Phaedrus. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Zafiu, R. (2003). Valori argumentative ı̂n conversaţia spontană [Argumentative values in sponta-

neous conversation]. In L. Dascălu Jinga & L. Pop (Eds.), Dialogul ı̂n româna vorbită
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Ziembiński, Z. (1955). Logika praktyczna [Practical logic]. Warsaw. PWN: Polish Scientific

Publishers.

Zillig, W. (1982). Bewerten. Sprechakttypen der bewertenden Rede [Asserting. Speech act types of
the assertive mode]. Tübingen: Niemeyer.
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