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

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

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

and empirical study of the persuasiveness of a mode of strategic manoeuvring. Doctoral
dissertation, University of Amsterdam.
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ausf€uhrlichen und größtentheils neuen Darstellung der Logik mit steter Rucksicht auf deren
bisherige Bearbeiter. (2nd ed.). Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1929–1931.

Bondarenko, A., Dung, P. M., Kowalski, R. A., & Toni, F. (1997). An abstract, argumentation-

theoretic approach to default reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 93, 63–101.
Bonevac, D. (1987). Deduction. Introductory symbolic logic. Mountain View: Mayfield.

Bonevac, D. (2003). Pragma-dialectics and beyond. Argumentation, 17(4), 451–459.
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2011. International conference on alternative methods of argumentation in law (pp. 81–94).

Brno: Masaryk University.

Damele, G. (2012). “A força das coisas”. O argumento naturalista na jurisprudência constitucional,

entre a impotência do legislador e a omnipotência do juiz [“The force of things”. The

naturalistic argument in constitutional case-law, between legislator’s powerlessness and

judge’s omnipotence]. Revista Brasileira de Filosofia, 239, 11–34.
Damele, G., Dogliani, M., Matropaolo, A., Pallante, F., & Radicioni, D. P. (2011). On legal

argumentation techniques. Towards a systematic approach. In M. A. Biasiotti & S. Faro (Eds.),

From information to knowledge. On line access to legal information. Methodologies, trends
and perspectives (pp. 105–118). Amsterdam: IOS Press.

Danblon, E. (2002). Rhétorique et rationalité. Essai sur l’émergence de la critique et de la
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trans. as ‘O auto-debate é possı́vel? Dissolvendo alguns de seus supostos paradoxos’. Revista
Internacional de Filosofia, 29(2), 319–349, 2006).

Dascal, M. (2007). Traditions of controversy and conflict resolution. In M. Dascal & H. L. Chang

(Eds.), Traditions of controversy. Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Dascal, M. (2008). Dichotomies and types of debate. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.),

Controversy and confrontation. Relating controversy analysis with argumentation theory
(pp. 27–49). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Dascal, M. (2009). Dichotomies and types of debates. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.),

Controversy and confrontation (pp. 27–49). Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Dascal, M., & Boantza, V. D. (Eds.). (2011). Controversies in the scientific revolution.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
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Dimiškovska Trajanoska, A. (2001). Прагматиката и теоријата на аргументацијата
[Pragmatics and argumentation theory]. Skopје: Djurgjа.
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(Spanish transl. by Chr. Santibáñez Yáñez & M. E. Molina of F. H. van Eemeren & R.

Grootendorst (1984). Speech acts in argumentative discussions. A theoretical model for the
analysis of discussions directed towards solving conflicts of opinion. Dordrecht/Cinnaminson:

Foris & Berlin: de Gruyter).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., Jackson, S., & Jacobs, S. (1993). Reconstructing argumen-
tative discourse. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1978). Argumentatietheorie [Argumentation

theory]. Utrecht: Het Spectrum. (2nd enlarged ed. 1981; 3rd ed. 1986). (English transl. (1984,

1987).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1981). Argumentatietheorie [Argumentation

theory] (2nd enlarged ed.). Utrecht: Het Spectrum. (1st ed. 1978; 3rd ed. 1986). (English transl.

(1984, 1987)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1984). The study of argumentation.
New York: Irvington. (Engl. trans. by H. Lake of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst &

T. Kruiger (1981). Argumentatietheorie (2nd ed). Utrecht: Het Spectrum. (1st ed. 1978)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1986). Argumentatietheorie [Argumentation

theory] (3rd ed.). Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff. (1st ed. 1978, Het Spectrum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Kruiger, T. (1987).Handbook of argumentation theory. A
critical survey of classical backgrounds and modern studies. Dordrecht/Providence: Foris.
(English transl. by H. Lake of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & T. Kruiger (1981).

Argumentatietheorie. Utrecht etc.: Het Spectrum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1984). Het identificeren van enkelvoudige

argumentatie [Identifying single argumentation]. Tijdschrift voor Taalbeheersing, 6(4),
297–310.

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1985). Gedifferentieerde replicaties van

identificatieonderzoek [Differentiated replications of identification research]. Tijdschrift voor
Taalbeheersing, 7(4), 241–257.

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1987). Identificatie van argumentatie als

vaardigheid [Identifying argumentation as a skill]. Spektator, 16(5), 369–379.
van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1989). The skill of identifying argumenta-

tion. Journal of the American Forensic Association, 25(4), 239–245.
van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Meuffels, B. (1990). Valkuilen achter een rookgordijn

[Pitfalls behind a smokescreen]. Tijdschrift voor Taalbeheersing, 12(1), 47–58.

Alphabetical Bibliography 881

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.153 (2025-10-30 23:14:36 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2002a). Argumentation.
Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum. (trans. into Alba-

nian (2006a), Armenian (2004), Chinese (2006b), Italian (2011), Japanese (in preparation),

Portuguese (in preparation), Russian (2002b), Spanish (2006c)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2002b). Argumentaciya.
Analiz, proverka, predstavleniye. (L. Chakhoyan, T. Tretyakova & V. Goloubev,

Trans.). St. Petersburg: Faculty of Philology, St. Petersburg State University. Student Library.

(Russian trans. by L. Chakhoyan, T. Tretyakova & V. Goloubev of F. H. van Eemeren,

R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis, evaluation,
presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2004). [Armenian title].

Yerevan: Academy of Philosophy of Armenia. (Armenian trans. by L. Brutian of F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2006a). Argumentimi.
Analiza, evaluimi, prezentimi. Tetovo, Macedonia: Forum for Society, Science and Culture

‘Universitas’. (Albanian trans. by V. Memedi of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F.

Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah:

Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2006b). [Chinese title].

Beijing: New World Press. (Chinsese trans. by Minghui Xiong & Yi Zhao of F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F.H., Grootendorst, R.,&SnoeckHenkemans,A. F. (2006c).Argumentación. An�alisis,
evaluación, presentación. Buenos Aires: Biblos Ciencias del Lenguaje. (Spanish trans. by R.

Marafioti of F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumen-
tation. Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2011). Il galateo della
discussione (Orale e scritta). Milan: Mimesis. (Italian trans. by A. Gilardoni of F. H. van

Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (2002a). Argumentation. Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah: Routledge/Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., Snoeck Henkemans, A. F., Blair, J. A., Johnson, R. H.,

Krabbe, E. C. W., Plantin, C., Walton, D. N., Willard, C. A., Woods, J., & Zarefsky, D. (1996).

Fundamentals of argumentation theory. Handbook of historical backgrounds and contempo-
rary developments. Mawhah: Lawrence Erlbaum. (transl. into Dutch (1997)).

van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F., with Blair, J. A., Johnson, R.

H., Krabbe, E. C.W., Plantin, C., Walton, D. N., Willard, C. A., Woods, J., & Zarefsky, D.

(1997). Handboek Argumentatietheorie. Groningen: Nijhoff. (trans. by F. H. van Eemeren &

A. F. Snoeck Henkemans of F. H van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst & A. F. Snoeck Henkemans,

with J. A. Blair, R. H. Johnson, E. C. W. Krabbe, C. Plantin, D. N. Walton, C. A. Willard, J.

Woods, & D. Zarefsky (1996). Fundamentals of argumentation theory. Handbook of historical
backgrounds and contemporary developments. Mawhah: Lawrence Erlbaum).

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (1999). William the silent’s argumentative discourse. In

F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Proceedings of the
fourth conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (pp. 168–171).

Amsterdam: Sic Sat.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2000a). Rhetorical analysis within a pragma-dialectical

framework. The case of R. J. Reynolds. Argumentation, 14(3), 293–305.
van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2000b). The rhetoric of William the silent’s apologie. A

dialectical perspective. In T. Suzuki, Y. Yano, & T. Kato (Eds.), Proceedings of the first Tokyo
conference on argumentation (pp. 37–40). Tokyo: Japan Debate Association.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2002a). Strategic maneuvering in argumentative

discourse. Maintaining a delicate balance. In F. H. van Eemeren & P. Houtlosser (Eds.),

882 Alphabetical Bibliography

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.153 (2025-10-30 23:14:36 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Dialectic and rhetoric. The warp and woof of argumentation analysis (pp. 131–159).

Dordrecht: Kluwer.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2002b). Strategic maneuvering with the burden of proof. In

F. H. van Eemeren & P. Houtlosser (Eds.), Advances in pragma-dialectics (pp. 13–28).

Amsterdam-Newport News: Sic Sat/Vale Press.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (Eds.). (2002c).Dialectic and rhetoric. The warp and woof of
argumentation analysis. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2003a). A pragmatic view of the burden of proof. In F. H. van

Eemeren, A. F. Snoeck Henkemans, J. A. Blair, & C. A. Willard (Eds.), Anyone who has a view.
Theoretical contributions to the study of argumentation (pp. 123–132). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

van Eemeren, F. H., & Houtlosser, P. (2003b). Strategic manoeuvring. William the silent’s
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Kutrovátz, G. (2008). Rhetoric of science, pragma-dialectics, and science studies. In

F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Controversy and confrontation. Relating
controversy analysis with argumentation theory (pp. 231–247). Amsterdam-Philadelphia:

John Benjamins.
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Manzin, M. (2012b). Vérité et logos dans la perspective de la rhétorique judiciaire. Contributions
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argumentación y retórica. Teorı́as contempor�aneas y aplicaciones [Studies in argumentation

Alphabetical Bibliography 919

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.153 (2025-10-30 23:14:36 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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Miovska-Spaseva, S., & Ačkovska-Leškovska, E. (2010).Критичкото мислење во универзи-
тетската настава [Critical thinking in university education]. Skopje: Foundation Open

Society Institute – Macedonia.

Miranda, T. (1998). El juego de la argumentación [The game of argumentation]. Madrid:

Ediciones de la Torre.

Miranda, T. (2002). Argumentos [Arguments]. Alcoy: Editorial Marfil.

Mitchell, G. (1998). Pedagogical possibilities for argumentative agency in academic debate.

Argumentation and advocacy, 35(4), 41–60.
Mochales Palau, R., & Moens, S. (2009). Argumentation mining. The detection, classification and

structure of arguments in text. In Proceedings of the 12th international conference on artificial
intelligence and law (ICAIL 2009) (pp. 98–107). New York: ACM Press.

Modgil, S. (2005). Reasoning about preferences in argumentation frameworks. Artificial Intelli-
gence, 173(9–10), 901–934.

Alphabetical Bibliography 923

Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.153 (2025-10-30 23:14:36 UTC)
BDD-B442-3 © 2014 Springer



Moeschler, J. (1985). Argumentation et conversation [Argumentation and conversation]. Paris:

Hatier.

Moeschler, J., & de Spengler, N. (1982). La concession ou la réfutation interdite. Approche
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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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Argumentation. Théorie – Langue – Discours. Actes de la section ‘Argumentation’ du XXX.
Deutscher Romanistentag, Vienne, Septembre 2007 [Argumentation. Theory - language -

discourse] (pp. 51–70). Frankfurt: Peter Lang.

Plantin, C. (2009b). A place for figures of speech in argumentation theory. Argumentation, 23(3),
325–337.

Plantin, C. (2010). Les instruments de structuration des séquences argumentatives Argumentatives
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Teorı́as contempor�aneas y aplicaciones [Studies in argumentation and rhetoric. Contempo-

rary theories and applications] (pp. 253–272.). Concepción: Editorial Universidad de

Concepción.
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t€ankande och l€arande genom argumentation [Topoi as meaning makers. Thinking and learning

through argumentation – a rhetorical perspective]. Ödåkra: Retorikförlaget.
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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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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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