
 

ÖREBRO APPLY TRAINING SCHOOL:  

MULTIMODAL RHETORIC AND ARGUMENTATION IN PUBLIC 
POLICY COMMUNICATION 

 

Örebro University, HumUS 

April 5-7, 2022 

 

Schedule 

Tuesday April 5 

08.30-10.30 

Room: 

P104 

Short Introduction to the training school. 

Analysis and evaluation of multimodal argumentation (Assimakis Tseronis) 

10.30-10.45 Coffee break 

10.45-12.30 

Room: 

P104 

Workshop (Assimakis 

Tseronis) 

See for instructions or material that the 

instructor may have placed in the relevant 

folder 

12.30-13.30 Lunch break 

Campus restaurant Kraka in Långhuset 

13.45-15.30 

Room: 

L103 

Rhetorical reception analysis of multimodal communication and 

argumentation (Jens Kjeldsen) 

15.30-15.45 Coffee break 

15.45-17.30 

Room: 

L103 

Workshop (Jens Kjeldsen) See for instructions or material that the 

instructor may have placed in the relevant 

folder 

 

 

Wednesday April 6 

08.15-10.00 

Room: 

L142 

Multimodal argumentation in (pro-social) advertising (Hartmut Stöckl) 

10.00-10.30 Coffee break 

10.30-12.15 

Room: 

L142 

Workshop (Hartmut Stöckl) See for instructions or material that the 

instructor may have placed in the relevant 

folder 



  

 

 

12.15-13.30 Lunch break 

Campus restaurant Kraka in Långhuset 

13.30-15.15 

Room: 

P254 

Critical perspective to the argumentative analysis of multimodal 

communication (Dimitris Serafis) 

15.15-15.45 Coffee break 

15.45-17.30 

Room: 

P254 

Workshop (Dimitris Serafis) See for instructions or material that the 

instructor may have placed in the relevant 

folder 

   

18.30 Social dinner 

 

 

Thursday April 7 

08.15-10.00 

Östra Mark 

Prosodic features in multimodal argumentative discourse (Gabrijela Kišiček) 

10.00-10.30 Coffee break 

10.30-12.15 

Östra Mark 

Workshop (Gabrijela Kišiček) See for instructions or material that the 

instructor may have placed in the relevant 

folder 

12.15-13.30 Lunch break 

Buffet provided at Östra Mark 

13.30-15.15 

Östra Mark 

Poster preparation (parallel 

sessions) 

More information will be provided at a later 

moment 

15.15-15.45 Coffee break 

15.45-17.30 

Östra Mark 

Poster presentation and discussion (plenary session) 
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