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Abstract

Our work deals with a very important aspect of the scientific-didactic
discourse, namely the explanation, which gives specificity to this type of
communication, along with the interrogation system and the exemplification system.
The explanation includes everything, including demonstration, logical and rhetorical
argumentation, experiment, case study, etc.
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From our point of view, the explanation can be reduced to the structure
of a common act of speech, such as greetings or compliments, since the
classical primary scheme can be concentrated in stable relationships:

A means B = primary, spontaneous explanation

A is B, customized through C = explanation by definition, according
to formal logic.

What we were interested in was the extended explanation, starting
with the enunciation of the object of knowledge (phenomenon, process, etc.),
continuing with the definition, then with the analysis of the complementary
features, with the possible classifications, by establishing the the cause-effect
type of connections, contextualizations, and ending with the presentation of
the impact of the phenomenon approached on the material and spiritual
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realities of the surrounding world. In the didactic discourse, it all equates to
“a lesson”.

Communication is a complex process that requires different analysis
perspectives to determine how communication acts can affect the human behavior.

Different perspectives of communication analysis (with methods and
instruments taken from semiotics, pragmatics, logic, philosophy, cultural
anthropology, etc.) have revealed many aspects that are not yet firmly established:
the nature of language, the level of understanding of the communication.

As far as the communication in the educational context is concerned,
we note that it is subsumed in general-human communication (verbal, non-
verbal, paraverbal), of course, by distinguishing the communication forms
and factors.

The perspectives approached by us in this paper, namely the the
linguistic and the didactic one, have determined many nuances related to the
concept of didactic communication: on the one hand, the conceptual device
of the educational language reflects, to a great extent, a terminology based on
the products of the language and communication science, and on the other
hand the didactic discourse emphasizes the peculiarities of the scientific and
argumentative discourse in a mitigated form.

The corpus of examples was selected from the most common form of
written didactic speech, the textbooks. We chose representative texts of 15
alternative textbooks from different subjects - all from high school, to which
we added some so-called “auxiliaries”, namely homework and exercise
workbooks, teachers’ guides, anthologies and methodics. The selected texts
were focused mainly on explanations regarding the concepts in the Romanian
language and literature (language and style problems, communication,
concepts of history and literary theory — trends, genres and literary species,
etc.), but also in the field of physics, psychology, economics, and so on. Our
intent was to outline a coherent image of the didactic discourse as of now
written in Romanian, in terms of the explanatory approach, which we
consider it to be essential for this type of discourse.

Regarding the particularities of the didactic discourse (written and oral),
we found that it is built on the basis of logical - inductive, deductive, analogical
and dialectical approaches —which are necessary in the learning activities.

Also, the didactic discourse means talking about scientific truth in a
particular form, through reformulation, redundancy, tautology and paraphrase.
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As regards the so-called strategies and teaching methods, | have
emphasized that these are in fact language acts that highlight the interactive
nature of communication. Among these, we mention the example, the
definition, the explanation, the conversation - means of the discursive practice
that put into practice the discourse in the educational context.

The working method has been used by the principles and instruments
of pragmatics, structuralism and logical-formal analysis. The analysis grid
consisted of a discourse decomposition in explanatory sequences. The first
was, whenever it was necessary, to check the congruence of the statement and
definitions with the rigors of the Aristotelian formal logic: the framing into
the proximal gender and the clear revelation of the specific differences. Then
we followed the clarity of the exposure of the classification criteria and of the
axiological act itself. We have given importance to explaining the
manifestations of the phenomenon studied - causality, connections,
contextualization, relationship with the determinant agent, the relevance of
the phenomenon, by reference to man and nature, to the history of human
knowledge. From the structural-semantic and semiotic perspective, we have
taken, as often as possible, the key words and significant phrases that prove
the explanatory effort of the authors of such texts.

The structure of the work followed the specificity of the subject we
were dealing with. After the theoretical introduction, in which we motivated
our choice and exposed the conditions of the proposed approach, we wrote
two chapters on the theoretical aspects of the explanation. The first was to
include the explanation in various fields of the word sciences (the
pragmalinguistic theory, the speech theory, textualism, discourse analysis,
logical semantics and syntactic semantics etc.). The next chapter was
dedicated to the modern theories of explanation, which became a subject of
debate in the philosophy of science in the mid-twentieth century.

We have given an important place to the classical models of
explanation, although the nowadays term (explanation) was not yet used,
those based on the theory of causality in the logic, physics and metaphysics
of Aristotle, as well as of the medieval thinkers in theScholastics and the
Renaissance era.

We completed these theoretical presentations, accompanied by
numerous examples, with a Case Studydedicated to the deductive-Aristotelian
and Baconian explanatory models, complemented by intuitive models and
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divine determinism, supported by the novel The Name of the Rose by
Umberto Eco.

Finally, in a separate chapter, we proceeded to the practical analysis
of the supporting texts in the corpus created by us based on the above-
mentioned grid. We took into consideration four general categories of
explanatory models and a set of three hybrid subcategories, but common in
the Romanian didactic speech.

The conclusions we have reached confirm, at least in part, some of the
assumptions which we started from:

The didactic explanation is a variant of the scientific one, as the
didactic written discourse is a subdivision of the scientific discourse.
Differences startfrom the stake of knowledge and asymmetry in the sender-
receiver relationship. In the didactic discourse, the purpose of the explanation
IS getting to know an object, phenomenon, process, etc. already validated by
science, but still unknown by the young receptors. The senderdoes not address
himself to specialists, but to novices, redefining the original explanatory
process in the demonstrative-instructive and formative way, of the different
scientific field.

e This means that the didactic discourse adapts its explanatory
schemes to the principle of accessibility through simplifications,
metaphorizations, by appealing to numerous examples, to the authority’s
argumentation, to iconicity and through general graphic support.

All the constraints of a discursive text remain in place: coherence and
cohesion, redundancy with a rhetorical role, paraphrase, schematization,
connotations, enunciative device, and so on.

e At the deepest level, the explanation remains an act of assertive
speech, but on a declarative act. The object of the explanation is declared X,
it is called in some way, then the declarative character extends to the
dimensions and the rules of the definition, so that the content of the act is
organized around the assertive values, that is to say, of the claminingthe
assertions made in the beginning through arguments of various kinds.

e Although the explanatory models are mainly limited to a small
number of invariants,their application differs from one study discipline to
another, from one level of understanding to another (according to the
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graduation of school ages) and obviously depends greatly on the skills and
competences of the authors of the manuals. The classifications we operate on,
which are only partly framed in the philosophical typology, in the paradigms
of science and psycho-pedagogy, in the analysis of discourse and textualism,
have mainly a methodological role of organizing thehighly heterogeneous
material processed and analyzed here.

Against the backdrop of the decline of logical positivism and of the
the ascension of modern theoretical sciences (the philosophy of science, the
development of paradigms of scientific knowledge, such as those developed
by Thomas Kuhn, the modern sciences of the word, etc.), newer and newer
theories of explanation kept developing.

The didactic perspective from wherewe approach the theory and
practice of explanation has only gained from this harmonization of formal
logic with the research regarding the language system, and philosophical
theories, principles, explanatory patterns and working tools shared by the two
major areas are much more productive in the field of didactic texts.

Structural-Semantic and Semitic analyzes have highlighted relatively
standardized linguistic structures in the course of explanation. At the logical-
syntactic level, various variants of Aristotelian schemes are used: sentences
(major and minor), connectors, conclusions, syntactic developments, types of
circumstances - time, place, cause, concession etc. At the discursive level, we
have the deixis, anaphora, redundancy, parallelism, repetitions,
amplifications and constraints, the rules of cohesion and syntactic-
morphological and lexico-semantic coherence dominate all types of
explanatory texts.

The lexico-semantic structures clearly render the explanatory effort
and outline the discursive type:

a) Verbs:

-a fi (to be),a reprezenta ( to represent)t,a insemna ( to mean)
(especially in the definitions)

- a detrmina (to determine),a produce ( to produce),a declansa ( to
trigger),a ajunge ( to reach),a devein ( to become) (in establishing the cause-
effect relationships, the essence of the explanation)
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- se imparte (is divided),se clasificd(is classified),se deosebesc (are
distinguished) (in explanatory classifications)

- a rezulta (to result),a deduce ( to deduce),a ajunge la ( to reach),a
aparea ca ( to appear as ) (in deductive and inductive judgments)

b) Connectors:

- pentru ca, din cauza cd (because),fiindca ( f0r),deocarece ( since) (causality)

- daca (if),de ( by),ca ( that) (conditionality)

- in timp ce,pe cand (while), pe de o parte....pe de alta parte ( on the
one hand ... on the other hand),ori...ori ( either....or),pe cat.....pe atat ( as
much..... as) (logical oppositions, contradictions, disjunctions, etc.)

- asadar (therefore),deci ( so),prin urmare( thus) (the conclusions, the
results of the explanation)

In the didactic explanations, the guiding type of phrases, hortatively
formulated, are very important (cautati (search), subliniati (emphasize),
explicati ( explain), comparati (compare), analizati ( analyze), construiti
(build), because learning by discovery, by maieutical method, by Socratic
questioning and interrogation, successfully replaces the actual scientific
exposition. The practical applications, the experiment (simulated,
demonstrative, in the sense of restoring the initial scientific experiment) and
the case studies are part of the didactic explanatory strategies.

The success or failure of the explanation in the written didactic text is
related to the factors listed above, and especially to the competences of the
issuer of the message in question. The deviations from the logical graphic of
the definitions, the absence of the classification criteria, the servile takeovers
from reference academic texts that exceed the reception possibilities of the
beneficiaries of the didactic discourse, the agglomeration of the justifying
quotes, transformed into text anthologies, the prolixity or, on the contrary, the
excessive schematization often cancel the functioning of the principles of
cohesion and consistency of the text. Fortunately, we have quite rarely
noticed situations in which the general impression is that the person who
explains does not know ver well the studied object.

Most of the times, the explanatory texts are clear, balanced, structured
on cognitive-discursive sequences, logically argued and expressly
formulated. In many cases, the explanatory text itself is, as a succession of
speech acts, a shaping model for the development the young people’s way of
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thinking, beyond the selection of cognitive examples and cognitive markers
with s training role in terms of personal development.

Bibliography

1. Sources

BANCILA, Gabriela; Mihai Surdu, Michaela Tanase, Gheorghe Zamfir,
Marian Zamfir, Fizica. Manual pentru anii I si Il — scoli profesionale
(B—F), Bucuresti: Editura Sigma.

CRISAN, Alexandru; Liviu Papadima; loana Parvulescu; Florentina Sdmihaian,
Rodica Zafiu, 2000, Limba si literatura romanda. Manual pentru clasa a
X-a (C-LL), Bucuresti: Editura Humanitas Educational.

DUNA, Ion; Raluca Duna, 2003, Limba si literatura romdnd. Manual pentru
clasaalIX-a (D-LL), Bucuresti: Editura Didactica si Pedagogica, R.A.

ECO, Umberto, 1984, Numele trandafirului. Traducere Florin Chiritescu,
Cluj-Napoca: Editura Dacia.

GOGONEAIA, Constantin; Catalin Darmon, Liviu Plugaru, 2004,
Economie. Manual pentru clasa a Xl-a (G-E), Bucuresti: Editura
Humanitas Educational.

IONITA, Florin; SAVOIU, Adrian, 2005, Limba si literatura romdna.
Manual pentru clasa a Xl-a (ILL), Bucuresti: Grupul Editorial Art.

MANEA, Alina, 2014, Textul literar. Concepte s§i exercitii propuse,
Bucuresti: Editura Delfin.

MARCUSANU, losif, f. a., Psihologie. Manual pentru clasa a X-a (I-P),
Pitesti: Editura Carminis.

SIMION, Eugen (coordonator), Florina Rogalski, Daniel Cristea-Enache,
Dan Horia Mazilu, 2006, Limba si literatura romdnda. Manual pentru
clasa a Xl-a (S-LL), Bucuresti: Editura Corint.

2. References

***2005, Gramatica limbii romane (GALR), vol. I-1l. Coordonator: Valeria
Gutu-Romalo, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Romane.

***2010, Gramatica de baza a limbii romdne (GBLR). Coordonator:
Gabriela Pana Dindelegan, Bucuresti: Editura Enciclopedic Gold.

ABRIC, Jean, 2002, Psihologia comunicarii, lasi: Editura Polirom.

ACHINSTEIN, Peter, 1983, The Nature of Explanation, New York: Oxford
University Press.

257

BDD-A30835 © 2020 Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.88 (2026-07-02 00:28:45 UTC)



ADLER, R.B.; TOWNW, N., 1993, Looking out/Looking in. Interpersonal
communication, New York: Hartcout Broce Jovanovich College
Publisher, Fort Worth.

ADUMITROAIE, Laura, 2012, Semiotica paratextului didactic, Suceava:
Universitatea Stefan cel Mare. [Teza de doctorat]

ALBULESCU, lon, Procedee discursive didactice, Editura Universitatii
,,Babes-Bolyai”, Cluj, 20009.

ANSCOMBRE, Jean-Claude; DUCROT, Oswald, 1983, L argumentation
dans la langue, Bruxelles: Pierre Mardaga.

ARBORIO, Anne-Marie; FOURNIER, Pierre, 20052, L'enquéte et ses
méthodes.L'observation directe. Paris: Armand Colin.

ARENDS, R., 1994, Learning to teach, New York: McGraw — Hill.

ARISTOTEL, ed. 2004, Retorica. Editie bilingva. Traducere, studiu
introductiv si index de Maria-Cristina Andries. Note si comentarii de
Stefan Sebastian Maftei, Bucuresti: Editura IRI.

ARMENGAUD, Francoise, 2007, La Pragmatique, Paris: PUF.

ARROW, Roger, 1976, Ockham's Razor: A Historical and Philosophical
Analysis of Ockham's Principle of Parsimony, Champaign-Urbana:
University of Illinois.

ATTALAH, Paul, 1991, Theories de la communication — sens, sujets, savoirs,
Presses de I" Université du Quebec: TeleUniversité.

AUSTIN, J. L., 2005, Cum sa faci lucruri cu vorbe. Traducere din limba
englezd de Sorana Cornenu. Prefatd de Vlad Alexandrescu, Pitesti:
Editura Paralela 45. (Ed. I orig.: How to Do Things with Words, 1975,
Oxford University Press, dupad editiile din 1962 si 1975 de la President
and Fellows of Hardvard College.)

BACHELARD, Gaston, 19782, La formation de I'esprit scientifique, Paris: Vrin.

BAJAN STANCU, Aurelia, Bariere lingvistice in comunicarea didactica,
Bucuresti: Editura Universitara, 2015.

BANCILA. Gabriela; ZAMFIR, Gheorghe, 1999, Algoritmul succesului, Tasi: Polirom.

BARLEA, Gheorghe Petre, 2015, ,,Componenta lingvisticd a barierelor
comunicationale”, in: Aurelia Bdjan Stancu, Bariere lingvistice in
comunicarea didactica, Bucuresti: Editura Universitara, pp. 9-13.

BARLEA, P. Gh., 1999, Contraria Latina - Contraria Romanica, Bucuresti:
Editura ALL.

BARLEA, P. Gh., 2004, Peithous demiourgos. Stiinta si arta convingerii in
Antichitatea greco-latina, Targoviste: Editura ,,Bibliotheca”.

258

BDD-A30835 © 2020 Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.88 (2026-07-02 00:28:45 UTC)



Diversité et Identité Culturelle en Europe

BARLEA, Petre Gheorghe (editor); Victor Ferry; A. Toma, Emmanuelle
Danblon (coord.), 2012, Diversitate si identitate culturala in Europa,
X, 1, Numar tematic: ,,Despre exemple”, Bucuresti: Editura MNLR.

BROMBERGER, Sylvain (1966) ,,Why-Questions”, in: Baruch A. Brody
(ed.), Readings in the Philosophy of Science, pp. 66-84. Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice Hall, Inc.

BRULE, A., 2000, Cum comunicam si cum convingem, lasi: Editura Polirom.
CARROLL, John Bissell, 1979, Limbaj si gdandire. Traducere si note de
Octavian Opricd, Bucuresti: Editura Didactica si Pedagogica.
CATTEL, J.M., 19213 American Men of Science, Garrison, N.Y.: The

Science Press.

CONDREA, Irina, 2006, ,,Textul ca semn si semnul ca text”, in: Limba
romana, nr. 1-3, Chisinau, pp. 96-100.

DOSPINESCU, Vasile, 1998, Semiotica si discurs didactic, Bucuresti:
Editura Didactica si Pedagogica.

DUCROT, Oswald et alii, 1980, Les mots du discours, Paris: Minuit.

DUCROT, Oswald, 1980, Les échelles argumentatives, Paris: Minuit.

DUHEM, Pierre, 19913, The Aim and Structure of Physical Theory. Trans.
Philip P. Wiener, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

ECO, Umberto, 1982, Tratat de semiotica generala. Traducere de Anca
Giurescu, Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica si Enciclopedica.

ECO, Umberto, 1991, Lector in fabula. Cooperarea interpretativa in textele
narative. In romaneste de Marina Spalas. Prefatd de Cornel Mihai
Ionescu, Bucuresti: Editura Univers.

ECO, Umberto, 1996, Limitele interpretarii. Traducere de Stefania Mincu si
Daniela Bucsa, Constanta: Editura Pontica.

EGGS, Ekkehard, 1994, Grammaire du discours argumentatif. Le topique, le
générique, le fiquré, Paris: Kimé.

FALCON, Andreea, 2008, ,,Four Causes” si ,,Aristotle on Causality”, in:
Edward N. Zalta, Uri Nodelman, Colen Allen (eds), Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Stanford: Stanford University Press.

FEIGL, H., Maxwell, G., & Scriven, M. (eds.), 1962, Scientific explanation,
space, and time. Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Vol.
3, Minnesota: University Press.

259

BDD-A30835 © 2020 Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.88 (2026-07-02 00:28:45 UTC)



FRASER, Bruce, 1975, ,,Hedged Performatives”, in: Syntax and Semantics,
vol. 3, ed. by Peter Cole, and Jerry L. Morgan, pp. 187-201, New
York: Academic Press.

FRASER, Bruce, 1999, ,What are discourse markers?”, in: Journal of
Pragmatics,nr. 3, pp. 931-952.

FRASER, Bruce, 2010, ,Pragmatic Competence: The Case of
Hedging”, in: New Approaches to Hedging, ed.
by Gunther Kaltenbdck, Wiltrud Mihatsch, and Stefan Schneider, pp.
15-34. Bingley, UK: Emerald.

FRIEDMAN, Michael, 1974, ,,Explanation and Scientific Understanding”,
in: Journal of Philosophy, nr. 71, pp. 5-19.

GOLEMAN, Daniel, 2008% Inteligenta emotionald. Traducere de Irina
Margareta Nistor, Bucuresti: Curtea Veche.

GREIMAS, Algirdas-Julien, 1979, Introduction a l’analyse du discours en
sciences sociales, Paris: Hachette.

GREIMAS, Algirdas-Julien; Courtés, J., 19862, Sémiotique. Dictionnaire
raisonné de la théorie du langage, Paris: Hachette.

GRICE, Paul H., 1989, Studies in the Way of Words. Harvard: University
Press. (Volumul reia, printre altele, celebrele capitole publicate de P.
Grice, Tn mai vechea Syntax and Semantics, coordonata de P. Cole si
J. Morgan: ,,Logic and Conversation”, 1975 —vol. 3 al tratatului; ,,Further
Notes on Logic and Conversation”, 1978 — vol. 9; ,,Presupposition and
Conversational Implicature”, 1981 — aparut initial in culegerea Radical
Pragmatics, coordonata de acelasi P. Cole).

HABERMAS, Jlrgen, 1983, Cunoastere si comunicare. Prefata si ingrijirea
versiunii in limba roméana de Andrei Marga, Bucuresti: Editura Politica.

HANKINSON, R. J., 1998, Cause and explanation in ancient Greek thought
(e-book), [Oxford]: University Press Premium.

HARMAN, Gilbert, 1965, ,,The Inference to the Best Explanation”, in:
Philosophical Review, nr. 74, pp. 88-95.

HEMPEL, Carl G. and OPPENHEIM, Paul, 1970, ,,Studies in the Logic of
Explanation”, in: Baruch A. Brody, 1948/1970, Readings in the
Philosophy of Science. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, pp. 8-38.

HEMPEL, Carl G., 1965, Aspects of Scientific Explanation and other Essays
in the Philosophy of Science. New York: Free Press.

HENNIG, Boris, ,,The Four Causes”, in: Journal of Philosophy, nr. 106 (3),
2009, pp. 137-160.

260

BDD-A30835 © 2020 Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.88 (2026-07-02 00:28:45 UTC)



Diversité et Identité Culturelle en Europe

KATZ, Jerold, 1998, Realistic Rationalism: Occam, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

KERBRAT-ORECCHIONI, Catherine, 1980, L ’Enonciation. De la
subjectivité dans le langage, Paris: A. Colin.

KHOMSI, 2003, Lecture de mots et compréhension, Paris: Les Editions du
Centre de Psychologie Appliquee.

KINNEAVY, James, 1971, A Theory of Discourse: The Aims of Discourse,
Prentice Hall: Englewood Cliffs.

KITCHER, Philip, 1981, ,Explanatory Unification”, in: Philosophy of
Science, nr. 48, pp. 507-531.

LEHRER, Keith, 1990, Theory of Knowledge, Boulder: West View Press.

MAYES, Randolph G., 2000, ,,Theories of explanation”, in: James Fieser;
Bradley Dowden, The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, s.v.

MOESCHLER, Jacques, 1985, Argumentation et conversation. Elémentes
pour une analyse pragmatique du discours, Paris: Hatier/Didier.

OCCAM, William, ed. 1995, Opera philosofica et theologica, vol. 1-17.
Editie ingrijita de Gedeon Gal et alii, New York: FIP.

PARFENE, Constantin,1999, Metodica studierii limbii si literaturii romdne
in scoala. Ghid teoretico-aplicativ, lasi: Editura Polirom.

PASCAL, Blaise, 1998, Cugetari. Traducere de Maria si Cezar Ivanescu,
Bucuresti: Editura Aion.

PEIRCE, Ch. S., 1990, Semnificatie si actiune. Selectia textelor si traducere:
Delia Marga, Bucuresti: Editura Humanitas.

PITT, Joseph C., 1988, Theories of Explanation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

PLETT, Heinrich F., 1983, Stiinta textului si analiza de text, Bucuresti:
Editura Univers.

POPPER, Karl, 1981, Logica cercetarii. Traducere de Mircea Flonta,
Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica si Enciclopedica.

ROVENTA — FRUMUSANI, Daniela, 1995, Semiotica discursului stiintific,
Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica.

SALAVASTRU, Constantin, 1996, Modele argumentative indiscursul
educational, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei.

SALAVASTRU, Constantin, 1996, Rationalitate si discurs, Bucuresti: Editura
Didactica si Pedagogica.

SALMON, Wesley, 1984, Scientific Explanation and the Causal Structure of
the World, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

261

BDD-A30835 © 2020 Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.88 (2026-07-02 00:28:45 UTC)



SALMON, Wesley, 1990, Four Decades  of  Scientific
Explanation. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

SCHOPENNAUER, Arthur, 2010, Dialectica eristica sau Arta de a avea
intotdeauna dreptate. Traducere, note si postfatd de Petre Gheorghe
Barlea, Bucuresti: Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane.

SCRIVEN, M., 1959, ,, Truisms as the Grounds for Historical Explanations”,
in: P. Gardiner (ed.), Theories of History: Readings from Classical
and Contemporary Sources, New York: Free Press, pp. 443-475.

SELLARS, Wilfred, 19622 Philosophy and the Scientific Image of Man.
Accesibil in format electronic, studiul a fost inclus in prima serie de
reeditari ale operelor filosofului de la Pittsburgh: Wilfred SELLARS,
1980, Pure Pragmatics and Possible Worlds-The Early Essays of
Wilfrid Sellars, [PPPW], ed. by Jeffrey F. Sicha, Atascadero, CA:
Ridgeview Publishing Co.

SERBANESCU, Andra, 2004, Intrebarea — teorie si practica, lasi: Editura Polirom.

VAN DUK, Teun & KINTSCH, Walter, 1983, Strategies of Discours
Comprehension, New York: Academic Press.

VAN FRAASSEN, Bas C., 1980, The Scientific Image, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

VAN FRAASSEN, Bas C., 1989, Laws and Symmetry, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

VASILIU, Emanuel, 1990, Introducere in teoria textului, Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica.

WALD, Henri, 1981, Puterea vorbirii, Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica si Enciclopedica.

ZAFIU, Rodica, 2001, Diversitate stilistica in romdna actuald, Bucuresti:
Editura Universitatii din Bucuresti.

262

BDD-A30835 © 2020 Editura Muzeul Literaturii Romane
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.88 (2026-07-02 00:28:45 UTC)


http://www.tcpdf.org

