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Abstract

Normally people use verbal irony when they want to be humorous, criticize, humiliate and make fun of their interlocutors. The interlocutors, i.e. the ‘victims’ of irony, depending on how they interpret the ironist’s intent, could react in various ways, for instance, they could laugh; say nothing; change the topic or respond ironically.

In this paper the accent is put on the ironic responses uttered as a reaction to the ironist’s initial ironic comments. In fact, this paper analyzes the ‘power’ of verbal irony to provoke further ironic comments in formal and informal discourse, in two completely dissimilar languages, Macedonian and English. 

The results reveal that, in general, unlike the Macedonian native speakers who appear to be more hesitant, the English native speakers show greater inclination towards reciprocating ironically to the initial ironic comments. However, both Macedonian and English native speakers seem to prefer to respond ironically to the initial ironic expressions much more frequently in informal speech than in formal speech.
Key words: verbal irony, ironic responses, formal/informal speech
Silvana Neshkovska is a lector of English at the Faculty of Education within “St. Kliment Ohridski” University – Bitola, the Republic of Macedonia. Her main field of interest is pragmatics and her research encompasses speech acts and indirect speech. Her scientific research is also directed towards the methodology of teaching English as a second language, especially the methodology of teaching English for Specific Purposes. Recently, she has successfully defended her Ph. D thesis at the Faculty of Philology “Blaze Koneski” – Skopje, titled “Expressing Verbal Irony in Formal and Informal Speech in Macedonian and English: A Contrastive Analysis”.
1. Introduction

A lot of researchers, who have dealt with the intricate issue of verbal irony, among the other aspects have also tackled the aspect of verbal irony most frequently referred to as the ‘victims’ of irony and their responses (Attardo, 2001, Eisterhold et al., 2006; Gibbs & Colston, 2007 etc.). 
The research, in this respect, has shown that the initial ironic comment could be addressed to various recipients or ‘victims’. For instance, in some cases, the ‘victim’ is the speaker’s interlocutor; however, in the interactions which include several interlocutors, this could be one of the interlocutors who is not supposed to recognize the ironic intent of the ironist. In some interactions, even a person who is absent and, consequently, is not taking part in the conversation at all could be the target of the initial ironic comment as well. 
Understandably, the diverse pragmatic functions of the ironic comments such as expressing humor (Long & Graesser, 1988; Littman & Mey, 1991; Kreuz & Long, 1991; Long & Kreuz, 1991; Roberts & Kreuz, 1994; Matthews et al., 2006); criticism (Clark & Gerrig, 1984; Kumon-Nakamura, Glucksberg & Brown, 1995; Sperber & Wilson, 1981), surprise (Colston & Keller, 1998) etc., could provoke a wide array of reactions on the part of the ‘victims’. Namely, sometimes, in order for the ‘victims’ to avoid compromising their position, they find it more convenient to pretend that they have not comprehended the ironic intention of the ironist; whereas, at other times, they might indeed fail to recognize the ironic intent. Additionally, the ‘victims’ may wish to acknowledge the ironic intention of the ironist simply by laughing if they find the ironic remark humorous, or by remaining silent and not responding to it if it hurts their feelings. In some situations, the ‘victims’ of irony deem it appropriate to respond ironically to the initial ironic comment because they do not want to terminate the ‘joke’ and leave the ironist with the impression that they are incompetent interlocutors. On the other hand, they may chose to respond ironically as the bitterness and the critical overtone of the ironist’s remark hurt their feelings and now they want to reciprocate in the same manner.
In this paper, however, we focus solely on responding ironically to the initial ironic comments, i.e. we investigate the ‘power’ of verbal irony to provoke new instances of verbal irony, irrespective of the internal motives of the ‘victims’ which prompted them to resort to using irony.
Considering the fact that verbal irony is both a universal and culturally marked linguistic phenomenon whose analysis is best performed contrastively, i.e. by comparing its manifestations in at least two distinct languages, this study investigates this aspect of verbal irony in two completely dissimilar and unrelated languages, Macedonian and English. In fact, the aim is to determine whether Macedonian or English native speakers are more inclined towards responding ironically to the initial ironic comments. 
Furthermore, the formality of the context in which the interactions take place is also brought to the foreground. Namely, the paper seeks to ascertain whether there are any differences in the incidence of the ironic responses used in formal and informal contexts, i.e. when formal and informal speech is used by Macedonian and English native speakers, respectively.
As to the structure of the paper – first, we outline a short theoretical background on the ‘victims’ of irony and their responses; then, we present the methodology used for compiling and analyzing the linguistic corpus used in this particular research. Finally, we discuss the results obtained from this analysis and draw conclusions pertaining to the similarities and differences in both languages.

2. Theoretical background

Some of the main discussions pertaining to verbal irony revolve around these two questions: „Who is verbal irony usually intended for?” and “How do ‘victims’ of irony normally react?” In other words, the ‘victims’ of irony and their reactions, constitute a very important aspect of the research on verbal irony (Barbe, 1995).
The role of the ‘victim’ is normally allocated to the person whose action or inaction has prevented the speaker, i.e. the ironist from realizing his/her intentions and expectations, although, sometimes the unrealized expectation of the ironist cannot be attributed to anyone in particular (e.g. “What a wonderful weather!” – uttered during a storm) (Utsumi, 2000: 1795). In certain misfortunate situations, the ironist himself/herself can undertake the role of the ‘victim’, in order to achieve the effect of self-compassion, i.e. to laugh off his/her misfortune and to behave optimistically (e.g. “Oh, great! This is lovely!” – uttered upon hurting one’s leg). Sometimes, the victim could be a person who is not even present and is not taking part in the conversation, but, yet, he/she is the ‘topic’ of discussion because of something he/she had done or said (Barbe, 1995; Hutcheon, 1995: 42 in Rosolovska, 2011). The ironist could be addressing several interlocutors at the same time, in which case, the ironic comment is usually intended for one of the interlocutors who is not supposed to realize that. The rest of the interlocutors immediately grasp the ironic intent of the ironist and become the ironist’s allies (Jeoung, 2006). 
According to the latest theories, verbal irony should be analyzed as a complex ironic exchange or a speech act which includes both the initial ironic comment of the ironist and the response of the ‘victim’ (Eisterhold et al., 2006; Gibbs & Colston, 2007; Attardo, 2001). Thus, according to Attardo (2001: 176) upon decoding the meaning of the ironist’s ironic comment, the interlocutor, i.e. the ‘victim’, is faced with one of the following options:
a) to react to the dictum (the said), i.e. the literal meaning of the utterance;

b) to react to the implicatum (the implied), i.e. the figurative meaning of the utterance
;

c) to laugh and

d) to remain silent or change the topic.
Anolli et al. (2001: 156) claim that the interlocutor could react in one of these three ways:
a) the interlocutor fails to understand the ironic meaning of the utterance; (misunderstanding),
b)  the interlocutor correctly interprets the ironic meaning of the utterance, yet he pretends that he/she hasn’t done that so as not to compromise his/her position and to remain “distant” (denial) and
c) when the interlocutor openly admits that he/she finds the witticism of the ironic comment funny or that the shrewdness of the indirect remark has hurt his/her feelings, he responds by smiling or by returning the ’blow’, respectively (touché).
The interlocutors’ reactions have been studied also by Gibbs (2000), Nelms et al. (2000) and Eisterhold et al. (2006). Gibbs (2000) purports that the ‘victim’ of irony, could respond by using an ironic or a literal expression; by laughing; changing the topic; or even he/she could fail in grasping the ironic intention. Nelms et al. (2000: 39) state that, most of the time, the interlocutor’s response is a holophrastic “Yeah“ which, in fact, replaces an entire ironic utterance. He also mentions ironic responses expressed in the form of some significant movements such as specific looks, shaking one’s head in disbelief, blushing, squirming one’s eyes etc. Eisterhold et al. (2006: 1250) notice that the victims’ reactions are closely linked to the solidarity factor, i.e. whether the ironist and the interlocutor are close friends, acquaintances or strangers. Hence, due to the greater degree of solidarity, for instance, between close friends and relatives, it is much more natural and acceptable for the ‘victims’ in informal conversations to be more prone to responding ironically to previously uttered ironic remarks.

On the basis of all these contentions it becomes obvious that the usage of verbal irony in verbal interactions could result in creating very complex communicative events, which inevitably engage “both human intellect and emotions” (Walker, 1990: 24 in Leggit and Gibbs, 2000: 19). 

3. Methodology

A) The corpus

As the focus of this research is placed on analyzing the ironic responses to the initial ironic comments in two different types of discourse, formal and informal, within two unrelated languages, Macedonian and English, we selected the television as the most accessible medium for obtaining and compiling linguistic material suitable for this analysis. In fact, the corpus comprises two distinct types of television programs: a) television programs with entertaining character (talk shows) in Macedonian (TPECM) and in English (TPECE) and b) television programs with political character (political interviews, discussions and debates) in Macedonian (TPPCM) and in English (TPPCE). The former type of television shows is characterized by a high level of informality of speech and behavior of both hosts and their guests who are usually famous people from the show business. This is mainly due to the fact that these TV shows are intended to provide viewers primarily with entertainment, and, consequently, with an opportunity to, at least, temporarily forget their everyday worries. The latter, on the other hand, offer an abundant source of formal conversations among politicians, political analysts and journalists who converse about serious political, economic and social affairs. Despite the seriousness and formality of their interactions, the participants very frequently resort to using verbal irony, especially when they wish to disparage their political opponents’ viewpoints and deeds and to mar their repute publically.
Excerpts from 13 political television shows and 13 talk shows, in both Macedonian and English, or in more precise terms, 560 minutes of recorded conversation (280 minutes in Macedonian and 280 minutes in English) were subjected to analysis. In order to increase the objectivity of the analysis as much as possible, apart from the equal duration of the recorded material in both languages, the accent was also put on the number of people, i.e. native speakers of Macedonian and English, who took part in the analyzed conversations. In that respect, the speech of 49 Macedonian and 45 English native speakers engaged in formal and informal conversations within the previously mentioned television shows was thoroughly analyzed (see Appendix).
B) The analysis of the corpus
The process of analyzing the compiled linguistic corpus was undertaken in several separate stages. The first stage of the analysis was directed at recognizing and singling out the ironic expressions from the non-ironic ones used in the analyzed television conversations. The recognition process was based on the conditions for ironicalness which utterances should meet in order to be interpreted ironically, proposed in some of the most influential theories on verbal irony
:

a) allusion – the ironic utterance alludes to the incongruity between the speakers’ expectations and what happened in reality,
b) pretense – the speaker pretends that he is not criticizing or condemning anyone with his/her utterance, when, in fact, that’s exactly what he/she is doing, 

c) semantic negation – the speaker says one thing but means the complete opposite, 

d)  relevant inappropriateness – the utterance is relevant and contextually incongruent at the same time, and
e) reversal of evaluation – if the evaluation of ‘the said’ is positive, then, it is reversed and the evaluation of ‘the implied’ becomes negative and vice versa.
Understandably, apart from these conditions, this process was, undoubtedly, significantly eased by the direct audio and visual access to the analyzed conversations which provides an insight into participants’ facial expressions, gestures and changes in the tone of voice which, unquestionably, constitute an inseparable part of expressing ironicalness.
Furthermore, the identification of the ironic utterances was followed by recognition of the ironic exchanges they belonged to. In other words, in all of the analyzed conversations, the ironic exchanges were composed of: a) an initial ironic comment (IIE) uttered by the ironist, and, b) an ironic response (IRIIE) uttered by the interlocutor. More precisely, it was established that the ironist’s initial ironic expression could be followed by the interlocutor’s ironic response which might consist of one or more ironic expressions. It is not excluded, though, that the ironic response of the interlocutor could be, in fact, a combination of not only ironic but of literal expressions as well. Finally, the analysis showed that ironic response could be of a much more complex nature consisting of a mixture of ironic and literal expressions uttered by both the ironist and his/her interlocutor, interchangeably (e.g.1).
e.g.1 

e.g.1



In e.g.1 the initial ironic expression provokes a complex ironic exchange between the host and the guest who is a famous pop star. The ironic exchange consists predominantly of ironic utterances (written in italics) and two literal ones. The host is trying to make fun of the provocative dress which was obviously completely transparent except for some embroidery concealing the intimate body parts of the singer who wore on the Oscars Ceremony.
In the case of the complex ironic exchanges, almost immediately, it became apparent that is of a paramount importance to ascertain the ‘boundaries’ of the ironic exchange. In other words, there arose a need for determining a mechanism which would indicate the end of a particular ironic exchange. In this respect, it was established that the topic of the conversation introduced in the initial ironic utterance plays a crucial role. In other words, as long as the ironic utterances exchanged by the ironist and the interlocutor, which could be occasionally mixed with some literal utterances as well, refer to the topic introduced by the ironist in his/her initial ironic comment, they belong to that particular ironic exchange. The first utterance which refers to another topic, i.e. directs the conversation in a completely different direction, irrespective of who uttered it, should be interpreted as the end of the ironic exchange in question (Neshkovska, 2014). Thus, for instance, in the previously discussed example (e.g.1) the ironic exchange finishes with the utterance “No, seriously, it was a great dress, an amazing dress really”, inasmuch as from this point onward the conversation takes a completely new direction and a new topic is being introduced by the host which is completely unrelated with the guest’s dress.
In the following section we discuss the results obtained from the analysis of the linguistic corpus in terms of the power of verbal irony to instigate the usage of new ironic expressions in formal and informal discourse in Macedonian and English. 
4. Results
As mentioned previously, the aim of this study was to discover whether Macedonian native speakers, on the one hand, or their English counterparts, on the other hand, show greater readiness and inclination to accept the initiative of the ironist and to respond ironically to the ironist’s initial ironic comment, in both formal and informal context.
In that respect, all the identified ironic utterances in the corpus were classified in two categories: a) initial ironic expressions uttered by the ironist and b) ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions uttered by either the interlocutor and/or the ironist, interchangeably (Table 1).
	
	MACEDONIAN
	ENGLISH

	no. of  initial

ironic 

comments
	formal

(TPPCM)
	informal

(TPECM)
	formal

(ТPPCE)
	informal

(TPECE)

	
	144
	138
	164
	101

	
	282
	265

	no. of ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions
	formal

(ТPPCM)
	informal

       (TPECM)
	formal

         (ТPPCЕ)
	informal

(ТPECE)

	
	41
	200
	127
	221

	
	241
	348

	total  no. of ironic expressions
	523
	613


Table 1

Generally speaking, the number of ironic expressions identified in the English interactions (613) was slightly greater than the number of ironic expressions used in the Macedonian interactions (523), which indicates the English native speakers showed somewhat greater inclination to speak ironically in comparison to their Macedonian counterparts.
Moreover, the obtained results observed within each of the two analyzed languages, Macedonian and English, separately, show that (Chart 1):

а) in Macedonian, there was a greater number of initial ironic expression (282 IIE) in comparison to the number of the ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions (241 IRIIE),

б) in English, the number of the ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions (348 IRIIE) was greater in comparison to the initial ironic expressions (265 IIE).
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Chart 1 
Generally speaking, these results indicate that, unlike their Macedonian counterparts who seem to be somewhat more reserved in their verbal interactions, the English native speakers show greater preparedness to accept the initiative for ironic interaction, i.e. to respond ironically to the initial ironic expression directed at them (Chart 1). 

Furthermore, if we observe the results from the perspective of the formality of the speech, the following insights present themselves:

а) in formal speech, the number of the initial ironic expressions is higher than the number of the ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions in both Macedonian (144 IIE vs. 41 IRIIE) and English (164 IIE vs. 127 IRIIE) (Chart 2),

b) in informal speech, the number of the ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions is higher than the number of the actual initial ironic expressions in both Macedonian (200 IRIIE vs. 138 IIE) and English (221 IRIIE vs.101 IIE) (Chart 3).
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                         Chart 3

These results imply that in formal speech, in both Macedonian and English, the initial ironic comments of the ironists more often than not are followed by non-ironic expressions on the part of their interlocutors. This is especially the case in the Macedonian language where the number of the initial ironic expressions was several times greater than the number of the ironic responses to the initial ironic expressions. This implies that when Macedonian native speakers speak formally, they refrain from responding ironically and make visible efforts to go back to the serious mode of speaking as soon as possible. Unlike them, their English counterparts, prior to resuming the serious mode of conversation, display greater preparedness to respond ironically to the ironic comments previously directed at them.

The situation is completely different in informal speech, since in the informal interactions, the ironists’ initial ironic comments are evidently much more easily accepted on the part of the interlocutors and, more often than not, instigate new ironic expressions on the part of both Macedonian and English native speakers. 
5. Conclusion

This paper analyzed the ‘power’ of verbal irony to generate new ironic expressions in formal and informal discourse in Macedonian and English and in that respect it discovered certain similarities and differences in the two analyzed types of discourse, formal and informal, within these two languages.
On the whole, the English native speakers seem to be more inclined towards expressing their viewpoints and opinions ironically as the number of ironic expressions in the English conversations was slightly greater than the number of ironic expressions in the Macedonian conversations. Moreover, in general terms, in comparison with Macedonian native speakers, English native speakers also display a greater inclination towards accepting and continuing the ironist’s initiative for expressing ironicalness as their IRIIE considerably outnumber their IIE.

However, in formal speech, both Macedonian and English native speakers, and especially the Macedonian native speakers, refrained from responding ironically when using formal speech. In our view, this tendency of both groups of native speakers could be attributed to the pragmatic function which ironic expressions normally perform in this type of speech – expressing criticism. In that respect, the ‘victims’ of irony whose repute ironic expressions put at stake, deem it more appropriate to return to the  serious mode of conversation in order to prove the opposite of what has been stated with the ironic expression. Yet, in this context, the English native speakers were more prepared to prolong this return to the serious mode of speaking and more courageously defied their interlocutors by being ironical themselves.

In informal speech, the findings suggest that there exists a similar tendency in both Macedonian and English – the ironic responses outnumber the initial ironic expressions, i.e. the usage of verbal irony most of the time instigates a lot of new ironic expressions. In informal speech, this finding could be linked to another major pragmatic function of verbal irony– expressing humor. Namely, in informal context verbal irony is normally used for expressing humor or for ridiculing the interlocutor, who in order to leave an impression of a competent interlocutor who is not terminating the joke, continues using irony in his/her subsequent expressions.
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Appendix
	Television programs with entertaining character in Macedonian

	
	TV program and link
	guests
	topic
	min.

	1.
	PM Magazin

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s_9zhfpFvm8
	Zoran Vasilevski 

Helena Roza

Joce Panov
	Hypocrisy
	10.00-25.00

	2.
	PM Magazin

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gpORhCIxZJw
	Vasko Todorov

Mia Kostova
	Marriage
	05.00-15.00

	3.
	PM Magazin

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PzTTuPwG_jg
	Marjana Stonojkovska 

Dimitar Atanasovski
Еlena Petkovska

Igor Milutinovich
	What do boys expect from girls and vice versa?
	20.00-30.00

	4.
	PM Magazin

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sH2X8VpgGJU
	Silvi Muchik- Plevnesh

Novica Vasilevski

Suzana Turundzueva
	Marriage
	10.00-25.00

	5.
	Eden na Eden

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ekilng8CFXQ
	Naumche Mojsovski

Filip Mirkulovski
	Private life and career
	04.00-16.00



	6.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XwXjR2i6ZDk
	Igor Dzambazov

Trendo
	Private life and career
	00.00-15.00



	7.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ad_f9l4Bvlw
	Karolina Gocheva
	Private life and career
	3.00-13.00



	8.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qyKfreUoP0k
	Elena Ristevska
	Private life and career
	5.00-15.00



	9.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T1jIoOvIejc
	Dragan Vuchik
	Private life and career
	13.00-28.00



	10.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=stvLYdQ-VT0
	Darko Panchev
	Private life and career
	15.00-25.00



	11.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VlkOaMWsASk
	Kire Lazarov
	Private life and career
	02.00-11.00



	12.
	Eden na Eden http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nLSJRtTvN5Q
	Kaliopi
	Private life and career
	00.00-15.00



	total:
	22 guests + 2 hosts
	
	140 min.


	Television programs with entertaining character in English 

	
	TV program and link
	guests
	Topics
	min.

	1.
	The Oprah Winfrey Show
	Carrie Fisher,

Debbie Reynolds
	Private life and career
	7.00

	2.
	The Oprah Winfrey Show
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eaelzfAZ488
	Smith Family
	Private life and career
	15.00

	3.
	The Oprah Winfrey Show
	Michelle Obama

Barack Obama
	Private life and career
	10.05

	4.
	The Oprah Winfrey Show
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1NpARnvAmis
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KrMl_eW9P6w
	Beyoncé
	Private life and career
	15.00

	5.
	The Oprah Winfrey Show
	Jane Fonda
	Private life and career
	2.00- 9.00  
12.00-23.00

	6.
	The Ellen Show
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tb74HJXcAAs
	Johnny Depp,

Michelle Fiefer

Cloeh Grace Moretz
	Private life and career
	10.30

	7.
	The Ellen Show
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B2nvWvdWrYU
	Jennifer Aniston

Portia de Rossi
	Private life and career
	10.00

	8.
	The Ellen Show
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yCGFeFiUS6s
	Taylor Swift 

Zac Efron 
	Private life and career
	11.00

	9.
	The Ellen Show
	John Stamos
	Private life and career
	10.00

	10.
	The Ellen Show
	Megan Fox
	Private life and career
	10.00

	11.
	The Ellen Show
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sF_e1QSibMU
	Jennifer Lopez 
	Private life and career
	11.00

	12.
	The Ellen Show 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iha5BoKWQ4I
	Justin Bieber
	Private life and career
	6.00

	13.
	The Oprah Winfrey Show
	Celine Dion
	Private life and career
	10.00

	total:
	19 guests + 2 hosts
	
	140 min.


	Television programs with political character in Macedonian



	
	TV program and link


	guests
	topic
	min.

	1.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a3AVbyAKvKw
	Ljubomir Frchkovski
	Lustration
	00.00-08.00



	2.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D699lxPjcaY
	Ljubcho Georgievski

	The current political situation in the R. Macedonia
	00.00-15.00



	3.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jRS9NGYi4vI
	Blaze Ristovski
	The name dispute with Greece 
	0.00-13.00



	4.


	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HqYe6KDCmow
	Andrej Zernovski
	The protests against the demolishing of the church in the Center municipality  
	03.30-16.30

	5.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ELLQwRT9H28
	Stojanche Angelov
	The Law on the defenders 
	5.00-13.00



	6.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dxd0r4-C6M0
	Radmila Sheherinska


	The visit of the European Commissionaire, Stefan Fule 


	09.00-21.00



	7.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SHeZYUrYMCI
	Blagoja Markovski

Zijadin Ziberi

Pavle Trajanov


	The festivities organized for welcoming Johan Tarchulovski from the Hague

	4.00-19.00



	8.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U09_OCRBSW0
	Petre Sarachin

Roberto Belichanec

 Toni Naumovski


	The downturn in democracy in R. Macedonia (Freedom House Report)
	4.00-14.00



	9.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uysXAUlbVzc
	Goran Trpenovski

Zoran Trajanovski

Marijan Nikolovski
	The newly elected president  of SDSM, Zoran Zaev 


	18.30-32.30


	10.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fXzH4O7BUBE
	Nikola Todorov

Marija Hadzilega 

Bojan Jovanovski 

Neda Korunovska  
	Amendments to the law on abortion 


	15.00-30.00


	11.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bnlkAGcZW0g
	Gjuner Ismail

Jove Kekenovski 


	The Prime Minister’s commentary on Macedonia being completely ignored at the last EU Summit 


	00.00-12.00



	12.
	24 Analiza

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GbSPmLXMXDw
	Andrej Petrov 

Stevche Jakimovski 
	The 2013 local elections
	00.00-10.00 (second part)


	total:
	23 guests + 

2 hosts
	
	140 min.


	Television programs with political character in English


	
	TV program and link
	guests
	topic
	min.

	1.
	America Live with Megyn Kelly
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fftggggYcOE
	Pete Hegseth 

Col. Martha McSally 
	Women in military
	10.26



	2.
	America Live with Megyn Kelly
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MNEfMcI189Y
	Адвокатот на Kermit Gosnell'  
	The Gosnell case
	9.00



	3.
	America Live with Megyn Kellѕ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ufacEg6Yi2A
	Erick Erickson

 Lou Dobbs 
	The  role of women in modern society
	11.25

	4.
	America Live with Megyn Kelly
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_u1Qf8elFcg
	Simon Rosenberg 

Mark Thiessen
	The bombing of the American embassy in Benghazi
	6.37

	5.
	America Live with Megyn Kelly
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ceKQMF09rN4
	John Bolton

Ralph Peters 
	The  Snowden case
	8.00

	7.
	America Live with Megyn Kelly 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RpccKc4OZP0
	Faith Jenkins 
 Jonna Spilbor 
	The testimony of  Rachel Jeantel's in the Zimmerman case
	7.30

	8.
	Piers Morgan Tonight
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=K5GYyHpqW0A
	Ben Ferguson 
	The rights of the terrorist in Boston 
	7.47



	9.
	Piers Morgan Tonight
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y40We-O7qAc
	Jesse Ventura
	Anti-American violence in the Middle East
	15.00


	10.
	Piers Morgan Tonight
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RC4JJWUtzkc
	Larry Pratt
	Armament control
	12.27

	11.
	Piers Morgan Tonight
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kwnJX12wSWQ
	Condoleezza Rice
	The 2012 presidential elections in the USA 

	10.00

	12.
	Piers Morgan Tonight
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=06AAAMQEUAQ
	Greg Ball 
	The terrorist attack in Boston
	5.48



	13.
	Piers Morgan Live 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zzLXCXrCoZA
	Stacey Campfield
	The failure of the armament control campaign in the USA
	5.23



	14.
	Piers Morgan Live
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=38xuxniyr6Q
	James Woolsey 

Ron Paul
	The Snowden case
	14.00

	15.
	Piers Morgan Live
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hOYhkXrRAdc
	Christine O'Donnell
	Same-sex marriages
	3.18

	16.
	Piers Morgan Live 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dB0lJzNloyA
	 Sheriff David Clarke
	The proposal of the sheriff for mass armament  
	11.12



	total:
	22 guests +

 2 hosts
	
	140 min.


IIE


Host: But there was a strategic placement of whatever that embroidery was on your dress. Had you sit down or lain over could something move to another area? 








IRIIE


Guest: The dress is so constructed that nothing is gonna move.


Host: Nothing is gonna move?!


Guest: No.


Host: That almost sounds worse. 


Guest:  That’s why I did change to the black dress. No, seriously, it was a great dress, an amazing dress really.











� Only in the case when the interlocutor reacts to the implied meaning, it is clear that he/she has understood the ironic intention of the ironist. Logically, in all the other cases it is not clear whether the ironic intention of the ironist has been understood or not (Аttardo, 2001).





� Traditional Theory of Verbal Irony as Semantic Inversion (Cutler, 1974),The Pragmatic Approach (Grice, 1975, 1978); The Echoic Mention/Interpretation Тheory (Sperber and Wilson, 1981, 1986); The Pretense Theory of Irony (Clark and Gerrig, 1984); The Allusional Pretense Theory (Kumon-Nakamura et al., 1995); The Relevance Inappropriateness Theory (Attardo, 2000); The Implicit Display Тheory (Utsumi, 2000); Theory of VI (Colston, 2000); Irony as a Strategy for Indirect Communication (Anolli et al., 2002), Irony as Reversal of Evaluation (Partington, 2007).
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