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Mepiypagn — epunveia — egnynon

= AVAAUON TWV OXEOEWV METAEU KEILEVWY,
O1adIKACIWV Kal KOIVWVIKWV ouvOnkwv

= AUTEC oI TPEIC «OIACTACEIC TOU AOYyouU>»
avTIOTOIXOUV O€ TPEIC Ola0TACEIC N oTadld TNG
KAA:
» NEPIYPAPMN: TUMNIKEC IOIOTNTEC TWV KEIPEVWV:
0 AOYOG WG KEIPEVO
» epunveia: Keigeva < aAAnAenidpaon (interaction):
0 AOyocC w¢ npakTikn (discourse practice)
» £€nynon: aAAnAenidpaon < KOIVWVIKO NAQicIO:
KOIVWVIKEC NPAKTIKEC

Fairclough L&P, 21-22" «Critical and descriptive goals in DA», oto CDA.




Nepiypa®pn — eppnveia — €Enynon (CDA, 98" L&P, 21* D&SC, 73* MD, 59)

Sodal conditions of production

Process of production

Text neplypqen

Process of interpretation EPHNVEIQ

interaction

Sodial conditions of interpretation SF,I‘N'I‘]O'I‘]

Context

Figure 2.1 Discourse as text, interaction and context



A\oyog ka1 eEouaia (power)

«powerful participants control and constrain the
contributions of non-powerful participants»

= O €Aeyx0oC apopa: NEPIEXOUEVA, OXETEIC,
UMNOKEIJEVA.

F. L&P, 38-39

- Alcpopouusvr] XpnNon TOU Opou <<sEou0|c1>>
TOMIKN — ola- AOVYIKN svvom Kal EUPUTEPN
KOIVWVIKIN — Geolen gvvola: n.x., o F. ¢qaiverai
va npoUnoBeTel OTI KABE PpopPAa NOU KAMOIOG
OMIANTNG EI‘IITE)\EI Hia KCITEUGUVTIKI’] AEKTIKN
npa&n CIO'KEI EEOUO’ICI eni svoq anodEKTN. ZTIC
nspmoompsq XPNOEIC TOU opou «g&ouaia» arnv
KAA, n 0'(1)OTI’] epunveia Ba NTav: «eAgyxoc»
[an ponc¢ Tou dla-Aoyou].



Aoyog ka1 eEouaoia

= Avayvwpilel OTI N avTiAnwn Tou TNG «g€ouoiac /
IOXUOC» €ival uneEPAnAOUOTEUTIKN, aAAQ yia
AaBoc Aoyouc: A.X., eneidn ol «eEouoiaoTeC»
(«powerful discourse participants») unopei va
ENITPENOUV KAMola XaAapoTnTd oTo AOYO TOUC N
va CUMMNEPIpEPOVTAl ouykaTaparika!

e O F. npoUnoBerel 0TI 0TO AOYO TwWV MME OI
napaywyoi ackouv €€ouaia €ni TwWV KATAVAAW-
TWV, €NEION AUTOI JHOVOI £XOUV OIKAIWUATA
napaywync, opifouv Tnv atdevra Twv HivTia,
ennpealouv TNV avanapaoTacn YEYOVOTWV KA.

F. L&P, 42




AnoTuUN®Won Kal OXETIKIOHOG

- H 10eo0Aoyia anoTunwveTal (embedded,
embodied, inscribed) otn yYAwooa (L&p, 2
L&P, 147 «IOEO0AOVYIKEC IOI0TNTEC» TNG
YAwooag, n 10eoAoyia wg «Id10TNTA» TNG
YAwooQaq).

= H 10€a TNC «anoTUNWONG» NMPOEPXETAI
ano TNV «KpiTikn NMwoocoAoyia» (Fowler
K.d., 1979" Kress & Hodge, 1979).

= KOIVWVIKOC KaBopiopog TNC YAwooac <

YAWOOIKOC KaBopIoPOC TNG KOIVWVIAC
(L&p, 16: «dialectic»)



AnoTuUN®Won Kal OXETIKIOHOG

= H peAeTn Twv 10€0Aoyiwv-oTn-yAwooa
napaBAenel
» TO EUPUTEPO KOIVWVIKO-BEONIKO NAQicIO*
» TIC 10€0AOYIEC-YIA-TN-YAWCOQ"
» TN YAWOoOoa w¢ BeouIkO nAaiaolo.

= Avaykn via «wider social theory» (Fairclough &
Chouliaraki, Discourse in Late Modernity; F. Language

and Globalization).

- H anoTtunwon ouvOeeTal UE TOV YAWOOIKO /
EVVOIOAOYIKO OXETIKIONO: O KABE YAWOOIKN
NoIKIAIQ anoTunwVveTal pia 1deoAoyia.



]
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Ta keipeva wg eEAAXIOTEG HOVADEG

- H KAA, onwc gv yevel n AA, aoxoAouvTal PE
LOVAOEC HEYAAUTEPEC TNC NPOTACNC.
>Tnv npaén, or KAA xpnoigonoiouv
LETAYAWOGIKO OXOAIACGHO YIa HOVAOEC
KMIKPOTEPEC TOU KEIPMEVOU», JOVADEC EVTOC TWV
KEIMEVWV" Ol HOVADEC QUTEC NMOPOUV va AeyovTdl
«TPOMOI TOU AEYEIV>».,

. HUTH

“Methods of
Critical Discourse
An 1|}-%is‘

(B. L. Whorf: «fashions of speaking»)

WODAK AND
" . MICHAEL MEYER

R. Wodak, Eicaywyn oto Methods of
CDA" Fairclough «Instructions for the

researcher» oto Analyzing Discourse- 1

L&P, Kep. 5° D&SC, Ke®. 8.
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Ta keipeva wg eAaxioTeg Hovadeg (Fairclough, L&P 92-3)

92

LANGUAGE AND POWER

:I?gt are partly or wholly delayed until Chapter 6, for reasons 1 shall explain
ere.

The present chaprer is written at an introductory level for people who do
not have extensive backgrounds in language study. It is organized around ten
main questions (and some sub-questions) which can be asked of a text; this
will I hope make it relatively easy for readers to assimilate and use the
framework. Under each question, readers will find analytical categories or
concepts briefly introduced, and exemplified. T have presented the procedure
in a purely expository way, without examples for readers to work on. There
will be an opportunity in Chapter 7 to apply the procedure to an extended
example. Let me stress that the procedure should not be reated as holy writ
- it is a guide and not a blueprint. In some cases, readers using it may find
that some parts are overly detailed or even irrelevant for their purposes. In
other cases, they (especially those with a background in language study) may
find it insufficiently detailed and in need of supplementation — the references
at the end of the chapter should help. The set of textual features included is
highly selective, containing only those which tend to be most significant for
critical analysis.

A final point before 1 list the ten questions. The set of formal features we
find in a specific text can be regarded as particular choices from among the
options (e.g. of vocabulary or grammar) available in the discourse types
which the text draws upon. In order to interpret the features which are
actually present in a text, it is generally necessary 1o take account of what
other choices might have been made, i.e. of the systems of options in the
discourse types which actual features come from. Consequently, in analysing
texts, one’s focus is constantly alternating between what is “there’ in the text,
and the discourse type(s) which the text is drawing upon. This alternation of
focus is reflected in the discussion below.

A. Vocabulary

1. What expersential values do words have? (See Note below for terminology.)
Whar classification schemes are drawn upon?
Are there words which are ideologically contested?
Is there rewording or overwording?
What ideologically significant meaning relations (synomymzy, byporymiy,
antonrymy) are there between words?
2. What relational values do words have?
Are there euphemistic expressions?
Are there markedly formal or informal words?
3. What expresve values do words have?
4. What metaphors are used?

CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS IN PRACTICE: DESCRIPTION

B. Grarmmar

5. What experiential values do grammatical features have?
What types of process and participant predominate?
1s agency unclear?
Are processes what they seem?
Are nominalizations used?
Are sentences active or passive?
Are sentences positive or negative?
6. What relational values do grammarical features have?
What modes (declarative, grammatical question, imperative) are used?
Are there important features of relational modality?
Are the pronouns we and you used, and if so, how?
7. What expressive values do grammatical features have?
Are there important features of expressive modality?
8 How are (simple) sentences linked wgether?
What logical connectors are used? . . derveg
Are complex sentences characterized by coondimation or subordinution?
What means are used for referring inside and outside the text?

C. Textual structures
9. What interactional conventions are used? .
Are there ways in which one participant controls the turns of others?
10. Whar larger-scale structures does the text have?

Note: experiential, relational, and expressive values

1 distinguish between three of value that formal features may have:
:xperief:f;].l relational, and e:pwr;ve. A formal feature with r;pmm.ffa.lw]uc
is a trace of and a cue to the way in which the text producer’s experience of
the natural or social world is represented. Experiential value is to do with
contents and knowledge and beliefs, in the terms of Chapter 3. A formal
feature with relationael value is a trace of and a cue t the social TFI:‘IUDI'IS]'I.IP‘S
which are enacted via the text in the discourse. Relational value is {tmmpar—l
ently!) to do with relations and social relationships. And, finally, a formal
feature with expressive value is a trace of and a cue to the producers evalua-
tion (in the widest sense) of the bit of the reality it relates to. Expressive
value is to do with subjects and social identities, though only one "-']“"_"""5';“;'
of the latter concepts is to do with subjective values. Let me emphasize that
any given formal feature may simultancously have two or three of these
values, These are shown diagrammatically in Fig. 5.1. :
In addition, a formal fearure may have connective value, ie. in connecting
together parts of a text. See Question 8 for discussion and examples.




Ta keigeva wg eAayxioreg Hovadeg (Meyer, Wodak & Meyer 25-9)

Fod CRITICAL HISCIOURSE AMNALYSLS

analysis begins: after the first collection exercise it is a matter of carrying
our the first analyses, finding indicators for particular coneepts, expand-
ing corcepts inte categorics and, on the basis of these results, collecting
further data (theoretical sampling). In this mode of procedure, data
callection is never completely excluded, and new questions always arise
which can only be deal: with it new data are collected or earlier data ane
re-examined (Strauss, 1987: 56).

Whereas Siegfried Jiger at least sugiests a concentrabion on texts
extracted from kelevision and press reports, no evidence can be found
concerning data collection requirements in the contributions of Teun van
[hjk and Norman Fairclough. et the text exemples selected by thesa
authors might indicate that they alse prefer mass media coverage. This
fecus embodies specific strengths, in parbicular it provides non-reactive
data (Webh, 196), and cartain weaknesses, for restrictions concerning
the reszarch questions have to be accommaodated. Ruth Wodak postu-
lates that CTA studies always incorporate Nieldwork and ethnography in
arder b explors the object under investigation as a precondition for any
further aralvsiz and theorizing,

The mest detatled discussion of Bus methodical step s provided by
Fon Scollon. He argues that, at the least, participant observation s the
primary tesearch tool for ebonng the data needed for an MDA, Ths
argument is in a strong cthnographic tradition, Bven though observa-
tional methods play an important role m MLA, this does not mean that
Scollon excludes the residual diversity of structured and unstructured
methods;

1 To identify participants and mediational means relevant for the
rasearch quastion he even proposes surveys.

a  Scene surveys should narrow down the scope of the research to a
few highly salient places ar scenes, in which the actions we are
interested in are kaking place

b Event and action surveys aim to identify the specific social
actions taking place within the scenes we have identified which
are of relevance bo the study of mediated actior.

2 Focus groups should be idertified and thoroughly amalysed. The

F“L'IFPI“-I:' of such groups at this stage is bwofold:

*Ther rescarcher wanks to know to what extent the idenbification of
spicific scenes, media, and actions kave reliability and walidity
for members of the group under study’, and

b ‘the researcher wants to understand how important or salient the
categories which have been identified are for the population
being studied” {Scollon, p. 158).

These methods need not necessarily be anplied stepiwise but also simul-
taneously, Even media analvsis has its place in Scollon’s methodology,

e —— -

BEIYWEEM THECHRY, METHDD, AMD POLTICS 25

although “media content surveys” and “what's in the news” surveys do
not play the crucial part thar mass media coverage plays in uther CDA
approaches.,

Im a nutshell we might conclude that, with the exception of Kon
Seollon's MDA, there is litthe discussion about statistical or theoretical
representativeness of the material analysed.” Although there are no
explicit satements about this issue, ang right assume that many CLA
studics (perhaps with the exception of Teun van Lijk and Kuth Wodak)
mostly deal with only small corpora which are usually regarded as being
typical of certain discourses.

Methadology in operationalization and analysis

Az mentioned above CDA places its methodology rather in the her-
menautic than m the analytical deductive tradition. As e consequence noe
clear line between data collection and enalyeis can be drawn. Howerer,
the linguistic character of CDA becomes evident in this section, because
in contrast bo ofher approaches to text and discourse amalysis (for
example, content analysiz, grounded theory, conversation analysis; sce
Titscher of al., 2000) CDA srongly relies on linguistic categories. This
does not mean that topics and coatents play no role at all, but that the
core aperationalizations depend on linguistic concepts such as actors,
mexde, time, tonse, argumentation, and so on. Nevertheless a definitive
list of the linguistic devices relevant for CDA cannot be given, since their
selection mamnly depends on the specific tesearch questions.

Siegfricd Jiger distinguisbes bebween firstly a more content oriented
step of structure analysss and secondly a more language oriented step of
finc :'IIlﬂJ.}'Eis Within structure analysis a characterization of the media
ard the general themes has b be made Within the fine analysis he
focuses upon conbext, text surface and rhetorical means. E,m_.:nl_';]er_a ol
lin,g uislic inatruments are Fiﬁ'uraﬁ VETCSS, 'l'ocabul,m'}' and arguimenta Lic
types. He takes inm account boch qualitative and quantilative aspects of
these features: ]'EEHI a:nal}r:scs

the kind and form of argumentation;

certain argumentation strategios;

the infrinsic logic and composition of texts;

implications and insinuations that are implicit in some way;

the collective symbolism or “figurativeness’, symbelism, metaphor-
ismy, and so on both in language and in graphic contexts (statistics,
photographs, pictures, caricotures and so on);

idioms, sayings, clichés, vocabulary and style;

actors {persens, pronominal structure);

raferences, for example to (the) science(s);

particulass on the sources of knowledge, and 50 on.

L B A
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T CRITICAL RISOOURSE AMALYSIS

Teun van Dijk generally argues, that “a complete discourse analysis of
a large corpus of text or talk, as we often have in CDOA research, Is
therefore wotal'y oul of the question” (ven THk, p. 9], If the focus of
research Is on the ways In which same speakers or writers exerclse
power in ar by thelr discourse, the fecus of study will in practice be on
those properties that can vary as a function of social power. Wan Dijk
therefore suggests that the analysis should concentrate upan the follow-
ing linguistic markers:

stress and infonation;
woerd order;

lexical style;

coherence;

local semantic moves such as disclaimeens;
tepic choice;

speech acts;

schematic organization;
rhetorical figures;
symtachc structures;
propositional structures;
tum fakings;

repairs;

hesitation.

L B R R R B BB R

He supposes thal most of these are examples of forms of interaction
which are in principle susceptible to speaker control, but less consciously
comirolled or controllable by the speakers, Chher stnactures, such as the
form of words and many sentence structares are grammatically obliga-
tory and contextually invariant, and hence usually not subject to soeaker
control and social power. He further suggests six steps in an analvsis:

BETWEE™ THEDRY, METHTD, AMHD FoLiinos &

ingredients, secondly, the discursive strategies (includirg argumertation
strategies) were investigated. Then thirdly, the linguistic means (as types)
and finally the specific, context-dependant linguistic realizations (as
tekens) of the discriminatory sterentypes were examined.

In these studies the discourse—histarical approach concentrates upon
the following discursive strategies:

« referentlal strategy or strategy of nomination, where the linguistic
devices of Interest are membership categorization (Sacks, 1992
Bakker, 1957), metaphors and matonymies and synecdoches;

o strategies of predication which appear in stereotypical, evaluative
attributions of positive or negative traits and implicit or explicit
predicanes;

*  strategics of argumentation which are reflected in certain topoi used
b justify political inclugicn oo exclusion;

* strategics of perspectivation, framing or discourse representation use
means of reporting, description, narration or quotation of events and
utterances;

# strategies of intensification and mitigaion oy to intensify or mitigate
the illocutionery force of uterances (Mg and Bradac, 1953).

1 analysis of semantic macrostructures: topics and macropropositions;

2 analysis of local memnings, where the many torms of implicit or
inelirect meanings, such as implications, presuppositions, allusions,
vagueness, omissions and polarizations are especially inleresting;

3 analysis of “subtle’ formal structures: here most of the linguistic
markers mentiored are analysed;

4 analysis of global and local discourse torms or formals;

analysis of specific linguistic realizations, for example, hyperbolas,

litobes;

6 analysis of context.

W

In tiwir studies of racist and discriminatory discourse Kuth Wodak and
Martin Beisigh (Heisigl and Wodak, 2001) developed a four-step strategy
of analysis: after firstlvy having established the specific contents or tupics
= mmacibe disevnese with racist, anti-semitic, nationalist or ethnicist

This methodology ams to be abductive and pragmatic, because the
cetegories of analysis are frst developed i line with the research
questions, and a constant movement back and forth between theory and
empirical data is suggestad. The historical context is always analysed
and integrated into the interpretation, although there exists no stmngent
procedure for this task.

In his MDA approach Ron Scollon focuses on four main types of dati;

members’” generalizations;

neutral ["‘abeciive’) ohservations;

individual member’s experience;

abserver’s interactions with members [participant cbservation).

de L R o—

Withun the approackes selected, Scollon provides the most detailed
and generalized analytical scheme, which is tighty linked to his theor-
etical frame. Thus he analvaes firstly actions, secondly practices, thirdly
mediational means, fourthly nexus of practice and finally community of
practive:

1 Acton: whet is the action? What chain or chains of mediated actions
are relevant? What is the ‘funnel of commitment’? What narratlve
and anticipatory discourses provide o metadisoursive or reflective
structure?

2 Fractice: what are the practizes which intersact to produce this site of
engagement? What histories in habitus do these practices hiave, that is

14



Ta keigeva wg eAayxioreg Hovadeg (Meyer, Wodak & Meyer 25-9)

28 CRIMICAL DBCOURSE AMALYSIS

what is their ontogenesis? In what other sctions are these practioes
tormathre?

3 Mediatiomial means: whit mediational mwans aee used in this action?
What spevific fumme of analysis showd be used in analysing the
mediational means? Huw and when wene those medisticoal means
appropriatbee within practive Shabitus? How ane these mediational
means ussl in this acion? In what way are the scmiotic charie-
perisics of thuose modistional means constraints on action vz afford-
ances for action? Te answer these gquestion Scollon suggests methods
of conversation analysis, thetorical analysis and visual holophrastic
discourse analysis,

4 MNexus of practice what linkages among practices form a nexus of
practice? o might the nexus of practice be recognized? To what
extent is there a useful distinction between nexus of practice as
Eroup, as sitation, and as genre?

5 Community of practice: to what extent has a nexus of practce become
‘technalogized ™ What are the identities (both internal and externalp
which are produced by community of practice membership?

Az putlined above, Scollon formulates a aumber of guestions con-
ceming each of these analvtical levels, but - consistently with the
ethnagraphic tradition - he does nob provide any operasionalizations or
linguistic exponents which should be analysed,

Morman Fairclough sugzests a stepwise prooedure in prepamtion to
analysis. Like Ruth Wedak he prefers a pragmatic, problem eriented
approach, where the first step is to identify and describe the sodal
problerr to be analysed, His orepositions are as follows:

1 focus upon a specific secial problem which has a semintic aspect: go
outside the fext and describe the problem and icentify its semiotic
aspeck:

idencify Ew dominent styles, genres, discourses conatituting this
seictl aspect;

3 consider the range of difference and diversity in sivles, genras,

_ discourses within this aspect;
4 idendify the resistance againsl the colonialization procesaes e
by the dominant styles, genres and disemirses,

2]

Alter these preparatory steps, which also help o selact the material, he
supgests first of all structural analysis of the context, and then secondly
interactional analysis, which focusea on linguistic features such as:

- aE‘Ents;
®  time,
#  tensc;

RETWEEH THEDIRY, METHOD, ARD FOLITICE k)

e modality;
»  symiban;

and finally analysis of interdiscursivity, which seeks to compare the
dominant and resistant strands of discourse,

It was the goal of the preceding sections to give a brief outline of the
core procedures applied in the ditferent approaches to CDA. linally
it should be pointed out that, although there is no consistent COA
methodolegy, some features are common le most CDA approaches:
Liwstly they are probem ovienled and nol locused on specific linguistic
itemns, Yet linguistic expertise is obligalocy for the selection of the itenns
relevanl lo specilic rescarch objeclives. Secondly theory as well as
methodolegy is eclectic. both ave Inlegraled as (ar as it is helplul Lo
undersland the social problems under invesligalion.

Criteria for assessing quality

Te e G D Devond conteoversy now hal gaalitative social research
alsr peeds corepls and crilerie Woassess e quality of its Godiogs. 1
alsar i||<]i.-i|:lu|ﬂ|::'|t~ that the classical cong ety ul walid ity anl IE']idhi'“}'
=l i uianbitative resean “n carnml e ..1Fl|.l1i|.-e|| willwnal roendifivation,
*Thes real jssuee is howe oo research, Gan be both i||||,~ﬂ¢|_'||.|.1||_l,-' L]l.:‘.!rllging
ancd rigurous and critical” (Silvermian, 1993 194; thene e alse provides o
chetasiled dlisoussioon of these concepts arad o reformalation for qualitstive
researchy, Wit about the crimer suggested aned listed by COA scholirst

Siegfrivd Jiger names the classical criteria of representativeness, neli-
ability arwl validity, Bueyond it e suggests ‘completemess” as a cribetdon
suited o CDAG the results of o study will be “‘complete’ if new diata ancd
the enalysis of new linguistic devices reveal no new findings, Teun van
L¥ik sugpests socessibility as a criterion which takes into account the
pracical mrgets of CDA findings should at be least accessible and
readabke for the social groups under investigation.

Both Euth Wodak and Rom Scollon suggest triangulation procadures to
cnsure validity - ‘which is appropriake whatever one's theoretcal
urientation or use of quantitatbve or qualitative data’ (Silverman, 1993
156)" Wodak's targulatory approach can be characterized as theor
ctical and is based on the concept of context which takes Into accoun!
four levels:

1 the immediate language- or text-internal co-text;
the infertextual and interdiscursive relationship between utterances,
Lexils, penres anl discuurses;

3 e Exlld]j]IE'LliHL(' (social) level which is called the ‘context of
situation” and explained by middle-range theoeies,

4 the broader socic-political and historical contexts.

15



EAGXIOTEG HOVADEG Ta KEiPeva; (NPOoUNoBCEIQ)

Pragmatics

Pl'r.-'l.'pprr.."rfll.lrl

no sense to talk abour X regretiing ¥, or alternavively X mot regr,
¥, unless ¥ s an event that has happened or will definitely happen.
So the complement Y is presupposed by both posinve and negative

sentances with main verbs in this class. The source of {34} 15 casier

o locate: if one asserts that X siopped Fing, then one presupposes
that X had been !-J'.'r_x. an inference shured ':13' the assertion thar JX
has not stopped Ping. So the verb stap 15 responsible for the pre-
supposilion (54).

tions then
Eive rise

These are fairly heterogencous sources, and natural que
arise of the sort: what sre all the struet

to presuppositions ?, do they have any
&0

5 and lexemes th

ing i common?, why do

puistic iterms have such inferences built into them and not

others * and ao forth. But before we explore these, let us note that there
im @ way in which there is an intuitive anity to this set of inferences.
For the basic intui

o 14 that l]ll:'} are all in some :i:n]:lc:r:u:nl SETISE
Baehgrournd asswetions againet which the main inport of the utberance

Iy L2g) 18 to be asscsacd. A vaciul HII:I](IS:\ here is the potion \rr_f:,g'u.l'r

and growred 121 Gestall psyehology | ioa preture a Dgore stands out only
relative 1o a background, and there are well-Enown visual illusions
ar 'ambiguities” where figure and ground are reveraible, demon-
strating that the perception of cach is relative to the perception of the
other. T"he analogy

that the Ii,ar_un' of an utterance is what is asserted

or what 1% the main point of what is said, while the ground he set

of presuppositions against which the figure is assessed. (There are

ever some cases wi . mEseTHon |

ere figure and ground d pre-

supposition, seerm o pet inverted lke the clssi: Gestalt ambiguities;

see L-;u:gmu]-::-eu. gy To see that the set of Presuppos I LH] reall v

forme o set of background essumptions, ond n‘nt_iu-'-lf t of inferences

prcked out by some technical defintion of presupposition, consider

al ||z|r||-ﬂn.- wher we cunvert (2g) it i I..|IJI.':1|iIHI:

[af} e Johr regret that he stopped

mbrdge?

whiis a gond Friend of mr
cs before he left C

daing ling

Here the mam peint of an utterance of (38) will be 0 question
whether John really does regret stopping doing linguistics, rather
thar to assert that he does (as in {29)) or to deny that he does (as in
{30, But (161 shares all the presuppositions listed above for (2g) and
[zo). Thus the main poir
or ta question some propesition, and vet the presuppositions can

t of an utter

av be to assert or o deny

8o

Finds of such triggo

4

§Er P

remain constant, of — to cmploy our analogy — the figure can vary
within ]i1.'r.|1'r.5:. wnd the Hl-:.l:.l.r-.'llJ .rl.'ll:l.&i.n the same, This is of course the
intuition that lies behind the position teken by Frege and Strawson,
and the wav ' which the technical notion of presu ition s
intuiticns abowt

what 13 presurmed or (in the ardinary lanpuage sense) presupposcd

inrended ro canture ot least part of our pre-throretic

when we speak.
wns that wrose chove, What sort af
18 there ! We may begin by

SERRTEE

Leet us now return to the qu
nge of presuppositional phenomena
]ii[ing somic of the constructions chat b psualated |.l:- |.i.I.JI_.; uizla
as sourees of presuppositions, i.¢. by constructing a lisc of known
presupposition gers/ Karttunen (n.d.) has collected thirty-one
1 from these
dby*
W= TrHgReTs
wls for * presupposes )

B, i|r|.;‘| Thr 'rn-"-:'uv.'irlu list 1% @ sele

{the examples provide positive and neg
to allow the reader tocheck the inferences ; the presupp
nselves are italicized; the symbol 33 st

Tve VETRIONS SepEt

descripticns [see Strawson, 1050, T953):

idn't see the mare with taos eods
> 7 wirth rwn heads
] ¥ T j:irr ]'\lpar:ik) & Hiﬁal.’ik\'. 1\3:‘[]:
[z8) M a.‘r}-a-_ruejri,-'dm-;n'r regret drinking Jnhn's home hrew
¥ Marths drank John's heme hrev
L300 Frankenstein was /wasn't gogre that Dracula was thers
4% Dirazula was there
Lac) Jahn realized  didn't Fealize that he was in delbt
3% John was in debt
ar) It was nedd /i1 wasn't odd how r|r\'|ud he wis
) W ud
{42) some furthet Factive predicates: kanse; be sorey char, be prowd
e Fo ! il A harttunen, |I._|';L'I>_;-:
(43} Tohn man -J" T/ Mdn 't manage 1o open door
w7 John TrET 0 upe
(44} didn't forget to lock the doo

%% John ought o hove locked, or intended 1o lock, the door

(450 some furthes implicative predicates: X happened io V3
diedty’e plan or intend to T7; X geodded Ving 33K was expected
v, ar-ueually did, or ought T A T

2 biXsee Sellars, 1954; Karttunen, 1973):

,,|.'_|II_|_'_|¢-|:|_: iidn't stap heating his wile

had bezn besting his wife

Flerle v




EAQXIOTEC HOVAODEC TA KEIPEVA; (EVVOIAKEG HETAPOPEG)

e Conceptual metaphors — Rhetoric
LOVE == War: “he is known for his conquests”,
ARGUMENT >> War: “Your claims are indefensible”,
ARGUMENT >=> Building: “solid arguments”,

- COMMUNICATION >> Sending / Recelving: “to
give ideas”, 4
IDEAS >> Objects: “—" -7,
IDEAS >> Contents: “content”,

LIVE BY
the ‘conduit metaphor’ (M. J. Reddy): A. Ortony, ed,
Metaphor and Thought, Cambridge: CUP, 1979, 284-310

- IDEAS >> Commodities: “I won't buy that IR

17



EAGXIOTEG HOVADEG Ta KEiPevVA; (eEnIXEIipAHATa/eyXeipnuaTa)

ﬁ KYPIO APEPO

MnoE&v €1C 10 TINAIKOV

MONTIEH 19042016 - 12:08

H gumeipic Twv diamTpoypoTEUTEWY yIo TO vnuovia £xe1 arTodeitel
TTAEoV KATI. OTTOTE N TTiean odnyei og KATTolo «oTpaBonyovids, n
¥wpd 10 TANpwvel akpifd. H kuBépvnon mpogavwg TravikoBAnonke
KOl ETTIKEIPNOE v eavOAGBEl DIOmTpOyHOTEUTIKG TEXVATHOT TOU
TTEpUOUEVOU KahokoipioU. Katépuyes oTrnv TTONTIKI diammpayudTeuan,
otV TTpooTTaBein dryoopoU Twy dOVEIOTWY KOI OTIC OTTEIAEG Yidl
Hovopepeic evEpyeieg. Znpepa yvwpide pe PePondmra on 1o ANT Bo
TICPCKEIVE! OTO TTPOYPOKMT, TO Xpéoc Ba pubBumoTei... Yoahapd Ko gV
KCOIpw Kol Ta pétpa Trou Ba TTpéTTal va wngioTouy Ba sivan orAnpd.
Me dihhor Adyic, undév £1C To TINAIKOV KOl JE T ¥Wwpd EVWTTIOV HICC
CIKOUN KomaaTpo@Ikng TTepiodou aotabBeiac Kol aBeBodmmrac.

ﬁ ‘Evmumn £xdoon

18



EAGXIOTEG HOVADEG Ta KEiPeva; (aPpnyYNOEIQ)

N£o £1T€106010 KATA HOUOOUAMAVWY OoTOV AYIO

Evraon i NavreAsfuova

Web-Only

Emagodia
ToOMOpKNT

Ta yeyovaT
OUQ WY |
a Y OVAKTIC

EmevEpnan
TAEUPA Tk
apyaTEpa v
dlagapTup
TpokAknBe

12 Askepfpiou 2010, 19:57 AV'O naVTMEﬁNOVG

»

TeheuTaia EvnuEpuon: 18:58 Zaiaro 15 lavouapiou 2011
ExreTapéva eaigddia yivav Aiyo Tpiv atmo Tig 5 1o
amdyeupa otnv Trharteia Tou Ayicu Mavrehequova, étav
HEAN Tn¢ «Xpuorc AUYRCH ETIXEIPNOAY VA TTTACOUV TOV
I KAOIO TWV aOTUVOHIKWYV, HE amoTéheopa Ta MAT va

| | amavTiioouv pE XNMIKG Kal Sakpuydva.

J#Ilﬁ“ﬁr:
M T

ri'.llﬁfi ‘mrﬂ.rar #

u'r.':

FKPEMIITE TOYE IIIPAXT ES ETH Z0H MAX
YWAXTE THN AAAHAEFTYH KAI THN OIAIA TON A4ON

EMITPOMH NPOTOEOY, KEEP®@A - I\"Eﬂl
mrm%u EYANOTOI Mﬁrrunm'

EBuTtuymc, dzv dnuoupyrBnro BT e 5 S

duvapeic. Arrd ywBeg To Bpddu mepitrou 50 pEhn g Xpuorc Auyric gppoupodoay TV
Thateia Tou Ayiow Novizheqpova ko kard g 12.00 To peonpép yipw
P oy, OTC 500 pekn o opydvwang cuykevTpubnkay oto ywpo. Modhol amad
ZTnv guvauhia £8waav To «n TOUG OUYKEVTpwUEvDUC Epepay E0MVES QaTTiBEC PE TO Orjpa Tng Xpuorg

o npoedpoc TS AnpokpaTiac, Auyhc.

O Apwieniokonoc annUBuve Adyo oTov onoio TOVIOE OT1 «n EKKAnoia £x8 anooTohl va evmvel

Toug avBpwinouc, oNwc Kal n Houdikn .

‘Evraon oTov Ay. N EVTAON KAl ETTEICOdIA KAl TTAAI OTOV
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Gee, How to do discourse analysis: A toolkit (2010)

TOOL 1: THE DEIXIS TOOL = MN®G 01 SEIKTIKEG EKPPATEIG (NPOGC.
avm)vuplsq, XpOVIKCI/TOI'IIKCI snlppnuam) npooésvouv AOYO Kal
vypagpn oTto nepiBailov kal ota cup@palopeva Touc.

TOOL 2: THE FILL IN TOOL =T ouvslocpspouv ol 6oanlsq,
unobB&oelc, NpoUnoBeoeIC, CUUNEPAOUATA, UNOVONUATA .

TOOL 3: THE MAKING STRANGE TOOL = Z& kGBeg nepioraon
EMNIKOIVWVIAC, Ol AKPOATEC/avayvVwOoTEC NPENElI VA CUNNEPIPEPOVTAL
anooTacionoinueva (wg outsiders).

TOOL 4: THE SUBJECT TOOL = [Mola BgpaTa eniAgyovTal n
napaAginovTal kal nwg culntouvTal (N yiati dev).

TOOL 5: THE INTONATION TOOL = Suveio@opd TnG ENITOVIGNC OTOV
NpoodlopIoPO TNC onuaaciac.

TOOL 6: THE FRAME PROBLEM TOOL = ‘OAa Ta €idn cup@palopevwy
(contexts) npenel va Aaufavoval unown.

21



Gee, How to do discourse analysis: A toolkit (2010)

TOOL 7: THE DOING AND NOT JUST SAYING TOOL = Mpoooxn diveral
OXl HOVO OTO TI AEVE Ol OMIANTEG/OUYYpPAPEIG, aAAd Kal GTO T
npoonabouv va Kavouv.

TOOL 8: THE VOCABULARY TOOL = To €id0C TOU )\EEI)\OYIOU nou
xpnoluonmswcn (AEEEIC NEpPIEXOUEVOU " AEITOUPYIKEC AEEEICT avenionuo /
enionuo A€EIAOYIO KARN.).

TOOL 9: WHY THIS WAY AND NOT THAT WAY TOOL = MaTi ol
oulAnTsc;/ouyypa(pslq OpPYavwvouVv Ta JNvUPaTa Toug €Tl Kal Oxl
aAAIwG.

TOOL 10: THE INTEGRATION TOOL = MNwc¢ ol NpoTACEIC EVTAOCTOVTAl
O€ MEYAAUTEPEC EVOTNTEC AOYOU.

TOOL 11: THE TOPIC AND THEMES TOOL = [Molio €ival To 6gpa (topic /
theme) (apapkdpioTo = ouvnBIONEVO, HAPKAPIOUEVO = aouvnBIoTO).

TOOL 12: THE STANZA TOOL = MG 0padEG CNUACI®OY 0pYaveovovTal
0€ HEYAAUTEPEC EVOTNTEC NANPOPOPIWV.

22



Gee, How to do discourse analysis: A toolkit (2010)

TOOL 13: THE CONTEXT IS REFLEXIVE TOOL = Ti AeyeTal Kal Nwg
auTO avanapayel N JETAPNOPPWVEI TO MEPIEXOUEVO, EITE CUVEIDNTA EITE
aocuveidnTa.

TOOL 14: THE SIGNIFICANCE BUILDING TOOL = loleg )\EEIKEQ N
YPAUMATIKEC ENIAOYEC eviOoXUOUV 1 anoduvauwvouv Tn onuaacia
(foregrounding / backgrounding).

TOOL 15: THE ACTIVITIES BUILDING TOOL = loleg 3paaTnpIoTnTEG
EI'IITE)\OUVTCII KaTa Tnv €nikoivwvia, MOIEG UI'IOO‘I'I’]pICOVTCII ano
KOIVWVIKEC ouadecg, Beououc, no)\lTlcpouq, ouuBaocslc.

TOOL 16: THE IDENTITIES BUILDING TOOL = [MoIEC KOIVWVIKEC
TCIUTOTI’]TEC svspyonmouvml Kal npoBa)\)\OVTal nw¢ TonoBeTouvTAl Ol
anod&EKTEC TOU KNVUMATOC" MOIEC TAUTOTNTEC Toug anodidovTal.

TOOL 17: RELATIONSHIPS BUILDING TOOL = MNwc¢ ol )\EEIKEQ Kal
ypaupaTleq <<C|r|oxpooos|q>> KCITCIGKEUCICOUV Kal GUVTI’]pOUV oxscslq
usTaEu oplAnTn/ouyypacpsa Kal anodeKTWYV, KOIVWVIKWV ONadwy,
OeopwV, MOAITIOHWV.
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Gee, How to do discourse analysis: A toolkit (2010)

TOOL 18: THE POLITICS BUILDING TOOL = A€&IKEC KAl YPAUUATIKEC
eniAoyec nou otnpidouv KoIVwVIKA ayaba kai evioxuouv Tn diavoun
TOUC MECW TNC ENIKOIVWVIAC.

TOOL 19: THE CONNECTIONS BUILDING TOOL = Mwc o1 AeEsic kal n
YPANUATIKN KaTaokeualouv OXEOEIC NETAEU NPaAYyNATWV/EVVOIWV.

TOOL 20: THE COHESION TOOL = Mg noiouc TpONouc dnUIoUpYEiTal
ouvoxn OTa Keipeva.

TOOL 21: THE SIGN SYSTEMS AND KNOWLEDGE BUILDING TOOL =
Moiol kwdIKeS enIAEyovTal (YAWOOEC, OIAAEKTOI, EIKOVEC K.d.
ONUEIWTIKA ocuoTnuaTa).

TOOL 22: THE TOPIC FLOW OR TOPIC CHANGING TOOLS = Ta
OcpaTa (topics) Twv KUPIWV NPOTACEWY, Ol TPOMNOI Nou cuvdcovTal

LETAEU TOUC Via va dnuioupynoouv dia aAucida* NMwc onuaiveral n
aAAayn B€uatoc and Toucg OMIANTEC/OUYYPAPEIC.
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Gee, How to do discourse analysis: A toolkit (2010)

TOOL 23: THE SITUATED MEANING TOOL = ZUYKEKPINEVEG ONUACiEG
nou anodidovTal o€ )\san/cppaoslq Kal nwc KCITCIGKEUCICOVTCII Td
oup@padopeva (context), 0DOUEVWV TWV KOIVWV EUNEIPIWV, O0EaoiwV
KA.

TOOL 24: THE SOCIAL LANGUAGES TOOL = MNw¢ onuaiveral Kal
EVEPYOMOIEITAl EvA KOIVWVIKO 10iwpua (KOIVWVIOAEKTOG), UPoC KAN. lMola
gival n Aeiroupyia TnNG evaAAayncg METaA&u I0IWPATWV.

TOOL 25: THE INTERTEXTUALITY TOOL = MapdBeon, avagopd, uveid,
unoodeIEN AAAWYV KEINEVWYV N ENINEOWV TOU AOYOU.

TOOL 26: THE FIGURED WORLDS TOOL = Tlolec <<VOI’]TIK€C; EIKOVEQ»
(figured worlds) npouno@sTa 0 OMIANTAC/OUYYPAPEAC KAl HECW NOIWV
YAWGOIKWV EMIAOYWV.

TOOL 27: THE BIG "D" DISCOURSE TOOL = &G 0l OHIANTEG
/aKpoaqu xelpifovTal TN YAwooa Kal TOUG d1apopouC Tponouq
a)\)\n)\snlépaonq, spya)\sla Tsxvo)\oylsq KA. yla va unodubouv
custKplpsvsq KOIV(,OVIKEC; TCIUTOTI”|T€C; OUMMETEXOVTAC O€
OUYKPOTNHEVEC KOIVWVIKEC OpacTNPIOTNTEG.
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ZWHATA KEINEVWV

e JUYKPOTNON OWHATOC KEIMEVWV:
eEWTEPIKN — EOWTEPIKN oUVONKN
- Kavovikonoinon o.K.
(n.X., NEPIANWEIC, oXOAIaOMOC [tagging])
- [Napaperponoinon:
Lovadec AOyou
= 2ZUOXETIOEIC:
MeEPIYPAPIKr OTATIOTIKI/OTATIOTIKA TEOT
- Epunveia:
aveéapTnTeC JeTaBANTEC

26



‘Aoknon: ZXOoAIAOoTE

Muvaika aoTuUVOHIKOC ouvEAABE Tov 45xXpovo

SpdoTn

AQHNA 18/08/2013

Muvaika aoTovopikds ouvihape Tov GpdoTn Thg
Gohowpovikne £miBeong  Tou  34yxpovou
Mathou  oro  Keparoivi,  ZOpgowva pE
koTayyehico, n o wuvaika frav ono pdvn mou
TWpoETats To dwho TRo oTov 45xpovo Gpdarn,
TNV Wpa ToU Ol agTuvopikol TR opddar AIAE,
apvolvTav va sTERRouy.

H aoruvopnkde, pohe sios 7o oupPfdy, fomeuos
W aKVITOToIN o Tov Spdarn.

Mdhora, n i gaiverm va  guvais yia
sioloae Tpog T opada AIAE, woTdoo n
opafio TapEPEwvE ampayn ASYOVTOC W a0l
BpaoTec sivan oAz,

MAnpogopicg ava@Lpouy Twe N
QOTUVOIKGS BpioRETa O GEXnun

WUXOMOVIKT KOTOOTOO.
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ACKNON: «yuvdika doTUVOMIKOG OuVEAABe Tov dpaoTn>»

ethnos.gr - wovevia hitpriwww ethnos. gofv5 general2print aspTeatid=227 68 &subid=2011...

€ONOE. ZI* sorvoss

AgTuvopikdg g opdbag AIAT

H opopegn Ayyehixn Tou EMIQoE Tov ovid

Z2WANI
Mo avipag ame toug avipeg, n Ayyedmn mg Opadac AIAE mow Spéfnwe pmpoora ato
Wmﬁk@umm&dwwmmﬂm Bev Sotage v
Emipfier o O VT NIV OE TOV SRAOTT, TV WO Tow T

ERE To [Byaipl vO OTAZE QTS TV KOG TOU WEIPod , KI tpiedg Bev poBrBNKE oUTs AsTITo.
mmmmnmuswmmmmnnwmmmmr, G oTov Mepyo HETD
[rounTy sV OTo @ia (ERAT, K1 (NITERA SR(E TO BAPPOC Mauks Tou EEyU; OTO WELodpoua. ..

Avehaps Gpdom)

To QOTUVOUIKD PSTIDETAL, ANT] HpQ PYOTSPE, TEMEYPOPE 10 CUPBGY: MO yUVET QUTUVOKAS ATV EKENT TOU QVEADRS DpaoT KaTd Ty
KploIyn @pa TG SOASROVIKAG ETBETC 08 BAPOC T0U MOTADY SUCDI. HTaV Uia ot Toug ERKoIS PRoUPOD ToU BRESNKTY 10 onjisio TG
CUNTEADKIC, ST TV VTP ToU KEVTPOU T AUSOTC ApaoTic.

S R R 7OV EpIOGTY 01 POTOEIASTIOTES TG Opa0ag ALAT, sEMav TSpITOU 30 d7040 Va TREQOUY @I TO OTEV0 TG KOPETEMIIS, OTP0U Fpemearay

EEMAZE HaOd BUpT kI BPATTES, PGS TV KEVIRIKT ABUgORe TG WERITXTIG. OF GUTUVOMIC TOUS GECADDGNTIV KE OTOW SRTO0TY OTC Uyog TOU apripcd 60
" NG ool M. ToaASapn, avsAnpanaay B0 dWpeg va ouTAEKCVTEL TOTE, 0 S4fpoveg MOACS STEUTE TV JTACOIE Tou, E5EEE To

WOPURTD TTEHVD TOU K PLVAEE «MS NTOTIMIEE. AUTOC BN, TRIGTS ToWs..

H AyYEARI], 1| EQTIEAT TR ALAZ BITERIEE VG 1M IR KOl EVREES TTROG T JEpa TTou ESIVE O TRAWIITIOG, EPIS Tov Jokogave oTa

£00P0g, SEYIAS TO OTAD TG, TANCIDTS Tow GAOTT) KEI 10U (UVAES... <5, G)) KO PO A PYOTERG TOU TED

YspoTEder. FIn ouvexsa, 1) I SVIGTAGE Kol TO aYQipHITIASTS: 10 OMOID £1(s WETAES! KOVTA OTO QUTHENTITO Tou. M ToU, ummp)ay

kniBeg aljparog amwd Tow dTuyo wsapd...

T yemovid Tou NaoAou

H AyYEARI), TOU 1T EUVONTOUS ADYOUC 10 « EBVOC TE Kupiakngs= J6v GNUOFIOToNs! GTONEKE ¢ TRUTOMTAE TS, YewwiBnks To 1988 om

Nikma, owm yerowd tou Madiou $iosn. Elvan fva poviipvo 0 Suoppa vEo kopinm, oav dha 1o keplona g noxkag .

H opndiva TG Opadog ALAT oy B5v @EVETa! va {51 GOV TI KOTEASS T ¥EWAS TC, BP0N STEASES TV OXpaia Spaor Wou aveRals

KOENEERV IV ADRSVOANT) TG 070 0.

T WPES T ALAES YUWakss Kavouy shopping ota payaid, Bouks0ouv o5 yore n i |apsa G, 1]

AYYSAIKT) BPICRETT RN OE |80 Il TO = MY T ABAVEC.

ZEl =0T MOKKN D=, TIEJTIT TTIY KOpdid TOU SYKANUaTe B J6v @OBITE. NiKma, KEpaTah, NMEpapa, NEpaag ki GAEC O GTWYOYETIWES TG

AUTIKRC ASFVEG COPGVOVIE KSR EERVE O3 TIC UITOVES TG ALAT, Ko 070 TIROW £ 1) Ayyeumr, 1) Maphe, 1) EASVT) Kol TOARSS awoyn

TOA|M|PES YUWIIKEG T TIg TSpiTow 100 Tou £)s! 10 Tapa.

Wiy il TG Tig cUwTENTaSwss TAM ok EmkhvBuvss Apadives TEpOAISS Ba ATV ya TI[v AyyEhik 1 W TG TEpamuémG TpEmg, sdv
B OTOBSLATIV I T SIACPHOVET ToU MOADY SOGDL.

THoeaG Vil 70 PEVIGIATAV OT1 £V0 KORITD 24 MGy TToU UTMPETE| TV « EQTOOTOA= B £vag 34XPOvo pATsp, TToU GTMATS0S OTa TRayooHa
Tou aund axpifiig Tou uTrmpeTel N npwilo-aoTuvopmds, Sa ouvavTiodwTay OF va Tiro poipalo pavTsgod....

O VEQDOE POUTIGS YT XOTF KOI 1) GFUVTDOQI ToU BT TAE! OTrv 0 TERIG (U
OCMETOKGS - Mg Zsv Zspuey. mmmmpp.mmnupmmummwmm

YTIT|PEE EVTOOT) KON GPEOTIKG STEKNSGID PETOED TOUS, OAKS KOVEK BEV UTTOHO00E Vi PEVIBITE T B MaACUBIUTE. OTIV 0 TYWVOG TEASIICE,
0 MEADG JE Toug GLkOUC ToU TITYTY V0 UyoUY. MY E5000 ToUG e 70 Jaryail Bpeav v Toug TEIBEVOUY TO HEM TG Xpudric AT,
ETRERTY Y1 VO Tudoly

O VEQpPO TFATTIOTY Y AlyD, GAAD LETS GNOTY ¥a TREXOUN YIO VO Oweo0v. Madl £Tpets mm o Natkog. MsphTou 30 AT0W Us Yolpeg
HTAGUZES, TROU SRV HOZEUTE OT0 CTEID, GMTTV VI TOUC EUNTIYDOV, SUNIZONTAC TOUS «EOTECs KOl GAACUC OTOEKITIKDUC YTPOKTTIRIHoUC.

DS&}pmm;pumlﬂqﬁgqmmm.&;mmmmmmvpmmmsmmaﬂmm@xmmm
A5ypovou NpYoU PouTrax

H T papd Tou 1 EAAT. SVUERGVETTI 10 CUITTACESS o) 030 Mavy Tonkdapn 60 070 Kspmoha ATav onig 11 To fpaiu.

£1g 12 . To KéwTpo Bivsl obyisg 0F BV opAlieg AIAT va [STOROU OTa OT]jE0. Kand TV STEHEOT Twv OUTUVORIKIEN, © NaUASS ESHoTIv
EYOFUPTOC KO EPEPE TPAD|ATTE ATHO Yo,

O TpauRITIIE, Evii HITPOUTE QKOG TIC MOBNTES ToU, MITE KOl UTEDSIER WG SpAaT To PEAGE TG XPUTTIS ANS. OTav o aoTuvoumsol
TUEREPAV TI) FUAATYIN o4 BRI, 1) pa ATOV 12 [y, Kk 8§ AT,

10 FEVING KPamke NoooKoys o Nimag, mou s ALY g TOU....
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AcKNON: «... oTNV napaAia»

H npoTn ep@avion tn¢ Kaivoupyilou

HE HAYIO OTN\Y kalokaipil Eekivnoe yia Tnv ‘EAAnR
09:43 Kokkivou - ®QTO

—— =
s S 09:18

Seympilouy

ITEPA TNC
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