
 

 

 

NATIONAL AND KAPODISTRIAN UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS 

FACULTY OF ENGLISH LANGUANGE AND LITERATURE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH STUDIES AND LINGUISTICS 

 

 

Raising Greek high-school students’ awareness of 

conversational implicatures with the use of corpora 

 

 

Aglaia V. Rouki 

 

A thesis submitted for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

Supervisor: Elli Ifantidou 

 

 

 

Athens, January 2022 



 

 

 

 

Επταμελής εξεταστική επιτροπή- Examining Committee 

 

Έλλη Υφαντίδου 

Βασιλική Νικηφορίδου 

Γεώργιος Μικρός 

Αγγελική Τζάννε 

Τρισεύγενη Λιόντου 

Μαρκόπουλος Γεώργιος 

Ιωάννης Καρράς 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Behind every child that believed in themselves, there is a parent who believed in them first.” 

 (Matthew Jacobson) 

To my mum, Katerina and my dad, Vassilis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

DECLARATION 

I hereby declare that this dissertation is all my own work, unless otherwise acknowledged in the 

text, and that it has not been submitted in candidature for any other degree or qualification. 

Signed:  

Date: 19/01/2022 

 

 

 

I hereby give consent for my dissertation to be photocopied and to be available for interlibrary 

loan, and for the title and the abstract to be made available for public educational organizations. 

Signed:  

Date: 19/01/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

iii 



 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

I would like to particularly dedicate this dissertation to my family without whose relentless 

support I could not have fulfilled this research. I would particularly like to express my heartfelt 

gratitude to my mother who has always provided me with ceaseless encouragement and my 

father who has been my mentor and given me emotional support throughout the process. That 

is why I want to dedicate this work to them. Also, I would like to express my deepest gratitude to 

my partner without whose gracious patience I sincerely could not have made it all the way.  

I wish to seize the opportunity to express my deepest appreciation to the people without whom 

I could not have succeeded in achieving this massive task. First and foremost, I would like to 

express my immense gratitude to my supervisor, Prof. Elly Ifantidou, for her considerable 

support, scholarly guidance, timely effort and generous time in supervising this work. Without 

her academic excellence and knowledge, this work could have never seen the light of day. I also 

extend my heartfelt thanks to Prof. Vasiliki Nikiforidou, whose constructive feedback cannot be 

thanked enough. Finally, I would like to thank Dr. Georgios Mikros for his invaluable advice and 

insightful suggestions during the writing up of my thesis as well as his important help with the 

conduction of the statistical analysis of my research. My earnest thanks go to all of you who have 

assisted me to pursue excellence and success. 

I also wish to seize this opportunity to extend my thankfulness to those who provided me with 

assistance, encouragement and understanding during the preparation of this dissertation 

including Ioannis Konstas, who assisted me in conducting the statistical analysis of my research, 

my dearest friends, colleagues and students.  

 

 

 

 

iv 



 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Declaration………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…iii 

Acknowledgements………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…….iv 

Table of Contents…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….………v 

List of Tables…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….……..x 

List of Figures………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….xi 

List of Acronyms…………………………..………………………………………………………………………..…………………………….xiv 

Abstract…….……………………………………………………………………………………………………..……………………………………xv 

Περίληψη………………………………………………………………………………………………….……………………………………..….xvii 

Chapter 1: Pragmatic competence and implicature retrieval…………………………………………………………………1 

1.1 Relevance Theory in EFL…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….2 

1.1.1 Relevance Theory across linguistic disciplines…………………………………………………………………………………2 

1.1.2 Relevance Theory in L2 research and instruction…………………………………………………………………………...6 

1.2 Other approaches to L2 meaning-making………………………………………………………………………………………….9 

1.2.1 Speech Acts…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..………10 

1.2.1.1 Criticism towards speech acts………………………………………………………………………………………….…………12 

1.2.2. Relevance Theory VS Gricean pragmatics…………………………………………………………………………..………..13 

1.2.2.1 Grice’s conversational implicature…………………………………………………………………………………………….15 

1.2.2.2 Criticism of Grice’s conversational implicature…………………………………………………………………..…….19 

1.3 Pragmatic competence in EFL………………………………………………………………………………………………………….20 

1.3.1 Defining pragmatic awareness and meta-pragmatic awareness…………………………………………..……….20 

1.3.2 Explicit teaching and raising of pragmatic awareness……………………………….…………………………………..23   

1.3.3 Testing pragmatic awareness………….…………………………………………………………..……………………………….29 

1.4 Summary…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………32 

Chapter 2: Relevance Theory, EFL and online corpora…………………………………………………………………………32 

2.1 Empirical L2 research in RT and its contribution to pragmatic awareness………………………………………..33 

2.1.1 RT on implicature and explicature…………………………………………………………………………….………………….36 

2.1.2 RT and empirical research on implicature retrieval………..………………………………………….………………….40 

      v 



 

 

2.1.2.1 RT on metaphor…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………41 

2.1.2.2 RT on irony…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….………….42 

2.1.2.3 RT on humor…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….……….43 

2.2 A corpus-based approach to L2 pragmatics……….…………………………………………………………………………….45 

2.2.1 Teaching pragmatics with the use of corpora………………………………………………………………………..………46 

2.2.2 Testing pragmatics with the use of corpora…………………………………………………………………………………..49 

2.3 Popular corpora ………………………………………..…………………………………………………………………………………….51  

2.3.1 Popular corpora used for EFL purposes…..…………………………………………………………………………………….53 

2.3.2 COCA and its merits………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………54 

2.4 Summary…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………55 

Chapter 3: Methodology………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….……56 

3.1 Existing textbook material………………………………………………………………………………………………..……………..56 

3.1.1 Overview of L2 pragmatic teaching research on implicature retrieval…………...……………………………..57 

3.1.2 Overview of the L2 teaching practices and the English text book used in the 1st grade of Greek 

high-schools (Lykeio)…………………………………………………………..………………………………………………..………………59 

3.1.2.1 Presentation of each module of the book………………………………………………………………………………….61 

3.2 Research design……………………………………………………………………………………………….………………………….….65 

3.2.1 The pilot study………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………65 

3.2.1.1 Setting……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….65 

3.2.1.2 Participants……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….66 

3.2.1.3 Research instruments………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..66 

3.2.1.3.1 Language proficiency test (pilot study)…………………………………………………………………………………..67 

3.2.1.3.2 Rationale behind the pre-and post-tests on implicature (pilot study)……………………………………68 

3.2.1.3.2.1 Pre-test on implicature (pilot study)…………………………………………………………………..………………..70 

3.2.1.3.2.2 Post-test on implicature (pilot study)……………………………………………………………….………………….73 

3.2.1.4 Interview with the teacher…………………………………………………………………………………….…………………..74 

3.2.1.5 Teaching material and process of the pilot study……………………………………………………………………….75 

      

      vi  



 

 

3.2.2 The main study………….……………………………………………………………………………………………………….……….78 

3.2.2.1 Setting………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………78 

3.2.2.2 Participants…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…………………..78 

3.2.2.3 Research Instruments………………………………………………………………………………………………..………………79 

3.2.2.3.1 Language proficiency test (main study)…………………………………………………………………..………………79 

3.2.2.3.2 Pre-and post-tests on implicature and additional questionnaire (main study)……...………….……80 

3.2.2.3.2.1 Pre-test on implicature (main study)……………………………………………………………………..…………….80 

3.2.2.3.2.2 Post-test on implicature (main study)……………………………………………………………………..…………..82 

3.2.2.3.3 Additional questionnaire………………………………………………………………………………..………………………82 

3.2.2.4 Teaching material and process of the main study……….……………………………………..…………………….83 

3.2.2.5 Interview with the teacher…………………………………………………………………………….…………………..…….87 

3.3 Summary……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..………….……..88 

Chapter 4: Data analysis and results……………………………………………..……………..……………………………………..91 

4.1 The pilot-study…………………………………………………………………………………………………..…………………………..92 

4.1.1 The language proficiency test (pilot study)………………………………………………….…………….………………..92 

4.1.2 Pre-test results (pilot study)………………………………………………………………………….……………………….…….94 

4.1.2.1 Quantitative analysis (pilot study)……………………………………………………………..……………………………..94 

4.1.2.2 Qualitative analysis (pilot study)………………………………………………………………………………………………101 

4.1.3 The teaching material (pilot study)……………………………………………………….……………………………………104 

4.1.3.1 Observation of the piloting teaching process…………………………………………………………………….…….104 

4.1.3.2 Conclusions regarding the teaching process during piloting..…………………………………………………..111 

4.1.4 Post-test results (pilot study)……………………………………………………………………………………………………..112 

4.1.4.1 Quantitative analysis (pilot study)……………………………………………………………………………………………112 

4.1.4.2 Qualitative analysis (pilot study)………………………………………………………………………………………………117 

4.1.4.3 Comparison with the pre-test results (pilot study)…………………………………………………………………..119 

4.2 The main-study……………………………………..………………………………………………………………………………….…..128 

4.2.1 The language proficiency test (main study)………………………………………………..……………………………….129 

      

      vii 



 

 

4.2.2 Prior to interventions: Pre-test results (main study)…………………………………………………………………..130 

4.2.2.1 Quantitative analysis (main study)…………………..………………………………………………………………………130 

4.2.2.2 Qualitative analysis (main study)……………………………………………………………………………………………..136 

4.2.3 The teaching material (main study)………………………………………………………….………………………………..139 

4.2.3.1 Presentation of results for each teaching task (main study): A qualitative 

analysis……………………………………………………………………….……………………………………………………………………..141 

4.2.4 Post-test results (main study)……………………………………………………………………………………………………..148 

4.2.4.1 Quantitative analysis (main study)…………………………………………………………….…………………………….148 

4.2.4.2 Qualitative analysis (main study)………………………………………………………………………………………….….153 

4.2.4.3 Comparison with the pre-test results (main study)………………………………………………………………….155 

4.3 Additional questionnaire on students’ English engagement during the lockdown period 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….……………………..163 

4.3.1 Additional questionnaire on ‘other’ contributing factors: A qualitative analysis…………………………169 

4.4 Summary…………..…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..171 

Chapter 5: Discussion of the findings and implications………………………………………………………….………….171 

5.1 The research questions and their importance within EFL environments………….….…………………………172 

5.2 Interpretation of the findings within the relevance-theoretic framework……………………………………..178 

5.2.1 Types of implicatures tested………………………………………………………………………………………….…………..180 

5.3 Explicit teaching of implicatures……………………………………………………………………………………………………184 

5.3.1 Confirming that implicatures can be taught and tested………………..…………………………………………….185 

5.3.2 Originality and appropriateness of the current approach..………………………………………………….……...190 

5.3.3 Directions towards developing EFL teaching and English language textbooks……….……………………192 

5.4 Implications of testing implicatures……………….……………………………………………………………………………..197 

Chapter 6: Synopsis, limitations and suggestions for future research……………………………………………….203 

6.1 Synopsis of the Ph.D. thesis………………………………………………..…………………………………………………………204 

6.2 Limitations of the study……….………………………………………………………………………………………………………..209 

6.3 Suggestions for future research………..…………………………………………………………………………………………..213 

6.4 Final comments………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….….214 

viii 



 

 

 

Bibliography……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….216 

 

Appendices…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………259 

APPENDIX A - Pre-test (pilot study)……………………………………………..………………………………………………………259 

APPENDIX B – Teaching materials (pilot study)……………………………………………………………………………………266 

APPENDIX C - Post-test (pilot study)…………………………….……………………………………………………………………..272 

APPENDIX D - Pre-test (main study)…………………………………………………………………………………………………….279 

APPENDIX E – Teaching materials (main study)……………………………………………………………….………………….286 

APPENDIX F – Post-test (main study)………………………………………………….………………………………………………296 

APPENDIX G- Language test (pilot/main study)…………………………………………………………………………………..303 

APPENDIX H- Language test (Key)…………………………..……………………………………………………………………….….307 

Appendix I- Additional questionnaire (main study)……………………………………………………………………………..308 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      ix 



 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Number of implicatures and tasks on implicatures found in the school English language 

book…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………64 

Table 2: Teaching material of the main study…………………………………………………………………..……..86 

Table 3: Overview of the teaching and testing sessions……………………………………………………………91 

Table 4: Cohen-d effect value and power of test (pilot study)……..………………………………………..120 

Table 5: p-values of each task (pilot study)…………………………………………………….………………………121 

Table 6: Average scores of the pre- and post-tests (pilot study)………………..………………………….125 

Table 7: Scores per student (pilot study)………………………………..……………………………………………..126 

Table 8: Cohen-d effect value and power of the test (main study)…………………..……………………156 

Table 9: p-values of each task (main study)……………………………………………………………………………157 

Table 10: Average scores of the pre- and post-tests (main study)…………………………………………160 

Table 11: Scores per student (main study)…………………………………………………………………………….161 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       x 



 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Pilot study-pie chart of participants’ level…………………………………………………………………93 

Figure 2: Number of participants in the piloting study……………………………………………………………..93 

Figure 3: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (pre-test)………………………………..95 

Figure 4: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (pre-test)…………………………….….96 

Figure 5: Pilot study- participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (pre-test)…………………………….…96 

Figure 6: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (pre-test)……………………………….97 

Figure 7: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 5 (pre-test)………………………………98 

Figure 8: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 6 (pre-test)……………………………….98 

Figure 9: Pilot study-boxplot of the pre-test per Task……………………………………………..……………100 

Figure 10: Pilot study-average scores of the pre-test per Task……………………………..………………101 

Figure 11: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (post-test)………..…………………112 

Figure 12: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (post-test)……….………………….113 

Figure 13: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (post-test)………….……………….113 

Figure 14: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (post-test)…………………………..114 

Figure 15: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 5 (post-test)…………………………..114 

Figure 16: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 6 (post-test)………..…………………115 

Figure 17: Pilot study-boxplot of the post-test per Task……………………………………………………….116 

Figure 18: Pilot study-average scores of the post-test per Task……………………………………………117 

Figure 19: Boxplot of Task 6 pre-post test comparison (pilot study)……………………………………..122 

Figure 20: Boxplot of Task 4 pre-post test comparison (pilot study)……………………………………..122 

Figure 21: Boxplot of Task 1 pre-post test comparison (pilot study)……………………………………..123 

Figure 22: Boxplot of Task 2 pre-post test comparison (pilot study)……………………………………..123 

Figure 23: Boxplot of Task 3 pre-post test comparison (pilot study)……………………………………..124 

Figure 24: Boxplot of Task 5 pre-post test comparison (pilot study)……………………………………..124 

       

xi 



 

 

Figure 25: Pre-/post-tests average scores (pilot study)…………………………………………………………125 

Figure 26: Participants’ average scores in the pre-/post-tests (pilot study)……………………………127 

Figure 27: Number of participants in the main study…………………………………………………………….129 

Figure 28: Participants’ level of English according to CEFR (main study)………………………………..130 

Figure 29: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (pre-test)……………………………131 

Figure 30: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (pre-test)……………………………132 

Figure 31: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (pre-test)……………………………132 

Figure 32: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (pre-test)……………………………133 

Figure 33: Main study- participants’ scores distribution in Task 5 (pre-test)………………………….134 

Figure 34: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 6 (pre-test)………….……………….134 

Figure 35: Boxplot of the pre-test per Task (main study)………………………………………………………135 

Figure 36: Main study-average scores of the pre-test per Task…………………………………………….136 

Figure 37: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (post-test)………………………….149 

Figure 38: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (post-test)…………………….……149 

Figure 39: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (post-test)………………….………150 

Figure 40: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (post-test)………………………….150 

Figure 41: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 5 (post-test)………………………….151 

Figure 42: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 6 (post-test)………………………….151 

Figure 43: Boxplot of the post-test per Task (main study)………………………………………………….….152 

Figure 44: Main study-average scores of the post-test per Task……………………………………………153 

Figure 45: Boxplot of Task 1 pre-post test comparison (main study)…………………………………….157 

Figure 46: Boxplot of Task 2 pre-post test comparison (main study)…………………………………….158 

Figure 47: Boxplot of Task 6 pre-post test comparison (main study)…………………………………….158 

Figure 48: Boxplot of Task 3 pre-post test comparison (main study)…………………………………….159 

Figure 49: Boxplot of Task 4 pre-post test comparison (main study)…………………………………….159 

Figure 50: Boxplot of Task 5 pre-post test comparison (main study)…………………………………….160 

      xii 



 

 

Figure 51: Pre-/post-tests average scores (main study)………………………………………………………..161 

Figure 52: Participants’ average scores distributions in the pre-/post-tests (main study)……..162 

Figure 53: Questionnaire’s question 1…………………………………………………………………………………..163 

Figure 54: Questionnaire’s question 2…………………………………………………………………………………..164 

Figure 55: Questionnaire’s question 3…………………………………………………………………………………..164 

Figure 56: Questionnaire’s question 4…………………………………………………………………………………..165 

Figure 57: Questionnaire’s question 5…………………..………………………………………………………………166 

Figure 58: Questionnaire’s question 6…………………………………………………………………………………..166 

Figure 59: Questionnaire’s question 7…………………………………………………………………………………..167 

Figure 60: Questionnaire’s question 8…………………………………………………………………………………..167 

Figure 61: Questionnaire’s question 9…………………………………………………………………………………..168 

Figure 62: Questionnaire’s question 10…………………………………………………………………………………168 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

xiii 



 

 

List of Acronyms  

RT Relevance Theory 

SLA Second Language Acquisition 

L1 First Language 

L2 Second Language 

EFL English as a Foreign Language 

ELT English Language Teaching 

CCSARP Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project 

CP Cooperative Principle 

TEFL Teaching English as a Foreign Language 

LA Linguistics Awareness 

ALA Association for Language Awareness 

PA Pragmatic Awareness 

MA Metapragmatic Awareness 

DCT Tasks Discourse Completion Tasks 

MCQ Tasks Multiple-Choice Question Tasks 

ODCT Tasks Oral Discourse Completion Tasks 

DRPT Tasks Discourse Role play Tasks 

DSAT Tasks Discourse Self-assessment Tasks 

RPSAT Tasks Role-Play Self-Assessment Tasks 

SL Second Language 

G Theory Generalizability Theory 

CEFR Common European Framework 

M Median Value 

IQR Interquartile Range 

Pr Power 

 

xiv 



 

 

ABSTRACT 

Over recent years, considerable attention has been paid to the teaching of pragmatics in general 

(Kasper, 1997; Rose and Kasper, 2001; Rose, 2005) and to the value of explicit teaching of 

pragmatics in an EFL classroom in particular (Tanaka, 1997; Lee, 2002; Taguchi, 2002; Alcón Soler, 

2005; Taguchi, 2005; Aksoyalp and Toprak, 2015). In the Greek EFL context, although English is 

taught from a very young age, proficient Greek speakers of English are confronted with several 

misunderstandings when communicating cross-culturally. The present research aimed to 

investigate the familiarity of Greek high-school students with the concept of implicature and fill 

in a considerable gap within the field of teaching pragmatics in the EFL classroom of Greek 

schools, hoping that it may influence the teaching of implicatures in English, and possibly also in 

other languages. My main purpose was, on the one hand, to evaluate the effect of explicit 

teaching of implicatures with the use of authentic texts retrieved from corpora and, on the other 

hand, to develop teaching and testing materials with a view to raising and assessing learners’ 

pragmatic awareness.  

My research aimed to offer a complete approach to raising learners’ pragmatic awareness (as 

defined in Ifantidou, 2014) as it encompassed both teaching and testing materials based on real-

life examples retrieved from corpora (Boulton and Landure, 2016). Moreover, it focused on 

creative conversational implicatures rather than conventional ones, since conventionalized 

implicatures are formulaic and patterned and can, thus, be processed more easily by EFL learners 

without causing serious communicational breakdowns (Vega, 2007). Towards that direction, the 

relevance-theoretic framework was adopted (Carston, 2001; Wilson and Sperber, 2004; Wilson, 

2009) and the process of pre-test, teaching sessions on implicatures, post-test was followed both 

during the pilot and the main studies. After the quantitative and qualitative evaluation of the 

findings, it was concluded that what made particularized conversational implicatures amenable 

to teaching is the fact that they appeared in contexts retrieved from authentic resources instead 

of traditional, expository and non-authentic texts, which fail to expose learners to real-life 

language. 
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 It was also confirmed that the process of implicature retrieval may be a crucial factor for 

induction, and advantageous for learners to process language on their own.  

Finally, it was verified that the relevance-theoretic approach to implicatures is more adequate 

when it comes to defining what an implicature is and provides the most plausible approach for 

teachers who intend to assign prominence to the role of context in implicature retrieval. 
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ΠΕΡΙΛΗΨΗ 

Τα τελευταία χρόνια ιδιαίτερη έμφαση έχει δοθεί στην διδασκαλία της πραγματολογίας γενικά 

(Kasper, 1997; Rose and Kasper, 2001; Rose, 2005) και ειδικότερα στην αξία της διδασκαλίας της 

πραγματολογίας κατά την εκμάθηση της Αγγλικής ως ξένη γλώσσα (Tanaka, 1997; Lee, 2002; 

Taguchi, 2002; Alcón Soler, 2005; Taguchi, 2005; Aksoyalp and Toprak, 2015). Ωστόσο, παρόλο 

που οι Έλληνες μαθητές διδάσκονται αγγλικά από πολύ νεαρή ηλικία, αυτό που στην 

πραγματικότητα δημιουργείται είναι μια γενιά ικανών χρηστών της Αγγλικής που 

αντιμετωπίζουν πρόβλημα ανεπαρκούς κατανόησης όταν επικοινωνούν διαπολιτισμικά λόγω 

της έλλειψης πραγματολογικών γνώσεων. Η παρούσα μελέτη στοχεύει να διερευνήσει την 

εξοικείωση των Ελλήνων μαθητών λυκείου με την έννοια των ‘implicatures’ (υπονοούμενα) και 

να καλύψει ένα σημαντικό κενό στον τομέα της διδασκαλίας τους κατά το μάθημα των αγγλικών 

σε τάξεις ελληνικών σχολείων με αποτελέσματα που μπορούν να αποδειχθούν καθολικά για τη 

διδασκαλία των ‘implicatures’ στα αγγλικά αλλά και σε άλλες γλώσσες. Οι κύριοι στόχοι μου 

ήταν η αξιολόγηση της επίδρασης της διδασκαλίας των ‘implicatures’ με τη χρήση αυθεντικών 

κειμένων που ανακτήθηκαν από σώματα κειμένων (corpora) και η ανάπτυξη διδακτικού υλικού 

που μπορεί να αποδειχθεί χρήσιμο για την βελτίωση και την αξιολόγηση της πραγματολογικής 

επίγνωσης των μαθητών. Η μελέτη μου είχε ως στόχο να προσφέρει μια ολοκληρωμένη 

προσέγγιση για την αύξηση της πραγματολογικής ευαισθητοποίησης (Ifantidou, 2014) των 

μαθητών, καθώς περιλάμβανε υλικό βασισμένο σε παραδείγματα της πραγματικής ζωής  

(Boulton and Landure, 2016). Επιπλέον, επικεντρώθηκε σε πιο δημιουργικά ‘implicatures’ παρά 

σε συμβατικά, τα οποία είναι τυποποιημένα και, επομένως, μπορούν να επεξεργαστούν πιο 

εύκολα από τους μαθητές χωρίς να προκαλέσουν σοβαρά επικοινωνιακά προβλήματα (Vega, 

2007). Προς αυτή την κατεύθυνση, υιοθετήθηκε το θεωρητικό πλαίσιο της Relevance Theory 

(Θεωρία Συνάφειας) (Carston, 2001; Wilson and Sperber, 2004; Wilson, 2009) και ακολουθήθηκε 

η διαδικασία ‘pre-test – teaching sessions on implicature—post-test’ τόσο για την πιλοτική όσο 

και για την κύρια μελέτη. Μετά την ποσοτική και ποιοτική αξιολόγηση των ευρημάτων, συνήχθη 

το συμπέρασμα ότι αυτό που καθιστά τo συγκεκριμένo υλικό κατάλληλο για διδασκαλία είναι 

το γεγονός ότι βασίστηκε αποκλειστικά σε αυθεντικές πηγές και όχι σε παραδοσιακά, μη  
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αυθεντικά κείμενα που δεν εκθέτουν οι μαθητές στην πραγματική χρήση της γλώσσας. 

Επιβεβαιώθηκε επίσης ότι η διαδικασία ανάκτησης των ‘implicatures’ μπορεί να είναι ένας 

σημαντικός παράγοντας για τους μαθητές προκειμένου να επεξεργάζονται τη γλώσσα μόνοι 

τους. Τέλος, επαληθεύτηκε ότι η Relevance Theory για την προσέγγιση των ‘implicatures’ είναι 

πιο ακριβής και σαφέστερη όταν πρόκειται για τον ορισμό τους και είναι ιδιαίτερα ωφέλιμη για 

τους εκπαιδευτικούς που θέλουν να δώσουν έμφαση στα συμφραζόμενα (context). 
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Chapter 1: Pragmatic competence and implicature retrieval  

The present work provides a complete approach to raising learners’ pragmatic awareness in 

relation to implicature retrieval by encompassing both teaching and testing materials based on 

real-life examples retrieved from corpora. It is divided into six chapters, each tasked with a 

different purpose. The first chapter provides a precise and critical overview of Relevance Theory 

(RT), the theoretical model employed in the research, and places the work at hand within the 

most recent developments in the field of explicit teaching of implicatures. The second chapter 

justifies my choice for adopting a corpus-based approach and highlights the merits of employing 

real-life examples in the teaching of pragmatics. The third chapter unravels the methodological 

steps followed and presents the teaching and testing materials developed. The fourth chapter 

provides a detailed quantitative and qualitative analysis of the results with the inclusion of graphs 

and figures. The fifth chapter moves on to a discussion of the findings of the current research and 

its contribution to the newly emerged, but already highly promising, area of teaching pragmatics 

in an EFL context with the assistance of corpora. Finally, the sixth chapter provides a synopsis of 

the present work by outlining its limitations and making recommendations for future research. 

Given that the aim of the present PhD research is to provide pedagogical implications concerning 

the necessity of raising learners’ inferential ability in terms of recognizing and 

interpreting implicature through RT, it is essential to begin with a presentation of what 

RT's concepts of ‘inference’ and ‘processing effort’ can offer to L2 meaning-making (1.1), which 

constitutes the aim of the first chapter, as well as the perspective adopted in this study as 

opposed to previous studies (Leech, 1983; Verschueren, 1983; House, 1996; Zhimeng, 2005; Lee, 

2011; Davis, 2012).  

More specifically, for reasons that will be presented below (1.2.1 and 1.2.2), I focused on other 

types of implicatures rather than conventional implicatures that are part of a lexical 

item's agreed meaning and I adopted RT rather than Speech Acts or Grice's 

conversational implicature, in contrast to the majority of previous studies (Hymes, 1971; Green, 

1996; Derakhshan and Eslami, 2015).  
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In this direction, the current PhD research sets out to explore not only strong but also weak and 

more creative implicatures from a perspective that has hardly been explored in an L2 

context, thus employing RT in a somewhat different way to that of previous researchers who 

have used this theory to explain only one type of implicatures (Foster- Cohen, 2004; De Paiva and 

Foster-Cohen,2004; Taguchi, 2002). I will then move on to defining the concept of pragmatic 

competence and how it differs from those of pragmatic and meta-pragmatic awareness 

according to Ifantidou (2014) (1.3.1).  Contrary to the majority of previous studies that, to my 

knowledge, focus on raising pragmatic competence (Bardovi- Harlig, et al., 1991; Kasper, 1997; 

Tanaka, 1997; Yates, 2004; Eslami-Rasekh, 2005; Murray, 2010), my research will specifically 

focus on ‘pragmatic awareness’.  The last part of this chapter is devoted to the significance of 

inferential processing for EFL learners and includes a discussion of how RT can 

facilitate implicature retrieval together with the advantages of explicit instruction and testing 

within RT based on available evidence (1.3.2 and 1.3.3).  

1.1 Relevance Theory in EFL 

Despite its reach and popularity, the contribution of RT to the domain of EFL studies has not been 

thoroughly explored, especially within the context of Greek public schools. Therefore, with the 

present research, I will attempt to contribute to this considerable gap in EFL pragmatics. As it has 

been pointed out by several researchers, EFL studies have largely ignored theories that explore 

the mental processes underlying linguistic performance (Jourdenais,2001; Ellis, 2003; Doughty 

and Long, 2003; Ellis and Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Hall et al, 2006). RT draws on a set of 

assumptions connected with psychological factors that interact with cognitive processes. Thus, I 

assume that it can offer useful theoretical support for EFL practices, as presented below. This 

section aims to emphasize RT’s contribution to research in general and to EFL research and 

instruction in particular. 

1.1.1 Relevance Theory across linguistic disciplines 

According to Sperber and Wilson (2005), RT has testable consequences, which means that it is 

ideal for experimental research as it is open to confirmation, disconfirmation and fine-tuning with 

the use of experimental evidence. For this reason, during recent years several researchers 
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(Bouton, 1999; Roever, 2001; Blight, 2002; Garcia, 2004; Rose, 2005) have adopted the relevance-

theoretic framework to explain various phenomena of cognitive-pragmatic import.  

RT’s initial research focus was on how human beings behave cognitively and how they interact 

with their environment. Sperber and Hirschfeld (1999) reached the conclusion that homo sapiens 

has developed a mechanism of cognitive efficiency, since the human cognitive system has 

developed in such a way that it is the automatic tension of our perceptual mechanisms to pick 

out relevant stimuli and activate potentially relevant assumptions (Sperber and Wilson, 2006). 

The underlying axiom in this line of research is the assumption that there is an important property 

of inputs that the human mind chooses to pay attention to (Wilson and Sperber, 2002). According 

to Wilson and Sperber (2002), our cognitive processing is programmed towards maximizing the 

cognitive effects individuals can get by aiming at “the best expected cost/benefit ratio” (p.601). 

Carston (2002) emphasized that, according to RT’s assumptions, the greater the effort an 

individual needs to expend in deriving certain cognitive effects, the lower the relevance, while 

the greater the cognitive effects that processing yields, the greater the relevance. In poetry, 

however, poetic effects communicated by tropes, such as poetic metaphor, are retrieved by 

means of a process and a wide range of assumptions made marginally more salient. These could 

either be communicated as a range of weak implicatures or they could contribute to a new 

concept that is part of the proposition expressed by the utterance. The route of least effort would 

not immediately lead to the selection or construction of a narrow range of easily accessible 

contextual assumptions, but it would lead to the selection and construction of a wider range of 

assumptions after a more extensive search (Pilkington, 2000). Overall, relevance-theoretic 

research on human communication has pointed out that the human organism does not only tend 

to attend to phenomena that are potentially relevant, but also to optimize the mental processing 

employed in attending to them in order to maximize relevance (Sperber and Wilson, 2002). 

Another domain of research to which RT has contributed is that of intercultural communication. 

In one of the latest, to my knowledge, studies conducted in this area, Piskorska (2017) used the 

relevance-theoretic apparatus jointly with the institutionalized rules of communication in the 

interaction between university students and staff. Piskorska concluded that RT recognizes that 

certain forms of communication require institutional frames (such as the university) in order to 
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be effectively performed. Piskorska (2017) also emphasized that although routes to achieving 

optimal relevance for the same utterance can vary across contexts and speakers and can also be 

possibly influenced by systematic cultural factors, the Communicative Principle of Relevance 

should be regarded as universal. Unlike other pragmatic approaches, such as the Gricean 

approach, which seek their legitimization in conforming to observable patterns of behavior, the 

relevance-theoretic approach can be explored regardless of limitations that social constructs may 

impose.  

The same conclusion has also been reached by researchers such as van der Henst, Sperber and 

Politzer (2002), van den Henst, Carles and Sperber (2002), whose studies in the domain of 

anthropology, however, will not be discussed here given that this area of research falls outside 

the main scope of the present thesis. Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning that RT’s intercultural 

value has also been the focus of various researchers. Regarding intercultural communication, RT 

does not presuppose any culture-dependent notion, such as cooperativeness or face, to explain 

how a speaker's meaning is communicated. This, however, does not mean that every person 

interprets an utterance in the same way or that cultural background does not affect the way 

relevance is established. On the contrary, specific cultural assumptions brought to the 

interpretation process play a vital role in understanding an utterance, since a variety of cultural 

norms is accommodated in order to assist communication (Piskorska, 2017). The analytic tools of 

RT have been employed in order to explore topics related to intercultural communication in many 

ways. For instance, Padilla Cruz (2012) conducted thorough research on misunderstandings 

applying RT in order to discuss its possible causes and mechanisms, including intercultural factors 

among them. Based on RT, Piskorska (2017) analyzed Facebook posts uploaded by Muslim users 

and provided evidence supporting the empirical validity of the Communicative Principle of 

Relevance on speech production. Thus, the relevance-theoretic apparatus can be jointly used 

with culturally conditioned rules of communication and, unlike pragmatic approaches that seek 

their legitimization in conforming to observable patterns of behavior, offer a theory that is not 

restrained by social constructs these may impose. 

In the same direction, considerable research based on RT has been conducted on the domain of 

translation. For example, Dooley (2007) pointed out that two of the main difficulties that arise 
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while translating concern that a) the receptor-language readers are not always aware of the 

contextual information the source text audience understands and b) the receptor language has 

norms of structural organization that are different from those found in the source text. RT can 

provide considerable help when it comes to mismatches of contextual information and offer vital 

insights on how communication is interpreted, a process translators need to understand and 

apply onto translation. More specifically, interpreting a message involves linguistic coding, face-

value semantics and context-based inference, which are jointly used in an inferential process, 

yielding an array of possible interpretations, rather than just one, as in figurative and poetic 

language and even in everyday communication (Fodor, 2002). Therefore, according to Dooley 

(2005), discourse analysis should be part of a translator’s training along with RT and probably 

other complementary approaches, since none of them alone can provide all the insights or 

solutions to the most common problems a translator has to face. 

Within linguistic semantics, Blakemore (1987, 1992, 2002) investigated the distinction between 

conceptual and procedural meaning in order to account for the semantics of discourse 

connectives. Blakemore’s seminal research (1992) on discourse connectives showed that some 

connectives encode concepts while others encode procedures. This distinction between 

conceptual and procedural meaning reflects a cognitive distinction between representation and 

computation. A word with conceptual meaning contributes to the content of assertions. For 

example, “what I think we need, you see, is a room with a table, in other words, a surface where 

students could sit around”. The function of the reformulation indicated by that is to say in the 

example helps the hearer to recover the first concept, a large item of students to sit around 

(Blakemore, 2002). On the other hand, the function of procedural discourse connectives is to 

guide the hearer towards an interpretation of the message. For example, in “John is handsome, 

but he is always moaning”, the word ‘but’ expresses that some aspects of the interpretation of 

the second utterance come in contrast with the implicature derivable from the first (Blakemore, 

2002). Overall, according to Blakemore (2002), there are three ways in which a discourse 

connector may be relevant: It may help to derive a contextual implication, it may reinforce an 

existing assumption or it may cancel an existing assumption. 
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More recently, considerable amount of research has been conducted on the role of prosody in 

utterance interpretation, since prosodic elements such as stress and intonation are generally 

seen as providing both ‘natural’ and properly linguistic input to utterance comprehension and 

they contribute not only to overt communication but to more covert or accidental forms of 

information transmission (Wilson and Wharton, 2006). In this direction, Vandepitte (1989) 

examined how tone movement can be used by a communicator to express certain pragmatic 

meanings related to the addressee’s background. The results indicated two important insights; 

firstly, that not only tonicity but also tone may be said to contribute to the correct interpretation 

of the focus of a message, which means that both can have a cognitive function and, secondly, 

that tones themselves may be deemed responsible for utterances entailing contextual effects.  

RT has also inspired a considerable amount of empirical research in the domain of implicatures. 

This line of research, however, will be presented extensively in the following chapter (2.1). 

Although RT has wide-reaching implications for the study of comprehension and inference and it 

has also offered a good number of applications in grammar, figurative language, psycholinguistics 

and translation (Yus, 2006), I will not enter into these, but I will turn to the domain of EFL instead, 

which is the focus of the present research and also the topic of the following section.  

1.1.2 Relevance Theory in L2 Research and Instruction 

Over the last few years, RT has provided important theoretical foundations for EFL studies, whose 

focus is on unveiling the factors that are significant for L2 learning. Due to word-limit restrictions, 

I will only refer to a selected number of those studies. 

De Paiva (2003) adopted the RT framework to explain different aspects of interlanguage 

development. He indicated that RT can provide adequate support for the role of attention and 

inferencing in EFL contexts. These ideas are also expanded in later papers by De Paiva and Foster-

Cohen (2004) who argued that “relevance can complement information processing accounts by 

offering a plausible theory of cognition and communication which operates with a notion of 

internal context…where inferencing processes are central” (p. 287). Foster-Cohen (2004) 

attempted a comparison between the models offered by Sperber and Wilson (1986/95) and Clark 

(1996) in order to provide a more realistic and revealing line of analysis for the communicative 
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and behavioral characteristics of language learners. More specifically, Foster-Cohen (2004) 

concluded that Sperber and Wilson’s (1986/95) approach, as opposed to the social stance 

adopted by Clark (1996), offers a more realistic account of the way L2 learners communicate by 

taking into account the contextual implications that may lead EFL learners to conclusions 

deducible from input and context together. Applying RT to studying non-native characteristics of 

language learners, such as self-perceived communicative competence and group dynamics, 

Foster-Cohen (2004) concluded that this model can offer new insights in L2 production and 

reception by focusing on the role of attention and inferencing. 

Apart from theory-driven claims, RT has been also used to explain different aspects of 

interlanguage development. Liszka (2004) and Žegarac (2006) showed that some grammatical 

deficits in L2 production, such as those connected with the persistent optimal use of overt forms 

of certain grammatical properties in adult SLA, can be explained in terms of RT. Liszka (2004) 

conducted research with German, Japanese and Chinese EFL learners and identified syntactical 

and grammatical problems that non-native speakers face as well as pragmalinguistic strategies 

they use in their search for optimal relevance. According to her results, the relevance-theoretic 

approach makes it possible to predict and solve problems connected with the way L1 influences 

L2 acquisition and assesses the pragmatic differences between the two languages (L1 and L2). 

More specifically, she showed that interpreting certain aspects of grammatical deficits in L2 

learners’ production with a different L1 along relevance-theoretic lines, such as errors deriving 

from the semantically close Present Simple and Past Simple, may explain the nature of the 

problem.  

Other researchers (Smith and Tsimpli, 1991; Garcés Conejos and Bou-Franch, 2004, Sequeiros 

2004) emphasized that RT assists with the analysis of the SLA processes, which, according to 

Krashen (1987), take place in five stages, namely those of pre-production, early production, 

speech emergence, intermediate fluency and advanced fluency. Probably one of the most 

influential works has been that of Taguchi. Taguchi (2002) examined conversational implicatures 

in experimental settings and provided empirical findings from an L2 context supporting the 

inferential mechanisms that Sperber and Wilson postulate in verbal comprehension. The 

research applied RT in order to analyze L2 learners’ inferential ability in comprehending 
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conversational implicatures. The participants in the study were 8 Japanese learners of English at 

two different proficiency levels. The research was based on a listening test consisting of 22 short 

experimental dialogues. In these dialogues, the speaker’s reply, which appeared at the end, 

violated Grice’s (1975) relevance maxim and was followed by an indirect response to the question 

(e.g. Jack: Did you enjoy Jennifer’s party? Mike: It’s hard to give a good party, isn’t it?). 

After conducting an introspective verbal interview, which allowed the researcher to probe into 

the learners’ thought processes and to identify specific strategies used during comprehension, 

Taguchi (2002) concluded that, regardless of proficiency differences, learners were able to seek 

relevance of the speaker’s implied meaning based on context. The results indicated that L2 

learners invariably process utterances for relevance regardless of their proficiency level. The only 

difference concerned the inferencing strategies that more advanced learners employed in 

contrast with less advanced ones. In particular, less proficient learners relied more on 

background knowledge and key word inferencing, whereas proficient learners identified more 

frequently the speaker’s intended purpose of using an implicature. 

In the RT framework, Niżegorodcew (2007) treated L2 classroom input in terms of optimal 

relevance. She pointed out that instructional input L2 learners receive will be optimally relevant 

to them in different ways. She emphasized that depending on such factors as accuracy, fluency 

or metalinguistic aspects of utterances produced in class at different stages of the language 

teaching and learning process, different levels of optimal relevance are required. Her idea was 

that learners may understand the language addressed to them by the teacher in various ways, 

depending on how they assess the input in terms of optimal relevance. This means that, for 

instance, in some contexts, L2 learners may be led to engage in cognitive microprocessing, which 

makes them focus on form and, thus, facilitates their language development (Jodlowiec, 2010). 

Microprocessing gives L2 learners access to what Doughty (2001) calls “cognitive windows of 

opportunity” (p.224), which play a significant role in the internalization of L2.  

Overall, as Taguchi (2005) and Niżegorodcew (2007) pointed out, processing geared to optimizing 

relevance of the verbal input and the intentionality behind the communicative acts performed 

and interpreted in an L2 classroom context are intrinsic properties of language production and 
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reception and are deemed important for the development of the communicative competence in 

the target language (Jodlwiec, 2010). 

Finally, Xiao-Hui (2010) viewed teacher talk as one of the most decisive factors of success or 

failure in classroom teaching. Based on RT, Xiao-Hui (2010) focused on teacher-learner 

interaction in the form of question-answer in language classrooms and analyzed teacher talk 

within the framework of RT. The results showed that in order to improve the efficiency of 

classroom interaction, teachers modify their speech and make it more comprehensible by asking 

relevant questions and by making effective error correction. According to RT, in order to form 

relevant questions in an EFL context, teachers, firstly, should allow for genuine information gaps 

between themselves and the learners. The gap can be related to a topic that is relevant to the 

learners’ lives, can stimulate their interests and can require a level of thinking that “stretches” 

the learners intellectually. Moreover, questions based on information-gaps can provide a chance 

for learners to discuss life issues and can lead to reflection on individuals’ own viewpoints. 

Secondly, optimal teacher’s talk should focus the learner’s attention on the message, and not on 

the form, since the goal should be the message and its implications rather than grammatical 

rules. When it comes to error correction, RT suggests that teachers tend to rarely correct 

learners’ errors, since constant error correction can disturb learners’ inference process and 

hinder acquisition. Thus, errors should be regarded with greater tolerance and as normal in the 

development of communicative skills. However, correction helps learners to enhance their 

understanding of the process of meaning-making and, therefore, another suggestion is that 

teachers engage in error correction of content rather than form, since correction of linguistic 

errors interferes with learners’ attempt at creative speech and interaction (Xiao-Hui, 2010). 

Apart from RT, there exist other approaches to L2 meaning-making that are presented in the 

following section (1.2).  

1.2 Other approaches to L2 meaning-making 

The present section is specifically devoted to the presentation of Speech Act Theory (1.2.1) and 

Grice’s Theory (1.2.2), since both frameworks have been adopted by many teachers and 

researchers in order to raise L2 learners’ pragmatic competence. The criticism of these theories, 
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which follows their presentation, shows the disparities which led me to the decision to opt for 

RT over the other theories.  

1.2.1 Speech Acts  

Speech Act Theory is concerned with the ways in which words can be used not only to convey 

information but also to carry out actions (Searle, 1979)1. It takes into account three components 

of an utterance: the locutionary acts, the illocutionary acts and the perlocutionary acts (Austin, 

1962; Searle, 1979). According to Speech Act Theory, the choice of public language depends upon 

a number of factors, such as social customs, traditions, culture, relationship between speakers 

and the type of situation in which they interact (Searle, 1975). Searle (1979) also applied the 

notion of intentional meaning to the study of speech acts. He defined indirect speech acts as 

utterances in which one speech act is performed indirectly by performing another. These speech 

acts stem from their force, not from their lexico-semantic meaning, and from the situation in 

which they appear. For example, as Searle (1975) showed, in case of questions such as “Can you 

pass me the water?”, which are indeed interrogative and so raise a question with the aim of 

getting an answer, a request is performed where the speaker’s goal is for the hearer to pass 

her/him the water. This is an indirect speech act defined by Searle as an utterance in which one 

speech act is performed indirectly by performing another. 

 

Pragmatics in EFL has traditionally paid attention to ‘intentional indirectness’, assuming that 

speakers “behave in a rational manner” and that “they employ indirectness in order to obtain 

some social or communicative advantage” (Michail, 2016: p.48). Several researchers have 

suggested that applying Speech Act Theory to EFL has become increasingly imperative (Canale 

and Swain, 1980; Yalden, 1987; Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Flor and Juan, 2010) as learners should 

become aware of the sociocultural rules of the language they are taught through Speech Act 

Theory’s intercultural dimension (Pickering, 1993). In other words, speech acts are directly linked 

to the “sociolinguistic appropriateness” of learners’ responses.  

                                                             
1 It was first introduced by J.L. Austin in his book “How to Do Things with words” (1975) and later developed by the 
American philosopher J.R. Searle. 
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According to Pickering (1993), speech acts rely on different social rules between speakers and 

hearers, which determine the speech acts performed in different languages. In this light, Speech 

Act Theory within ELT becomes more challenging when examined within cross-cultural 

pragmatics (Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper, 1989). The so-called Cross Cultural Speech Act 

Research Project (CCSARP) is one of the first studies focusing on L1 and L2 speakers from 7 

languages and the disparity of responses when performing the speech acts of requests and 

apologies (1989: 11). The study took into account variables such as social distance and dominance 

(Wolfson, Marmor and Jones, 1989:191) and the findings showed that even advanced speakers 

of a language can make sociolinguistic errors. Moreover, it revealed that L2 speakers’ responses 

are often quite different from those of L1 speakers. Another general agreement was that 

“sociolinguistic errors are typically treated as breaches of etiquette” (Boxer and Pickering, 1995: 

56). In support of explicit teaching of illocutionary force, Schmidt (1993b) discussed the 

importance of making learners overtly aware of the meaning and function of certain speech acts. 

He used the term “consciousness perception” and listed examples from his own well-

documented acquisition of Portuguese by observing how to end a phone-call. After receiving 

instruction, he could utilize this knowledge to help him in situations where he had previously felt 

unable to interact.  

Using Speech Act Theory in class was also recommend by Larsen-Freeman (2000) in order to 

teach learners the social rules of their target language. Widdowson (2003) emphasized that 

Speech Act Theory and its pedagogic application to ELT should not be separated. In particular, he 

claimed that speech acts, and especially illocutionary acts, can greatly benefit EFL learners in 

becoming more adept speakers while also preventing them from losing face. This can enhance 

learners’ confidence and may improve their overall English speaking competence. 

In the speech act tradition, Zhao and Throssell (2011) explain that using authentic material 

“learners practice speech acts in real life to achieve communicative purposes” (p.92). In this way, 

EFL teachers consider cultural factors in linguistic forms learners are expected to learn. For 

example, they can integrate various speech acts into a topic of discussion connected with 

linguistic forms to make learners aware of specific cultural features shown in the language 

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Advocates (Tomlinson, 1998; Mishan, 2005; Hwang, 2005; Al Azri and Al 



 

12 
 

Rashdi, 2014) state that with regard to their communicative competence learners can greatly 

benefit when practicing speech acts in real-life tasks in order to achieve certain communicative 

goals, such as delivering information, requesting or giving instructions. Therefore, tasks designed 

to foster learners’ engagement in meaningful and authentic language use, as opposed to merely 

mechanical practice of language patterns, should be included in EFL classes (Larsen-Freeman, 

2000; Lee and Van Patten, 2003; Littlewood, 2007). 

But what are the benefits of implementing speech act driven tasks? Gumperz (1982) discovered 

disparities between British-English and Indian-English speakers when performing speech acts in 

an institutional setting while Creese (1991) found disparities between American and British 

speakers of English in dealing with compliments. Pienemann and Lenzing (2015) argued that, 

since there was a disparity in responses between L1 and L2 speakers of English, as CCSARP and 

other cross-cultural studies have indicated, explicit teaching of illocutionary meaning and the 

norms for performing speech acts can enable learners to communicate more effectively 

depending on a given situation (Gumperz, 1982; Creese, 1991).  

Despite the merits of adopting Speech Act Theory in an EFL context, there are also certain 

drawbacks worth considering, to which I come next.  

1.2.1.1 Criticism towards speech acts  

Speech Act Theory, as proposed by Austin (1962), received a considerable amount of criticism by 

Strawson (1970) and Grice (1989). More specifically, “while Austin made a distinction between 

illocutionary and perlocutionary acts, Grice and Strawson diminished this distinction and 

explained the speech act in terms of intention” (Yoshitake; 2004, p. 33). As summarized by Martin 

(1987), for Grice “the meaning of a language token consists of its intentional use by the speaker 

to accomplish her desire to get the hearer to do something by revealing to the hearer that the 

speaker has this intention” (p. 85). Based on Grice’s conception of non-natural meaning and the 

integration of intention, Strawson (1970) criticized Speech Act Theory claiming that speech acts 

are not necessarily dependent on conventions that may influence utterance meaning. In other 

words, a person can act without always using an existing convention in order to perform an act 
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by saying something. Instead, the contention by Strawson, as well as Grice, is that it is “intention” 

that takes the role of acting by saying something. 

 

Similarly, Yoshitake (2004) stated that Speech Act Theory is speaker-oriented and that for Austin 

(1962), Strawson (1970) and Grice (1989) forming an utterance involves the speaker’s strategies 

to fulfill her intentions. However, he added, there is no obvious reason why the speaker’s 

meaning is more privileged than that of the listener, since both the speaker and the listener are 

equally active in verbal communication. Concerning the ownership of meaning-making, by paying 

attention to the speaker, the role of the listener is reduced to that of simply a passive recipient 

or even decoder of the message. To conclude, the main criticism of Speech Act Theory relates to 

the fact that it employs a speaker-centered model of communication and, as a consequence, the 

listener’s meaning and the multiplicity of interpretations are waived, or even lost, despite the 

fact that they are indispensable in the dialogical nature of communication (Giddens, 1979).  

1.2.2. Relevance Theory VS Gricean pragmatics  

The purpose of this section is to point out the main differences between RT and Gricean 

pragmatics in an attempt to clarify why I chose to adopt the former rather than the latter 

framework. Grice’s account of implicatures as beliefs that have to be attributed to the speaker in 

order to preserve the assumption that she has obeyed the Co-operative Principle and maxims of 

truthfulness, informativeness, relevance and clarity serve as the starting point for most pragmatic 

theories nowadays. Nevertheless, for the purposes of the present PhD research, I will adopt the 

perspective of RT as a model of human communication which is based on information processing 

in real time. 

RT and Gricean pragmatics share certain similarities. More specifically, Sperber and Wilson (1981) 

accept Grice's view that the goal of pragmatic theory is to explain how the hearer recognizes the 

overtly intended interpretation of an utterance. They also accept the importance of non-

demonstrative inference in comprehension and side with Grice that general principles of 

communication play a significant role in the inferential process. Nevertheless, the two theories 
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seem to differ regarding their fundamental principles and set of assumptions (Dale and Reiter, 

1996; Green and Carberry, 1999; Horn and Wilburn, 2005). 

First and foremost, there is a long-standing debate regarding the Co-operative Principle and 

maxims. Grice assumed that every utterance, and every conversation, has an accepted purpose 

or direction whose identification plays a crucial role in comprehension. This assumption raises 

the question of how the accepted purpose of an utterance is identified and how it assists 

comprehension. What is actually assumed is that in order to identify the purpose of an utterance 

by using the Co-operative Principle, one would already have to know it. Levinson (2000) referred 

to this problem as ‘Grice’s circle’. The term ‘circle’ stems from the fact that conversational 

implicatures take their input partly from truth-conditional content, which is constructed by 

pragmatic enrichments (Capone, 2005). For RT, there is no Co-operative Principle and no 

circularity in assuming that the purpose of an utterance can be identified as part of the 

comprehension process. To the extent that the purpose of an utterance fosters comprehension, 

it is identified as a contextual assumption based on whether it follows from the Principle of 

Relevance (Sperber and Wilson, 2002; Wilson and Sperber, 2004). 

Among the maxims, Grice pays specific attention to that of truthfulness, whereas RT argues that 

there is no such maxim. In this framework, relevance is fundamental to communication not 

because the interlocutors conform to the maxim of relevance, but because relevance is 

fundamental to cognition (Neale, 1992). As a result, the questions that arise in Grice's framework 

concerning the number of maxims, their universality or culture-dependence, their acquisition 

and the relative weight attached to each of them, do not arise in the relevance-theoretic 

framework (Carston, 1998).  

Another difference between the two theories concerns the role of maxim violation. Grice listed 

a number of ways in which a speaker could violate the maxims: by opting out, explicitly or 

implicitly, thus suspending a maxim, by covertly violating a maxim, with intent to deceive or by 

overtly violating a maxim so as to generate an implicature. Although the mechanisms involved 

were unclear, the assumption that overt violation can create an implicature is crucial in Grice's 
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framework, and particularly in relation to metaphor and irony (Glucksberg, 2001a,b). RT rejects 

this assumption because it does not view the principle of relevance as a norm. Therefore, there 

is no rule that speakers obey or disobey, but rather a generalization about what happens when 

someone is addressed (Horn and Wilburn, 2005). 

Finally, the difference between the Gricean approach and RT is that Grice was mainly concerned 

with the implicit side of communication, whereas RT has been equally concerned with its explicit 

side. Relevance theorists have looked in particular at the role of contextual factors in 

disambiguation, reference assignment and other inferential processes, such as loosening or 

narrowing, enrichment, presuppositions and entailments, which contribute to explicit meaning, 

and explicatures (Bach, 1994; Sperber and Wilson, 2002; Wilson and Sperber, 2004). 

The following sections are devoted to a detailed presentation of what RT advocates, its definition 

using the notion of implicature and its contribution to EFL studies. Overall, the theoretical 

framework of RT seems to provide insightful input into recent developments in SLA theory. 

Hollich et al., (2000) considered RT to herald a paradigm shift in the field of EFL teaching due to 

the range and originality offered by the relevance-theoretic model, which is useful both in 

opening interesting lines of investigation in L2 development and in shedding light into significant 

practical aspects related to L2 instruction. RT supports a process-oriented trend towards more 

integrative approaches that embrace various influences by borrowing from prior theories such 

as Gricean pragmatics.  For this reason, the range and originality of the relevance-theoretic model 

has not only offered fertile ground for further investigation into various theoretical issues 

regarding L2 development, but also, as has been previously mentioned, sharpened up important 

practical aspects directly linked to target language instruction. 

The relevance-theoretic account will serve as the theoretical basis for this PhD research for 

reasons that will be presented in the following section. 

1.2.2.1 Grice’s conversational implicature 

Grice placed specific emphasis on the distinction between “what words mean - what the speaker 

literally says when using them - and what the speaker means or intends to communicate by using 
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those words - which often goes considerably beyond what is said” (Grice, 1975, p.24). Grice 

(1975) made a distinction between non-natural meaning and natural meaning, pointing out that 

linguistic communication takes places only if a speaker has the intention to use language to 

convey a certain piece of information to his/her hearer and the hearer recognizes what the 

information conveyed is based on what has been said. Consider his original example: “A and B 

are talking about a mutual friend, C, who is now working in a bank. A asks B how C is getting on 

his job and B, replies: Oh, quite well, I think; he likes his colleagues and he hasn’t been to prison 

yet” (Grice, 1989: p. 24). What B implicated by the phrase “he hasn’t been to prison, yet” is 

different from what is said; namely that C is the sort of person likely to yield to temptations 

provided by his occupation. According to Grice, the information conveyed is the result of 

common knowledge of what the speaker has said, the linguistic and extra linguistic context of 

the utterance, general background information and the consideration of the Gricean 

“Cooperative Principle”. 

Therefore, one of the key assumptions of Gricean pragmatics is that of the speaker’s meaning 

and that producing an utterance is seen as a co-operative enterprise, with an accepted purpose 

and direction, a case of “purposive, indeed, rational behavior” (Grice, 1975: p. 47), governed by 

the Cooperative Principle and its maxims (Kitis, 2009). The Cooperative Principle describes how 

effective communication can be achieved in conversation. Both the listener and the speaker act 

cooperatively following the cooperative principle in a mutually satisfying way: “Make your 

conversation such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or 

direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged” (p. 45). This principle is fleshed out in 

Grice’s maxims, namely Quantity (where one tries to be as informative as one possibly can and 

gives as much information as is needed, and no more), Quality (where one tries to be truthful 

and does not give information that is false or that is not supported by evidence), Relation (where 

one tries to be relevant and says things that are pertinent to the discussion) and Manner (when 

one tries to be as clear, as brief and as orderly as one can in what one says, and where one avoids 

obscurity and ambiguity) (Grice, 1975).  

Clearly, these conversational implicatures can be violated in various ways. More specifically, the 

maxim of quantity is violated when too much or too little information is provided. For example: 



 

17 
 

1. A: Do you have school tomorrow? 

B: I have classes all day, but I must go to the doctor when I am finished. 

The maxim of quality is violated when the information provided in not truthful. For instance: 

2. A: Adam is in Mexico! 

B: Sure yeah, and Philadelphia is in Florida. 

The maxim of relevance is violated when the information provided is irrelevant to what is said: 

3. A: Where is my book? 

B: Mine is missing too. 

Finally, the maxim of manner is violated when a speaker responds with an ambiguous statement: 

4. A: How is Kate today? 

B: As usual. 

Appropriate speaker behavior (for example, the appropriate level of politeness) is determined by 

the conventions of a specific society, which, according to Grice, can be used as a yardstick for 

interpretation cross-culturally (Grice, 1975). Next, I will present the contribution of Grice’s theory 

to EFL teaching and interaction. 

Although Grice’s Cooperative Principle had long been used for the analysis of spoken 

interactions, very few studies had analyzed written discourse from the perspective of the 

Cooperative Principle (Green, 1989). Green was one of the first researchers who studied how the 

Cooperative Principle can contribute to coherence in written discourse. He also discussed one of 

the consequences of the Relevance maxim - as the root of coherence problems in texts - and 

concluded that certain linguistic properties, such as cohesion markers, do not necessarily tie 

ideas to each other. White (2001) created a model for a writing teaching course by applying 

Gricean maxims. His approach was based on the assumption that written discourse stems from 

an attempt to produce a sequence of sentences in accordance with the maxims. He pointed out 

that writing is often more efficient than speech and, therefore, the Gricean theory is equally 
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suitable for written communication while taking into consideration writer-reader expectations. 

After analyzing the responses of native English speakers to letters written by non-English writers, 

White concluded that the four maxims in the Cooperative Principle are not interpreted similarly 

in different cultures. He argued that Grice’s maxims need to be adjusted for teaching purposes 

in order to increase learners’ awareness of the readers’ expectations. 

Dwi (2015) conducted a study concerning the flouting of maxims in EFL classroom interaction. 

The focus of the investigation was on how conversational implicatures are formed in teacher’s 

and learners’ speech during EFL teaching and learning. The data, which were collected from the 

interaction of teacher and learners in an EFL classroom, showed that during conversation all 

speakers were successful in observing the maxims - the proportion of maxim non-observance 

was only 2% - and that flouting of a maxim was mainly due to learners’ lack of linguistic and 

pragmatic competence. It can, therefore, be claimed that L2 learners often flout the maxims of 

quantity, quality and manner not because they aim to generate an implicature, but because they 

lack sufficient linguistic and pragmatic competence in order to deliver proper responses to a 

teacher‘s speech. For example, when the teacher says ‘‘See you tomorrow!’’ as farewell and the 

learner answers ‘‘When?’’, the utterance has been wrongly interpreted by the student as a 

commissive speech act. 

Similarly, Awwad et al., (2015) investigated how Grice’s Cooperative Principle (1975) can assist 

in the development of learners’ oral skills. The study was conducted with 100 English major 

students enrolled in a TEFL class at a Lebanese University over a period of four months in spring 

2015-2016. The results indicated that the learners’ oral skills improved in terms of linguistic 

competence at the expense of their communicative competence.  

The usefulness of Grice’s Cooperative Principle was earlier investigated by Nunn (2006), who 

pointed out that the Gricean maxims can serve as guiding principles for teachers in order to raise 

their learners’ pragmatic competence. A teacher may draw on the violation of the maxims in 

order to provide learners with real-life examples of verbal communication. For instance, a learner 

may ask “Miss, are we going to write many tests during this semester?” and the teacher may 

answer “Don’t you want to become the best at Maths?” aiming at pointing out the importance 
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of writing tests in order to improve at Maths. The questions, however, that arise are whether the 

maxims are applicable to EFL learners, through which tasks and at which levels. All things 

considered, the Gricean maxims are used in order to establish a balance between classroom 

practice and a rationale for improving awareness of the inferential process (Nunn, 2003). 

However, Grice’s theory has also caused a great deal of controversy regarding the concept of 

implicature, which will be presented in the following section. 

1.2.2.2 Criticism of Grice’s conversational implicature 

Grice (1969, 1989) used the notion of implicature to deal with instances of communication where 

the speaker’s meaning goes beyond the meaning literally expressed by an utterance. Most neo-

Griceans have retained, to a certain extent, the Gricean definition of implicature in subsequent 

developments of the theory. However, the main problem with the Gricean definition of 

implicature is that it encompasses a rather large and diverse range of pragmatic phenomena 

(Haugh, 2002). More specifically, the relationship between ‘conventional implicature’ (Grice, 

1989: p.41,46), ‘generalized implicature’ (Grice, 1989: p.37; Levinson, 2000), ‘short-circuited 

implicature’ (Morgan, 1978; Horn and Bayer, 1984), ‘politeness implicature’ (Leech, 1983: p. 170-

171) and the notion of implicature is much less clear. For example, in the case of an utterance 

such as “What flavor is your ice-cream?” one may understand that the speaker wants to taste 

the ice cream, whereas someone else might consider it an actual question about the taste of the 

ice cream (Koutoupis-Kitis, 1982). Therefore, a clear distinction is yet to be made with regard to 

whether such utterances should be regarded as implicatures or not. 

Overall, the fact that Grice defined implicature in terms of not being part of ‘what is said’ lies at 

the heart of controversy in Grice’s theory over the scope of phenomena that fit the notion of 

implicature (Haugh, 2002). Grice’s attempt to set up an inferential framework to characterize 

various types of utterance content is undoubtedly a milestone in what is widely known as 

pragmatics (Mey, 2002: p.167-182). Yet, even his most fervent supporters point out that “if use 

is to be made of these ideas in a systematic way within linguistic theory, much has to be done to 

tighten up the concepts employed and to work out exactly how they apply to particular cases” 

(Levinson, 1983: p.97-166). 
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In this direction, Sperber and Wilson (1981) argued that the distinction between saying and 

implicating is not as simple as Grice suggested and that the hearer makes use of the Gricean 

maxims not only in order to decide what has been implicated, but also in order to decide on the 

proposition that has actually been expressed. Moreover, they pointed out that there is more to 

the interpretation of figures of speech, such as irony and metaphor, than just knowledge of the 

maxims of conversation. Finally, regarding the concept of implicature, Sperber and Wilson (1981) 

argued that the maxims can be reduced to a single principle of relevance and pointed out that 

their principle of relevance does not follow from the Cooperative Principle.    

The following section is specifically devoted to presenting the aim of the present research, which 

the RT framework serves best, namely to raise learners’ pragmatic awareness on implicature 

retrieval. For this reason, I will first define what pragmatic awareness is and I will then explain 

how it can be increased with the aid of explicit instruction. 

1.3 Pragmatic competence in EFL 

While several studies have been conducted on both pragmatic competence and pragmatic 

awareness, very few have provided definitions of these concepts which explain their differences. 

This section aims to provide definitions of pragmatic competence, pragmatic awareness and 

metapragmatic awareness in an EFL context and explanin why and which were adopted and 

tested for the purposes of the current PhD research. Moreover, it aims to provide adequate 

evidence for the importance of explicit teaching of implicatures in order to raise the pragmatic 

awareness of learners, thus making them more competent users of English. 

1.3.1 Defining pragmatic awareness and meta-pragmatic awareness  

The notion of pragmatic competence and its relation to EFL constitutes a relatively recent issue 

of concern in that it has been the focus of L2 studies for no more than twenty years (Ifantidou, 

2014). The notion of pragmatic competence was initially introduced by Thomas (1983) as the 

ability to use language effectively in a contextually appropriate fashion. Originally, pragmatic 
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competence was termed as “the ability to produce and recognize socially appropriate language 

contexts” (Harley et al, 1990: p.14; Hedge, 2000: p.48; Barron, 2003: p.10; Taguchi, 2009: p.2).  

Although pragmatic competence has been accepted as one of the most significant components 

of communicative competence (Bachman, 1990), for many years there was a lack of a clear and 

widely accepted definition of the term. According to Bachman’s model (1990: p.87), language 

competence is divided into “organizational competence” and “pragmatic competence”. The 

former comprises knowledge of linguistic units and the rules for joining them together at the 

levels of sentence and discourse. The latter consists of illocutionary competence, which is 

knowledge of speech acts and speech functions, and sociolinguistic competence, which entails 

the ability to use language appropriately according to context (Eslami-Rasekh, 2004).  

For the purposes of the present PhD research, I adopted Ifantidou’s (2014) model of defining 

pragmatic competence, pragmatic awareness and metapragmatic awareness to which I turn 

next. According to this model, pragmatic competence is the sum of three different kinds of 

awarenesses, namely linguistic awareness, pragmatic awareness and metapragmatic awareness. 

When learners have adequately acquired these aspects of pragmatic competence, they are 

considered pragmatically competent users of L2 to varying degrees.   

Traditionally, linguistic awareness refers to the ability to identify relevant linguistic indexes in a 

given utterance (Ellis, 2012: p.2). The Association for Language Awareness (ALA) defined linguistic 

awareness as the explicit knowledge of language and conscious perception and sensitivity in 

language learning, language teaching and language use. According to this definition, linguistic 

awareness covers a wide spectrum of fields as it includes the exploration of the benefits that can 

be derived from developing a good knowledge of language, a conscious understanding of how 

languages work and of how people learn and use them. Pragmatic awareness refers to the ability 

to retrieve relevant pragmatic effects (Ellis, 2012: p.12), and has been defined as “the conscious, 

reflective, explicit knowledge about pragmatics” (Alcón and Safont-Jordà, 2008). Regarding the 

terms ‘pragmatic awareness’ and ‘explicit knowledge of pragmatics’, data have been retrieved 

from discourse completion tasks, verbal protocols, naturalistic prompts and metalinguistic 
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explanations provided by L2 learners or pragmatic knowledge fostered by “explicit instruction”. 

Alcón and Safont-Jordà (2008) argued that ‘reflective’ and ‘conscious’ pragmatic knowledge 

refers to the recognition of speech acts in a conscious way, a process in which EFL learners do 

not usually engage. Finally, metapragmatic awareness relates to the ability to explicate the link 

between lexical indexes and retrieved pragmatic effects (Ellis, 2012: p.12). Perhaps it was 

Jakobson (1960) who, for the first time, introduced the concept of metalanguage by 

distinguishing it from object language. He attributed the glossing function to the former, whereby 

speakers or writers are able to detach themselves from the object use of language. Since 

Jakobson's definition, many other scholars have introduced their own conceptualizations of 

metalanguage. Metapragmatics, according to Silverstein (1976), is the description of how effects 

and conditions of language use themselves become objects of discourse. Lucy (1993: p. 12), while 

distinguishing between metalanguage and object language, defined the former as "language 

referring to language" and the latter as "ordinary language referred to". Metapragmatic 

awareness was later defined as knowledge of the social meaning of various L2 forms and 

awareness of the ways in which these forms mark different aspects of social contexts, therefore 

rendering it an important force behind the meaning-generation capacity of language in use 

(Verschueren, 1999).  

Contrary to previous work, which relied on short and prefabricated sets of discourse, central in 

Ifantidou’s (2014) genre-driven framework are two processes by means of which pragmatic 

awareness and metapragmatic awareness are explored, namely conversion of academic and 

media genres and metapragmatic analysis of editorials and news reports.  

Adopting authentic material input, I used corpora as a source of natural language input for 

realistic interpretations and as a linguistic tool to attest pragmatic - not metapragmatic - 

awareness at an advanced level of language proficiency.2 Since I am interested in raising learners’ 

                                                             
2 Although metapragmatic signaling is quite important because it allows participants to construe what is happening 
during an interaction, in order for metapragmatic awareness to be raised, certain processes, which are not the 
main interest of this research, should be followed. A metapragmatic discussion occurs, for example, when L2 
learners and the teacher engage in a dialogue about a pragmatic expression that they have just seen or heard. The 
aim is to make learners aware of the role and effects of pragmatic features. This process can take place explicitly, 
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pragmatic awareness I did not engage the L2 learners participating in the present study in a meta-

pragmatic analysis of the link between linguistic and overall relevance of the chosen texts. 

Therefore, the material I have developed does not focus on the analysis of these elements and is 

thus, as has already been stated, not meant to raise the metapragmatic awareness of L2 learners.  

To conclude, I approached pragmatic awareness within the framework of RT for reasons I have 

explained in section 1.1. By adopting Ifantidou’s (2014) definition of pragmatic awareness, I set 

out to explore the connection between explicit teaching and raising the pragmatic awareness of 

L2 learners through the material I have developed, which is the focus of the following section. 

 1.3.2 Explicit teaching and raising of pragmatic awareness 

In the domain of interlanguage pragmatics, several researchers have studied the notion of 

pragmatic awareness under the influence of a variety of variables, such as motivation (Takahashi, 

2005), language proficiency (Matsumura, 2001; Takahashi, 2005), learning environment 

(Matsumura, 2001; Schauer, 2006), target language exposure (Matsumura, 2001), length of 

residence in target language country (Bella, 2011), emotional intelligence (Rafieyan et al., 2014) 

and the effect of teaching (LoCastro, 2003; Taguchi, 2013). Regarding the teaching of pragmatics, 

researchers have examined the effectiveness of a variety of instructional methods, including 

input- and output-based instruction, skill acquisition and practice, metapragmatic discussion, 

teaching within the Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978) and implicit or explicit 

instruction (Rose and Kasper, 2001; Alcón-Soler and Martínez-Flor, 2005; Rose, 2005; Alcón-Soler 

and Martínez-Flor, 2008).  

Out of the aforementioned variables, I am specifically interested in the last one as my aim is to 

emphasize the importance of Discovery Learning within explicit instruction in raising L2 learners’ 

ability for implicature retrieval. Furthermore, considering the length of this text as well as time 

limitations, I have carefully selected the literature that I considered to be most relevant and I will 

critically present the most significant outcomes. My aim is to review the literature regarding 

                                                             
when all features are directly analyzed, or implicitly, when learners draw their own inferences about what they 
have seen and what was implied (Silverstein, 2004). 
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whether pragmatic awareness is more effectively raised through explicit teaching. The following 

studies were analyzed thoroughly in Taguchi’s (2015) research on instructed pragmatics. Here, I 

will discuss only those that relate to the aim and focus of the present research, namely those 

which dealt with implicature and those which used similar methods to the ones I used in the 

current research.  

Taguchi (2015) noticed that L2 learners experience considerable difficulty when learning 

pragmatics due to the complexity of language use, which involves more than just focus-on-forms. 

In order to understand pragmatic meaning, learners must attend to multipart mappings of form, 

meaning, function, force and context. Moreover, adult L2 learners have to face an additional 

challenge in their pragmatic development stemming from the co-existence of L1- and L2-based 

pragmatic systems (Mey, 2001). Bearing in mind these challenges, and also considering previous 

findings that revealed slow pragmatic development in a naturalistic setting (Taguchi, 2010), this 

PhD research focuses on the importance of teaching pragmatics in an explicit way based on the 

attested assumptions that explicit pragmatic instruction can direct EFL learners' attention 

towards the target pragmatic meanings and therefore raise their pragmatic awareness (Fa, 2011). 

Certain pragmatic phenomena such as implicatures cannot be automatically acquired until the 

learners' focus is drawn by means of pragmatic instruction (Alcón Soler, 2005; Martinez-Flor, 

2007; Gholamia and Aghaib, 2012; Rajabia et al.,, 2015; Kim, 2017). 

As a consequence, the significance of pragmatics has inspired researchers to increase their efforts 

on the empirical study of pragmatic instruction resulting in about 60 instructional intervention 

studies within the field of interlanguage pragmatics (Taguchi, 2015). Probably the first scholar 

who exhibited a strong interest in the explicit teaching of pragmatics was Gabriele Kasper, whose 

plenary talk on the explicit teaching of pragmatics at the TESOL Convention in Orlando in 1997 

inspired applied empirical investigation into the effectiveness of instruction. The first studies 

appeared during the 1990s and showed that pragmatics is teachable, emphasizing that explicit 

instruction will benefit the development of pragmatic competence (for a review, see Kasper and 

Rose, 1999). Subsequently, researchers and practitioners began to look for creative ways of 

including pragmatics in a classroom, as indicated by various studies (Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-
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Taylor, 2003; Martínez-Flor and Usó-Juan, 2006; Sykes and Cohen, 2006; Ishihara and Cohen, 

2010; Houck and Tatsuki, 2011). Bardovi-Harling, Hartford, Mahan-Taylor, Morgan and Reynolds 

(1991) that were the first to note that many commercially available English-language materials 

do not provide natural or even pragmatically appropriate conversational models and emphasized 

the important role of explicit instruction in English-language pragmatics.  

Taguchi (2015) provided an analytical review of 31 studies and found a clear benefit of explicit 

instruction over other teaching methods. All 31 studies showed significant gains in L2 learners’ 

pragmatic knowledge from pre- to post-instruction. In the studies that used a control group, the 

instructed group outperformed the control group in pragmatic development, a significant finding 

considering that these 31 studies represented diverse L1 and L2 groups, pragmatic targets and 

measures of learning. In what follows I will refer to some characteristic examples from those 

studies with emphasis on explicit instruction of pragmatics for EFL purposes. 

Kasper (1997) suggested various techniques and tasks that could contribute to EFL learners’ 

pragmatic development. Regarding the techniques, Kasper suggested, firstly, teacher 

presentation and discussion on different aspects of pragmatics and, secondly, student-discovery 

procedures in which learners obtain information through real-life material. Given that I used a 

corpus, my research is closer to the second type of techniques. Regarding the tasks, these could 

be classified into two main categories, namely tasks aiming at raising learners’ pragmatic 

awareness and tasks offering opportunities for communicative practice. In the first group of 

tasks, learners had to identify the implicatures and analyze their meaning (comprehension tasks) 

while in the second one they had to produce their own implicatures (production tasks). The tasks 

illustrated how it is possible to incorporate key elements of pragmatics - social context, functional 

language use and norms of interaction - into classroom tasks (Taguchi, 2015). For example, 

learners had to perform in certain scenarios, such as an apology or a request scenario, and then 

discuss with their classmates and teacher what grammar corrections were required or what could 

be changed in order to make their utterances politer or more straightforward.  
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Although both groups of tasks deserve attention, the present research particularly focuses on 

awareness-raising tasks, which are designed to develop recognition of how language forms are 

used appropriately in a given context (Eslami-Rasekh, 2005). The corpus that I used aims to 

expose L2 learners to implicatures, such as ironies, metaphors and indirect answers, and provide 

them with the theoretically-driven analytical tools they need in order to arrive at their own 

generalizations about what an implicature is and which its effect is when used in a specific context 

of occurrence.  

In the speech act tradition of EFL pragmatics, Rasekh-Eslami and Fatahi (2004) explored the effect 

of explicit pragmatic instruction on advanced EFL learners' speech act comprehension. They 

pointed out that explicit instruction not only enhanced advanced EFL learners' awareness of 

pragmatic input features, but also improved their performance in producing speech acts 

appropriately. The study focused on 3 types of speech acts, namely requests, apologies and 

complaints. The materials compiled started with presenting descriptions of the notions of speech 

acts, levels of directness and types and factors of variability. Each speech act set encompassed 

the major sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic patterns and strategies of interpreting and 

realizing one particular speech act at the “explicit,” “conventional” and “implicit” or “indirect” 

levels (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984), considering both “internal” and “external” modifications 

specified under the effects of various situational, social or cultural factors of variability. The 

results indicated that the role of explicit pragmatic instruction was relatively significant for L2 

learners and claimed that in order for noticing to take place, input had to be made salient through 

input enhancement, which could raise learners’ awareness of the target features. 

In the same direction, Koike and Pearson (2005) examined the effectiveness of teaching 

pragmatic information, and more specifically the effects of pragmatic interventions on the 

learning of Spanish suggestions, through the use of both explicit and implicit pre-instruction and 

explicit as well as implicit feedback to English-speaking learners of Spanish. The results of the pre-

test, post-test and delayed post-test indicated that the groups who underwent explicit pre-

instruction and explicit feedback during tasks conducted in class performed significantly better 

than the other experimental group which had received implicit instruction. Although the delayed 
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post-test indicated that such gains were not clearly retained in the long-term, the two post-tests 

showed that the group receiving both explicit instruction and feedback appeared to be more 

pragmatically aware.  

In more recent studies, there is a noticeable trend in the use of technology-enhanced authentic 

tasks to treat and assess the learning of pragmatics. Cunningham and Vyatkina (2012) 

implemented direct teaching of polite modal verbs (‘may’ or ‘could’) and the subjunctive mood 

in German in a U.S. university. The instruction consisted of explicit teaching of the formal register, 

which was provided via worksheet and web conferences with German-speaking professionals 

using Adobe Connect Pro. The results verified the researchers’ initial assumption that the 

learners’ ability to use modal verbs and the subjunctive mood would be improved. This study, in 

addition to those by Belz and Vyatkina, (2005), Kakegawa, (2009) and Johnson and deHaan, 

(2013), has also influenced the present research towards incorporating technology in retrieving 

authentic material and in particular using online corpora. 

More importantly, research has also been conducted in the area of the explicit teaching of 

implicature. Bouton (1999) investigated non-native speakers’ ability to interpret native speaker 

use of conversational implicatures by comparing interpretations from six cultural groups of non-

native speakers with the interpretations provided by an American native speaker control group. 

The results showed that cultural background was a reliable predictor of the results, since the 

German and Spanish learners were most likely to derive the same implied meanings as those of 

the American group, while the Japanese and Chinese learners were the least likely to derive the 

same meanings.  

Later studies showed that explicit instruction was considerably more beneficial than implicit 

techniques both with European (Bouton, 1994) and Japanese learners (Kubota, 1995), suggesting 

that learners can benefit from instruction aimed at raising pragmatic awareness of native speaker 

use of implicature. Roever (2001) conducted a study on 181 German high school learners, 25 

Japanese college students in Japan, 94 ESL students at an American university and 14 native 

speakers. After receiving a six-week period of instruction on implicature, the participants were 

asked to complete a test by selecting one of four answer choices that conveyed the meaning of 
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the implied utterance. The findings revealed a positive correlation with ability levels and 

highlighted the positive results of explicit instruction. Tuan (2012) investigated the effect of 

explicit teaching of conversational implicatures on Taiwanese college EFL learners and the 

relationship between the learners’ pragmatic competence and language proficiency. After a ten-

week-instruction period, the findings revealed a statistically significant difference in the learners’ 

implicature competence after instruction and a positive correlation between learners’ 

implicature competence and English language proficiency. This is why Tuan emphasized the need 

for explicit instruction of implicature towards developing learners’ pragmatic competence. 

Worth mentioning is also the fact that several studies have pointed out the positive effects of the 

implicit teaching of pragmatics. For example, Fukuya and Zhang (2002) examined the effect of 

recasts (corrective feedback) on EFL learners’ acquisition of the speech act of requests. The study 

participants role-played a scenario that featured request making and received a recast from their 

instructor when they produced non-target-like request forms. Given that the recasts occurred 

through meaningful communication, learners were able to establish a connection among the 

target pragmalinguistic form, the function it expressed and the context of its occurrence with 

ease. This connection was strengthened by repeatedly activating it via recast, essentially leading 

to learning, as was found in relation to the post-instructional gains in accuracy and 

appropriateness of request forms in the DCT task (Taguchi, 2015). 

Concerning “noticing”, Narita (2012) used consciousness-raising tasks to draw L2 Japanese 

learners’ attention to hearsay evidential markers (e.g., the expression ‘rashii’ meaning ‘I heard 

that‘). Narita measured the learning outcome using two knowledge tests and one oral production 

test that assessed the learners’ ability to use hearsay expressions. The results indicated that the 

treatment groups outperformed the control group on both immediate and delayed posttest. 

Through subsequent analysis, Narita revealed no significant difference between the learners who 

demonstrated only noticing of the target forms and the learners who also showed understanding 

of the forms – although the understanding-level group performed slightly better on the post-

tests. The overall conclusion was that learning pragmatics is possible without a provision of 

explicit metapragmatic explanation (Narita, 2012). 
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To conclude, while the implicit approach can be just as effective in improving learners’ pragmatic 

awareness, the explicit method can produce larger effect sizes than the implicit method and 

involves a greater range of tasks that draw learners’ attention to focal pragmatic forms and form-

function-context mappings (Jeon and Kaya, 2006). Hence, explicit pragmatic instruction is 

significantly more effective in both enhancing EFL learners' pragmatic awareness and developing 

their pragmatic performance (Fa, 2011). 

Having discussed how pragmatic awareness can be raised through explicit language instruction 

and the use of real-life sources, I move on to a presentation of how it can be effectively tested in 

a classroom context with the use of authentic material (1.3.3).   

1.3.3 Testing pragmatic awareness 

Testing pragmatic awareness of second language is a relatively recent enterprise and an 

underexplored but growing area within second language assessment. The existing literature on 

tests of pragmatic awareness indicates that the different testing formats vary in terms of their 

effectiveness and the variables used (Brown, 2001a, b). According to Roever (2011), tests have 

mainly focused on assessing learners’ sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic abilities. The Speech 

Act framework for forming tests in interlanguage pragmatics has been criticized for not assessing 

learners’ ability to produce extended monologic and dialogic discourse, thus a re-orientation of 

pragmatic testing is required. This is the main reason why this framework was not adopted in the 

present research. Next, I present the main methods used in assessing L2 learners’ pragmatic 

awareness and justify why I chose to incorporate certain of those in my own research. 

The main methods of testing pragmatics in an educational context could be divided into five 

categories. The first one is “Multiple – choice Discourse Completion Tasks (MDCT)”, which require 

the learners to read a situation description and choose how they would continue an utterance. 

Secondly, “Oral Discourse Completion Tasks (ODCT)” request learners to listen to an orally 

described situation and record how they would continue it. “Discourse Role – Play Tasks (DRPT)” 

ask the learners to read the description of a situation and then enact a particular role with the L2 

teacher in the situation given. In a similar vein, in “Discourse Self-Assessment Tasks (DSAT)” 

learners read a written description of a situation and then evaluate their own pragmatic ability 
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to respond correctly to the situation. Finally, in “Role – Play Self – Assessment (RPSA)” learners 

rate their own performance in the recording of the role play in the DRPT. 

Hudson et al., (1992, 1995) were the first to introduce pragmatic tests and distribute them to EFL 

learners at a US university. The results of those tests were quite promising. Yamashita (1996) 

applied the Japanese version of the tests and pointed out that out of the 5 tests only the MDCT 

worked in a satisfactory way for Japanese as a second language. Enochs and Yoshitake (1996) 

also concluded that the same test types worked well for Japanese university EFL learners. Ahn 

(2005) applied MDCT to Korean EFL learners and was led to satisfactory results and Liu (2010) 

found MDCTs useful when having learners generate the speech acts and the situations in which 

they were used. 

For the purposes of my research, I mainly used MDCTs but also other types of tasks that were 

not mentioned in the list above, such as True/False tasks, open questions or making a judgment-

tasks, since these can be easily combined with the material available in corpora.  Although MDCTs 

have been shown to be the most convenient in terms of practicality at the levels of both 

administration and scoring (Roever, 2011), and are particularly favorable in terms of assessment 

of pragmatic awareness, I decided to incorporate other kinds of tasks as well, such as open-ended 

tasks, which reveal how the respondents think about a question; as a result, their responses can 

be used to expand on and clarify closed responses. This is also the main criticism that MDCTs 

have received (Brown, 2000), namely that the given options may confuse the respondents, thus 

not providing information on whether they actually understood the question or simply answered 

at random. 

My aim was to create a test that would use solely authentic material from a variety of contexts 

and expose L2 learners to a variety of tasks in order to draw conclusions regarding which tasks 

work most effectively for pragmatic assessment purposes. It is my view that this is an aspect of 

the present research that may contribute to the field of pragmatics testing and, in particular, the 

fact that I have attempted to take advantage of all the merits of a wide range of tasks and have 

also included both closed-ended and open-ended tasks based on real-life instances of language 
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use found in the corpus I employed. The exact format of my test as well as the assessment 

method and the rationale behind it will be presented in detail in Chapter 3. 

As far as the format of existing tests is concerned, the majority use paper-and-pencil testing 

formats (Hudson et al, 1992), whereas some others make use of other, less prevalent, types. 

More specifically, Tada (2005) created computer-delivered tests with video prompts. Roever 

(2005, 2006) and Itomitsu (2009) developed web-based testing. Rylander et al., (2013) focused 

on video formats while Timpe (2013) used Skype role-play tasks. I adopted the paper-pencil 

format, although the video format could also be beneficial, given that the test cannot last for 

more than one teaching hour and the Greek public high-schools lack adequate technological 

equipment for all classes in order to make use of other formats that incorporate videos or require 

internet connection. 

Finally, regarding the methods I used for the analysis of the pragmatic test results, these can be 

categorized in three main groups. Firstly, rash analysis allows researchers to put items and 

examinees on the same logit scales. Secondly, FACETS analysis gives researchers the opportunity 

to put a range of different facets on the same logit scale and allows display of whatever facets 

are selected at the same time. Thirdly, the generalizability theory (G theory) includes two stages: 

On the one hand, there is the generalizability study, which is used to estimate variance 

components for any facet the researcher wishes to study and, on the other hand, there is the 

decision study, which is used to estimate the appropriate generalizability coefficients for 

different numbers of levels in each facet (Brown and Ahn, 2011).  

The current research included two stages, the pilot study and the main study, each comprising a 

language test, a pre-test on implicature, teaching sessions with corpus material and a post-test 

on implicature. As will be presented in section 3.2, the pilot study was conducted during the 

academic year 2019-2020 (spring semester) while the main study was conducted during the 

academic year 2020-2021. 

Based on prior evidence from testing pragmatic awareness of L2 learners, grammatical 

development does not guarantee a corresponding level of pragmatic development (Bardovi-

Harling and Dornyei, 1998); moreover, even advanced learners often fail to understand and 
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convey the speakers’ intentions and politeness values. Therefore, language use is essential in 

understanding language that is appropriate to situations, users and the message to be conveyed.  

The responsibility for teaching the pragmatic aspects of language use falls on teachers, who have 

to face certain challenges, such as lack of sufficient and proper material and training in EFL 

pragmatics (Eslami-Rasekh, 2005), in how to raise learners’ awareness of pragmalinguistic forms 

and sociocultural norms of interaction and in how to guide learners’ observations and discovery 

of pragmatic rules (Cohen and Ishihara 2005a, 2005b). My goal is to provide answers to some of 

these questions and develop material that can be useful both to teachers and learners towards 

raising their pragmatic awareness and, thus, becoming more competent L2 users.  

1.4 Summary 

This chapter has shed light on the focal areas of EFL pragmatics in the literature that relate to the 

current research. I began by presenting the contribution of RT to EFL and then discussed various 

approaches to L2 meaning-making and their criticism. Finally, I attempted to show the difference 

between pragmatic competence and pragmatic awareness explaining how the latter can be 

explicitly taught and tested in an EFL classroom. 

After having discussed the reasons why I decided to adopt a combination of Discovery Learning 

and the explicit method towards teaching and testing pragmatics, the following chapter focuses 

on: a) how RT can facilitate implicature retrieval in an EFL context; b) the tool that I used in my 

research, namely the corpus; and c) how RT can contribute to enhancing learners’ ability to 

retrieve implicatures and also raise their overall pragmatic awareness. 

Chapter 2: Relevance Theory, EFL and online corpora  

The aim of this chapter is to discuss existing research on online corpora and EFL. In the first part, 

I will begin by presenting RT’s application to various domains of pragmatic research in EFL in 

order to show the level of its influence within pragmatics for the purposes of L2 research (2.1). 

Next, I will briefly present the difference between implicature and explicature, two terms that 

have caused a great deal of controversy regarding the pragmatic phenomena they entail (2.1.1). 
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Finally, I will discuss empirical studies conducted within RT in relation to implicature retrieval, 

which interest me in terms of results and methodological tools (2.1.2). Hopefully, they will help 

me draw useful conclusions concerning learners’ understanding of both strong and weak 

implicatures as well as their processing effort. The second part (2.2) offers an introduction to the 

concept of corpus pragmatics and aims to justify why a corpus-based approach to L2 pragmatics 

is preferable in research within L2. It also summarizes the main findings of previous research on 

teaching (2.2.1) and testing (2.2.2) pragmatics using authentic material retrieved from corpora. 

The last part is specifically devoted to the main tool of my research, the corpus, and provides 

reasons why I chose the COCA corpus over other popular corpora (2.3.1). Finally, I explain the 

reasons why I decided to use a written, monolingual corpus which does not focus on a specific 

genre (2.3.2). A summary of the main conclusions is offered in section 2.4. 

2.1 Empirical L2 research in RT and its contribution to pragmatic awareness 

Although the current PhD research focuses on implicature retrieval within an EFL framework 

drawing on the findings from RT and also employing a corpus, I feel that it is significant to briefly 

refer to the contribution of RT to the domain of pragmatic theory in general and the explicature-

implicature distinction in particular 

RT, as proposed by Sperber and Wilson (1986, 1987), is a pragmatic framework aiming at 

accounting for how a hearer infers a speaker’s meaning on the basis of linguistic evidence 

provided. It was initially introduced in order to provide an account of communication that is both 

psychologically realistic and empirically plausible. In this pragmatic framework, Sperber and 

Wilson (1987) argued that there are two uses of language, namely descriptive and interpretive. 

The descriptive use relies on truth-conditional content, whereas the interpretive use on 

resemblance (Higashimori and Yoshimara, 2003). A representation is said to have a descriptive 

use when the thought it interprets is itself entertained as a description of a state of affairs. 

Therefore, ‘descriptive use’ is a technical notion that stands for the relationship between a state 

of affairs and the propositional form of the speaker’s thoughts. It is truth-based and indicates the 

fact that the speaker presents a state of affairs based on her real and direct perception of reality. 

For example, when the speaker utters the phrase “It is snowing” and she can indeed see 



 

34 
 

snowflakes falling outside, the state of affairs represented by the action of snowing is also the 

content of the thoughts she forms. The description is created according to her belief which is in 

turn based on her perception of reality (Albu et al., 2009). On the other hand, ‘interpretive use’ 

refers to the use of an utterance to represent another representation, such as a thought or 

another utterance (Wilson, 2000; Albu et al, 2011a, 2011b, 2011c). The process in which I aimed 

to engage the participants in my study is best described as ‘interpretive use’, which was achieved 

by eliciting metacommunicative contexts of use, namely recognizing intentions, attributing 

certain thoughts and attitudes to the communicator or making their own thoughts (learner’s 

thoughts) public to the classroom. 

Sperber and Wilson (1986/1987) emphasized that humans retrieve the maximal relevance in the 

interpretation of utterances, which incurs a high cognitive effect with low processing effort. Apart 

from Sperber and Wilson’s initial publications (1986, 1987), landmark publications include those 

of Blakemore’s (1987), Sperber and Wilson’s (1995), Carston’s (2002) and Wilson and Sperber’s 

(2012). Some of the central areas, among others, that have been studied are sentential adverbs 

(Ifantidou, 1993), evidentials (Ifantidou, 1994; 2001), scalar implicatures (Carston, 1998; Breheny 

et al., 2006; Noveck and Sperber, 2007), non-verbal communication (Wharton, 2009) and 

rhetorical tropes, such as metaphor (Sperber and Wilson, 1986a;Vega, 2007; Sperber and Wilson, 

2008; Carston, 2010a, 2010b) and irony (Sperber and Wilson, 1986b; Wilson and Sperber, 2012; 

Sperber and Wilson, 1998a; Wilson, 2006).  

The wide range of pragmatic topics studied for more than three decades suggests that the theory 

has had considerable influence on pragmatics. A few of the most well-known debates instigated 

by RT concern the distinction between what is explicitly or implicitly communicated as well as 

the extent to which pragmatic inference affects the proposition expressed by an utterance 

(Wilson and Sperber, 1981; Sperber and Wilson, 1986b; Carston, 1988; Carston,2002; Carston, 

2010a). Of the topics studied within RT, I am mainly interested in implicatures, rhetorical tropes 

and irony given that the material I have created includes instances of all three categories.  

RT has also inspired important work on experimental pragmatics (Jorgensen, Miller and Sperber, 

1984; Happé, 1993; Sperber et al., 1995; Bezuidenhout and Sroda, 1998; Nicolle and Clark, 1999; 
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Happé and Loth, 2002; Noveck and Sperber, 2004; Breheny et al., 2006; Noveck and Sperber, 

2007; Chevallier et al., 2010; Chevallier et al., 2011). This line of research has also influenced the 

present research in that it draws conclusions regarding the different types of inference and places 

emphasis on the significance of context (Allott, 2008), which is one of the main concerns of my 

research as well. More specifically, Chevallier et al., (2011) emphasized that the same stimulus 

(utterance) generally requires different amounts of processing effort in different contexts, since 

it might be more or less noticeable, while the contextual assumptions required to process it might 

be more or less reached. Processing effort is the effort required to process an input to the point 

that its cognitive effects are derived. More specifically, this is the effort taken “to represent the 

input, access contextual information and derive any cognitive effects. It is the sum of effort 

involved in perception, memory and inference” (Wilson, 2009, p. 394). For instance, a long, 

complex sentence may require more processing effort than a short, simple one. In the same vein, 

an uncommon word requires more effort to process than a common one (Forster and Chambers, 

1973). Therefore, the implications a stimulus entails also depend on context, as in the case of this 

PhD research where the extended context is offered by the corpus.  

Carston (2010b) also argued that the concept expressed by the use of a word in a context often 

diverges from the lexically encoded context-independent meaning of the word. This means that 

it may be more specific or more general than the lexical meaning. Understanding the intended 

concept involves a pragmatic process of relevance-driven adjustment of the lexical meaning in 

interaction with contextual information. In this research, I aimed to investigate both the extent 

to which context can positively influence EFL learners’ understanding of implicatures and 

learners’ ability to retrieve implicatures even in cases where they were not familiar with word 

meaning. The significance of having learners engage in this analysis is that by incorporating the 

corpus materials in English language teaching, learners were provided with a rich collection of 

words and word combinations. Consequently, they were able to select those which triggered 

implicatures by relying on a cost-effective trade-off between attention, cognitive environment, 

prior experience and their L2 level (Hockey, 2001). 

From the aforementioned domains of research, the one I focused on is that of implicature and 

its difference from explicature, to which I now turn.  
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2.1.1 RT on implicature and explicature 

Although implicature retrieval is a more complex and more demanding task in comparison with 

isolated speech acts and conventional routines formulae (Ifantidou, 2011a), the largest body of 

research focuses on the latter rather than the former. Thus, this section focuses on empirical 

studies following RT’s approach to implicature retrieval in general and the relevance-theoretic 

distinction between implicature and explicature in particular.  

The concept of implicature is a theoretical construct first introduced by Grice in the William James 

Lectures more than thirty years ago (Grice, 1969, 1989). As has already been mentioned, 

“implicature” is a technical term which refers to what is suggested in an utterance, not directly 

said but rather indirectly implied. According to Grice, what a speaker means by an utterance can 

be discerned into what the speaker "says" and what the speaker thereby "implicates" (Grice, 

1989).  However, while Grice is credited with introducing the concept of implicature, it has been 

pointed out that he did not actually define what an implicature actually is (Gauker, 2001: p.165; 

Saul, 2002: p.239). Implicature was negatively characterized simply as what is communicated yet 

not being part of what is said by a speaker per se (Sadock, 1978; Noro, 1979). 

Implicature has been defined as any assumption communicated implicitly rather than explicitly 

(Sperber and Wilson, 1995: 182) or as “any propositional form communicated by an utterance 

whose content consists of wholly pragmatically inferred matter” (Carston, 2000: p.10). 

Therefore, for RT, implicature is any communicated assumption that is not an explicature and 

entails only “particularized conversational implicatures”. As already argued, in relation to 

implicature RT may be characterized as a reductionist theoretical approach, as it reduces all 

pragmatic principles that have been proposed to underlie the generation of implicature by 

Griceans and neo-Griceans into a single “Principle of Relevance”. This means that it reduces the 

various kinds of meaning in Grice’s theory, such as what is said, conventional implicature, short-

circuited implicature, generalized conversational implicature and particularized conversational 

implicature, into just two broad categories, namely those of explicature and implicature (Haugh, 

2002). 
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Ever since the notion of implicature was introduced, only recently has there been an increasing 

interest in empirical research in relation to implicature theory. More specifically, Kandolf (1993) 

Ruiz de Mendoza (1998), Vicente (1998), Yus, (1999), Carston, (2000) and Bach (2001a, b) have 

focused on the distinction between explicature and implicature as well as on the distinction 

between conversational implicatures and other kinds of implicatures. It has been shown that 

implicature may serve various goals beyond conveying propositional meaning. For example, it 

can be used to maintain social relations, mislead without lying or for purposes of style or verbal 

efficiency. As already suggested in the opening paragraph, although there has been an 

abundance of studies on speech acts (Billmyer, 1990; Kasper and Rose, 2002; Martinez-Flor, 

2008; Rose and Ng, 2001), little attention has been paid to implicature within EFL (Taguchi, 2015). 

At this point it is worth discussing the difference between implicature and explicature and 

positioning myself vis-à-vis this distinction. In doing so, I will clarify how RT’s approach to 

implicature differs from the Gricean approach, namely by reducing the range of pragmatic 

phenomena encompassed by Grice’s implicature.  

The main problem concerns the fact that the two notions - implicature and explicature - often 

overlap, thus causing a great deal of controversy. In contrast to the Gricean approach to 

implicature, which, according to my point of view, is particularly wide in that it encompasses 

under the umbrella term “implicature” several pragmatic phenomena and diverse range of 

elements (see above), RT proposes a narrower definition. Within the Gricean framework, 

pragmatic phenomena, such as presuppositions, implicatures, irony or humor, have been defined 

as “conventional implicature” (Grice 1989: p. 41, 46), “generalized (conversational) implicature” 

(Grice, 1989: 37; Levinson, 2000), “short-circuited implicature” (Horn and Bayer, 1984; Morgan, 

1978) and “politeness implicature” (Leech, 1983: p. 170-171), with the effect of making the 

concept of implicature unclear. RT, on the other hand, reduced Grice’s pragmatic principles into 

the “Communicative Principle of Relevance”, according to which “every act of ostensive 

communication communicates a presumption of its own optimal relevance” (Sperber and 

Wilson, 1995: 260). It also reduced the aforementioned Gricean types of implicatures into two 

categories, namely explicature and implicature. These are two categories worth clarifying, since 

they interest me for the purposes of my research.   
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A well-established pragmatic account of utterance interpretation which incorporates the 

explicit/implicit distinction is that developed within RT (Sperber and Wilson, 1986/1995; Wilson 

and Sperber, 2004). The term “explicature” was introduced by Sperber and Wilson (1986) to 

complement the Gricean notion of implicature and aimed at indicating that pragmatic inferences 

contribute not only to what is implied but also to what is explicitly communicated (Wilson and 

Sperber, 2002; Carston, 2002; Breheny, 2002). However, the problem faced is how to consistently 

define implicature and explicature when the concepts of explicit and implicit meaning seem to 

overlap (Haugh, 2002). 

According to the cognitive framework of RT, there is a level of explicit speaker meaning which is 

labelled as ‘explicature’ (Carston, 2009). Explicature is defined as “a proposition communicated 

by an utterance U (is explicit) if and only if it is a development of a logical form encoded by U” 

(Sperber and Wilson, 1986/95: p.182). Any other communicated proposition is, thus, an 

implicature. 

For example, 

5. Max: Did the party go well? 

Amy: There wasn’t enough drink and everyone left early. 

In Amy’s utterance, the linguistically encoded meaning accounts for a much richer content which 

constitutes the proposition that she has explicitly communicated, as indicated below: 

6. There wasn’t enough alcoholic drink to satisfy the guests at the party and so everyone who 

came to the party left the party early (Carston, 2009). 

As RT suggests, there are two kinds of pragmatic processes that contribute to an explicature. The 

first is called ‘saturation’ and involves finding the intended content of a linguistically indicated 

variable. For example, the use of the pronoun ‘he’ in a specific syntactic position in an utterance 

indicates that a specific male individual is represented in the corresponding position in the 

developing propositional meaning. The second process is that of ‘free enrichment’. It involves 

pragmatic enrichment of the decoded linguistic meaning in the absence of any indication within 

the linguistic form that this is essential. Carston (2009) paid particular emphasis on pragmatic 
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enrichment which is indispensable to the recovery of explicit content. The majority of these 

processes are pragmatically motivated while only a few of them are linguistically triggered 

(Carston, 2009). For instance, in the utterance “Max gave Sarah a pencil and she wrote down her 

phone number”, the full proposition that is actually expressed is that “Max gave Sarah a pencil 

and then with the pencil that Max gave her, Sarah wrote down her phone number”. According to 

Carston’s definition (2000), an explicature is a propositional form communicated by an utterance, 

which is partly pragmatically decoded and partly inferred on the basis of the propositional 

schema or logical form that an utterance encodes. In other words, it is an amalgam of 

linguistically decoded material and pragmatically inferred content.  

Notice that in RT, the identification of explicit meaning is regarded as inferential as is the recovery 

of implicatures. To this effect, RT applies the same process to resolving linguistic 

underdeterminacy at both the explicit and the implicit levels. The hearer needs to construct a 

hypothesis about the speaker’s meaning that satisfies the presumption of relevance conveyed by 

the utterance. This process is broken down into three levels which are not sequentially ordered. 

The first one is the construction of an appropriate hypothesis about explicatures through 

pragmatic enrichment processes (such as decoding, disambiguation, reference resolution, 

ellipsed material). The second one is the construction of an appropriate hypothesis about the 

implicated premises and the third one is the construction of an appropriate hypothesis about the 

intended contextual implications (Sperber and Wilson, 2008).  

Overall, the view of RT regarding the distinction between implicature and explicature that I found 

useful towards the direction of my Ph.D. research could be summarized as follows: while the 

explicit–implicit distinction is exhaustive, given that a communicated proposition must be either 

an explicature or an implicature, explicatures vary in the relative proportions of decoding and 

inference involved. It is widely agreed that ‘explicatures’ and ‘implicatures’ involve both decoding 

and inference, the difference lying in the greater extent of the decoded content in the case of 

explicatures (Wilson, 2016).  

The next section is devoted to the discussion of RT’s empirical research on implicature retrieval 

and the role of inference in this process. 
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2.1.2 RT and empirical research on implicature retrieval 

Most of the empirical research on implicature is based on evidence resulting from the use of 

inference. Within the relevance-theoretic framework, inference is defined as the process of 

understanding the pragmatic meaning of an utterance which aims to yield warranted conclusions 

(Wilson and Sperber, 2012). But “perception and memory are both seen as involving a substantial 

element of inference, and the sensorimotor, emotion-and mind-reading mechanisms are 

themselves seen as inferential” (Wilson and Sperber, 2012: 43). Therefore, inference must not 

be seen as a step-by-step derivation of explicit conceptual conclusions from explicit conceptual 

premises (Sperber and Wilson, 2015), but rather as a process of recognizing a communicator’s 

intended import on the basis of linguistic, perceptual, emotional and sensorimotor information 

provided by an ostensive act (Carston, 2002). For relevance theorists, inferencing about the 

speaker’s abilities and preferences is significant for comprehension to take place. Therefore, a 

speaker who does not manage to provide the required information could well be understood as 

implicating that she is unwilling or unable to provide it (Wilson, 2016).  

Inference, nonetheless, is not without its critics. For example, Geurts and Pouscoulous (2009) 

advocated that inference as a method is a biased tool regarding gathering data on conversational 

implicatures. According to their point of view, RT has been designed to explain how inferences 

occur. Nevertheless, their experimental evidence (Geurts, 2009) indicates that the process of 

inferencing does not occur in embedded positions. Therefore, as they see it, RT is characterized 

by a lack of empirical success in its own right, contrary to the Gricean approach (Geurts and 

Pouscoulous, 2009). 

Despite these concerns, I have decided to adopt RT and, therefore, the next sections are devoted 

to RT’s contribution to pragmatic processes that were explored in my research, namely 

metaphor, irony and humor. Although RT’s empirical research extends to various research areas, 

such as humor (Yus, 2003), media discourses (Tanaka, 1994; Yus, 1998a,b, Yus, 2001), literature 

(Pilkington, 2000), politeness (Jary, 1998), irony (Wilson and Sperber, 1992), translation (Gutt, 

2000) and language teaching (Niżegorodcew, 2007), I chose to concentrate on those that are 

concerned with the theoretical import of implicatures, their applied value and impact on my 



 

41 
 

research and the field in general. The discussion of metaphor, irony and humor follows a 

chronological order. 

2.1.2.1 RT on metaphor  

Several relevance theorists have examined the concept of metaphors (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980; 

Sperber and Wilson, 1986b, 1995, 1998; Lakoff ,1987, 1994; Lakoff and Turner, 1989; Carston, 

1997, 2002; Glucksberg, Manfredi and McGlone, 1997; Kintsch, 2000; Talmy ,2000; Glucksberg, 

2001; Fauconnier and Turner, 2002; Wilson and Sperber, 2002). Among them, Sperber and 

Wilson (1995) and Carston (2000) analyzed metaphors in terms of explicatures (Morgan, 1978; 

Horn and Bayer, 1984) while others described metaphors and other figures of speech as 

communicating via implicatures (Blakemore, 1992; Carston, 2002/2010a; Wilson and Carston, 

2006). The main argument is that metaphorical meaning is not implied but rather directly 

expressed, as it is the first meaning an interpreter arrives at. To put it differently, the only 

meaning a metaphor expresses is the ad hoc concept constructed in a given context. For example, 

in “My doctor is a magician” the ad hoc concept MAGICIAN* is constructed and the metaphorical 

term “magician” here means “a person who can achieve extraordinary things”. My doctor, then, 

does not convey the concept of MAGICIAN, but MAGICIAN* (Wilson and Sperber, 2012).  This 

argument becomes even more apparent (Sperber and Wilson, 1995: p.236) in the case of the 

metaphorical utterance “Your room is a pigsty”, where the basic explicature would be “Your room 

is dirty and messy”. However, the implicature communicated is that “you must clean your room” 

or “it’s not polite to expect others to clean your room” and for this reason this is an implicature.  

Carston, who has specifically explored RT’s position on explicit and implicit meaning (1988, 1997, 

1998, 2000, 2002), noted this ambiguity and suggested that the meaning of words and phrases 

can be adapted based on the circumstances of the utterance (Carston, 2002: p. 196-197). More 

recently, Carston and Wilson (2019) pointed out that the Gricean approach to pragmatics does 

not adequately explain how metaphor interpretation works except for claiming that it involves a 

special kind of “perspective taking” (Lepore and Stone, 2010: p. 164-169). It does not account for 

the commonalities and continuities between metaphorical and other loose uses of language 

(Wilson and Carston, 2007; Sperber and Wilson, 2008).   
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Sperber and Wilson (2008) viewed metaphors as a way of conveying loose impressions, probably 

interspersed with images, that can vary from one addressee to another. Metaphors include 

literal, loose and hyperbolic interpretations, which can be reached in the same way as other 

interpretations. Thus, there is no mechanism that is specifically applied to metaphors. The 

difference between the traditional approach to metaphors (Grice, 1989) and that of RT, is that 

for the traditionalists there is a gap between the semantic representation of a sentence and the 

meaning the speaker conveys. In the case of metaphors, this gap is acknowledged and is 

described in terms of a distinction between literal and figurative meaning (Lewis, 1969). 

However, for relevance theorists, metaphors are not exceptional and the linguistic content of all 

utterances, whether literal or metaphorical, vastly undermines their interpretation (van der 

Henst, 1999; Politzer and Macchi, 2000; van der Henst et al., 2002; Sperber and Wilson, 2008; 

Allott, 2020).  

In conclusion, whether metaphors should be treated as implicatures, or something else, is a 

terminological issue which has not yet been resolved. Therefore, careful analysis of such 

phenomena is required to ascertain the manner in which they should be approached to resolve 

these terminological debates. The next section focuses on the treatment of irony, probably the 

first phenomenon to be investigated within RT. 

2.1.2.2 RT on irony 

As already mentioned, the earliest experimental work on implicature based on RT (Jorgensen, 

Miller and Sperber, 1984; Happé, 1993) is the one confirming Sperber and Wilson’s (1981) 

account of irony. It should be pointed out that my own research also included instances of irony 

and this is why I am interested in these studies. It was shown that, given an adequate semantic 

analysis of ironical utterances as echoic mentions, the problems with both the traditional 

semantic account (Hare, 1952; Turner, 1973; Heim, 1983; Harnish, 1994) and Grice’s pragmatic 

account (1975, 1989) can be dissolved. Hare (1952) and Harnish (1994) noticed that especially 

Grice’s account fails to explain why an ironical utterance should be preferred to its literal 

counterpart.  



 

43 
 

Sperber and Wilson (1981) assumed that there is a necessary semantic condition for an utterance 

to be ironical and that it is important that ironical utterances convey not only propositions but a 

vaguer suggestion of images as well. For example, Sperber and Wilson (1981) offer the example 

of an athlete who is the last one to arrive at the finishing line of a race. One of the spectators 

says “He is the wind, he is Superman”. This remark is clearly ironical. First of all, for standard 

semantic frameworks, this utterance would be analyzed as carrying the figurative meaning or 

conversational implicature in “He is not the wind, he is not Superman” which is literally true and 

provides no reason why this would be taken as a joke. Another problem is that, given that the 

implicature “He is not the wind, he is not Superman” is under-informative in the context, it would 

itself violate the maxims of conversation. Grice’s approach remains too close to a semantic 

analysis which does not make it explanatory enough, while Sperber and Wilson’s approach 

accounts for irony as a case of echoic mention which involves the attitude of the speaker to the 

proposition mentioned. This attitude implies a wide range of propositions instead of reducing it 

to a single proposition.  

Overall, according to RT (Sperber and Wilson, 1995), irony has three main attributes. Firstly, it is 

a variety of interpretive use in which the proposition expressed by the utterance represents a 

belief implicitly attributed by the speaker to someone other than herself at the time of utterance. 

Secondly, it is echoic, which means that it implicitly expresses the speaker’s attitude to the beliefs 

represented and, finally, the attitude is one of dissociation from the thoughts echoed (Curcó 

2000). The hearer needs to retrieve the interpretation the speaker ironically conveys and which 

differs from the proposition explicitly communicated by the utterance (Yus, 2006).  

The next section is devoted to how RT handles the phenomenon of humor and presents the 

results of various studies conducted on it. 

2.1.2.3 RT on humor 

Yus (1997, 2000, 2003, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012) examined how RT accounts for implicatures 

connected with humor and how humour is generated during the processes of decoding and 

inferencing. Certain test items that I included in my research are instances of humor. Therefore, 
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I will discuss Yus’s (2008) insightful research on the interpretation of different samples of humor 

within RT. 

 Yus (2008) reacted against the Gricean two-step account, according to which humor arises when 

ostensible uncooperativeness or violation of conversational maxims are noticed. Relying on 

empirical evidence, Yus (2011) explained that humorous texts are accompanied by a presumption 

of optimal relevance. This presumption entitles the audience to search for propositional and non-

propositional effects that compensate for the effort their processing requires. Additional 

research on epistemic vigilance mechanisms (Mascaro and Sperber, 2009; Sperber et al., 2010) 

and their role in humor (Padilla Cruz 2013a, b) supports that humor originates when the audience 

becomes aware that they have been fooled into taking the first interpretation as intended, due 

to mechanisms that detect the inadequacy of the first interpretation, and search for an 

alternative one.  

Lets’ take the following example (Yus, 2016: p. 39). Suppose that a policeman stops a woman in 

her car and asks for her license. He says “Lady, it says here that you should be wearing glasses.” 

The woman answers “Well, I have contacts.” The policeman replies “I don’t care who you know! 

You’re getting a ticket!” In this utterance, the speaker predicts that the hearer will build up an 

appropriate mental scenario of the joke. The word ‘glasses’ will be disambiguated as eyeglasses 

and retained in the short-term memory store, aiding the hearer in disambiguating the 

subsequent word “contacts”. When the policeman says “I don’t care who you know!”, an 

incongruity arises with the assumptions brought to bear so far in the interpretation of the joke, 

since the literal sense of “contacts” as “eye-lenses” had not even been noticed. The hearer is 

then forced to select the second sense of “contacts” as “people someone knows” despite its 

being less relevant in the initial context of the joke and will be amused when she discovers the 

other sense of eye-contacts which entertains both senses humorously and resolves the initial 

incongruity.  

To conclude this brief overview of RT on implicature retrieval, RT has been criticized for being 

highly speculative, predicting without empirical evidence the mental processes the mind goes 

through when communicating. Sperber and Wilson (2002) themselves declared that a 



 

45 
 

considerable part of pragmatic research was not willing to deal with experimentation, especially 

when it came to the issue of implicature. But during recent years, there has been a growing 

number of pragmatic topics which have been examined with the use of empirical evidence, with 

more experimental work conducted on more central concepts of RT regarding implicature. Such 

concepts include conceptual and procedural meaning, ad hoc concept formation, mutual 

knowledge versus mutual manifestness, communicated and non-communicated acts or the 

concepts of echo and modularity (Sperber, Cara and Girotto, 1995; Politzer, 1996; Gibbs and 

Moise, 1997; Hardman, 1998; Matsui, 2000, 2001; Girotto, Kemmelmeier, Sperber and Van der 

Henst, 2001; Noveck, 2001; Noveck, Bianco and Castry, 2001; Van der Henst, Politzer and 

Sperber, 2002; Van der der Henst, Carles and Sperber, 2002; Noveck and Posada, 2003; Ryder 

and Leinomen, 2003) with the aim to inspire reflection, spark off new ideas, raise further 

questions, advance solutions and offer ground to investigations in the area of communication 

and interaction (Norrick, 2009). I also aim to add to the evidence on the study of implicature 

retrieval by incorporating the use of corpora both in teaching and testing implicature retrieval in 

an EFL context, which is the focus of the following section (2.2).  

2.2 A corpus-based approach to L2 pragmatics 

The aim of this section is to introduce the concept of corpus pragmatics and provide support for 

the main argument of the current research, namely why a corpus-based approach to L2 

pragmatics is preferable in research within L2.  

Pragmatics and corpus linguistics are two domains of research that were initially regarded as 

mutually exclusive. However, this perception has now changed and common ground has been 

discovered, leading to the establishment of a new field that is called corpus pragmatics. Corpus 

pragmatics is defined as “the science that describes language use in real contexts through 

corpora” (Romero- Trillo, 2017:1). It refers to the study of actual language use that is based on 

large, computerized collections of language and is regarded as a kind of empirical data based on 

pragmatics.  

Several studies have emphasized the need to raise L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness vis-à-vis the 

use of naturally-occurring discourse (Schmidt, 1993; Kasper, 1997; Rose, 2000; Eslami-Rasekh, 
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2005). In Ifantidou (2011a,b; 2013a,b; 2014), pragmatic awareness was defined and tested for 

the first time in terms of an open-ended array of pragmatically inferred implicatures rather than 

as a fixed set of routines (Ifantidou, 2011a). In this direction, corpora could prove valuable in 

order to raise pragmatic awareness in EFL learners (Taguchi and Roever, 2017). The global 

context of sociocultural assumptions, as offered by online corpora, is a facilitating tool because 

it allows access to real-life settings which trigger more spontaneous responses (Schauer and 

Adolphs, 2006; Roever, 2006; Chambers, 2007; Römer, 2009a; Ishihara and Cohen, 2010; Taguchi, 

2015; Furniss, 2016; Vyatkina, 2016a,b; Bardovi-Harlig, Mossman and Su, 2017; Vyatkina and 

Boulton, 2017; Boulton and Cobb, 2017). 

Therefore, I argue that a corpus-based approach to teaching and testing pragmatics can assist 

teachers in overcoming one of the main difficulties in the field that concerns the development of 

instructional material based entirely on instances of authentic interactions in English 

(Flowerdew,2015).  Thus, this section has a twofold aim: On the one hand, it aims to present 

significant studies on pragmatic teaching and testing that have influenced my own research. On 

the other hand, it highlights the paucity of the work carried out on implicature retrieval within a 

corpus-based approach. Therefore, the present PhD research aspires to complement existing 

empirical work within RT by introducing a corpus-based perspective on implicature retrieval.  

2.2.1 Teaching pragmatics with the use of corpora 

As has been already mentioned, research on a corpus-based approach to teaching pragmatics is 

rather limited. It started when researchers (Granger, 1994, 1996, 1998, 1999, 2002; Romero-

Trillo,2002; Kilgarriff and Grefenstette, 2003; Biber, 2006; Paquot, 2010; Vaughn and Fletcher, 

2012; Romero-Trillo, 2017) placed emphasis on the use of naturally occurring data. The advent 

of free online corpora brought about a significant change in material development regarding the 

teaching of pragmatics. The main benefit they offered is that they moved the focus of corpus 

from solely being used as a source of authentic interaction in materials development (Bardovi-

Harlig, Mossman and Vellenga, 2015b) to hands-on learning through guided corpus searches 

made by EFL learners by implementing a discovery-based approach (Boulton, 2010).  
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The opportunity offered by “Discovery Learning” has also been brought to the center of attention 

of instructional pragmatics. Tomlinson (1994) and Clennell (1999) deemed the concept of 

‘discovery’ as a vital part of noticing and the development of pragmatic awareness. More 

specifically, Clennell (1999) noticed that learners gain a great deal of satisfaction when they feel 

that they have arrived at their discoveries through their personal effort. Nevertheless, while using 

corpora this discovery should be supported by guidance (Vyatkina, 2016a), which is known as 

‘focused noticing’ in pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig et al., 2015a, b). Instructional pragmatics and 

data-driven learning co-exist in Schmidt’s (1993) noticing hypothesis (Vyatkina, 2016a).  

In effect, Flowerdew (2015) and Vyatkina (2016a) noticed that the format of stacked concordance 

lines can promote noticing through input enrichment and enhancement. The additional 

advantage of promoting the learners’ autonomy in engaging with the corpus as a learning 

resource (Vyatkina, 2016b) is highly valued in instructional pragmatics given that learners have 

limited reliable resources to develop their ability to notice pragmatic features on their own. 

In addition, a number of studies investigated pragmatic routines and how they can be taught with 

the use of a corpus. Bardovi-Harlig and Vellenga (2012) used online transcriptions of Friends to 

teach pragmatic routines for social conversation and raise the pragmatic awareness of EFL 

learners. More specifically, they examined conversational routines, such as ‘you know’, ‘I mean’ 

and ‘you see’, which represent functionally-bound expressions (House, 2009; Pilcher, 2009). 

Thirty-six EFL learners participated in the study and were divided into two groups that were 

provided with written transcripts and noticing tasks. After receiving three 1-hour lessons over 

three weeks, the first group engaged in noticing tasks on half of the expressions and the second 

group on the other half of the expressions. The results of the post-test, which was distributed 

four weeks after the pre-test, suggested that both groups had received significant benefit from 

receiving the instruction and also from exposure to the expressions in the corpus.  

Furniss (2016) used the Russian National Corpus to investigate the use of pragmatic routines in 

social conversations for learners of Russian as a foreign language. The focus was on situationally-

bound utterances, such as expressions serving as topic-opening (e.g., So what’s up with you?), 

expressions of honorifics (e.g., Your Highness, I am deeply honored) or expressions conveying 



 

48 
 

affective content (e.g., That’s what I’m talking about) (Hall, 2009). Thirty-four learners of Russian 

were divided into two groups, namely the control group and the instructional group and received 

a 10-hour self-paced, corpus-based instruction. The materials they received included written 

corpus excerpts, film clips and audios. A pre-test and a post-test were administered resulting in 

considerable improvement on the post-test for the instructed-group.  

Bardovi-Harlig et al., (2017) compared the effect of using corpus-based materials and tasks on 

pragmatic routines under two conditions: by implementing direct corpus searches by learners 

during classroom instruction and by working with teacher-developed corpus-based material. 

Fifty-four learners were separated in 7 intact communication classes. Forty-three of them 

received instruction during four 50-minute lessons lasting for two to three weeks. Input was 

taken from the MICASE Corpus and was accompanied by both noticing and production tasks 

(Simpson et al., 2002). The corpus, teacher-developed-materials group received corpus excerpts 

and the corpus-search group conducted equivalent searches. The results, as indicated through 

the comparison between the pre- and post-tests responses administered, showed that both 

corpus searches and the provided corpus excerpts led to a significant increase in the oral 

production of pragmatic routines. The corpus, teacher-developed-materials group additionally 

showed a significant increase in the understanding of speech acts. 

In contrast with previous studies that explored written corpora, Bardovi-Harlig et al., (2014) 

highlighted how not only written but also spoken corpora can be used as teaching materials in 

order to show learners how to identify certain speech acts, namely directive and expressive 

speech acts. They pointed out that adequate attention should be given to language authenticity 

as exposure to real language is the only way that allows learners to gain awareness of the 

appropriateness of some expressions in certain contexts. 

Overall, the studies dealing with the use of corpora when teaching pragmatics resulted in positive 

outcomes to varying degrees, indicating that corpus-based instruction may be a fairly good choice 

when teaching phenomena such as pragmatic routines or conventional expressions among 

others. However, no adequate research has been conducted on how corpora can assist EFL 
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teachers in guiding their learners to implicature retrieval, and my research aims to bridge that 

gap.  

After discussing corpus-driven studies on implicatures, the next section aims to highlight the 

effectiveness of using a corpus in also testing the pragmatic awareness of EFL learners. 

2.2.2 Testing pragmatics with the use of corpora 

Except for teaching purposes, corpora have also been used for testing and language assessment. 

As Park (2014) observed, corpora started being used in language assessment in the 1990s and, 

since then, test developers have increasingly used them as a source of reference. Various types 

of corpora, such as large representative corpora, learner corpora or specialized corpora, have 

been actively used to systematically compare the linguistic features associated with expert users 

with those encountered in an EFL learner’s language. When it comes to EFL pragmatic 

assessment, the use of corpora is not so wide. A number of representative studies in this field 

are presented below.  

Romero-Trillo (2002) examined the phenomenon of “Pragmatic Fossilization” as one of the major 

problems that non-native speakers of English face in the learning process. Fossilization refers to 

the persistence of grammar errors in non-native speakers (Selinker, 1972). Hyland (2002) 

conducted research on pronoun usage and tested how 40 undergraduate Chinese speakers of 

English used personal-author pronouns in their academic writings. In his research, he used two 

corpora, an ‘expert’ corpus of 240 published journal articles and a ‘novice’ coprus of 40 project 

reports written in English by final-year undergraduates in Hong Kong. The results indicated that 

there were 12 author pronouns (he/she) per text in the ‘novice’ corpus and 20 in the ‘expert’ 

corpus. Also, in the expert corpus there was a significant disciplinary variation with 75% of author 

pronouns occurring in the social sciences and humanities, whereas sciences and engineering 

accounted only for 25%. Nevertheless, the ‘novice’ corpus lacked this variation, since expert 

writers were three times more likely to use author pronouns in their text than EFL learners. This 

can be explained by the impersonal portrayal of academic writing in textbooks and style guides. 

Hyland (2002) advocated that a pragmatic awareness-raising approach where learners will 

critically evaluate the use of ‘I’΄ in their own writing might prove beneficial. 
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Carriό-Pastor (2016) aimed to identify what aspects of pragmatic knowledge appear at different 

stages of language learning. For this reason, a corpus comprising of 100 English essays written by 

Spanish learners of English was created, where 50 essays were at B1 level of proficiency and 50 

at B2 level. Focusing specifically on EFL language learners’ use of hedges, their aim was to test 

whether the use of corpora of spontaneously produced written and oral speech could help 

identify pragmatic knowledge which is associated with different stages of second language 

learning. The findings indicated that the use of hedges is significantly different depending on the 

learners’ level of proficiency. Thus, the learners’ communicative effectiveness was partially 

associated with their use of hedges and, for this reason, instruction should focus on tasks which 

raise meta-discursive awareness. 

A number of studies on pragmatic testing focused on the use of discourse markers. More 

specifically, Muller (2005) tested how English and German adult learners use the discourse 

marker “you know” with the aid of Giessen Long Beach Chaplin Corpus, which consists of 

recordings of English and German-speaking university learners. Muller identified five functions 

of these discourse markers—namely “imagine the scene”, “see the implication”, “reference to 

shared knowledge”, “appeal for understanding” and “acknowledge that the speaker is right”—

and found that for two of these functions (“see the implication” and “appeal for understanding”) 

there was no significant difference between German students learning English and native 

speakers of English. The rest of the functions of “you know” differed considerably. 

Huang (2018) conducted a corpus-based study to assess the use of the discourse marker ‘well’ 

by Chinese learners of English and compared its frequencies in native speaker data and in 

Swedish EFL learners. She used the Ubuntu dialogue corpus, a large, publicly-available dialogue-

corpus that makes it feasible to build end-to-end deep neural network models directly from the 

conversation data. The results indicated that while Swedish EFL learners overuse ‘well’, Chinese-

speaking learners, and especially those of upper-intermediate level, significantly underuse it. 

Huang (2018) concluded that the different L1s influence the use of discourse markers by EFL 

learners and considered possible pedagogical implications for different first languages and 

proficiency levels as well as their possible applications to the classroom-instruction of “well”. 
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Overall, although corpora have been used by various researchers to identify stages in language 

learning and learners’ needs and differences in acquisition of language, such as by Granger and 

Meunier (1994); Granger et al., (2006); Chen (2006); Granger and Vander (2007); Granger (2009), 

Granger and Paquot (2009, 2011) and Granger and Gilquin (2011), most of the studies have 

focused on determining learners’ proficiency with reference to different genres or to different 

stages of language acquisition. It seems that little attention has been paid to testing pragmatic 

awareness by detecting and classifying, for example, errors produced by learners’ pragmatic 

failure (Carriό-Pastor and Mestre-Mestre, 2013a, b). A possible reason for this could be that 

pragmatic failure is not easily detectable and thus tested. Some researchers even state that 

learners acquire pragmatic proficiency in their L1 and for this reason this is not of interest to 

second language teaching (Kasper and Rose, 2002; Dahl, 2004, Björkman, 2011).  

To conclude, it transpires that implicature retrieval has not been at the center of interest of 

corpus-based testing, which the current PhD research aims to cater for by adopting a corpus that 

is presented in the following section.  

2.3 Popular corpora  

During recent years, more and more corpora provide easy and free access to authentic material 

that could be found useful for educational purposes. The BNC corpus, which is generally accepted 

as a balanced corpus (Cermáková and Teubert, 2007), comprises 4.124 texts, including transcripts 

of recordings. 90% of the texts are in written form and 10% are in spoken form (a total of 100 

million words). The criteria for choosing the written texts were content (i.e. subject field), period 

of text production and type of text (i.e. books, periodicals). The criteria for the spoken texts were 

both demographic (i.e. informal conversations by speakers of different age groups, sex, social 

class) and context-governed (i.e. formal encounters such as meetings, lectures or radio 

broadcasts). Although access to the BNC corpus is relatively easy through various sources (BYU-

BNC, BNC-Online, Lancaster BNCWeb CQP edition, BNC Baby, Sketch Engine, BNC PIE), the main 

reason for not using it concerns that fact that it comprises texts from the late 20th century only 

(from 1960 to 1993) and does not include many instances of language use developed since then. 
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Two corpora that were rejected for the same reason - although they offer various benefits - are 

the corpora of the Brown family and the LOB corpus. Both were published in English speaking 

environments (the USA and the UK respectively) around 1961 and they both contain written 

English texts. The Brown corpus comprises a collection of books and periodicals from the Brown 

University Library and the Providence Athenaeum while LOB used the British National 

Bibliography Cumulated Subject Index (1960-1964) for books and Willing’s Press Guide (1961) for 

periodicals (Römer, 2009b). Although both of these corpora seem to offer fertile ground for 

linguistic research on modern English, the relatively old period to which their texts belong is the 

main reason for not choosing them for the purposes of my research. 

Furthermore, the ICE Corpus is also regarded as a well-balanced corpus consisting of 20M words 

spanning 60% spoken and 40% written texts of 12 genres in total, gathered between the years 

1990-1994. All the texts are in English and more specifically in different varieties of the English 

language, e.g. Britain, Ireland, US, Canada, Hong Kong, Singapore, India, the Philippines East 

Africa (McEnery et al., 2006). Ziegeler and Lee (2006) used the ICE corpora to investigate to what 

extent Singapore English developed linguistic alternatives to fill the causative functions of the 

“get causative” (p.21). This corpus, thus, seems an ideal choice for researchers who are interested 

in comparing and contrasting the varieties of English in the modern world rather than for 

researchers who aim to use the corpora for EFL purposes, as in the case of my research. 

An equally well-known corpus that comprises English varieties, and was also rejected, is BoE 

which is a popular monitor corpus. It comprises 645M words (75% written and 25% spoken). The 

varieties encountered are 70% British, 20% American and 10% of other English varieties (Dobrić, 

2008). This corpus could be especially useful for lexical and lexicographic studies. Nevertheless, 

comparing varieties of English is not at the center of attention in the current research. 

The London-Lund Corpus was the first to focus on spontaneous use of the English language. It is 

a corpus that comprises examples only of spoken English recorded from 1953 to 1987 and 

contains face-to-face conversations, telephone conversations, public discussions and both 

spontaneous and prepared monologues. It also includes information regarding the speaker’s 

identity, such as gender, age or occupation and is annotated with prosodic information (Gries, 
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2008). Nevertheless, given that all 100 texts of 5.000 words each treat only oral speech, I did not 

use the London-Lund Corpus, since I am mainly interested in testing written forms of the 

language.  

For the same reason, I did not use the SBCSAE corpus which is based on hundreds of recordings 

of spontaneous speech from the US. These recordings represent a wide range of English speakers 

from different regional origins, ages, occupations as well as ethnic and social backgrounds. 

Finally, another corpus that was rejected due to the fact that it contains 400 texts (1.5M words 

in total) dating only from the 8th to 18th century was the Helsinki Corpus of English Texts. It is a 

very popular historical corpus which exhibits a large socio-historical variation and contains a wide 

variety of texts types written in Old, Middle and Early Modern English (Xiao-Hui et al., 2009). 

Although this corpus does not seem particularly easy to incorporate in a modern EFL classroom, 

it might prove handy for researchers who are interested in reporting language change by 

combining diachronic, sociolinguistic and genre studies.  

For all the aforementioned reasons, I concluded that the most appropriate corpus for my 

research was the COCA corpus, which comprises 560+M words of American English equally 

divided among fiction, popular magazines, newspapers and academic texts regularly updated 

every 6 to 9 months. A detailed presentation of COCA Corpus is offered in the following section.  

2.3.1 Popular corpora used for EFL purposes   

As was suggested in the previous section, several definitions have been offered in the literature 

regarding what a corpus is. I follow Johansson (1998) according to whom “a corpus is a collection 

of texts selected and put together in a principled way” (Johansson, 1998:3). In other words, a text 

corpus is a relatively large collection of texts which have been produced by actual users and can 

be useful in analyzing how language is really used. A corpus can be categorized according to 

various criteria, such as source of content, metadata and presence of multimedia or its relation 

to other corpora (Tognini-Banelili, 2001). For the purposes of my research, I decided to use a 

written, monolingual corpus which does not focus on a specific genre for reasons that will be 

analyzed in section 2.3.2. Thus, this last part of chapter 2 is specifically devoted to the main tool 
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of my research, namely the corpus. It also includes a subsection on popular corpora used for EFL, 

aiming to provide reasons why I chose the COCA corpus over the other corpora.  

2.3.2 COCA and its merits 

The aim of this section is to present the major advantages of COCA in order to justify its use for 

the purposes of my research. In order to provide learners with a handy tool for the use of corpora 

towards raising pragmatic awareness, an appropriate, user-friendly and freely-accessible corpus 

had to be selected. Having rejected other corpora for reasons that were presented in the previous 

section, I will next present COCA, which is the largest English corpus, and its benefits over other 

corpora. 

As already stated, COCA is a free, online and easily accessible corpus of 1 billion words which 

practically means that it provides data of lower-frequency items that cannot be encountered in 

other corpora, such as the BNC. Furthermore, in terms of collocates, there are 14 times as many 

in COCA that occur more than 5 times compared to those in the BNC. Another characteristic of 

COCA that made it the ideal choice is that it is an up-to-date corpus, as, since the early 1990s, 20 

million words per year have been added, which is an important indication that it represents 

contemporary English. As a user, I can easily search both for single words and for collocates within 

a ten-word window span and compare collocates of two related words (Römer, 2009b).  

Another benefit is the fact that COCA includes one billion different texts that come from a variety 

of sources and genres. This is an important criterion because I aimed to provide my learners with 

extracts from various types of texts, such as fiction, popular magazines and newspapers (Davies, 

2008). Finally, COCA can display example sentences together with frequency searches. These 

sentences, centered around one key word, serve as an ideal input to observe how words fit and 

draw conclusions about both their actual and implicated meanings through surrounding words 

(Scott, 2004).  When searching, for example, for the word ‘petrol’ we are first provided with the 

number of times this word is encountered in the corpus, followed by the exact contexts where 

this word is found. 
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OVERVIEW 

 

1   PETROL  396  

1 2017 FIC FantasySciFi A B C   . In the outbuilding behind the yard. " # " Powered by what - petrol? " # " 

Yes. It must have run out since... since Sam 

 

Overall, the main reasons for choosing COCA are summarized as follows: COCA is a large corpus 

that offers a sufficient patterning of lexis and grammar. In addition, it is convenient to operate, 

since the users do not need an access code or specialized computing expertise to obtain access 

to its resources. Moreover, COCA is a well-balanced corpus in terms of register, as it includes five 

categories of register, namely spoken, news, magazine, academic and fiction (Yusu, 2014). Even 

if these registers are not necessarily used in the current research, the corpus guarantees a wide 

range of choices that led me to a well-balanced teaching material and tests regarding implicature 

retrieval.  

2.4 Summary 

Chapter 2 discussed the framework of the current research by mentioning the main L2 studies in 

RT and their contribution to raising learners’ pragmatic awareness. It has provided empirical 

evidence on the contribution of RT to raising learners’ pragmatic awareness and more specifically 

to implicature retrieval. It has also clarified why a corpus-based approach to L2 pragmatics is 

more preferable than other approaches that do not make use of authentic resources and has 

justified my choice of using the COCA corpus among others.  

Having adequately presented the theoretical background of the research in Chapters 1 and 2, the 

following chapter discusses the methodological process adopted in carrying out the current 

research and the tools used to answer the research questions raised.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

The present chapter aims to provide an overview of the methodological tools adopted and the 

process followed in this research in order to provide answers to the following research questions: 

Are EFL students exposed to implicatures in class and homework tasks? 

What is the effect of teaching implicatures to EFL students on their developing pragmatic 

awareness and language proficiency? 

What types of material should be developed to raise their awareness of implicatures? 

Which type of teaching methods, namely implicit or explicit, is more effective for the teaching 

purposes of implicatures? 

This chapter is divided into three main parts. The first part (3.1) is an overview of the books 

currently taught in the first grade of Greek high schools (lyceums), with emphasis on implicature. 

The goal of this part is to examine the adequacy of the material in order to raise learners’ 

pragmatic awareness and, in particular, their ability to retrieve implicatures in the written context 

in which they appear. The second part (3.2.1) is a presentation of the pilot study I conducted 

during the academic year 2019-2020 in order to evaluate the efficiency of both the tests and the 

teaching material I developed. The third part (3.2.2) is devoted to a presentation, on the one 

hand, of the improved material I developed after careful evaluation of the outcomes of the pilot 

study and, on the other hand, of the changes I decided to make on the teaching process that was 

to follow. The main study was conducted during the academic year 2020-2021 in the same school 

environment as the pilot study. Finally, a summary of the main features as well as the conclusions 

drawn from both studies is provided (3.3).  

3.1 Existing textbook material 

The aim of this section is to provide an overview of the English textbook taught in the first grade 

of high school with reference to implicature retrieval. More specifically, I will be focusing on how 

English is taught in the first grade of high school (first grade of lyceum). The textbook I will be 

presenting is entitled “English for General Lyceum 1”. 
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Before doing so, however, I will be presenting an overview of previous L2 pragmatic research on 

implicature retrieval aiming at describing the main findings of previous studies that are relevant 

to the current research. 

3.1.1 Overview of L2 pragmatic teaching research on implicature retrieval 

Although teaching aids have considerably changed because of digitalization, textbooks (for a 

definition, see Sheldon, 1988) still play a significant role in teaching. They are considered as 

central to the curriculum and syllabus in most classrooms (Vellenga, 2004) and provide the 

primary form of linguistic input (Kim and Hall, 2002). Nevertheless, it has been reported that they 

rarely provide enough information for learners to successfully acquire pragmatic competence 

and may even lead to pragmatic failure (Vasquez and Sharpless, 2009). 

Bardovi-Harlig (2001), for example, reported that speech act realizations included in textbooks 

might not reflect the manner in which native speakers commonly realize a speech act. In addition, 

textbooks have been criticized for decades for failing to provide EFL learners with adequate and 

appropriate pragmatic knowledge (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Vellenga, 2004; Ji, 2007; Takafumi, 

Fukusawa and Shinichi, 2007; Yang, 2007). Despite the constant criticism (Bardovi-Harlig et al., 

1991; Boxer and Pickering, 1995; Cane, 1998; Grant and Starks, 2001; Wong, 2001), little seems 

to have changed in the authenticity of language samples. More specifically, Vellenga (2004) 

reported that metalinguistic and metapragmatic information with regard to ways of speaking 

were missing from most ELT textbooks. Detailed presentation of conversational norms and 

practices is another element missing from ELT texts, which often fail to adequately demonstrate 

communicative practices in the target language appropriately (Boxer and Pickering, 1995; Burns, 

1998; Cane, 1998; Berry, 2000; Grant and Starks, 2001; Gray, 2002). Particularly in EFL contexts, 

the only opportunity learners have to learn target-like conversational norms comes from either 

authentic language models or comprehensible metalinguistic descriptions that represent actual 

ways of speaking. As far as textbooks are concerned, learners are not frequently given the tools 

required to recognize and analyze language in a variety of contexts, and therefore, are not 

equipped with the appropriate linguistic apparatus to be polite or rude intentionally (Grant and 

Starks, 2001). 
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A number of studies have been carried out on pragmatic knowledge contained in English 

textbooks that are used for EFL purposes in schools in various countries. One of the main 

conclusions reached was that L2 textbooks fail to provide learners with adequate and appropriate 

input (Yang, 2007).  

More specifically, Vellenga (2004) conducted a study based on 8 intermediate to upper-

intermediate level ESL and EFL textbooks. The books included 4 integrated-skills EFL texts and 4 

grammar ESL texts. The results indicated that the textbooks lacked metalinguistic and 

metapragmatic knowledge, which was also seldom adequately supplemented in teachers’ 

manuals. Detailed analysis focused specifically on the use of metalanguage, explicit treatment of 

speech acts and metapragmatic information, including discussion(s) of register, illocutionary 

force, politeness, appropriacy and usage. In another study, Takafumi et al., (2007) explored how 

speech acts were introduced and practiced in the “Oral Communication 1” textbooks used in 

Japan; the study included 17 textbooks used in Japanese public schools. The pragmatic feature 

taught was speech acts. The results verified Vellenga’s finding that a limited number of speech 

acts, such as requests, complaints and refusals, were explicitly presented in each textbook while 

learners could learn only a few linguistic forms for each speech act as they had limited 

opportunities to practice. In addition, metapragmatic information was judged as insufficient both 

in terms of quantity and quality. In a similar vein, Ji (2007) conducted a content analysis to explore 

the nature of pragmatic materials and tasks in the textbooks entitled “College English (New) 

Listening and Speaking Course”. The results showed that the variety of pragmatic material in the 

books was rather limited and most of the metapragmatic explanations were very simple. For 

example, the textbooks included very few explanations of the functions of speech acts in terms 

of politeness (e.g. illocutionary force, conversation norms and context). 

Ulum and Bada (2016) conducted a study which aimed to examine the extent of pragmatic 

elements referring to speech acts in the EFL textbooks “Yes You Can” for 9th grade state high 

school learners, which are recommended by the Turkish Ministry of National Education. The 

study identified the existence of pragmatic elements such as speech acts in EFL textbooks used 

by state schools in Turkey, following the pragmatic modes of Searle’s (1976) speech acts. For the 

purposes of the study, 4 English textbooks of different language proficiency levels were analyzed 
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using Searle’s (1976) speech act classification. The data analysis clearly showed that the quantity 

of pragmatic data in the evaluated textbooks was insufficient for EFL learners to attain pragmatic 

competence. According to Ulum (2015), teaching speech acts is an important aspect of teaching 

English as a foreign language. As a result, the textbooks should contain pragmatic features such 

as speech acts in order to compensate for the lack of natural context. 

Aksoyalp and Toprak (2015) also conducted a content analysis of 17 textbooks of different 

language proficiency levels (i.e. from beginner to advanced) aiming at finding out whether the 

textbooks included an adequate number of speech acts, the range and frequencies of linguistic 

strategies used to perform these speech acts and whether their frequency showed variation 

across proficiency levels. The findings of the study demonstrated that although the three speech 

acts in question - complaints, apologies and suggestions - were present in the textbooks 

examined, their linguistic realizations and complexity varied. Despite the fact that the speech acts 

in question were present in textbooks of all levels with varying complexity and frequency, the 

findings of the study pointed out that speech acts received limited attention when compared to 

other language components, such as grammar units, phonology, spelling and so on. Additionally, 

the findings suggested that pragmatic knowledge does not receive the attention it deserves from 

material developers and textbook writers, hence more attention should be devoted to it. 

Overall, it can be concluded that most course materials failed to provide an adequate amount of 

pragmatic knowledge in order for learners to develop their pragmatic competence (Nazari, 2007). 

What follows is a detailed presentation of the conclusions I have reached with regard to the 

treatment of implicatures in the English book for the first grade of Greek high schools.  

3.1.2 Overview of the L2 teaching practices and the English textbook used in the 1st grade of 

Greek high-schools (Lykeio) 

According to the Greek Ministry of Education, after completing the first grade of high school 

(Lykeio) students will have obtained a C1 level of English. I decided to work with a class of this 

grade, for both my pilot and main studies, since I considered it essential for learners to have 

obtained this level in order to be able to deal with the pre- and post- tests on implicatures. The 

second reason concerned the fact that during the last two years of high school English is not an 
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obligatory subject and only learners who either show a special interest or are willing to be 

examined in the subject of English in Pan-Hellenic examinations choose to attend English classes 

at school.3 

The textbook («Φάκελος Αγγλικά Γενικού Λυκείου 1») consists of 102 pages and is divided into 

eight modules. Each module includes comprehension and production tasks of both written and 

oral speech, which have been developed with a view to activating learners’ existing 

communicative skills through authentic communicative situations. For example, some of the 

topics covered in this book are connected with social and political issues (“Refugee’s dreamland’), 

ethical issues (“On Duty”), art (“Vincent van Gogh”), animals and environment (“Animal Rights”), 

literature (“Pride and Prejudice”) and technology (“Social Media”). Teachers are given the chance 

to adjust their teaching practices according to the L2 level of their learners as well as their 

interests and needs by taking advantage of the technological tools provided.  

As my interviews with the teacher revealed, the English lesson is conducted twice a week. Each 

lesson lasts 45 minutes and, apart from the book recommended by the Ministry of Education, no 

extra material is used. During class, the learners are asked to read texts, do vocabulary and 

grammar exercises and, most of all, interact in classroom, discuss ideas and form groups to do 

projects. Unfortunately, due to lack of IT equipment in the classroom it is not possible for the 

teacher to take advantage of the online material suggested in the book on a weekly basis. 

Homework includes mainly vocabulary and grammar exercises and more rarely writing tasks. 

Tests are also conducted in class once every three or four months and the scores of the learners 

together with their oral performance determine their final grade. 

In what follows, I will provide a detailed presentation of the way the book treats the concept of 

implicature, the number of implicatures found in it and the number of tasks focusing on it. While 

each module includes additional sections referring to certain grammatical phenomena, 

                                                             
3 As the Greek Ministry of Education suggests, the existing teaching material, which is recommended for the teaching 
of English in the first grade of Greek high schools, intends to provide learners with chances to put into use their 
already acquired L2 knowledge and participate in various tasks aiming at their linguistic, social and emotional 
development.  
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vocabulary exercises and some writing and listening tasks, I will be referring only to those texts 

and tasks which include examples of implicatures providing a few examples from each case. 

3.1.2.1 Presentation of each module of the book 

The first module of the book is entitled “Group Work” and - being the opening module - includes 

only speaking tasks aiming at helping learners to get to know each other and interact in English. 

This module includes no instances of implicature and there is no reference to the pragmatic 

dimension of language at all.  

The second module is entitled “A refugee’s dreamland” and begins with an article about the 

island of Tilos (p.15-18). This text includes 5 implicatures (example 1: “refugees have been stuck”: 

implicating that the refugees could not actually leave the island, example 2: “the presence of the 

refugees has injected money into the island”: implicating that the presence of the refugees had 

many financial benefits) which, nevertheless, are not used in any of the reading comprehension 

tasks that follow (p. 19-20).  

With the exception of a few speaking tasks (p.24-25), the third module, entitled “On duty”, 

includes a police report (p.26-27) which presents the events without relying on implicatures.  

The fourth module is entitled “Vincent van Gogh” and opens with a song inspired by the famous 

painter’s life (p.36-38). The song includes 11 instances of non-literal use of language. In the third 

task, based on this song, learners pay attention and understand some of the implicatures of the 

song for the first time in the book. More specifically, learners are asked to refer to van Gogh’s 

attitude and feelings by mentioning specific verses from the song. In order to complete this task, 

learners need to refer to specific implicatures (example 3: “suffered to your sanity”: indicating 

that Van Gogh was unhappy despite his good character, example 4: “the darkness in my soul”: 

indicating Van Gogh’s great sadness). In addition, learners are provided with a two-page short 

biography of the painter (p. 41-42), which includes two instances of implicature (example 5: 

“Vincent…was well-known as the tortured artist”: implying the psychological problems Van Gogh 

was facing, example 6: “…who reported his last words as the sadness will last forever”: indicating 

how pessimistic he was about his future). The reading exercises that follow (p. 43) make use of 

the second instance of implicature appearing in the text. More specifically, learners are asked to 



 

62 
 

comment on the metaphorical phrase “The sadness will last forever” and explain the reasons why 

van Gogh decided to commit suicide. Then, learners are asked to engage in a discussion based on 

YouTube videos (p. 44-45) and read extracts from letters sent by van Gogh to his brother (p. 46-

47). These extracts include seven instances of implicature (example 7: “I fell in the abyss of the 

most bitter discouragement”: implying that he was facing depression, example 8: “I felt with 

horror how a deadly poison penetrated my stifled heart”: implying how deeply hurt he was by 

his friend). Here, for the third time in the book, learners work on a task that takes advantage of 

the implicatures in the text. Learners are asked to discuss Vincent’s attitude towards life by 

retrieving some of the implicatures mentioned in the text.   

The fifth module is entitled “Animal Rights”. In this module, learners are asked to read an internet 

article on Factory Farms (p.56). This article includes one implicature that is not used in the 

listening (p.57-58) or speaking tasks (p. 59-60) that follow.  

In the sixth module, entitled “Fast Fashion”, learners are provided with a text retrieved from the 

internet on the environmental impact of the fashion industry (p. 69-71). The text includes one 

implicature (example 9: “we are faced with a tempting array of newness on offer in the shops”: 

implying the wide range of new productions that people buy without needing them), which is not 

used in the reading comprehension tasks that follow (p. 72). One of these tasks, however, takes 

into account the non-literal use of language. More specifically, learners are given four headings 

and they have to match them with suitable paragraphs from the text. Two of these headings are 

metaphorical - “hunger for newness” and “fast fashion: a killer”. Learners should be able to 

understand the meaning of the implicatures in order to make the correct choice. 

The title of the seventh module is “Pride and Prejudice” (p. 82-83), which is an adapted summary 

of the first chapters of Jane Austen’s novel, and includes seven instances of implicature, mainly 

ironies and contradictions expressed by the main characters (example 10: “Jane is the most 

beautiful creature”: indicating that he does not like Jane at all, example 11: “she is tolerable but 

not handsome enough to tempt me”: implying that, in fact, he likes her very much).  The reading 

comprehension question (p.84) that follows the text requires learners to pay attention to irony, 

spot the ironies and comment on them. It also provides them with metalanguage about what 
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irony is. In the second reading comprehension task, learners match the titles with each 

paragraph. One of the titles given is metaphorical (“A spark is born”). In the following extracts 

from Austen’s original novel, accompanied by a number of reading comprehension, open-form 

exercises (p. 88-90), six ironies are included (example 12: “Yet, how a humiliation! Had I been in 

love, I could not have been more wretchedly blind!”: implying that he is in love with her). Learners 

need to understand the ironies in order to answer the multiple-choice questions under each 

extract.  

The eighth module, which is entitled “Social Media”, includes a text on the negative impact of 

social media (p. 94-96), which includes four instances of implicature (example 13: “it seems there 

is a merry-go-round of interrelated issues at play”: implying the continuing problems, example 

14: “it’s not a fluid situation where social media is bleeding into every part of your life without 

any buffer zone”: implying the disastrous effects of social media in our lives). Out of the 5 reading 

comprehension exercises (p. 96-97), only the second one asks learners to guess the meaning of 

the phrase “staying hot on the heels of social media popularity”. The next text of this module, 

which concerns teenagers and social networking, includes three instances of implicature 

(example 15: “radio was gaining an invincible hold of their children”: implying that parents were 

not able to take action in order to protect their children from the dangers connected with the 

use of the internet). Nonetheless, none of the implicatures are used in the tasks that follow the 

text.  

The main findings of my analysis could be summarized in the following Table: 

 

 

 

 

 



 

64 
 

 Number of implicatures Number of tasks making use of 

implicatures 

Unit 1 0 (0%) 4 0 (0%) 5 

Unit 2 5 (3,35%) 0 (0%) 

Unit 3 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Unit 4 20 (4,39%) 3 (33,3%) 

Unit 5 1 (1,6%) 0 (0%) 

Unit 6 3 (1,34%) 1 (10%) 

Unit 7 14 (9,4%) 3 (33,3%) 

Unit 8 7 (2,72%) 1 (3,12%) 

Total 50 (3,44%) 8 (9,96%) 

Table 1: Number of implicatures and tasks on implicatures found in the school English language book 

Overall, after a thorough examination of the textbook with regard to the treatment of 

implicature, I have reached a number of conclusions. Firstly, most of the implicatures 

encountered were non-creative and, therefore, the context in which they appeared played no 

significant role in their understanding. Implicatures were predominantly found in literature and 

songs while the texts with the fewest implicatures were newspaper articles. This is normal, since 

literature and songs use more poetic language that offers fertile ground for non-literal use of 

language, whereas newspaper articles are meant to be more objective and, therefore, exhibit a 

preference for the literal use of language. Moreover, only a limited number of exercises took 

advantage of relevant implicatures. More specifically, out of a total number of 97 tasks only 8 

partially took advantage of implicatures, namely 9,96% of the total number of exercises offered.  

To conclude, the material offered to learners in the first grade of high schools is not adequate to 

practice or raise their awareness of implicature. Consequently, although the linguistic level they 

reach after the completion of the course might be quite high, learners are not properly prepared 

                                                             
4 The percentages illustrate the number of words comprising the implicatures in relation to the total number of 
words of each unit. 
5 The percentages illustrate the number of tasks that make use of implicatures in relation to the total number of 
tasks of each unit. 
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to deal with everyday interactions in English where implicatures, such as metaphors, are 

relatively common.  

Having presented the treatment of implicatures based on the book material, I will move on to a 

presentation of the design of the current research and the material I developed based on the 

corpus.  

3.2 Research design 

This chapter provides a detailed account of how the research plan progressed. The first section 

discusses the pilot study, conducted during the academic year 2019-2020 (spring semester) while 

the second part is devoted to the main study conducted during the academic year 2020-2021 

(winter semester). Both parts describe the setting, the participants, the pre-and post-tests and 

the material developed. What worked satisfactorily in the pilot study was also maintained in the 

main study and certain task items that were deemed vague, unhelpful or too complex and time-

consuming were altered before being included.  

3.2.1 The pilot study 

The main aim of this section is to present the pilot study of the current research describing the 

setting, the participants and the research instruments used. A pilot study was considered 

necessary to estimate the feasibility of my research in terms of efficiency and time-management.  

One of the advantages of conducting a pilot study is that it might provide a warning as to whether 

research protocols are followed or whether proposed methods or instruments are inappropriate 

or too complicated (Van Teijlingen and Hundley, 2014). In the words of De Vaus (1993: p. 54) “Do 

not take the risk. Pilot test first.” The next section aims to present all the details of the pilot study 

regarding its setting, participants and research instruments.  

3.2.1.1 Setting 

The pilot study took place in the 2nd General High School of Piraeus, which is a public school 

located in the center of Piraeus. It is worth noting that the majority of the learners live in this 

area. About 225 students attend this school and about 75 of them are in the first grade. I 
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specifically worked with two classes of the first grade consisting of 25 and 23 students, 

respectively.  

3.2.1.2 Participants 

The participants in the pilot study were twenty 15- to 16-year-old students currently attending 

the first grade of junior high school with an overall C1 level of English, according to CEFR 

(Common European Framework of Reference for Languages). The students who participated in 

my research were selected on the basis of the following two criteria: Firstly, their level had to be 

at least C1 and, secondly, they had to be willing to participate. The students’ level was identified 

after an English language test had been distributed to two classes of this grade. The sample was 

equally divided into 10 boys and 10 girls, all of whom had only attended public schools in their 

entire school life. All of them had obtained a B2 English Certificate (20% Cambridge First and 80% 

ECCE) and continued their English lessons either privately or in English language schools 

(frontistiria) to take the proficiency exam. Three of them (15%) had already obtained the ECPE 

Certificate of English.  

The number of 20 participants for the purposes of the pilot study was deemed to be adequate 

given that, as presented in Chapter 4.1.4.3., the majority of the tasks of the pilot study (both in 

the pre- and the post-tests) tended to have normal distributions. Therefore, although the number 

of participants in the pilot study was less than 30, which, according to the Probability and 

Statistical Inference, is the minimum number of participants in order for a study to be statistically 

significant (Hogg and Tanis, 1997), it did not influence my research hypothesis in a negative way 

and allowed me to draw safe conclusions regarding the materials I developed. Moreover, the fact 

that in the methodology I employed I paid more emphasis on the results of the main study, which 

included 30 participants, and I used the pilot study as an indicator of the efficiency of the teaching 

and testing material, justifies my choice of having fewer participants in the pilot study. 

3.2.1.3 Research instruments 

This section is devoted to a presentation of the research instruments of the pilot study which 

included one language test, which was used to identify the learners’ current linguistic level, a pre-

test and a post-test on implicature retrieval as well as the teaching materials developed. In order 
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to create all the tests of the research, I took under consideration certain criteria which are 

regarded as significant by test-developers, namely validity, reliability, practicality and washback 

effect. Validity refers to the extent to which an instrument really measures the objective to be 

measured. Systemic validity implies the integration of tests into the educational system and the 

need to demonstrate that the introduction of a new test can improve learning (Weigh, 2005). 

Reliability refers to the consistency of the measurement, that is to an evaluation of how 

consistent test scores or other evaluation results are from one measurement to another (Hughes, 

2003). Practicality refers to the time and cost constraints during the construction and 

administration of an assessment instrument. Finally, washback effect refers to the impact tests 

have on teaching and learning (Bailey, 1999). Bachman and Palmer (1996) note that although 

most discussions regarding washback have focused on processes (learning and instruction), their 

perspective is that washback can be considered best within the scope of impact. 

3.2.1.3.1 Language proficiency test (pilot study) 

Before administering the test on implicature retrieval, I adopted the standard academic practice 

in most second language studies of having learners complete a language test in order to select 

those who met the requirements and criteria Ι had originally set, namely (a) age (15-16 years of 

age) and (b) language proficiency (at least C1 language level). The test was retrieved from 

Cambridge English Assessment (https://www.cambridgeenglish.org /test-your-english/ for-

schools/) (see Appendix G, p.300). I chose to retrieve the test from Cambridge English 

Assessment, since it is a widely accepted and recognized test that is aligned with CEFR. It is a 

screening test created by the University of Cambridge that addresses school-students and aims 

at testing their general English level. This test can be conducted online, but I decided to 

photocopy it and distribute it to the learners, as there were not so many computers available in 

the classroom in which I would be working.  

The test was in MCQ form. I chose this form because it is not time consuming for the teacher, it 

offers objective testing data, and it is easily graded (Woodford, 1980). The test included both 

grammar and vocabulary items. Some items were in the form of dialogues and aimed at checking 

the learners’ level of basic pragmatic awareness in order to participate in every day interactions.  

https://www.cambridgeenglish.org/test-your-english/for-schools/
https://www.cambridgeenglish.org/test-your-english/for-schools/
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More specifically, the test included 25 questions and its estimated completion time was 20 

minutes. Seven out of the 25 questions focused on vocabulary knowledge (questions 1-7), 3 out 

of them focused purely on grammar knowledge (8-10) while 15 out of them (questions 11-25) 

combined grammar and vocabulary knowledge and tested the learners’ ability to interact in 

everyday situations. For these questions, learners were provided with three options while for the 

rest they were provided with four options. According to the recommended scoring system by 

Cambridge Assessment English, to attain the C1 level of language competence learners should 

score at least 22/25. The corresponding levels are the following: 

5-9 correct answers -> A1 

10-15 correct answers-> A2 

16-18 correct answers -> B1 

19-21 correct answers -> B2 

22-23 correct answers -> C1 

24-25 correct answers -> C2  

 

3.2.1.3.2 Rationale behind the pre-and post-tests on implicature (pilot study) 

The aim of this section is to present the rationale behind the creation of the pre-and post-tests 

on implicature and present how these tests are different from the limited number of tests on 

implicature created by other researchers. 

The seven-page test (see Appendices A, C) addressed high-school students aged between 15 and 

16 years of age at C1 level of English. Having acquired a level of, at least, C1 was essential in order 

for the participants to be able to understand the concept of implicature and retrieve it based on 

the realistic context available, given that the tests were based on original English texts retrieved 

from the corpus rather than on adapted versions.  

For the pre- and post- tests, I created six tasks using data that I had retrieved from COCA. The 

choice of six tasks in the tests was due to time-limitation (45 minutes). I also considered that 

creating shorter tests would not allow me to draw safe conclusions about the learners’ 
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understanding of implicature. Furthermore, the tasks involved open-ended tasks, MCQ tasks, 

underline-the-sentence tasks and True/False tasks. The variety of task formats would cater for 

learners’ learning styles and preferences. On the one hand, closed-ended tasks were chosen 

because they are easy and quick to answer, and therefore friendlier to the learners, improve the 

consistency of responses and can also be measured. However, in this type of questions, 

respondents could always pick one answer at random. For this reason, I decided to also include 

a number of open-ended tasks, since they allow more in-depth answers which reveal what 

respondents think with greater accuracy (Farrell, 2015). Every task involved 3 cases of 

implicature, with the exception of the last task that included 4 items. According to the statistician, 

this number was considered satisfactory in order to draw conclusions while not being overly tiring 

or extended for the learners to complete.  

The COCA corpus was chosen for reasons that have already been presented in Chapter 2. Of all 

the genres in the corpus, I used fiction and articles retrieved from newspapers and articles. 

Especially fiction was an ideal source of implicature as it includes many instances of implicit use 

of language. I used ironies, hyperboles, metaphors (equal numbers of conventional and creative 

metaphors) and indirect answers, since, according to Allott (2018), these are the most common 

types of implicatures in English texts. These were selected from a variety of contexts, levels of 

formality and topics, such as formal newspaper articles on politics, environment or technology, 

restaurant or film reviews, semi-formal opinion articles on social issues, informal dialogues 

between friends or even ‘slang’ language in every day discussions.  

Regarding the length of context provided in every task, the original 5- to 6-line context as 

occurring in the corpus was preserved for reasons of uniformity across test items and tasks.  

Limited changes were considered necessary in order to replace certain words, which, based on 

my teaching experience, would be unknown to C2 learners, an assumption a native speaker of 

English verified (such as the word “mulct” meaning “to fine somebody”), and to correct certain 

grammatical structures that were problematic (e.g. “I doesn’t know” instead of “I don’t know”). 

In the remaining part of this section, I will discuss the main differences between the present 

testing tool and tests employed in previous studies. Firstly, previous tests include dialogues and 
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not full paragraphs (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Taguchi, 2007). Secondly, test items draw on Grice’s 

account of implicature and the violation of maxims rather than the context of a sentence (Walker, 

1975; Bach, 1994). RT can inform adequate tests on implicature retrieval (Ifantidou, 2014). 

Instead, I adopted the central claim of RT, namely that the expectations of relevance raised by 

an utterance are precise enough, and predictable enough, to guide the hearer - in the case of the 

present research the learners - towards the speaker’s meaning (Wilson and Sperber, 2002). As it 

has been argued in Chapter 1, Gricean implicature encompasses a large and diverse range of 

phenomena not offered for the creation of a concise test on implicature retrieval. Furthermore, 

the linguistic context provided is constructed by the researchers themselves for the purposes of 

their studies (Fraenkel et al., 2012), whereas for the purposes of this research it is retrieved from 

the corpus and, therefore, reflects real-life uses of language. Another significant difference is that 

the previous studies include mainly MCQ tasks (Ergüven, 2001; Lee, 2002; Garcia, 2004), whereas 

in the case of the present research I have included a variety of tasks, such as open-ended tasks, 

MCQ tasks, underline-the-sentence tasks and True/False tasks. Finally, the test does not focus on 

one particular type of implicature, but rather on various types, such as indirect answers, ironies 

and metaphors retrieved from a variety of genres, such as articles, literature and theatrical 

scripts. The authenticity of the test items, the length of the context (Bezuidenhout and Cutting, 

2002), the variety of tasks included in the test and the wide range of pragmatic phenomena 

covered allowed learners to gain a more global view of what an implicature is and enabled them 

to spot it in various contexts. Overall, I aimed to design testing tools that were ‘global’, ‘all-

inclusive’ and realistic in that they covered various types of testing tasks, types of contexts and 

implicatures.  

3.2.1.3.2.1 Pre-test on implicature (pilot study) 

As mentioned above, the pre-test of the pilot study consisted of 6 tasks based on text-extracts 

found in the corpus (see Appendix A, p.226). 

The first task was an MCQ task consisting of 3 testing items. The total number of points that 

learners could collect from this task were 6 (2 for every testing item). Each testing item required 

learners to read a 5- to 6-line context and understand the meaning of a highlighted adjective 
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appearing in it. The learners were provided with 4 alternative answers and they were asked to 

choose the best option. For example, the first testing item included an irony regarding the use of 

the word “great” referring to a piece of news. Based on the context provided, the learners had 

to infer that the use of the word “great” was ironical and that it was actually intended as “really 

bad”. Some of the chosen adjectives of this task were polysemous and apart from their 

prototypical meanings also had extended metaphorical meanings. The learners were required to 

read the context carefully in order to understand which of these meanings was inferred in each 

case. For instance, the last testing item included the phrase “hot cuisine” and the learners had to 

infer that out of all the metaphorical meanings of the adjective “hot” the one implied in the 

relevant task was that of “widely discussed”. 

Task 2 was another MCQ task also consisting of 3 testing items. The total number of points the 

learners could collect from this task were 6 (2 for every testing items). For this task, the learners 

were required to read 3 different contexts, each consisting of 5-6 lines, and pay attention to a 

specific highlighted phrase in each case. Based on the contexts, they had to choose 1 out of 4 

alternative choices, namely from “a” to “d”, which best illustrated the meaning of the highlighted 

phrase. For example, the second testing item of this task drew the learners’ attention to the 

phrase “my soul was bleeding”. They needed to read the context carefully and understand that 

the meaning of this phrase related to the speaker being extremely sad and, thus, they had to 

choose “c” as the correct answer. 

Task 3 was in the form of dialogues, each consisting of 3 turns. Based on the context provided, 

the learners had to judge whether the answer provided by one of the two speakers was relevant 

or irrelevant to the question posed by the other speaker. Subsequently, they had to justify their 

answer. The task included 3 dialogues and the learners got 1 point for each correct answer and 

2 points for each correct justification they provided. Therefore, the total number of points they 

could gather were 9. For instance, the first dialogue of the task included the question “how old 

are you?” and the answer “what? I am offended!”. The learners had to assume that the answer 

was relevant and justify their answer accordingly.  
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Task 4 was an open-form exercise consisting of 3 testing items. The learners were asked to read 

the 5-6-line context carefully and understand the intended meaning of certain phrases. They had 

to explain their view in 1-2 lines. For example, the third testing item included the phrase “I am 

the bread of life” meaning that “I am a really basic and essential part of your life”.  The total 

number of points the learners could collect for this task was 6 (2 for every correct answer). 

For task 5, the learners had to choose between two options and also justify their answer. More 

specifically, for each testing item they were provided with two 5-6-line contexts with a common 

highlighted word. In one of the two contexts, the meaning of the word was literal and in the other 

metaphorical. Based on the context provided, they had to assume which was the literal and which 

was the metaphorical use and justify their answer. For instance, the first testing item examined 

the use of the word “doll”. In the first case, the word was used metaphorically, in the sense of “a 

very beautiful and delicate young lady” and in the second case it was used literally, namely “toy”. 

The learners received one point for each correct answer and 2 points for every proper 

justification (9 points in total for this task). 

The last task of the pre-test, task 6, was a True/False task consisting of 4 testing items. For each 

correct answer, the learners received 1 point (4 points in total for this task). Again, for each item 

in the task, the learners were provided with a 5- to 6-line context which they had to read carefully 

and then decide if a sentence about the text, which I provided them with, was true or false. In 

order to draw learners’ attention especially on the implicatures included in the context, I 

highlighted certain phrases that constituted examples of irony. For example, in the second testing 

item of this task, the highlighted phrase was “never been better” and the given assumption was 

that “something is wrong with the woman but she just doesn’t say”. This assumption was true, 

since the woman answered ironically to a question regarding how she felt, saying that she was 

fine, whereas in reality she was not.  

Having presented the tasks included in the pre-test, I shall move on to a presentation of the tasks 

in the post-test.  
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3.2.1.3.2.2 Post-test on implicature (pilot study) 

As mentioned before, the post-test on implicature delivered to the learners was very similar to 

the pre-test described above. It included the same number and type of tasks, the same level of 

difficulty and the same scoring system (see Appendix C, p.269) to achieve consistency between 

the two tests and obtain results regarding the learners’ performance. As in the pre-test, the total 

number of points that learners could collect were 40 (6 for Task 1, 6 for Task 2, 9 for Task 3, 6 for 

Task 4, 9 of Task 5 and 4 for Task 6). The instructions for all the tasks remained the same as well 

as the time given to the learners to complete the test. I also included the same types of 

implicatures (ironies, metaphors and indirect answers) and the tasks were delivered in the exact 

same order as in that of the pre-test. Given that the tasks were of the same format as those of 

the pre-test presented above, I will briefly refer to them by using specific examples of testing 

items from each task.  

More specifically, the first MCQ task asked the learners to guess the actual meaning of certain 

adjectives based on the context in which they appeared, by choosing 1 of 4 alternatives provided. 

For example, the first testing item included the word “favorite” referring to a list of contacts. 

Based on the context, the learners had to understand that this was actually an ironical utterance 

actually meaning “disturbing”.  

 The second task required the learners to do the same for whole phrases. For instance, the third 

testing item of this task included the phrase “my mother is air” meaning that “my mother is 

always there for me”. 

Task 3 asked the learners to judge whether the answers to certain questions were relevant or 

irrelevant based on the context of the short dialogues in which they appeared. For example, the 

third dialogue of this task included the question “Would you like a treat?” and the given answer 

was “Do I look stupid to you?”. The learners had to understand that the speaker here implied 

that she obviously would not like a treat and, thus, the answer was relevant to the question 

posed.  

The fourth task required the learners to draw conclusions regarding what the speakers meant by 

using certain implicatures in their utterances. More specifically, the second testing item of this 
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task included the phrase “Apologies are just Christmas presents” indicating that it is much easier 

to receive an apology from someone who is sorry than apologize yourself for something you have 

done. The learners needed to read the context carefully in order to reach this conclusion about 

the meaning of the utterance. 

 Task 5 required the learners to read two extracts for each testing item and decide whether the 

meaning of a word appearing in both contexts was literal or metaphorical. For example, the word 

“snake” was used metaphorically in the first context (e.g. She was kind of a snake) and literally in 

the second extract (e.g. a snake bit one of them).  

The last task involved deciding whether certain assumptions about the situations described in 4 

different extracts were true or false based on the implicatures retrieved. For instance, the first 

testing item of this task included the phrase “They cannot wait to see a Trump economics”, which 

was actually an irony, implying that people were against Trump’s economic measures, and 

therefore the assumption (“People are positive towards Trump’s economic measures”) was 

False.  

After creating the pre- and post-tests, I discussed them with the English teacher of the class (i.e. 

class of my test-takers). The outcomes of this discussion are presented below. 

3.2.1.4 Interview with the teacher 

Before handing out the tests, I considered it essential to record their teacher’s opinion about 

them. The interview took place in a face-to-face form outside the school environment and aimed 

at verifying, on the one hand, that my choice of the testing material corresponded to the level 

and the needs of the learners and, on the other hand, that it could be adopted smoothly in the 

classroom environment. The material was sent to the teacher by email a few days before our 

discussion together with some explanatory comments about the purpose and the structure of 

my research. The main conclusions of our discussion are presented in this section.  

The teacher was overall very positive about the implementation of the material. However, she 

expressed some concerns regarding the duration of the tests. She considered that my initial 35-

minute-duration of the tests was not enough. For this reason, I decided to add 10 more minutes 
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and, therefore, the duration of the pre-and post-tests was extended to 45 minutes. Another 

concern referred to certain unknown words appearing in the contexts provided (such as the 

words ‘minutiae’, ‘impulsive’ or ‘conifer needles’). According to her opinion, these words might 

hinder understanding of the utterances, due to which learners would probably lose focus. 

Nevertheless, I decided to make minimum changes to the ones I had already made, because I 

aimed at recording the learners’ answers based on the original texts.  

The next section aims to present in detail the material taught and the teaching process followed 

in the two teaching sessions.  

3.2.1.5 Teaching material and process of the pilot study 

The aim of this section is to present the teaching material I developed for the pilot study based 

on authentic texts appearing in the COCA corpus (see Appendix B, p. 263). The material aimed at 

developing the learners’ overall pragmatic awareness and drawing their attention to the concept 

of implicature. The authentic texts were deemed to be quite useful, since they could provide 

learners with adequate context in order to retrieve the meaning of implicatures and also become 

inspired to create their own examples of implicatures.  

As in the pre- and post-tests I created, I chose to keep the 5- to 6-line-context provided by the 

corpus in order to guarantee uniformity of my items and provide learners with adequate 

background information to draw their own conclusions. The only exception was one task in the 

second teaching day (Task 2) for which extended context was deemed to be unnecessary as the 

implicatures included were fairly simple (e.g. ‘cat burglar’) and did not require such a wide 

context to be understood. 

The materials to be presented below were taught during two teaching sessions to 20 C1-level (at 

least) learners within the school environment. During the two teaching hours, teaching was 

conducted by myself only and, thus, in absence of the regular teacher of the class. Both lessons 

were audio-recorded, since I found it necessary to listen to the process again at home in order to 

write down further qualitative comments.  
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As mentioned above, this section aims to present in detail the material and the process followed 

during the two sessions of the pilot study, beginning with Teaching Day 1. The duration of the 

lesson was 45 minutes and included 3 main tasks. 

Task 1 entailed two parts: The first part required the learners to read two short texts and 

substitute a word in bold from the text with another word from a list of choices I gave them in 

MCQ from “a” to “d”. Next, the learners were asked to explain why they made that choice. In 

both texts, the word in bold, which learners had to pay attention to, was the word “amazing” 

that was used in both cases ironically but with a different meaning. During the class, I asked two 

learners to read the two contexts aloud, allowed a few minutes for them to complete the task 

silently and then asked them to share their answers with the class asking the rest of the learners 

whether they agreed or disagreed with the answers provided. For the second part of the task, 

the learners were asked to work in pairs and think of another example where the word “amazing” 

would be used with a different meaning to the one they had just encountered. For this part, 

learners were expected to produce either ironic utterances, such as the ones they had just read, 

or produce utterances where the word “amazing” would have a literal, positive meaning. 

Following that, a discussion on the various meanings of the word “amazing” that were offered 

took place in class.  

Task 2 was a True/False task, accompanied by a part where learners had to justify their answers. 

More specifically, this task also concerned irony and required the learners to read two texts 

retrieved from the corpus and judge whether the assumptions I gave them about the meaning 

expressed in certain utterances of the texts were true or false. After that, they had to justify their 

choices based on information included in the texts. For this task, I asked two learners to read the 

texts aloud and, then, I gave learners a few minutes to complete the task. Following that, I 

randomly asked some learners to share their answers in class and some other learners to express 

their agreement or disagreement with the answers provided.  

The last task of the first teaching session, namely Task 3, included two parts. For the first part, 

the learners were provided with a short dialogue and had to judge whether the answer given to 

the question expressed was relevant or irrelevant to the question. This task concerned indirect 
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answers, and, based on context, the learners had to understand that although the second 

speaker did not answer directly to what the first speaker asked, the answer was still relevant to 

the question. The learners had to justify their answer in 1 to 2 lines. After having two participants 

share two opposing views in class (student A thought the answer was relevant, whereas student 

B thought it was irrelevant), I asked the rest of the class to indicate whose opinion they agreed 

with. Then, a class discussion regarding the correct answer took place. For the second part, 

learners were asked to work in pairs. This time they had to create their own dialogue of three 

turns in which, at some point, one of the speakers answered indirectly to a question posed by 

the other speaker. Three pairs of learners were asked to stand up and perform their dialogues in 

class and the rest of the learners were asked to identify the indirect answer and what the speaker 

actually meant.  

The first teaching session took exactly 45 minutes to complete and no homework was assigned. 

The second teaching session took place exactly one week later. The duration was again 45 

minutes and included the same number of tasks. 

For the first task of this session, the learners were asked to read some parts of texts retrieved 

from the corpus and pay specific attention to certain phrases in bold carrying metaphorical 

meaning. Based on the context provided, they had to express the actual meaning of these 

phrases in their own words. The task was conducted silently in pairs for a few minutes and then 

some of the learners shared their answers in class. 

Task 2 entailed two parts: For the first part, the learners had to judge whether the use of certain 

words in the text was literal or metaphorical and provide the actual meaning of the metaphorical 

ones. All the utterances included examples of animals and fell under the category of less creative 

(conventional) implicatures (e.g. “cat” to characterize someone who is very smart). I decided to 

include both (more and less creative implicatures) in order to check the learners’ understanding 

of both types in case performance varied between the two. Learners worked individually and 

raised their hands after completion of the task. For the second part of the task, the learners were 

required to work in pairs and think of their own metaphorical expressions using animals to refer 
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to humans. Some pairs were randomly chosen in order to share their answers with the rest of 

the class.  

The last task of the second teaching day was an ‘underline’ exercise. Learners worked individually 

to complete the task. They were given certain assumptions about the main ideas expressed in 

some extracts and they had to underline the exact phrases on which these assumptions were 

based. Since those phrases were all metaphorical, the learners had to pay attention to the non-

literal use of language. Then, the learners shared their answers with the rest of the class.  

After presenting the material and the process followed in the pilot study, I shall proceed to the 

main study of the current research. The main study took place seven months after the pilot study 

in the same setting and with students of the same class (1st grade of Lykeio) and equal linguistic 

level of English (>C1). 

3.2.2 The main study  

After discussing the pilot study in the previous section, the aim of this section is to present in 

detail the process followed in the main study of my research. The main study exhibits certain 

similarities with the pilot study regarding the tests and the material developed, but it also differs 

from it in terms of the duration and the teaching process followed. More specifically, I maintained 

exactly the same language test used in my pilot study and made minor changes to the pre- and 

post-tests. Further details are presented below.  

3.2.2.1 Setting 

As in the pilot study, the main study was conducted in the 2nd General High School of Piraeus, a 

Greek, public coeducational school in the center of the city. English lessons take place twice a 

week. The participants of the main study are presented below. 

3.2.2.2 Participants 

The main study included 30 students (13 boys and 17 girls) in the first grade of high school 

(Lykeio) aged 15 to 16, who had attended only Greek public schools throughout their school lives. 

The participants had been studying English as a compulsory subject in primary and junior high 

school and were also taking extra English lessons either at language schools (frontistiria) or 
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privately in the afternoons. Their average English level was C1 while some of them (7 out of 30) 

had already obtained the C2 certificate of language competency (ECPE/ CPE). All learners took 

the same language test as that in the pilot study, which was distributed by their teacher in order 

to verify their current level of English.  

As mentioned above, all the learners participating in my research were either at C1 or C2 level. 

According to CEFR, a C1-user of English has the ability to communicate with appropriacy and 

sensitivity in English and has the capacity to deal with unfamiliar topics. A C2-user of English has 

the ability to deal with academic or cognitively demanding material and to use language to good 

effect, at a level of performance which may in certain respects be more advanced than that of 

the average native speaker (Council of Europe, 2018). These levels were regarded appropriate in 

the case of my research for reasons that have already been explained in the presentation of the 

pilot study.   

The next section is devoted to a presentation of the teaching and testing material the participants 

were provided with for the purposes of the main study.  

3.2.2.3 Research instruments 

This section aims to present in detail the research instruments followed in the main study. The 

types of instruments used were the same as those in the pilot study, but alterations had been 

made to most of them. More specifically, I used a language test in order to distinguish the 

learners whose English level was at least C1, and thus could take part in my research, a pre-test 

on implicature to check the learners’ understanding of implicature before any explicit teaching, 

16 teaching sessions on implicature (each lasting 30 minutes) and a post-test on implicature to 

see if the learners’ performance improved after explicit teaching had taken place. The material 

used and the process followed are explicitly presented in the following sections. 

3.2.2.3.1 Language proficiency test (main study) 

As in the pilot study, before distributing the test on implicature, I asked the participants to 

complete a language test (see Appendix G, p.300) in order to ensure an adequate language level 

for the purposes of the pre- and post-tests. As in the pilot study, the test was retrieved from 
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Cambridge Assessment English. I used the same test, since it is a widely accepted and recognized 

test that is aligned with CEFR, and which worked well with the learners in the pilot study. As a 

result, I kept the same format, scoring system and duration. However, the other two tests 

distributed, namely the pre- and post-tests, were slightly modified. The changes are presented 

below.  

3.2.2.3.2 Pre-and post-tests on implicature and additional questionnaire (main study)  

This section presents the changes I made to the pre- and post-tests of the pilot study. The 

rationale behind these two tests was the same as that for the pilot study and certain changes 

were deemed to be essential to improve their efficiency. The first half of this section is devoted 

to the pre-test and the second half to the post-test.  

A general observation concerning both tests was that their duration could be shorter, as all 

students finished before the 45-minute time span was completed. In reality, the last student 

handed in her test exactly 39 minutes after the distribution of the test. As a result, I reduced the 

time limit to 40 minutes instead of 45 in order to avoid the hassle that could have been caused 

in the classroom and to have some time to listen to some students’ comments on the test. 

Regarding the instructions of both tests, none of the learners asked for clarifications.  

Moreover, in parallel with the post-test I distributed to the learners a questionnaire which aimed 

at investigating whether they had maintained contact with English throughout the lockdown 

period (from 5/11/20 to 12/04/2021) when the face-to-face education at school did not take 

place.   

3.2.2.3.2.1 Pre-test on implicature (main study) 

The aim of this section is to present the pre-test of the main study (see Appendix D, p.276) as this 

was developed after careful analysis of the results of the pre-test of the pilot study and 

consideration of two points that needed improvement. More specifically, in Task 3, learners had 

to judge whether the answer provided to a question was relevant or irrelevant and justify their 

choice. I noticed that some learners justified their choice only for the irrelevant and not for the 

relevant answers. This is why I decided that the instructions for the same task in the main study 
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should be more detailed and include a clarification such as “justify your answer for both cases”. 

Furthermore, in Task 5, learners were asked to judge whether the use of certain words was literal 

or non-literal and justify their answer only for the non-literal choices they made. Some learners 

justified their answers for both choices. I assumed that the instructions had probably been 

confusing and I decided to change them asking learners to justify their answers for both cases. In 

this way, I could probably gain further insight on the learners’ choices of the literal meanings as 

well.  

Moreover, I noticed some wrong answers in Task 1 and 6 on irony, which was an indication that 

those tasks were more difficult than expected. Nonetheless, the number of wrong answers I 

received indicated that probably many learners did not even read the context provided, since 

otherwise they could have easily understood the implicated ironies. I believe that many learners 

disregarded the context, were carried away by the fact that they were already familiar with the 

literal meaning of the words and therefore did not read the full context provided. This 

observation suggested that during the following teaching sessions I would have to draw their 

attention to how important it is to read and comprehend the context before answering. 

Finally, another conclusion I reached concerned specific items that were particularly easy and 

thus required substitution. More specifically, Task 3 seemed to be rather problematic, since 9 of 

the learners answered by choosing the first item of the task (“walking encyclopedia”) incorrectly. 

This is why I assumed that the learners found the correct answer too simplistic and decided to 

substitute it with a more challenging and creative one in the pre-test of the main study. The same 

happened with the first item of Task 4 (“the fate of your town is in your own hands”), so I decided 

to also substitute that. 

Overall, the changes made to the pre-test of the main study could be summarized as follows. 

Firstly, the duration of the pre-test was reduced to 40 minutes instead of 45 minutes. 

Furthermore, the instructions for Tasks 3 and 4 had to be adapted in order to become clearer. 

Lastly, two items of Tasks 3 and 4 were deemed to be overly simplistic and had to be substituted 

with more challenging items. 
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3.2.2.3.2.2  Post-test on implicature (main study) 

Concerning similar alterations made to the post-test of the main study (see Appendix F, p.293) 

based on the post-test of the pilot study, I substituted one implicature in Task 2 (“reached the 

bottom”) with a more creative one due to the fact that the learners did not seem to make use of 

the context in order to understand its meaning.  Furthermore, in the post-test I decided to change 

one more item in Task 3 (item 2) as none of the participants answered it correctly. This was also 

the only case during both the pre- and the post-test where a few learners asked for clarifications, 

since they could not understand the meaning of the entire dialogue. As a result, I assumed that 

this specific context was not a successful choice and, therefore, I decided to substitute it with a 

new, less complex and probably more straightforward one. The rest of the tasks as well as the 

scoring system were kept the same as for the pilot study given that the testing process ran pretty 

smoothly and uninterruptedly, with no negative comments on behalf of the learners or the 

teacher. The pre-and post-tests of both the pilot study and the main study can be found in the 

Appendices section (Appendix A, p.226, Appendix C, 269, Appendix D, p.276, Appendix F, p.293). 

3.2.2.3.3 Additional questionnaire 

After completing the post-test, I considered it necessary to distribute to the learners an additional 

questionnaire which focused on whether and to what extent they had maintained contact with 

English throughout the lockdown period (from 5/11/2020 to 12/04/2021). The aim of this 

questionnaire (see Appendix I, p.305) was, firstly, to find out whether they continued receiving 

any English lessons during this period or used English for personal purposes, such as 

communication with friends or surfing the internet; secondly, to show that although more than 

150 days (157 in total) had passed between the teaching session on implicatures and the post-

test on implicature, their ability to retrieve implicatures was maintained. The questionnaire asked 

learners how often (never, very rarely, rarely, occasionally, frequently) they were exposed to the 

English language either formally (through online lessons and studying of EFL books) or informally 

(through the use of social media or communication with English speaking friends).  
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Following the changes implemented in the pre-and post-tests, I will next present the alterations 

made to the teaching process regarding both the material and the duration of the teaching 

period. 

3.2.2.4 Teaching material and process of the main study 

The aim of this section is to present the material designed for the main study of the current 

research (see Appendix F, p.293). In contrast to the pilot study, in which the teaching materials 

were designed for two teaching hours (each lasting 45 minutes), the main study was designed to 

last for 240 minutes, and be implemented in 16 teaching sessions. More specifically, the regular 

English teacher of the class agreed to incorporate the material, I had developed, in her classes in 

the course of 16 consecutive lessons and for 15 minutes each time; each task would be conducted 

for 10 minutes leaving the last 5 minutes for corrections. Some of the tasks were exactly the same 

as those of the pilot study while others were either improved versions of the pilot study tasks or 

entirely new. 

My aim was to include a satisfactory number of both closed-ended and open-ended question 

tasks as well as a number of production tasks in which the learners were asked to produce their 

own implicatures. The tasks focused on various types of implicatures, namely ironies, metaphors, 

indirect answers and hyperboles. As for the pilot study, all the materials were retrieved from the 

COCA corpus. I decided to keep the 5- to 6-line context appearing in the corpus in order to 

guarantee uniformity while minor changes were made to any ungrammatical forms that might 

have caused confusion to the participants. 

Some of the tasks were meant to be conducted individually while others in pairs. The role of the 

teacher was active throughout the process and the learners could ask her any questions they 

wished in order to foster their understanding. What follows is a detailed presentation of each 

task (see Table 2). 

Task 1 provided the learners with short contexts and asked them to pay specific attention to the 

use of two underlined words. Based on the context provided, they had to choose a synonym, 

from a list of choices from “a” to “d”, that could best substitute this word maintaining its meaning 
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in the context; they also had to justify their choice. This task included two items and the learners 

conducted it individually. Upon completion, they shared their answers in class.  

Task 2 was meant to be conducted in pairs. The learners were given a 6-line text and were asked 

to spot and underline the irony in it. Also, they had to think of a phrase of their choice used in an 

ironic sense and share it with the rest of the classroom. 

Task 3 was a “True/False” task, which learners conducted individually. More specifically, in two 

5-line contexts, they were asked to judge whether a phrase was true or false. They also had to 

decide whether the phrase was used in a literal or a metaphorical sense. Finally, they shared the 

two answers with the rest of the class and justified them orally. 

Task 4 provided learners with a short text about a prisoner’s experience in prison. They were 

asked to read the text carefully and judge whether the prisoner’s opinion about the food served 

was positive or negative. The opinion was expressed through irony (“great food”) that the 

learners had to understand and explain properly in 4 to 5 lines. Then, they shared their views 

with the rest of the class. 

Task 5 dealt with indirect answers and consisted of two parts. This task was conducted in pairs. 

The first part asked the learners to read a dialogue and judge whether the answer to a given 

question was relevant or irrelevant to the question. Then, they had to justify their choice and 

provide reasons why the speaker answered in that way.  

Task 6 was based on Task 5 and required learners to work in pairs again and create their own 

dialogue of three turns, in which, at some point, one of the speakers would answer indirectly to 

a question posed by the other speaker. This task aimed to help learners form their own 

implicatures and share them with their classmates, who, in turn, had to guess what the intended 

meaning was. 

Similarly, Task 7 dealt with indirect answers and was conducted individually. The learners were 

required to read two questions uttered in two different contexts and then write indirect answers 

to these questions. Next, the teacher showed them the actual answers appearing in COCA and 

they shared their answers in order to check for similarities or differences. 
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For Task 8, based on Task 7, learners worked in pairs and created their own pairs of questions 

and indirect answers. One participant wrote a question and the other participant had to provide 

an indirect answer to it. Then, participant A had to guess what participant B actually meant and, 

finally, participant B had to verify this assumption.  

Task 9 on creative metaphors included two items. The learners were provided with two contexts, 

each of which included one metaphor. They were asked to read them carefully and express in 

their own words what the speakers actually meant. This task was conducted individually and the 

learners shared their opinions in class. 

In Task 10, the participants were given contexts in which a word was used in a literal and a non-

literal sense. They had to work in pairs and identify the literal and the metaphorical sense and 

explain what the speaker actually meant. For both senses, the task focused on the use of animals. 

For example, the first item included the word “cat”. In the first case, it meant “really smart”, 

whereas in the second case it referred to the actual animal in question. 

Task 11 was a production task related to the previous one. The learners were asked to work in 

pairs and think of other animals that could be used metaphorically to refer to humans. They were 

also asked to think of other entities, apart from animals, which could be used to refer to humans 

and to provide two examples. The aim of this task was to make learners think creatively and form 

implicatures. 

Task 12 was an underline exercise. The learners were given five short contexts and a statement 

about each context and were asked to underline an implicature in each context verifying the 

given statement. They had to work individually for this task and raise their hands to share their 

answers in class. 

Task 13 was similar to the previous one and was also conducted individually. The learners were 

given two short texts with an underlined phrase. They had to pay attention to the underlined 

implicature and explain what the speaker meant based on the contexts provided. 

For Task 14, the learners were asked to work in pairs. They were provided with two contexts with 

the same underlined phrase in them (“with a feather”) and were asked to explain the meaning 
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of this phrase in each case. The first use was metaphorical, whereas the second one was literal. 

Therefore, learners had to use the context carefully to discern each meaning. 

Task 15 was based on Task 14. The learners were asked to work in pairs and think of five phrases 

that could be used by a speaker in order to exaggerate. The aim of this task was to make the 

learners think creatively in order to form hyperboles and then share their views in class. 

The last task of the teaching material, namely Task 16, focused again on hyperboles and required 

learners to work individually. They were asked to read two 6-line contexts and underline the 

hyperboles in them. Finally, they had to justify their meaning and use in 1-2 lines.  

Overall, the tasks of the main study are presented in the following Table that summarizes the 

types of implicatures included and the types of tasks employed: 

Number of Task Focus Type of Task 

Task 1 Irony MCQ + justification 

Task 2 Irony Underline + production 

Task 3 Irony True/False 

Task 4 Irony Underline + justification 

Task 5 Indirect answer Express opinion justification 

Task 6 Indirect answer Reading comprehension + justification 

Task 7 Indirect answer Production 

Task 8 Indirect answer Production 

Task 9 Metaphor Reading comprehension + justification 

Task 10 metaphor MCQ + justification 

Task 11 metaphor production 

Task 12 Metaphor Underline 

Task 13 Hyperbole Reading comprehension + justification 

Task 14 Hyperbole Reading comprehension + justification 

Task 15 Hyperbole Production 

Task 16 Hyperbole Underline + justification 

Table 2: Teaching material of the main study 



 

87 
 

Before distributing the material to the learners, I considered it necessary to hold a detailed 

discussion with the teacher who would deliver the lessons in order to explain to her both how to 

incorporate the material in class and what type of feedback to provide me with. The discussion 

took place outside the school environment a few days before the onset of the main study. Her 

views are presented in the following section. 

3.2.2.5 Interview with the teacher  

As in the pilot study, before handing out the teaching material of the main study, I wished to 

record the teacher’s opinion about the tasks included. The interview took place face-to-face 

outside the school environment and aimed at verifying that my choice of teaching materials 

corresponded to the learners’ level and needs. The materials were sent to the teacher by email 

a few days before our meeting together with explanatory comments. The comments are 

presented in this section.  

Overall, the tasks were characterized as well-planned and carefully structured. However, there 

were some comments regarding the duration of some tasks. Firstly, based on the learners’ level, 

the teacher suggested that more time should be devoted to the completion of Tasks 2, 9 and 13 

as she found them relatively complex. The learners would possibly encounter difficulty in writing, 

so they would probably need more time in order to put their thoughts onto paper. Also, she 

suggested that it would be a good idea for weak learners and especially learners with learning 

difficulties to complete all the exercises in pairs or in groups so as to feel more confident. 

Moreover, she pointed out that Task 12 required more detailed instructions as the rubric seemed 

somewhat unclear. Finally, she found the context in Task 9 very brief and believed that some 

learners might need more information in order to understand the underlined sentences. 

Consequently, she recommended that either more clues (highlighted words) or longer contexts 

should be provided. After careful consideration, I decided to add more pair-work tasks and 

rewrite the instructions for Task 12 in order to be more precise. Regarding the context of Task 9, 

I did not make any changes as I wanted to keep the original 5-line context appearing in COCA. 
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3.3 Summary 

This chapter has provided a detailed description of the research methodology of the current 

research. It started with presenting the contextual background of the research including a brief 

account of the English books taught to students in the 1st grade of Lyceum with reference to 

implicature. Then, the design of the research was discussed, exploring the teaching and testing 

materials of both the pilot and the main studies. After the research instruments were piloted, 

they were modified and were ready to use.  

According to RT, metaphor understanding, and utterance interpretation in general, is constrained 

by the presumption of optimal relevance (Sperber and Wilson, 1995, p. 270). An important 

implication of optimal relevance is that the addressee follows a path of least effort and stops 

processing at the first interpretation that satisfies their expectation of relevance. In search of 

optimal relevance, communicators are geared towards minimizing cognitive effort while 

maximizing cognitive effects. The most important type of cognitive effect is a contextual 

implication, namely a conclusion deducible from input and context together, but neither from 

input nor from context alone. In particular, guided by the presumption of optimal relevance, the 

addressee follows the most cost-effective route by means of which they enrich the decoded 

sentence meaning (or logical form) at the explicit level (by disambiguating, assigning reference 

and adjusting meanings if needed) and complement it at the implicit level. The enrichment of the 

logical form decoded depends on inferentially constructing, by using contextual information, the 

propositional form that the speaker intends to express. The detailed reference to the two specific 

examples that follows is offered as an illustrative example, and for purposes of explicitly relating 

the theoretical framework to the rationale for creating the various tasks. 

Applying the axioms of optimal relevance, least processing effort and positive cognitive effects 

to the materials I developed for the purposes of the current research, consider the metaphorical 

utterance used in exercise 2 of the pre-test of the main study, namely “My father was a giant 

among men”. According to RT, the addressee normally assumes that the communicator is aiming 

at optimal relevance by producing this utterance. Following this assumption, the addressee 

resorts to their encyclopedic knowledge and shared contextual knowledge in order to derive a 
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worth processing inference. Our encyclopedic knowledge yields certain facts, such that a giant is 

associated with the attributes of being well-built, strong, brave and so on. The resemblance 

between the encyclopedic knowledge of the attributes of giants and the father in the given 

context allows the addressee to infer that the communicator intends to convey the implicature 

that her father, who is not a giant, is brave. According to RT, the use of this metaphor carries 

additional contextual effects, often a wide range of weak implicatures, for instance, that her 

father is exceptionally tall or a socially outstanding personality, kind-hearted, a leader, a person 

of powers, talents, abilities, creativity or insights beyond those of an average and ordinary 

person, which the literal expression that “her father is brave” may fall short of. By comparing her 

father to a giant, the speaker provides a much richer representation of her father’s attributes, 

which might trigger further implicatures. The wide range of implicatures, as those illustrated 

above, renders metaphors more cost-effective, more appealing and more rewarding types of 

utterances in terms of positive cognitive effects incurred. My aim in designing the experimental 

part of this PhD research was to rely exclusively on such optimally relevant stimuli in order to 

facilitate, if not ensure, the learners’ successful retrieval of a set of implicated conclusions. 

Research in RT has also made an important contribution to the study of irony. In the relevance-

theoretic framework, irony is analyzed in terms of the ‘echoic use’ of language in which the 

speaker dissociates herself tacitly from an attributed utterance or thought (Wilson, 2006). For 

example, the phrase ‘I handed in my masterpiece’, uttered after the speaker has failed to hand 

in a good assignment - as this appears in Task 6 of the pre-test of the main study -, can be 

construed as an instance of irony, because we are tacitly dissociating ourselves from a thought 

or utterance with a similar content, which may have been attributed to someone else, if the 

context had been different. Here, the psychological context of occurrence, as originally defined 

by Sperber and Wilson (1986/1995, p. 15-16) below: 

“ … context is a psychological construct, a subset of the hearer’s assumptions about the world. It 

is these assumptions … that affect the interpretation of the utterance. A context in this sense is 

not limited to information about the immediate physical environment or the immediately 

preceding utterances: expectations about the future, scientific hypotheses or religious beliefs, 
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anecdotal memories, general cultural assumptions, beliefs about the mental state of the speaker, 

may all play a role in interpretation”,  

played a key role in my decision to include ironies as test items: their psychological plausibility 

on a par with the relevance-theoretic construal of “context” predicted the participants’ uptake 

of ironical stimuli as optimally relevant, that is as yielding positive cognitive effects for the least 

processing effort, as defined in my analysis of metaphor above.  

This justification for the rationale underlying the experimental purposes of the present research 

is a genuine departure from traditional Gricean (and neo-Gricean) accounts, according to which 

verbal irony (similarly to metaphor) constitutes an overt violation of the Quality maxim, thus 

giving rise to a related true implicature which contradicts the literal meaning of the sentence 

uttered. The relevance-theoretic approach to irony is in harmony with the framework’s 

assumption that an expectation of relevance, rather than one of truthfulness, is a standard 

minimum required of comprehension as an online process which may be revised or elaborated 

during the unfolding of the utterance (Wilson and Sperber, 2002). The following Table (Table 3) 

provides a timeline of the sessions devoted to the teaching and testing of implicature. 
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 Pilot Study Main Study 

Number of participants 20 30 

Date of Language Test 07/02/2020 15/09/2020 

Date of the Pre-test 10/10/2020 18/09/2020 

Dates of Teaching Sessions 14/02/2020 

17/02/2020 

21/09/2020 

23/09/2020 

25/09/2020 

28/09/2020 

30/09/2020 

5/10/2020 

7/10/2020 

9/10/2020 

12/10/2020 

14/10/2020 

19/10/2020 

21/10/2020 

26/10/2020 

29/10/2020 

2/11/2020 

4/11/2020 

Date of the Post-test 02/03/2020 12/4/2021 

Table 3: Timespan of the teaching and testing sessions 

The next chapter is devoted to a presentation of the procedures followed throughout the 

research and a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data collected during the pilot and the 

main studies.  

Chapter 4: Data analysis and results 

In Chapter 3, I presented the methodology and the research tools employed during the data 

collection process, namely the language test, the pre-test on implicature and the post-test on 

implicature of both the pilot and the main studies. This chapter provides a quantitative and 
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qualitative analysis of the data collected with the help of these tools. A description of the data 

analysis is provided and the results are presented in the forms of figures and tables. 

Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) state that the mixed-method approach includes strategies of 

quantitative and qualitative data analysis which are combined, connected and integrated in order 

to answer the questions addressed in a research study. Following this methodological approach, 

the current research made use of a mixed-method approach in terms of analyzing the data 

quantitatively and qualitatively.  

The next section involves an analysis of the results of the pilot study (4.1) followed by an analysis 

of the results obtained in the main study (4.2)  

4.1 The pilot study 

This section focuses on a detailed analysis of the results of the pilot study. As already mentioned 

in section 3.2.1, a pilot study was considered necessary in order to assess the effectiveness of the 

teaching and testing materials, which I developed, before incorporating them in the main study. 

More specifically, in this section I present the results of the language proficiency test (4.1.1) 

followed by a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the pre-test (4.1.2). In section 4.1.3., I 

describe the teaching process followed during the two piloting teaching sessions and the 

conclusions reached based on the observation of the process. Finally, I provide a quantitative and 

qualitative analysis of the post-tests on implicature (4.1.4) followed by general remarks and 

conclusions. 

4.1.1 The language proficiency test (pilot study) 

As already stated in chapter 3, the language test consisted of 25 MCQ items comprising grammar 

and vocabulary. In order for the learners to be able to participate in the research, their scores 

had to be, at least, 22 out of 25 (88%), which corresponds to a C1 EFL level, according to CEFR. 

As presented in Figure 1 below, a total of 48 learners took this test, but only 20 of them exhibited 

the appropriate level. 
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Figure 1: Pilot study-pie chart of participants’ level 

 

As shown in Figure 1, 20 learners took part in the study while 28 were excluded as their English 

level was B2, B1, A2 or A1. Figure 2 shows the level of the participants, according to the language 

test they took for the purposes of this study. Of these, 41,6% participated in the study as they 

scored, at least, 22/25 in the language test. 

 

 

Figure 2: Number of participants in the pilot study  
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4.1.2 Pre-test results (pilot study) 

The aim of this section is to present the quantitative results of the pre-test administered during 

the pilot study as well as their qualitative evaluation. For the purposes of the quantitative 

analysis, Anaconda was used. Anaconda is a free and open-source distribution of the Python and 

R programming languages for scientific computing. The main reasons I decided to use it are its 

free and open-source availability and its simplified package management and deployment. 

Moreover, it provided me with tools to easily collect the data and an environment that was easily 

manageable for deploying my research. 6 

4.1.2.1 Quantitative analysis (pilot study) 

In this presentation of pre-test results, I start with a analysis of each task, followed by my 

conclusions regarding the participants’ overall performance. For the purposes of the quantitative 

analysis of the pilot study tests, the mean (x̅) value has been used.7 The density plots that follow 

aim at visualizing the distribution of the participants’ scores in every task. The peaks of the 

density plots display where values are concentrated over the interval, while it is worth noticing 

the skewness of the data distribution, which is a measure of the asymmetry of an ideally 

symmetric probability distribution. Skewness is a measure of how much the probability 

distribution of a random variable deviates from the normal distribution. A positively skewed 

distribution is a type of distribution in which most values are clustered around the left tail of the 

distribution while the right tail of the distribution is longer. On the contrary, a negatively skewed 

distribution is a type of distribution in which more values are concentrated on the right side (tail) 

of the distribution graph while the left tail of the distribution graph is longer (Hosking, 1992). 

                                                             
6 Of the two languages offered, I used Python. I also made use of Anaconda Navigator, which is a desktop graphical 
user interface (GUI) included in Anaconda distribution. For the creation of the graphs, I used the application 
Jupyter Notebook, which is an application available by default in Navigator, and, more specifically, the Matplotlib 
library. 
7 The mean value (or average) is the sum of the values divided by the number of values while the median value is a 
value separating the higher half from the lower half of a data sample, a population or a probability distribution 
(Zwillinger, 1995). 
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Task 1-implicature synonym required participants to understand the meaning of an adjective in 

a given context and choose a synonym from a set of given options (a to d). The task consisted of 

3 items. Seven out of the 20 participants (35%) managed to respond correctly to all three items. 

Seven out of 20 (35%) responded correctly to 2 out of 3 items and 6 out of 20 (30%) responded 

correctly to only 1 item (Figure 3).  

 

 

Figure 3: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (pre-test) 

Task 2-Implicature at phrase-level requested participants to choose, from a list of options from 

“a” to “d”, the one that best described the meaning of three implicatures in the form of phrases, 

namely “walking encyclopedia”, “My soul was bleeding” and “a weaponization of the language 

of diversity”, as presented in their context of occurrence. Seven out of the 20 participants (35%) 

managed to respond correctly to all three items. Nine participants (45%) responded correctly to 

2 out 3 items and 4 out of 20 (20%) responded correctly to 1 item (Figure 4).  
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Figure 4: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (pre-test) 

Task 3-Spot the relevant answer required participants to read three dialogues and judge whether 

an implied answer to a given question in the dialogue was relevant or irrelevant. Apart from 

answering correctly, the participants also needed to justify their answers. Four participants (20%) 

scored 77%, 6 participants (30%) scored 66%, 1 participant (5%) scored 55%, 1 more participant 

(5%) scored 44%, 4 participants (20%) scored 33% and 4 out of the 20 participants (20%) scored 

22%, which was also the lowest score (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (pre-test) 
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Task 4-Paraphrase implicature consisted of 3 items and asked participants to express in their own 

words what the three speakers actually meant by the intended implicatures. Only 3 participants 

(15%) responded to all the items correctly, 11 participants (55%) managed to respond correctly 

to 2 out of the 3 items and 6 participants (30%) provided 1 correct answer (Figure 6).  

 

Figure 6: Pilot study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (pre-test) 

In Task 5-Literal/Metaphorical word, participants were asked to judge whether the use of a word 

in a given context was intended literally or metaphorically and to justify their answer. Once more, 

this task comprised 3 items (3 pairs of contexts). The highest score in this task was 88%, which 

was achieved by only 1 participant (5%) followed by 7 participants (35%) scoring 77%. Nine 

participants (45%) scored 66%, 1 participant (5%) scored 55% and 2 participants (10%) scored 

33% (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 5 (pre-test) 

 

The last task of the pre-test (Task 6-true/false assumption) consisted of 4 items. Participants were 

asked to read four contexts and judge whether an assumption provided by me under each 

context was true or false. Four out of the 20 participants (20%) responded correctly to all items, 

5 participants (25%) scored 75%, 6 participants (30%) scored 50% and 5 more participants (25%) 

scored 25%. The next Figure (Figure 8) summarizes the aforementioned results. 

 

Figure 8: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 6 (pre-test) 
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As depicted in the following boxplot of the pre-data (Figure 9), the task with the most normal 

distribution is Task 1, whose median value is 66%, its maximum score is 100% and its minimum 

score is 33%. Furthermore, Tasks 2,4 and 5 share the same median value (M=66%), but exhibit 

different distributions. For Tasks 2 and 4, the maximum score is 100% and the minimum score is 

33% while for Task 5 the minimum score is 55% and the maximum score is 90%. It is also worth 

mentioning that Task 5 includes an outlier below the lower quartile with the score of 33%, which 

was achieved by 2 participants. This score is different from the majority of the other scores. These 

three tasks also exhibit the least balanced distribution, since the middle 50% of the scores 

(Interquartile Range-IQR) are either only above the median value, ranging from 66% to 100% for 

Task 2 and from 66% to 77% for Task 5, thus making the distribution positively skewed, or only 

below the median score and range from 33% to 66% for Task 4, thus making the distribution 

negatively skewed. 

The task with the greatest distance between the maximum and the minimum score is Task 6, 

whose minimum score is 25% and maximum score is 100%. Regarding its median value, this is 

50% and its interquartile range (IQR) extends from around 45% to 75%, with the majority of 

participants scoring greater than the median score.  

Finally, the lowest maximum and minimum scores are observed in Task 3, which caused the 

greatest difficulty to the participants. Its maximum score is 77%, which was achieved by 4 

participants and its minimum score is 22%, which was also achieved by 4 participants. Its 

interquartile range is between 33 and 66% with the lower quartile (Q1) ranging from 33 to 60,5% 

and the upper quartile (Q3) ranging from 60,5% to 66%.  
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Figure 9: Pilot study-box plot of the pre-test per task 

Overall, based on the boxplot (Figure 9) and the average scores (Figure 10) of the pre-test, it can 

be concluded that the task which caused the greatest confusion to the participants was Task 3, 

since their average score in this task was approximately 50% (x̅ =51.15%). Task 4 and Task 6 were 

found almost equally demanding, as their average scores were approximately 60% (Task 4: x̅ = 

61.2%, Task 6: x̅ =60%). Task 1 and Task 5 could be deemed to be easier, since the average scores 

were approximately 68% (Task1: x̅ =68%, Task 5: x̅ =67.1%). Finally, the least challenging task was 

Task 2 as the average score was approximately 72% (x̅ =71.3%). The following bar-chart depicts 

the mean score of every task (Figure 10). 
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Figure 10: Pilot study-average scores of the pre-test per task 

In the next section, I offer a qualitative analysis of the data collected through the pre-test in an 

attempt to complement the quantitative analysis presented above, draw conclusions as to what 

led participants to provide those specific answers and explain the possible factors that influenced 

their understanding of the implicatures included in the test. 

4.1.2.2 Qualitative analysis (pilot study) 

According to the lesson plans developed for these two teaching sessions, each lesson would 

include a variety of both comprehension and production tasks in order to take advantage of the 

merits of both types, something that was indeed achieved during the implementation of the 

teaching materials. On the one hand, it is self-evident that the best way for learners to be able 

to speak and write in the L2 is to produce language (Allen et al, 1990). Secondly, the production 

tasks gave me the opportunity to accurately evaluate the success of my lessons in terms of the 

learners’ active participation (Krashen, 1987). Thirdly, the learners’ erroneous responses 

provided opportunities for corrective feedback, since ‘errors’ are conceived as problems of 

production (Swain, 1985, 1993). On the other hand, the comprehension tasks also proved to be 

very useful, since, as has been claimed, they resulted in increased motivation (Asher, 1977), 

reduced anxiety and greater likelihood that they would continue practicing (Newmark, 1966, 

1971).  
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As for the types of tasks included, the ones that proved to be more illuminating were the 

reasoning-gap tasks, in which participants were asked to derive some information from the 

contexts provided, the opinion-gap tasks, in which participants were asked to convey their own 

personal views about a particular utterance and the MCQ- tasks, in which learners were asked to 

select the correct answer from the choices provided (Rabbanifar and Mall-Amiri, 2017). 

As stated in the previous section, Task 3- Spot the relevant answer caused the greatest difficulty 

to the participants. In particular, 12 out of the 20 participants responded correctly without, 

however, providing a proper justification for their answers. At this point, it needs to be clarified 

that when I asked the participants to justify their answers, I did not expect them to use any 

metalanguage, because, as has already been stated in section 1.3.1, the current research was 

purely interested in raising learners’ pragmatic rather than metapragmatic awareness and, 

therefore, it was not concerned with a meta-pragmatic analysis of the link between linguistic and 

overall relevance of the chosen texts. My intention was to use the justification question as a 

testing strategy for whether learners were able to infer implicatures and as a means of checking 

if the participants had answered at random, if the responses provided were relevant to the given 

questions or if they were able to correctly identify the pragmatically inferred effects from the 

contexts, which contributed to the creation of a stance towards the topic discussed (Ifantidou, 

2014). For this reason, in order for the participants’ answers to be regarded as correct no use of 

metalanguage was required. The only thing they needed to do was to answer correctly that the 

responses were relevant to the given questions and show that they had understood why they 

were so. If some participants managed to verbalize the link between the linguistic indexes and 

the relevant pragmatic effects - as Ifantidou (2014) defined metapragmatic awareness -, this was 

regarded as a correct answer without, however, requiring all the participants to do so. For 

example, some correct justifications for the first item of the task (Q: Can you give me some simple 

specifics? A: How old are you?) included meta-language, such as “this is an irony which intends 

to show that the speaker is too old to ask this kind of questions” or “this ironic answer is used to 

show that this kind of questions would be expected by a child and not an adult”) while some other 

correct responses did not include any meta-language, such as “this answer is relevant as the 

speaker wants to show that the question just asked was too childish for an adult” or “this is a 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/23311886.2019.1630150
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proper answer which wants to show that such a question is not expected by a mature person”. 

Some of the incorrect justifications, a number of which even included meta-language, were “the 

answer is irrelevant since it is just an irony and not a real answer” or “the answer is not correct 

because it does not provide enough information for the other person’s question”. Answers such 

as these might be an indicator of the fact that learners are not adequately familiar with this type 

of implicature and further practice is required.  

Secondly, Task 6- true/false assumption, also exhibited rather low average and median scores. In 

post-test interviews, participants who answered incorrectly stated that they did not pay 

adequate attention to the context provided and they just read the phrases in bold instead of the 

whole texts. They claimed that they had devoted too much time to the previous tasks of the test 

and they did not have adequate time to examine this last task carefully. Poor time management 

is considered to be an important factor that may lead to task failure. Learners who do not manage 

their time effectively and do not use it for the right purposes cannot realistically determine how 

much time each task requires and, therefore, some of their test questions remain unanswered 

(Cronk, 1987). Some others reported that they had already felt rather tired from the whole test 

and preferred to finish it as fast as possible without caring about their answers in the last task. 

This is probably why they were led to incorrect assumptions about the relevant implicatures. 

Tiredness is a potential source of bias that influences learners’ performance on standardized tests 

that result from sustained cognitive engagement (Holding, 1983).  

Task1-implicature synonym, Task4-Paraphrase implicature and Task 5-Literal/Metaphorical 

word, which were found relatively easier, focused on the learners’ ability to distinguish the literal 

from the metaphorical use of a word. Given that many of the items provided were used with the 

same phrasing in their native language (e.g. the metaphor “The fate of your town is in your 

hands” is also used in Greek “η τύχη της πόλης είναι στα χέρια σου” to refer to someone who 

has power and whose decisions have a strong impact or the word “hot” metaphorically used in 

the sense of “fashionable”), learners did not have difficulty understanding the intended meaning 

in the given context. A growing body of research in second language acquisition has been 

conducted on first language transfer. Almost all of the previous researchers believe that first 

language has interference in second language acquisition and many of them have concluded that 
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the L1 can have a positive effect on L2 understanding and production, as shown in the cases 

presented above (Nation, 2001). However, as was expected, the more creative implicatures were 

found more difficult than the less creative ones. For example, the metaphors “the world was his 

oyster” or “I am the bread of life” received the most incorrect answers compared to the rest.  

Finally, the highest average and median scores were obtained in Task 2-Implicature at phrase-

level which exhibits one more case of positive L1 transfer (Nemati and Taghizade, 2006). 

Participants might have already been familiar with the two first phrases in bold (“walking 

encyclopedia” and “my soul was bleeding”), as there are similar metaphors in Greek (“κινούμενη 

εγκυκλοπαίδεια”, “η ψυχή μου μάτωνε”), but the more creative metaphor (“weaponization of 

the language of diversity”) caused some confusion, possibly also due to the relatively more 

demanding vocabulary.  

Overall, the pre-test showed that the learners’ ability to retrieve implicatures needed to be better 

understood and improved in a naturally-occurring context, with the aid of innovative tools and 

processes. In this direction, participants were exposed to the teaching materials I developed 

based on texts retrieved from the COCA corpus after the completion of the pre-test and the 

evaluation of its results. The teaching process and the materials are presented next. 

4.1.3 The teaching material (pilot study) 

As has been already stated, the teaching process based on the materials I prepared for the pilot 

study lasted for two teaching sessions of 45 minutes each. The participants were the 20 learners 

who had already taken the pre-test. In the following section, I describe the exact procedure 

followed during these two teaching sessions, including the most common answers participants 

gave to each task. Finally, based on the outcome of the piloting phase, I suggested a number of 

changes to the teaching materials of the main study that was planned to take place during the 

following academic year (2020-2021). 

4.1.3.1 Observation of the piloting teaching process 

The first teaching session took place on 7 February 2020. Given that the materials used have been 

presented in section 3.2.1.5, in this section I shall briefly refer to what each task required 

participants to do and present the answers received. 
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As has been mentioned in chapter 3.2.1.3.2, the first teaching session comprised tasks that aimed 

to raise the learners’ awareness of the concepts of irony and indirect answers. It required thinking 

creatively and working either individually or in pairs in order to produce their own utterances as 

well. 

The objectives of the first teaching session, which were successfully met, were, firstly, to expose 

participants to ironies and indirect answers as presented in the context retrieved from the 

corpus, secondly, to shed light on obscure points regarding concepts that might impede their 

understanding, thirdly, to encourage them to create their own ironies and indirect answers 

through pair work tasks and, finally, to have them participate in a discussion regarding the use of 

metaphorical language. The completion of each task together with its correction and explanation 

lasted for about 12 to 15 minutes. 

In task 1, participants were provided with two short texts and were asked to substitute the word 

“amazing” with another one from the alternatives offered. I decided to begin my first teaching 

session with a task in MCQ form, because it is a form of exercise that learners are generally 

familiar with and quite positive about completing it, since they do not have to formulate an 

answer but can focus on the content of a given utterance (Xu, Kauer and Tupy, 2016). All three 

participants answered correctly and understood that the use of the word “amazing” was 

metaphorical. They also adequately justified their choice by pointing out that the word intended 

to convey a negative idea in contrast to its literal positive meaning. To illustrate, the following 

justifications were provided: “the use of the word is ironical because he thought that the song 

would become a hit and change the world, but this actually didn’t happen” or “this word is an 

irony because, in reality, according to her opinion the media didn’t show any respect”. In the 

second part of this task, participants had to produce sentences where the word “amazing” would 

have a different meaning from the one in the context provided. Interestingly, 8 out of 10 

participants (4 out of the 5 pairs) who answered this question in class produced utterances where 

the use of the word “amazing” was literal rather than metaphorical (“my mum made an amazing 

pie”, “we all enjoyed the amazing sunset”, “the movie was amazing and I was looking forward to 

watching it again”). Only 1 pair of participants produced an utterance where the word “amazing” 

was ironically intended (“it was such an amazing performance that I could hardly keep my eyes 
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open”). This may be an indicator of the fact that the participants could easily recognize the non-

literal use of language, but did not yet feel comfortable enough to produce their own non-literal 

utterances. It should be pointed out that this difficulty was anticipated, since, generally in second 

language acquisition, learners are first exposed to comprehensible input and then obtain the 

ability to meaningfully interact in the target language and freely produce their own utterances 

(Krashen, 1987). Further research on raising learners’ pragmatic awareness has also led to similar 

results, indicating that production of metaphorical utterances always postdates the stage of 

metaphor recognition (Rinttell and Mitchell, 1989; Bardovi-Harling and Dornyei, 1997; 

Washburn, 2001).  Therefore, I decided to include it in the teaching material of the main study, 

but this time ask participants to produce two sentences, one sentence with a literal meaning of 

the word “amazing” and another sentence with a metaphorical meaning, to avoid receiving 

answers where the use of the word “amazing” would be only literal and to encourage learners to 

think more creatively. 

The second task focused again on irony and asked participants to read two short texts, judge 

whether the assumptions provided were true or false and then justify their answers. For example, 

one of the contexts provided characterized Trump as “magnificent” and the given assumption 

was that the writer thought that Trump was an excellent president. Based on the context, 

participants had to understand that this characterization was ironical, since in the rest of the 

context the writer was against Trump’s governance. Six participants were randomly chosen to 

share their views with the rest of the class. The first item was answered correctly by 5 of them. 

The only participant who answered incorrectly admitted that he had not read the context in full 

and, therefore, he was led to the wrong assumption. The second item of the task was answered 

correctly by 3 out of 5 participants. Those who answered incorrectly pointed out that they had 

encountered unknown words, hence their difficulties in comprehension. Adequate vocabulary 

comprehension has always been at the forefront of any consideration of both teaching and 

learning in the L2 (Nation, 2001; Read, 2002; Schmitt, 2000) and has been regarded as a very 

important factor that may impede proper understanding of a given text (Schmitt, 1997; Qian, 

2004). For this reason, I decided to substitute certain words with more familiar synonymous ones 

in the main study.  
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Another interesting outcome of piloting Task 2 was the fact that, when asked to justify their 

choices, almost all participants chose to underline sentences in the text instead of writing in the 

space provided. For example, in order to justify in the first item of this task that the phrase 

“magnificent Trump” is an irony, participants underlined the phrase “he painted our nation as a 

pitiful heap of insecurity” instead of explaining their choices. I regarded it as a useful practice and 

decided to add it to the instructions concerning the same task in the main study. Selective 

highlighting/underlining tasks offer learners flexibility to tailor their answers in order to fit to 

various kinds of information provided and assist them in organizing what they have read (Jones, 

2006). 

Task 3 involved two parts. For the first part, participants were asked to judge whether an answer 

was relevant or irrelevant to a question above it and to justify their responses. Out of 8 

participants randomly chosen to share their responses in class, only 3 responded to all the 

answers correctly and justified their choice adequately. In order to justify their answers, the 

participants needed to explain the basis for their argument by presenting the evidence that 

informed their choice (Lave and Wenger, 1991). Thus, I had the opportunity to understand the 

insight they had gained on the use of irrelevant answers. Their justifications were the following: 

“speaker B believes that speaker A should not worry about the parties as they will finish soon, just 

like a nightmare”, “speaker’s B answer is relevant to speaker’s A question as he wants to reassure 

him that the annoying parties will finish soon” and “speaker B describes the experience of having 

to put up with the parties as a nightmare trying to convince speaker A that they will finish soon”. 

Two more participants also understood that the answer was relevant but without adequately 

justifying their choice. Finally, 3 participants responded incorrectly and concluded that the 

answer was clearly irrelevant to the question provided, as in the following examples: “No, it is 

irrelevant as nightmares have nothing to do with parties”, “No, it is not relevant. He describes the 

thing teenagers do with this sentence but he doesn’t answer to the previous question he was 

asked” and “it is irrelevant since speaker B wants to change the topic of the discussion”.  

The second part of Task 3 had to be conducted in pairs. Participants were asked to create short 

dialogues that had to include an indirect answer to a question. Three pairs of participants were 

randomly chosen to share the dialogues they had created in class. Two out of the 3 pairs managed 



 

108 
 

to produce successful indirect answers, whereas 1 pair did not include any implicature in their 

answers. An example of the dialogues produced is the following: 

Dialogue 1 

A: Have you been busy lately? 

B: No, I have been sitting on my couch watching Netflix all week. 

A: So, are you free this weekend? 

B: I think so 

A: Do you want to go out with me? 

B: Oops! I have to give a bath to my gold fish (successful implicature) 

Two pairs of participants had mistakenly understood that an answer is direct if and only if it is in 

a “yes/no” form, whereas anything else is indirect. After explaining what an indirect answer is by 

providing additional examples, they were able to spot their mistake. While walking around class, 

I also noticed that 3 pairs had not completed the task, which indicated that they needed more 

practice. As a result, I decided to include more production tasks in the teaching sessions of the  

main study.  

In this section, I presented the teaching material of the first day. I now turn to the material used 

in the second teaching day of the pilot study, which was implemented three days after the first 

teaching session (on 17 February 2020).  

The second teaching session had the same duration as the first one (45 minutes) and included 

the same number of tasks (3 in total). As for the main teaching session, the duration was 

adequate for both the completion of all tasks and the explanation of certain questions that the 

students raised. 

Compared to the first teaching session, the second teaching session focused mainly on 

metaphors and contained more production and justification tasks. The reason I made this choice 

concerned the fact that, as the pre-test indicated, the participants found the production tasks 
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more demanding than the MCQ and True/False tasks and, therefore, I reckoned that those tasks 

would have to be approached after adequate practice had been provided during the first teaching 

session. The practice of simpler tasks followed by more demanding ones is fairly common in EFL 

teaching, since it guarantees learners’ active participation and engagement and offers a 

‘smoother’ transition to more demanding exercises (Renkl and Atkinson, 2003). 

The objectives of the second teaching session, which were successfully met, were, firstly, to 

familiarize learners with the use of metaphors, secondly, to help them distinguish between the 

literal and metaphorical uses of a word in the context provided, thirdly, to assist them in inferring 

the meaning of a set of given metaphors and, finally, to enable them to produce their own 

metaphorical utterances.    

Task 1 required participants, firstly, to read two short texts in which the speakers intended to 

express indirect criticism by conveying the opposite meaning to what they actually said and, 

secondly, to understand the implicit meaning conveyed. The participants conducted the task in 

pairs and 4 pairs were chosen to share their answers in class. Out of these 4 pairs, only 1 

responded correctly to all tasks. Two pairs of participants responded correctly to one of the two 

items and 1 pair provided no correct answers. The participants who answered incorrectly did not 

manage to infer the implicatures and provided wrong answers altogether (e.g. the utterance 

“silence is sunshine where company is clouds” was wrongly interpreted as “people who aren’t 

very talkative often find it difficult to make friends”). According to the learners’ opinions, the first 

context was shown to be easier to understand compared to the second one, which contained 

more demanding vocabulary. Therefore, I modified my criteria for text selection taking into 

consideration the learners’ unknown words in order to adjust to the students’ current level and 

to increase the homogeneity of tasks, and thus the validity of my research. 

In the second task, participants had to decide whether the use of an animal word in each 

utterance was literal or metaphorical in three pairs of utterances. This was the only task in the 

pilot study where participants were provided with a context that was shorter than 5 lines, as 

originally sourced from the corpus. I made this choice, because I regarded that the respective 

implicatures were fairly obvious and the participants would not need more than a 2-line context 
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to understand their meanings. Longer contexts are generally required for the interpretation of 

less apparent implicatures whose meaning cannot be easily conveyed based on just a short co-

text (Smith, 2012). Participants worked individually for this task and completed its first part 

relatively quickly and without any difficulty. Out of the 8 participants chosen to share their 

answers, only 2 had one incorrect answer each. For the second part of the task, participants 

worked in pairs and were asked to develop their own implicatures also using animals. Participants 

greatly enjoyed this task and produced very creative answers (e.g. “John, the cheetah, always 

comes first in the races”, “my brother is the hungry bear of the family”, “Ann was the butterfly of 

the dancing competition”, “my grandmother is an old owl who never sleeps until I return home”). 

However, I noticed that out of the 12 participants who shared their answers, 3 produced similes 

rather than metaphors (e.g. “I run like a puma”, “She is slow like a turtle”, “John was hungry like 

a wolf”). Since many researchers have emphasized the effectiveness of giving importance to 

instructions, highlighting the relationship between success in EFL classrooms and prior 

preparation of detailed instructions (Harmer, 1998, 2007; Patel and Jain, 2008), I decided that in 

the main study I would need to rephrase the instructions and add examples in order to ensure 

that the participants would produce metaphors rather than similes.  

The last task, Task 3, was an ‘underline’ exercise where participants were provided with 5 short 

texts and were asked to underline the part of the text that verified a given assumption. For 

example, one of the assumptions given was that the speaker remained positive and optimistic 

and participants had to underline the phrase “I have a very dark past, but I shine bright every 

day”. Admittedly, this task caused considerable confusion to the learners. More specifically, 5 

participants were chosen to share their views with the rest of the class and only 1 responded 

correctly to all items. I realized that the vast majority of the participants had underlined more 

sentences than necessary, while others had not underlined any but were waiting to listen to their 

classmates’ answers. As a result, I decided to include more similar tasks in the main study to 

familiarize learners with the process and increase their ability to derive implicatures. 

The following section summarizes the main conclusions regarding the teaching material and the 

process of the pilot study while outlining suggested changes for the purposes of the main study. 
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4.1.3.2 Conclusions regarding the teaching process during piloting  

Overall, the teaching material of the pilot study seemed to work effectively with the participants 

by helping them raise their awareness of implicatures and the process of implicature retrieval. 

The successful implementation of the material verified Taguchi’s (2005) and Nizegorodcew’s 

(2007) assumption with regard to the significance of inferential processing for EFL learners and 

the importance of explicit instruction on the teaching of pragmatics and, more specifically, on 

implicature retrieval (Rose and Kasper, 2001; Alcón-Soler and Martínez-Flor, 2005; Rose, 2005; 

Alcón-Soler and Martínez-Flor, 2008). Based on the participants’ answers and their participation 

throughout the teaching process, it can be argued that the level of difficulty of the tasks 

corresponded to their then-current level of language proficiency and encouraged them to attend 

to multipart mappings of form, meaning, function, force and context (Alcón and Safont-Jordà, 

2008). Only a few participants admitted that they faced difficulty performing the tasks.  

 It turned out that most of the participants’ mistakes were due to lack of consideration of the 

context provided and the unknown words which impeded understanding of the meaning of 

context, or of the contribution of context, in some cases. For this reason, I decided that, the 

teaching material of the main study should place more emphasis on making participants realize 

the significance of context and the importance of reading it carefully before completing the tasks, 

since the opposite is likely to lead to false assumptions (Allott, 2008). Moreover, I assumed that 

it would be preferable to include more tasks conducted in pairs, rather than individually, as in 

this way the participants would have the chance to collaborate and help each other overcome 

problems connected with unfamiliar vocabulary. Pair-work can encourage learners to engage in 

the concept of ‘Discovery’ which, according to Tomlinson (1994) and Clennell (1999), is a vital 

part of noticing and very significant towards the development of pragmatic awareness. 

The next section presents the results of the post-test, which took place 15 days after the two 

teaching sessions. It aims to show whether and to what extent the teaching materials contributed 

towards improving the learners’ ability to retrieve implicatures in a naturally-occurring context.  
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4.1.4 Post-test results (pilot study) 

The aim of this section is to present the results of the post-test of the pilot study in a quantitative 

(4.1.4.1) and qualitative (4.1.4.2) frame of analysis. For the purposes of the quantitative analysis, 

as in the pre-test analysis, Anaconda (see section 4.1.2) was used. Upon completion of the 

presentation of the pre- and the post-tests, a careful comparison between the two is presented 

in section 4.1.4.3.  For the purposes of the quantitative analysis, the mean (x̅) value has been 

used. These values were important in order to make comparisons between the participants’ 

performances in the pre- and the post-tests. 

 

4.1.4.1 Quantitative analysis (pilot study) 

In this section, each task is separately discussed, followed by conclusions regarding the 

participants’ overall performance. Since the post-test includes the same tasks as the pre-test, I 

will not repeat the instructions for each task but will instead focus on the participants’ 

performance.  

In Task 1-implicature synonym (Figure 11), 11 out of the 20 participants (55%) responded 

correctly to all three items. Eight participants (40%) responded correctly to 2 out of 3 items and 

1 participant (5%) responded correctly to only 1 item.  

 

Figure 11: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 1 (post-test) 
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In Task2-Implicature at phrase-level (Figure 12), 12 out of the 20 participants (60%) responded 

correctly to all 3 items while 8 participants (40%) managed to respond correctly to 2 out of 3 

items.  

 

Figure 12: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 2 (post-test) 

In Task 3-Spot the relevant answer (Figure 13), 1 participant (5%) scored 100%, 5 participants 

(25%) scored 77%, 10 participants (50%) scored 66%, 1 participant (5%) scored 44% and 3 out of 

20 (15%) scored 33%. 

 

Figure 13: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 3 (post-test) 
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 In Task 4-Paraphrase implicature (Figure 14), 8 out of 20 participants (40%) responded correctly 

to all the items of the task, 11 participants (55%) provided 2 correct answers and 1 participant 

(5%) responded correctly to 1 out of 3 items. 

 

Figure 14: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 4 (post-test) 

 In Task5-Literal/Metaphorical word (Figure 15), 3 participants (15%) scored 100%, 3 participants 

(15%) scored 88%, 7 participants (35%) scored 77% and 7 more participants (35%) scored 66%.  

 

Figure 15: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 5 (post-test) 



 

115 
 

Finally, in Task 6-True/false assumption (Figure 16), 6 participants (30%) responded correctly to 

all items, 9 participants (45%) scored 75% and 5 scored 50%. Overall, all the participants scored 

above 50%. 

 

Figure 16: Pilot study-participants’ scores in Task 6 (post-test) 

The following boxplot (Figure 17) presents the median scores of the participants as well as the 

distribution of the scores in each task. As it is clearly depicted, the task that caused the greatest 

difficulty to the participants is Task 3, whose maximum value is 77%, its M value is 66% and its 

Interquartile Range (IQR) is between 66% and 77%, making the distribution positively skewed. 

This task also has an extreme outlier with a score of 22%, achieved by 4 participants as well as 2 

more mild outliers with the scores 100% and 44%, achieved by 1 participant, respectively. Task 4 

shares the same M value with Task 3 (M=66%) and the distribution is also positively skewed, 

ranging from 66% to 100%. Its maximum score is 100%, achieved by 3 participants and its 

minimum score is 33%, achieved by 6 participants. Task 5 has a mean value of 77% and its IQR 

ranges from 66% to 80% making the distribution negatively skewed. This task also exhibits a mild 

outlier with a score of 33%, achieved by 1 participant. As for Task 6, its median score is 75%, its 

distribution is positively skewed, with its IQR ranging from 75% to 100%, and its minimum value 

is 50%. Finally, the tasks with the highest median values are Tasks 1 and 2 (M=100). These two 

tasks also share the same IQR ranging from 66% to 100%. Their difference, however, is that the 
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minimum score of Task 1 is 33%, achieved by 1 participant, while the minimum score of Task 2 is 

66%, achieved by 8 participants.  

Overall, if we compare Figures 9 and 17, it becomes apparent that all the M values of the post-

test have improved in comparison with those of the pre-test, with the exception of Task 4 whose 

median value has remained the same. Moreover, the distribution of the tasks of the post-test is 

more positively skewed than that of the pre-test and most of the minimum scores of the post-

test are higher than those of the pre-test, indicating that the participants’ scores have 

significantly improved.  

 

Figure 17: Pilot study-boxplot of the post-test per Task 

As shown in the boxplots and the average scores of the participants, Task 3 caused the greatest 

confusion to the participants, as their average score in this task was approximately 65% 

(x̅=64.39%). Task 4 and Task 6 were found almost equally challenging, as their average scores 

were approximately 78% (Task 4: x̅ = 77.95%, Task 6: x̅ =77.5%). Task 5 could be judged as easier, 

since the mean value of the scores was approximately 75% (Task5: x̅ =74.9%). Finally, the highest 

scores were obtained in Tasks 1 and 2, since the average scores were above 80% (Task 1: x̅= 

83.05%, Task 2: x̅ =86.4%). The following bar-chart depicts the mean score of every task (Figure 

18). 
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Figure 18: Pilot study-average scores of the post-test per Task 

Based on the average and median scores of each task as well as their distributions, it can be 

concluded that the post-test results have improved in comparison with those of the pre-test. 

Therefore, as it will be presented in detail in section 4.1.4.3, the teaching sessions and the corpus 

material succeeded in improving the participants’ understanding of implicature. The following 

section provides a qualitative analysis of the post-test results with further insights into the 

participants’ answers and possible explanations for their mistakes.  

4.1.4.2 Qualitative analysis (pilot study) 

Although the results of the post-test had significantly improved in comparison with those of the 

pre-test, the types of mistakes that participants made followed similar patterns.  

First of all, the tasks which exhibited the highest scores were Tasks 1 and 2. These asked 

participants to choose from a given list from “a” to “d” the answer that best described the 

implicatures derived from the given contexts. Possible reasons justifying the high scores are the 

fact that both tasks were in MCQ form and that no justification was required8.  

                                                             
8 According to Zeidner (1987), Scouller (1998), Traub and McRury (1990), Ben-Chaim and Zoller (1997), Birenbaum 
and Feldman (1998), students, especially males (Beller and Gafni, 2000), generally prefer multiple choice formats, 
or simple and de-contextualized questions, over constructed-response types of questions (complex and authentic). 
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The task that caused the greatest difficulty to the participants was again Task 3, which related to 

the use of indirect answers, pointing out that learners still found it difficult to understand that a 

question can be used as an indirect answer to another question. The same conclusion regarding 

L2 learners’ difficulty treating indirect answers has also been reached by Pratama at al. (2017), 

who emphasized that understanding the actual message conveyed by a speaker when they avoid 

answering directly to a given question is one of the most challenging kinds of conversational 

implicatures that L2 learners have to face.  

Although all the cases where a question served as an answer to a given question caused a certain 

degree of confusion, the item which received the majority of incorrect answers was the third 

item of the task, in which Speaker B answered with a question to the question posed by Speaker 

A (Speaker A: Would you like a treat? Speaker B: Do I look stupid to you?). Many participants 

answered that it was inappropriate to use a question to answer to another question and, thus, 

the answer was considered irrelevant. I have to admit that I did not expect this item to cause 

such confusion and, therefore, I decided to talk with some of the participants during the break 

to find out more about their misconception.  

A good understanding of the nature of an error is necessary in order for the teacher to facilitate 

second language acquisition (Corder, 1983). Teachers can greatly benefit from an investigation 

into their learners’ mistakes, which can assist learners in improving themselves while also 

providing them with pertinent feedback (Kryenziu, 2015). The most appropriate way to gain this 

insight is by having a discussion with students about their mistakes in an unthreatening 

environment and in a friendly manner that will make them feel comfortable without getting 

confused, self-conscious, insecure and prone to making even more mistakes (Brown, 2000). As a 

result, I decided that an informal discussion during break time would provide an ideal 

environment to understand the nature of their errors without making the participants feel 

criticized and become defensive (Krashen, 2002; Tomkova, 2013).  As they told me, they believed 

that a question cannot be used as an answer, hence they considered it irrelevant. This is probably 

connected with the fact that Greek favors directness more than English, where everyday 

communication is typically realized by indirect constructions. Overall, Greek is a positive-

politeness society, while the English language is seen as reflecting negative politeness in a society 
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with social norms which restrict directness in verbal communication (Sifianou, 1992). Another 

item that also caused confusion was the second item of Task 4 (“apologies are just Christmas 

presents”) whose intended meaning participants were not in a position to understand.  

It can be concluded that, although the teaching material developed raised learners’ 

understanding of implicatures, there are further steps that need to be taken in order to help 

students gain knowledge and experience on how implicatures are recognized and produced. This 

conclusion verifies the assumption reached by Fa (2011), as mentioned in Chapter 1.3.2, that 

constant and explicit teaching of pragmatics for a long period of time can direct EFL learners' 

attention towards the target pragmatic forms and, therefore, raise their pragmatic awareness. 

Finally, an item that received several wrong answers was the third item of Task 5, where the word 

“devil” was used in a literal and a metaphorical sense. Some participants (8 learners) answered 

that the word “devil” was used literally when it was actually used metaphorically. A possible 

explanation may relate to the content of the text, namely a political text dealing with legislative 

issues that students might not have been familiar with, which caused problems to their 

understanding. Another possible reason is the higher degree of directness of Greek speakers in 

comparison with English speakers, which made participants assume that the word was used 

literally, and therefore in a direct way, rather than metaphorically (Sifianou, 1992). 

Overall, it can be concluded that the teaching material developed had clear positive results on 

raising learners’ ability to retrieve implicatures in a given context. A more elaborate presentation 

of the participants’ improvement is offered in the following section. 

4.1.4.3 Comparison with the pre-test results (pilot study) 

In this section, I compare the pre- and the post-tests of the pilot study and discuss improvements 

in the participants’ performance. As mentioned above, the comparison will be based on the mean 

values, since, as depicted in Figure 9 and Figure 15, the mean and median scores of the 

participants are very close and therefore the distribution is normal.  The first part of this section 

will be devoted to a one-to-one presentation of the results of each task followed by comparisons 

based on the participants’ individual scores.  
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As all statistical tests, my test had a null hypothesis which aimed to check its statistical 

significance (McLeod, 2019). 

Regarding the statistical power of the test, all the tasks exhibited a power higher than 0.5 and 

lower than 1 (0,5< Pr < 1), making the tests reliable enough to draw general conclusions about 

the materials I developed and increasing the probability of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis, 

as presented below.  

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.6180 

power: 

0.7460 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.7049 

power: 

0.8485 

Cohen d 

effect size:  

0.6845 

power: 

0.8272 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.7914 

power: 

0.9186 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.5472 

power: 

0.6414 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.7558 

power: 

0.8934 

Table 4: Cohen-d effect value and power of test (pilot study) 

As shown in the Table above, the task with the highest power is Task 4 (Pr      0,92), followed by 

Task 6 (Pr      0,9), Task 2 (Pr      0,85), Task 3 (Pr      0,83) and Task 1 (Pr      0,75). The task that exhibits 

the lowest power is Task 5 (Pr      0,64). These results show that there is a high likelihood of 

accepting the alternative hypothesis, as presented below.  

As for the Cohen-d effect size of the test, Cohen (1988, 1992) suggested that d ≤ 0,2 should be 

considered a ‘small’ effect size, d ≤ 0,5 a ‘medium’ effect size and d ≤ 0,8 a ‘large’ effect size. As 

Table 4 above shows, all of my tasks had a Cohen-d effect size of at least 0,5472. As depicted 

above, the task with the highest Cohen-d effect size is Task 4 (d      0,8), followed by Task 6 (d      

0,76), Task 2 (d      0,7) and Task 1 (d      0,62). The task with the lowest Cohen-d effect is Task 5 (d      

0,55). 

The Null Hypothesis (H0) of the test was the following: the scores of the participants in each task 

of the post-test will be the same as those of the pre-test. Therefore, the Alternative Hypothesis 
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(H1) was formulated as following: there is a difference (improvement) between the scores in each 

task of the pre-test and the scores in each task of the post-test. 

In order to examine the Null Hypothesis, I conducted a paired T-test per task, which proved that 

the Null Hypothesis is rejected. As in most cases (Hayes, 2019), the cutoff for refuting the Null 

Hypothesis was 0,05, that is when there is less than 5% chance to obtain these results if the Null 

Hypothesis were true. 

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6 

t test statistic:  

-2.9298 

 p: 0.0085 

t test statistic:  

-2.9341 

p: 0.0085 

t test statistic:  

-3.8326 

p: 0.0011 

t test statistic:  

-3.6834 

 p: 0.0015 

t test statistic:  

-2.6576 

 p: 0.0155 

t test statistic:  

-3.9066 

p: 0.0009 

Table 5: p-values of each task (pilot study) 

As shown in the Table above, in my analysis of the tasks of the pre- and post- tests I found that 

the p-value of each task was below 0,05. More specifically, the tasks with the lowest p-value were 

Task 6 (p=0,0009) and Task 3 (p=0,001), followed by Task 4 (p= 0,0015), Task 1 and Task 2 

(p=0,0085). The task with the highest p-value, which was, nevertheless, lower than 0,5, was Task 

5 (p=0,155), providing grounds for refuting the null hypothesis. 

As depicted in the following boxplots, the scores of all the tasks of the post-test have significantly 

improved in comparison with those of the pre-test. The task that exhibited the greatest 

improvement was Task 6 in which participants’ average score increased by 17.5% (Figure 19). 

This task concerned irony and the learners’ ability to understand an ironical utterance in a given 

context.  
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Figure 19: Boxplot of Task 6 pre-post test comparison (pilot study) 

In task 4, the participants’ scores also significantly increased (Figure 20). The participants’ scores 

improved by 16,75%, which was a strong indicator that the materials students worked with 

during the two teaching sessions, and the corpus as a source of examples used, contributed 

towards developing their ability to identify and retrieve implicatures.  

 

Figure 20: Boxplot of Task 4 pre-post test comparison (pilot study) 

Equally significant was the improvement in Tasks 1 and 2. As shown in the next two Figures 

(Figure 21 and Figure 22), in Task 1, participants’ scores increased by 15.05% and in Task 2 by 
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15.5%. During the two teaching sessions, students had the chance to work with similar tasks, 

which significantly improved their performance in them.  

 

Figure 21: Boxplot of Task 1 pre-post test comparison (pilot study) 

 

Figure 22: Boxplot of Task 2 pre-post test comparison (pilot study) 

Although Task 3 remained the task with the lowest scores in the post test stage, the average 

score improved by 16.75%. This finding indicated that the participants’ awareness of indirect 

answers was definitely enhanced (Figure 23).  
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Figure 23: Boxplot of Task 3 pre-post test comparison (pilot study) 

Finally, the task where participants exhibited the least improvement was Task 5, where they had 

to distinguish the literal from the non-literal use of a word in context (Figure 24). The participants’ 

average score improved only by 7.8%. This finding could relate to a persistent difficulty in their 

understanding of metaphors. 

 

Figure 24: Boxplot of Task 5 pre-post test comparison (pilot study) 

The next Table (Table 6) summarizes the aforementioned outcomes followed by a bar-chart 

(Figure 25) depicting the difference in scores per task.  
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TASKS 

Scores Per Task 

Pre-Test average (%) Post-Test average (%) 

TASK 1 68 83.05 

TASK 2 71.3 86.4 

TASK 3 51.15 64.39 

TASK 4 61.2 77.95 

TASK 5 67.1 74.9 

TASK 6 60 77.5 

Table 6: Average scores of the pre- and post tests (pilot study) 

 

Figure 25: Pre- and post-tests average scores (pilot study) 

The following Table (Table 7) presents the average scores per student in the pre- and post-tests.  
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STUDENTS 

Scores Per Student 

Pre-Test average (%) Post-Test average (%) 

STUDENT 1 56 73.16 

STUDENT 2 55.5 86.33 

STUDENT 3 54.33 71 

STUDENT 4 42.66 69.5 

STUDENT 5 92.33 92.33 

STUDENT 6 73.16 73.16 

STUDENT 7 69.5 71.33 

STUDENT 8 29.83 63.5 

STUDENT 9 65.16 79.16 

STUDENT 10 80.66 84.83 

STUDENT 11 31.66 62.16 

STUDENT 12 69 74.5 

STUDENT 13 54.16 80.66 

STUDENT 14 83 88.66 

STUDENT 15 73.16 82.5 

STUDENT 16 33.5 63.5 

STUDENT 17 73.16 78.83 

STUDENT 18 90.49 96.16 

STUDENT 19 54.16 69.33 

STUDENT 20 81 86.66 

Table 7: Scores per student (pilot study) 

As presented above, the performance of 2 participants (10%) remained stable (Student 5 and 

Student 6), whereas the average scores of the rest of the participants improved. Eight (40%) 

participants improved their scores by 1-10%, 4 participants (20%) performed 10-20% higher than 

in the pre-test, 2 participants (10%) improved their performance by 20-30% and 4 participants 

(20%) performed 30-40% higher than in the pre-test. It is worth mentioning that the participants 

who had the lowest scores in the pre-test were those who showed the most significant 

improvement in the post-test (Student 4: pre-test x̅=42.66%/ post-test x̅= 69.5%, Student 8: pre-

test x̅ =29.83%/ post-test x̅ = 63.5%, Student 11: pre-test x̅ =31.66%/ post-test x̅= 62.16%, Student 
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16: pre-test x̅=33.5%/ post-test x̅= 63.5%), while most of the participants who received relatively 

high scores (x̅ >70%) either had the same scores in the post-test (Student 6: pre-test x̅=73.16%/ 

post-test x̅= 73.16%) or improved their performance by less than 6% (Student 17: pre-test x̅ 

=73.16%/ post-test x̅= 78.83%, Student 18: pre-test x̅=90.49%/ post-test x̅= 96.16%). The 

following chart (Figure 26) depicts the aforementioned outcomes. 

 

Figure 26: Participants’ average scores in the pre- post tests (pilot study) 

Based on the results presented in this section, it can be concluded that the materials that 

participants were exposed to during the two teaching hours of the pilot study were of invaluable 

assistance towards improving their ability to retrieve implicatures in a given context. 

Furthermore, these results verify the conclusions of previous studies which have emphasized the 

need to raise L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness vis-a-vis the use of naturally-occurring discourse 

(Schmidt, 1993; Kasper, 1997; Rose, 2000; Eslami-Rasekh, 2005; Ifantidou, 2014). Moreover, the 

fact that the contexts of both the teaching sessions and the tests were retrieved from the corpus 

was shown to be a well-estimated choice, since learners had the chance to be exposed to real-

life materials that included various types of implicatures and increased their awareness of the 

non-literal use of language, as also observed by Park (2014). 

Overall, the pilot study could be considered as worth-pursuing and enlightening with regard to 

meeting the following goals: 
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1. To assess testing and teaching procedures in order to find out if the proposed research 

methods and instruments were appropriate. 

2. To identify practical problems and challenges related to the research procedures. 

3. To modify the main study design, materials and procedures in light of the findings of the 

pilot study (Teijlingen and Hundley, 2001). 

The implications of the pilot for the main study may be summarized as follows: 

1. The pre- and the post-tests were to be kept intact as they worked well for the participants 

and corresponded to their overall L2 level. 

2. Some of the contexts used in the teaching materials were either too easy or too difficult 

for the participants and needed certain adaptations to conform to their level of language 

proficiency, needs, preferences and learning style. 

3. More emphasis had to be placed on contexts that included indirect answers, since they 

seemed to be the type of implicature that caused the greatest confusion. 

4. More tasks conducted in pairs or groups had to be added, since they appealed more to 

the participants and raised their interest during class. 

The next section (4.2) presents the main study as it was designed and administered after the 

completion and analysis of the pilot study.  

4.2 The main study 

In the previous section, I presented the data analysis of the pre- and post- tests of the pilot study 

together with the teaching process followed in the time-period between the two tests. This 

section provides the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data collected during the main 

study, which included a language test, a pre-test on implicature, 16 teaching sessions of 15 

minutes each (approximately 2 months) and a post-test on implicature. The current section aims 

to provide evidence for the significance of inferential processing for EFL learners’ pragmatic 

development, the effectiveness of RT in designing teaching and testing materials which can 
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facilitate implicature retrieval and the advantages of explicit instruction and testing with the use 

of corpora.  

More specifically, I present the results of the language proficiency test (4.2.1) followed by the 

quantitative and qualitative analysis of the pre-test (4.2.2). In section 4.2.3., I describe the 

teaching process followed during the 16 teaching sessions and the conclusions I reached based 

on the observation of the process. Finally, I provide a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 

post-tests on implicature (4.1.4) followed by general remarks and conclusions. 

4.2.1 The language proficiency test (main study) 

The language test of the main study was the same as that of the pilot study and consisted of 25 

MCQ (multiple-choice questions) items comprising grammar and vocabulary items. As stated in 

Chapter 3.2.1.3.1, the test was retrieved from Cambridge English Assessment 

(https://www.cambridgeenglish.org /test-your-english/ for-schools/), given that it is a widely 

accepted and recognized test that is aligned with CEFR.  

In order to participate in the research, learners’ scores had to be at least 22 out of 25 (88%), 

which corresponds to a C1 EFL level, according to CEFR. The language test was distributed to 75 

students of the first grade of the same high school where the pilot study had been conducted. As 

presented in Figure 27 below, 75 learners took this test in total and only 40% of them exhibited 

the appropriate level while 60% were excluded as their English level was B2, B1, A2 or A1. 

 

Figure 27: Number of participants in the main study 
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Figures 27 and 28 show the level of the participants according to the language test they took for 

the purposes of this study. Of these, 40% participated in the study as they scored at least 22/25 

in the language test. The sample of 30 participants is considered to be “typically large enough” 

for repeatedly sampled means to be “approximately normally distributed.” This was determined 

using simulations in which means based on repeated samples of different sample sizes from 

“known” distributions were evaluated; n = 30 was the smallest sample size that tended to be 

normally distributed regardless of the underlying distribution (Corder and Foreman, 2009). 

 

Figure 28: Participants’ level of English according to CEFR (main study) 

 

4.2.2 Prior to interventions: Pre-test results (main study) 

The aim of this section is to present the quantitative results of the pre-test administered during 

the main study and a qualitative evaluation. For the purposes of the quantitative analysis, as in 

the pilot study, Anaconda was used for reasons that have been presented in section 4.1.2. 

4.2.2.1 Quantitative analysis (main study) 

In this presentation of pre-test results, I start with an analysis of each task, followed by my 

conclusions regarding the participants’ overall performance. The tasks of the pre-test of the main 

study were exactly the same as the tasks of the pre-test of the pilot study. Therefore, I will not 

describe in detail what each task required participants to do, as this has already been presented 

in section 4.1.2.1. For the purposes of the quantitative analysis of the main study tests, the mean 
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sample value (x̅) has been used. The density plots that follow aim at visualizing the distribution 

of the participants’ scores in every task. 

Task 1-implicature at word-level / synonym (Figure 29) required participants to understand the 

meaning of an adjective in a given context and choose a synonym from a list of given options 

from “a” to “d”. The task comprised 3 items. Five out of the 30 participants (16,7%) managed to 

respond correctly to all three items. Fifteen out of 30 (50%) responded correctly to 2 out of 3 

items and 10 out of 30 (33,3%) responded correctly to only 1 item (Figure 29).  

 

 

Figure 29: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (pre-test) 

Task 2-Implicature at phrase-level (Figure 30) requested participants to choose one of the options 

from “a” to “d” that best described the meaning of three implicature-phrases, namely “walking 

encyclopedia,” “my soul was bleeding” and “a weaponization of the language of diversity” as 

presented in their context of occurrence. The task included three items. Six out of the 30 

participants (20%) managed to respond correctly to all three items, 19 participants (63,3%) 

responded correctly to 2 out of 3 items and 5 out of 30 (16,7%) responded correctly to 1 item 

(Figure 30).  
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Figure 30: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (pre-test) 

Task 3-Spot the relevant answer (Figure 31) required participants to read three dialogues and 

judge whether an implied answer to a given question in the dialogue was relevant or irrelevant. 

Apart from answering, participants also needed to justify their answers by stating what the 

speakers actually meant when choosing these responses. Three participants (10%) scored 77%, 

8 participants (26,6%) scored 66%, 5 participants (16,7%) scored 55%, 4 participants (13,3%) 

scored 44%, 5 participants (16,7%) scored 33% and 5 out of the 30 participants (16,7%) scored 

22%, which was the lowest score obtained (Figure 31). 

 

Figure 31: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (pre-test) 
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Task 4-Paraphrase implicature (Figure 32) consisted of 3 items and asked participants to describe 

what the three speakers meant by the intended implicatures. Only 6 participants (20%) 

responded correctly to all the items, 12 participants (40%) managed to respond correctly to 2 out 

of the 3 items and 12 participants (40%) provided 1 correct answer (Figure 32). 

 

Figure 32: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (pre-test) 

 In Task 5-Literal/Metaphorical word (Figure 33), participants were asked to judge whether the 

use of a word in a given context was intended literally or metaphorically and justify their answers 

by explaining what the speakers meant when using that word. This task comprised 3 items (3 

pairs of contexts). The highest score in this task was 100% achieved by 1 (3,33%) participant, 

followed by 77%, achieved by 6 participants (20%). Seven students (23,4%) scored 66% while 7 

participants (23,4%) scored 55%. Out of the remaining participants, 4 (13,3%) scored 44%, 4 

(13,3%) scored 33% and 1 participant (3,33%) scored 22% (Figure 33). 
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Figure 33: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 5 (pre-test) 

The last task of the pre-test of the main study (Task 6-true/false assumption) (Figure 34) consisted 

of 4 items. Participants were asked to read four extracts and judge whether a contextual 

assumption provided in each context was true or false. Three out of the 30 participants (10%) 

responded correctly to all items, 9 participants (30%) scored 75%, 9 more participants (30%) 

scored 50% and 9 participants (30%) scored 25%. Figure 34 summarizes the aforementioned 

results. 

 

Figure 34: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 6 (pre-test) 
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As depicted in the following boxplot (Figure 35), which summarizes the pre-test results of the 

main study, the tasks with the highest median scores were tasks 1, 2 and 4 with a median value 

M= 66%.  

 

Figure 35: Boxplot of the pre-test per Task (main study) 

More specifically, in Task 1, the interquartile range is between 33% and 66%, with the majority 

of the scores appearing in the lower quartile. The highest score achieved in this task is 100% and 

the lowest is 33%. Task 4 has exactly the same distribution as Task 1 with the same median scores, 

interquartile range, minimum and maximum scores. As depicted in Figure 36, these two tasks 

yielded very close average scores (Task 1 x̅= 60.7%/ Task 4 x̅= 57.3%), showing that these two 

tasks were found almost equally challenging by the participants. As for Task 2, it exhibits two 

strong outliers, one above the median score with a value of 100%, achieved by 5 participants and 

one below the median score with a value of 33%, achieved by 6 participants. Tasks 3 and 5 also 

share the same median score (M=55%) and the same minimum (22%) and maximum (77%) 

scores. The interquartile range of Task 3 is situated between 33% and 66% while Task 5 exhibits 

a more normal distribution with the upper quartile ranging between 66% and 55% and the lower 

quartile ranging from 55% to 44%. Finally, Task 6 presents the largest deviation between the 

maximum and the minimum scores (minimum score: 25%/ maximum score: 100%). The 
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distribution of this task is also normal, with the upper quartile ranging from 75% to 50% and the 

lower quartile ranging from 50% to 25%. 

Overall, based on the above boxplot (Figure 35) and the average scores (Figure 36 below) of the 

pre-test of the main study, it can be concluded that the task which caused the greatest difficulty 

to the participants was Task 3, since their average score in this task was approximately 50% (x̅= 

49.5%) followed by Task 6 with the average score of approximately 55% (x̅= 54.2%). Tasks 1, 4 

and 5 could be deemed to be easier, since their average scores were approximately 60% (Task 1 

x̅= 60.7%/ Task 4 x̅= 57.3%/ Task 5 x̅= 57.6%). Finally, the least challenging was Task 2, since its 

average score was 65%. Figure 36 below depicts the mean scores of each task. 

 

Figure 36: Main study-average scores of the pre-test per Task 

 

4.2.2.2 Qualitative analysis (main study) 

A general observation with regard to the pre-test is that the same tasks that were found to be 

more difficult in the pilot study were also those that exhibited the lowest percentages of scores 

in the main study. Moreover, the degree of difficulty of the tasks (from the highest to the lowest 

scores) was found to be the same as that in the pilot study. The task where participants obtained 

the highest scores was Task 2, followed by Task 1, Task 5 and Task 4. Finally, the tasks with the 

lowest performance were Task 6 and Task 3.  
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More specifically, Task 3-spot the relevant answer caused the greatest difficulty to the 

participants. Only 16 out of the 30 participants managed to score higher than 50%, while none of 

them managed to score higher than 77% and approximately half of them provided no justification 

for their answers. As in the pilot study, the justification-part of the task was not meant to check 

the participants’ meta-pragmatic knowledge and, therefore, no meta-language was required. 

Some examples of the participants’ correct responses to the dialogue are: “Q: Can you give me 

some simple specifics? A: How old are you?” were “speaker B implies that that the question from 

speaker A is somehow stupid” or “the answer implies that the question is rather childish and 

should not be asked.” However, some of the participants answered that only a ‘yes/no’ answer 

would be relevant to a ‘yes/no’ question while others mentioned that it is inappropriate to use a 

question to answer another question.  

Previous attempts to interpret learners’ responses to indirect yes/no answers have been small-

scale studies (sample of 25 conversations) (Green and Carberry, 1999). Nevertheless, recent 

interest in language comprehension problems in relation to metaphors (Wang et al., 2019), as 

well as in relation to yes/no question-answering (Choi et al., 2018; Clark and Wilson, 2019), have 

created a conducive environment for revisiting this issue. The conclusion drawn is that either 

learners’ willingness to be precise to what they are asked may lead them to the wrong perception 

that any answer except for a direct ‘yes/no’ response is irrelevant or it may indicate lack of 

understanding.   

Secondly, Task 6- True/False assumptions was the second-lowest task in terms of mean scores. 

In the post-test interviews administered, some of the participants reported that they had 

assumed that the phrases in bold, namely “thanks for the help guys,” “I handed in my 

masterpiece,” “never been better,” “Christmas is the happiest day of the year,” would suffice in 

order to understand whether given assumptions were true or false. In other words, they 

underestimated the importance of the context as a whole. Examples of incorrect answers are: 

“his friends were indeed helpful,” “the speaker believes that his work is indeed of good quality,” 

“the speaker in a very good mood,” “the speaker loves Christmas.” Again, as shown in the pilot 

study, underestimation of the context may lead speakers to wrong assumptions regarding the 

interpretation of utterances (Langacker, 1999).  
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The third most difficult was Task 4-Paraphrase implicature which focused on the students’ ability 

to paraphrase three metaphorical phrases, namely “she was an orange,” “the world was his 

oyster,” “I am the bread of life.” Given that this task included three metaphors that were not 

widely used, the context provided would presumably play a greater role in the interpretation 

process. Indeed, the students exhibited considerable difficulty in comparison with Task 1- 

implicature at-word-level/synonym and Task 5-Literal/Metaphorical word, which treated 

concepts that participants were probably more familiar with (e.g., “dead-end” = condition with 

no future, “insane hours” = very long hours). It is clear that for the metaphors in Tasks 1 and 5, 

positive language transfer facilitated participants’ understanding of the meaning of equivalent 

metaphors in Greek (e.g. “η κατάσταση είναι απαραίτητη”, “δουλεύει τρελές ώρες”). Positive 

transfer occurs when areas of similarity between the two languages facilitate learning (Corder, 

1983), as in the case of the metaphor “she's a dainty little doll” in which the Greek equivalent of 

the word “doll” (κούκλα) is used to refer to a beautiful woman. There are a number of reasons 

for language teachers, linguists and instructional designers to consider more closely the issue of 

positive language transfer, especially within pragmatics. Clearly, the teaching of pragmatics 

becomes more effective through consideration of similarities between languages and, certainly, 

between cultures (Yu, 2004).  

Lastly, Task 2- Implicature at phrase level exhibited the highest average scores. As in the pre-test 

of the pilot study, participants were probably already familiar with the two first phrases in bold 

(“walking encyclopedia” and “my soul was bleeding”), since there are similar metaphors in Greek 

(“κινούμενη εγκυκλοπαίδεια,” “η ψυχή μου μάτωνε”), but less so in the case of the more creative 

metaphor (“weaponization of the language of diversity”), possibly due to the more formal and 

abstract vocabulary involved. Therefore, the current research focuses mainly on suggesting 

means to overcome understanding problems with novel, non-positively transferred implicatures, 

as presented in Chapter 4.3.2 (The teaching material). 

Overall, the pre-test results of the main study verified the conclusion reached during the pilot 

study, namely that the learners’ ability to understand implicatures in a variety of contexts needs 

to be improved through their exposure to authentic material, such as the material retrieved from 

COCA.  
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The next section (4.2.3) presents the teaching material I developed in this direction using RT in 

order to activate learners’ pragmatic awareness and understanding of implicatures in a given 

context.  

4.2.3 The teaching material (main study) 

 
The aim of this section is to present, on the one hand, the outcomes of using the teaching 

material and, on the other hand, the process followed in the main study. During the design of the 

present research, the original plan was that I, the researcher, would be present in at least 8 out 

of the 16 sessions of the main study while the regular teacher of the class would be delivering 

the lesson. The process of classroom observation was deemed to be essential in order to render 

meaningful the incorporation of the new material taught for the purposes of its implementation 

in this and future educational or research environments.  

Observation is the most commonly used method, especially in studies related to educational and 

behavioral sciences. It is a scientific tool for researchers who aim to record the educational and 

behavioral patterns of learners without questioning or making them feel tested (McDonough and 

Shaw, 2003). Classroom observation commonly includes a researcher sitting in class and 

recording the teaching practices and the learners’ reactions while eventually engaging in 

discussion with the teacher of the class. It provides teachers with constructive critical feedback 

in order to improve their classroom management and instructional techniques (Shin and 

Crandall, 2013). For me, it was important to observe the classroom interaction among the 

learners in order to evaluate the learning opportunities students were exposed to and evaluate 

the effectiveness of the material used towards the improvement of their pragmatic awareness. 

The type of observation I aimed to follow was the non-participant observation, during which the 

researcher observes but does not participate in the teaching process (Centra, 1993). However, 

due to the unexpected COVID-19 measures at the time of research, this was not possible and, 

therefore, the results are entirely based on the observations registered by the teacher of the 

class and the analysis of the participants’ hardcopies, which were scanned and sent to me via 

email by their teacher. 



 

140 
 

As has been already mentioned in Chapter 3, for the purposes of the main study I decided to 

devote the last 15 minutes of 16 teaching sessions, spreading over a period of approximately 2 

months, to the usage of the material I had developed for the same Greek high school where the 

pilot study had taken place (2nd Lykeio of Piraeus). I made this choice for two main reasons. Given 

previous intervention studies on pragmatic meaning in EFL (Davies, 2004; Sessarego, 2009; 

Dastjerdi and Rezvani, 2010; Farahian, Rezaee and Gholami, 2012), which included at least 10 

teaching sessions on the explicit teaching of pragmatics, I considered that this was an adequate 

time period in order to draw conclusions concerning the impact of the materials on the 

improvement of the students’ ability to retrieve implicatures. Secondly, the idea of devoting the 

entire lesson (45 minutes) to the materials I created could not be realized, since the class had to 

follow a specific syllabus based on the content of the book, as determined by the Ministry of 

Education. As Kasper (1997) suggested, I employed various techniques and tasks that could prove 

useful for EFL learners’ pragmatic development, such as student-discovery procedures and real-

life material. I also included tasks where participants had to identify the implicatures and analyze 

their meaning (comprehension tasks) and also tasks where students had to produce their own 

implicatures (production tasks).  

My constant point of reference for the development of the current materials was Ifantidou’s 

(2014) original testing of pragmatic awareness and implicatures using newspaper editorials. The 

twofold character of media texts, such as editorials or news articles, as informative and opinion 

texts makes them a genre which lends itself well to being a testbed for extensive pragmatic 

inference. Ifantidou (2014), argued extensively on implicatures being more complex and 

cognitively a more demanding task compared to isolated speech acts and conventional routine 

formulae, where the largest body of research has been conducted (Ifantidou, 2011a,b , 2013a, 

b), and proposed a more adequate model of assessment of pragmatic awareness. After several 

years of teaching and designing two academic courses offered by the Department of English 

Language and Literature in the 1st (Academic Discourse) and 4th (Genres of English) semesters of 

studies, this model was administered to 718 undergraduate students. Her emphasis lied on 

pragmatic effects (presuppositions, implicatures) of linguistic choices by the author rather than 

on a taxonomy of grammatical prescriptive frameworks of grammar.  
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In a series of studies, Ifantidou’s results (2011, 2013 a,b) suggested that conceptual markers, such 

as lexical indicators of epistemic modality or evidentiality indicating the reliability of information, 

can be acquired in control and experimental conditions depending on participants’ level of 

language proficiency. On the other hand, figurative utterances were shown to consistently yield 

the lowest scores under control and experimental conditions when assessed in the context of 

newspaper editorials. 

The development of the materials presented below was modelled on the basis of the 

aforementioned ideas; however, to also further the scope of the research, not only newspaper 

editorials but also texts from other contexts (fiction, informal dialogues, plays) were used, which 

were retrieved from the corpus. Next, I will present the results of each task separately and, finally, 

the conclusions regarding the teaching process. 

4.2.3.1. Presentation of results for each teaching task (main study): A qualitative analysis 

The tasks that are presented below were designed following a context-based approach to 

teaching. Overall, they aspire to foster more positive attitudes to foreign language learning and 

inspire learners to become more actively involved in the learning process (Walters, 2006; Yopp 

and Yopp, 2007). 

Task 1 required participants to read two extracts in which the word “amazing” was used ironically 

and choose one from a list of given options from “a” to “d” as the one which could best substitute 

it. Moreover, they were asked to justify their choice by explaining why they found this specific 

word more appropriate than the other words. This task was conducted individually, and 5 

participants were randomly chosen to share their answers in class. Two of them responded 

correctly to both items and adequately justified their answers (e.g., Student 1: “the writer uses 

the word “amazing” to express an irony towards people,” Student 2: “the writer chooses the word 

“amazing” in order to show in an indirect way that he was disappointed by this action). Two more 

participants also managed to choose the correct option without, however, adequately justifying 

their choice (e.g., Student 3: “the writer made this choice because he wanted to be politer,” 

Student 4: “the writer wants to show that what happened can have not only a positive but also a 
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negative sense”). Finally, one participant did not manage to choose the correct option or provide 

a proper justification.  

Task 2 consisted of two parts. The first one was conducted individually and asked participants to 

underline the irony in a given context while the second one was conducted in pairs and asked 

participants to create two examples where a word of their choice could be used in a sense 

different to its literal meaning. For the first part, 3 participants shared their answers and 2 of 

them underlined the correct phrase. For the second part of the task, a few students asked for 

clarifications regarding what they had to do. Once everything had been explained, 3 pairs of 

participants shared the examples they had created. All their answers were ironical utterances 

(e.g., student 1: you put salt instead of sugar in the cake; your cooking is so good that you have 

to go to Masterchef, Student 2: your grade at the test was so high that your parents will go to 

hospital once they see it).  

Task 3 did not seem to cause any difficulty to the participants, since they conducted it very fast 

and without asking for further clarifications. This task asked participants to read two contexts 

and judge whether the given contextual assumptions were true or false (e.g. the phrase 

“magnificent Trump” was used to refer to Trump in a positive manner). Four participants 

answered correctly. During the class discussion that followed, some participants noted that the 

speakers intended to be ironical in order to express their criticism of the situations in question.  

Worth mentioning is the fact that the participants were in a position to use metalanguage, 

although they had not been asked to. This may be an indicator of the fact that the two previous 

teaching sessions on irony had an influence on the students’ awareness of how ironies are used 

and what their effects can be in verbal communication.  

Similarly, Task 4 was not found particularly difficult. This task provided students with a 7-line 

context of an informal dialogue between a journalist and a former prisoner, which they were 

asked to read individually and spot the writer’s opinion about the hygiene conditions in a prison. 

This task was inspired by Ifantidou’s (2014) pragmatic awareness task on implicatures, in which 

students were asked to identify the author’s opinion (in favor or against), as presented in the 

newspaper editorial. Five participants were randomly chosen to share their answers, and all of 
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them answered correctly that the writer’s opinion was negative. However, 2 of them did not 

mention in the justification of their answers the irony that was conveyed. For this reason, the 

teacher had to make an additional remark on that and draw their attention to it.  

Although the aforementioned tasks, which focused on irony, did not cause any particular 

problems to the learners, the next tasks (Tasks 5-8), which focused on indirect answers, elicited 

different reactions. This outcome was expected, since a number of studies on second language 

(L2) acquisition of irony indicate that learners both use and recognize verbal irony in the target 

language with relative ease in comparison with other cases of non-literal language. They also 

suggest that the ability to understand irony increases with greater language proficiency given the 

provision of adequate context (Bell, 2005, 2006). 

More specifically, participants found it difficult to complete Task 5 individually and asked for the 

teacher’s assistance a couple of times. This task required learners to judge whether a given 

answer was relevant or irrelevant to a given question. Although the answer was relevant, 3 out 

of the 5 participants who raised their hands answered that it was not. Moreover, the 2 

participants who answered correctly did not manage to explain why the speaker provided an 

indirect answer. Some of their responses were: “Speaker B wants to answer but he can’t choose 

the proper words” or “the answer is a way speaker B uses in order to answer and change subject 

at the same time”. Given the participants’ mistakes in the task, the teacher had to provide them 

with extra examples and clarifications before moving on to the next task.  

Task 6, required participants to retrieve what they had learnt about indirect questions during the 

previous session and, this time, use this knowledge more creatively in order to form their own 

indirect answers. As Trimmer (2004) has previously shown, production tasks, such as this one, 

are useful as they require learners to activate their existing knowledge and produce their own 

meaningful texts. The teachers can also make use of writing tasks in class in order to check 

students’ ability to relate to the constructs or processes in the simulated context of the target 

language (Ascensión, 2005; Cohen and Upton, 2007). The previous tasks, together with the 

teacher’s additional examples retrieved from the corpus, were found useful, since the learners 

had grasped the concept of indirect answers and were able to produce their own. Three pairs of 
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participants were chosen to share their dialogues in class. Successful instances of their indirect 

answers are illustrated below:  

Speaker A: Would you like to go for a walk tonight? 

Speaker B: The weather is going to be awful. 

Speaker A: Shall we go to a restaurant then? 

Speaker B: Yes, I feel this is a better idea. 

Speaker A: Ok, I’ll pick you up at 9:00 

Speaker B: Great! 

Task 7 provided participants with questions retrieved from the corpus and asked them to give 

indirect answers to these questions. Six participants were chosen to share their answers in class, 

and only 2 of them managed to provide correct indirect answers to the given questions. Two 

participants provided suitable answers to 1 of the 2 questions and 2 more provided direct rather 

than indirect answers to the given questions. For example, some of the correct indirect answers 

were: “-What is your opinion? -What a nice weather! (indicating that the speaker does not want 

to express her negative opinion)” “-What is your opinion of the new secretary? -Well, she is new 

(indicating that he has not formed an opinion yet); some of the incorrect answers were: “-What 

is your opinion? -I don’t have one”, “-What is your opinion of the new secretary? -She is very good 

at her job”. 

The last task on indirect answers (Task 8) was meant to be conducted in pairs. The first participant 

of each pair had to write a question and the second student had to provide an indirect answer to 

it. After that, the first participant had to guess what the actual meaning of the answer was. Some 

of the participants had difficulty understanding the instructions for the task and asked the 

teacher for clarifications. After clarifying any issues, the participants worked in pairs for a couple 

of minutes and, after that, shared their answers in class. Three pairs of participants were chosen 

to answer and 2 of them provided correct answers (Student 1: Do you like Maria? Student 2: Does 

the Earth move? /Student 1: Have you studied for the test? Student 2: I hope that my luck works 
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this time), while one pair provided a direct rather than an indirect answer (Student 1: Will you 

come to the party? Student 2: Unfortunately, I have other things to do). 

The next group of tasks (Task 9 to Task 12) concerned metaphors and did not cause any difficulty 

to the participants. Task 9 provided them with two extracts, each containing a metaphor, which 

were retrieved from the corpus. The participants had to explain the meaning of the metaphors 

by paraphrasing. Four participants were chosen to share their answers in class and 2 answered 

correctly. The other 2 participants provided one correct answer (Student 1: “silence is sunshine 

where company is clouds” means that sometimes it is better to remain quiet rather than talk to 

people who do not understand you). 

Task 10 required participants to read three pairs of sentences where a word was used in a literal 

and a metaphorical sense. The learners conducted the task relatively fast and all the students 

who raised their hands to answer provided correct answers. Nevertheless, a few of them were 

unable to explain the meaning of the metaphorical words and asked for the teacher’s assistance.  

Task 11 was based on the previous task and required participants to work in pairs. For the first 

part of this task, they had to think of animals which can be used in a metaphorical sense. All 

participants provided correct responses (Student 1: He is a loyal dog to his manager/ Student 2: 

the little kangaroos jumped in the playground/ Student 3: my sister, the snake, is always saying 

things behind my back). The relative ease with which participants treated this task could be 

explained based on Hart and Long’s (2011) evolutionary analysis of making and partaking in 

stories. According to this study, children from a very young age get used to metaphorizing animals 

when role-playing with puppets or listening to their caretakers’ fairytales and stories. Animal 

metaphors have long been used as a powerful tool for framing children’s relationship with the 

environment and for assisting them in understanding human character traits that can be related 

to animal behaviors (e.g., The metaphor of an “ant” is used to describe a hard-working person).  

For the second part of this task, they had to think of other entities that can be used 

metaphorically to refer to humans. This part caused greater difficulty to the participants; 2 out 

of the 4 who were chosen to answer in class provided correct answers (Student 1: Mary was an 

ice statue sitting in front of us/ Student 2: His wife was the angel of his life), while the other 2 did 
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not do so (Student 3: she was the best thing that had ever happened to him/ Student 4: she was 

singing like a professional). 

Task 12 was shown to be the most challenging among those concerning metaphor. It asked 

participants to read four extracts, together with a given contextual assumption about each 

context, and underline the phrases from which the assumptions were derived. Not only did the 

participants find the time given inadequate to complete the task, but they also asked for several 

clarifications as they could not understand the meaning of certain words in the linguistic context. 

For this reason, only half of the task was completed with the teacher’s assistance and further 

explanations were provided in order to help them understand the meaning of unknown linguistic 

elements.  

The last group of tasks (Task 13 to Task 16) concenred hyperboles. This group of tasks was found 

less demanding compared to irony. This might be due to the fact that, as Colston and Gibbs (2002) 

concluded, it generally takes longer to understand irony than it takes to understand hyperbole, 

which, as they argue, relates to ‘metarepresentational reasoning’, an extra layer of the speaker 

saying something false (Wilson and Sperber, 2012). Therefore, the hearer needs to process the 

false statement first (Happé, 1993). According to Carston (2002) and other researchers (Wilson 

and Carston, 2006), irony is understood at a later age compared to hyperboles and metaphors. 

The fact that metaphor, hyperbole and irony are understood at different ages suggests that there 

are different mechanisms that are deemed to be responsible for interpreting each, possibly due 

to the ‘different cognitive and pragmatic demands’ that irony, hyperbole and metaphor make 

(Colston and Gibbs’s, 2002) and the fact that irony goes through different, and probably more 

demanding, interpretation mechanisms from those involved in metaphor and hyperbole 

(Carston, 2002; Wilson and Carston, 2006) 

More specifically, for Task 13 participants were provided with two contexts, each of which 

contained one hyperbole. They were asked to identify it, explain what the speaker intended to 

convey and what they aimed to succeed with the use of the hyperbole. As indicated, participants 

did not encounter any difficulty while completing this task, although a number of them asked the 

teacher to explain a few unknown words. Five participants raised their hands to answer and 4 of 
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them provided correct answers (Student 1: the speaker uses this phrase in order to exaggerate 

on the number of times he has repeated the phrase. /Student 2: the speaker wants to pay more 

emphasis on how fast the runner is). 

Task 14 required participants to work in pairs and distinguish between the literal and the 

metaphorical meaning of the phrase “with a feather.” Following a short introduction on the 

difference between the literal and the metaphorical meaning of similar phrases retrieved from 

the corpus, the teacher allowed participants a few minutes - and extra time upon request - to 

complete the task silently. Four pairs of participants were chosen to share their answers in class 

and 3 of them pointed out that, although they could understand that the phrase “with a feather” 

was used metaphorically, they could not ascertain what the speaker actually meant by its use. As 

a result, the teacher read the contexts aloud and provided learners with further explanations. 

Task 15 was a production task that required participants to work in pairs and think of five phrases 

that could be used to exaggerate. Although some learners asked the teacher for clarifications on 

what they were required to do, all of the pairs worked well and 4 out of them were chosen to 

share their answers in class. Most of their answers were correct, apart from a pair of participants 

who produced the superlative forms of adjectives instead of hyperboles (Student 1: This is the 

worst girl I have ever met/ My mum is the best cook in the whole world). Some of the answers 

included responses such as “she is so thin that she will be taken by the wind” or “John is weak, he 

can’t even lift an ant”.  

In the last task (Task 16), participants were asked to underline the hyperboles in the contexts 

provided and explain why a hyperbole served the communicative intention of the speaker in that 

context. With the exception of 3 participants, who asked the teacher to explain certain unknown 

words, the rest of the class worked quickly, and 4 participants who answered in class provided 

both correct answers and proper justifications. 

Based on the teaching materials used and the progress that the participants made throughout 

the process, as revealed by the post-test results, it can be concluded that the materials which 

were created based on the corpus were actually useful. They assisted the learners’ understanding 

of conversational implicatures and their ability to identify and explain them in a given context.   
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Finally, based on the participants’ answers, it can be concluded that tasks which concerned 

indirect answers caused the greatest difficulty. Although most participants could realize that the 

answers given were indirect, very few of them were in a position to explain what the speakers 

actually meant by using them. However, with the teacher’s explanations and additional 

examples, they were able to make improvements on this task.  

It should be noted that during the teaching sessions, no problems of time- or class-management 

were reported while none of the participants exhibited reluctance to conduct the tasks or 

participate in class-discussion. 

In this section, I have provided a qualitative analysis of the process of the teaching administered. 

Next, I shall present the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the post-test results and compare 

them with those of the pre-test in order to assess the effectiveness of the interventions and the 

materials described above.  

4.2.4 Post-test results (main study) 

In this section, I present the results of the post-test of the main study in a quantitative and 

qualitative frame of analysis after the interventions were administered. In order to analyze the 

data quantitatively, as in the pre-test analysis, Anaconda (see section 4.1.2) was used. Upon 

completion of the presentation of the pre- and the post-test results, a detailed comparison 

between the two will be offered in section 4.2.4.3.  For the purposes of the quantitative analysis, 

the mean sample value (x̅) has been used. These values were important in order to make 

comparisons between the participants’ performances in the pre- and the post-tests. 

 

4.2.4.1 Quantitative analysis (main study) 

In the current section, each task is discussed separately, followed by conclusions regarding the 

participants’ overall performance in all tasks. Since the post-test includes the same tasks as the 

pre-test, I will not repeat the instructions for each task but focus on the participants’ performance 

instead.  
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In Task 1- implicature at-word-level/ synonym (Figure 37) 18 out of the 30 participants (60%) 

responded correctly to all 3 items. Eleven participants (36.6%) answered correctly to 2 out of 3 

items and 1 participant (3.33%) answered correctly to only 1 item.  

 

Figure 37: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 1 (post-test) 

 In Task2 -Implicature at phrase-level (Figure 38) 18 out of the 30 participants (60%) responded 

correctly to all 3 items while 11 participants (36.6%) managed to answer correctly to 2 out of 3 

items. Finally, 1 participant answered correctly to 1 out of 3 items (3.33%). 

 

Figure 38: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 2 (post-test) 
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In Task 3 -Spot the relevant answer (Figure 39), 3 participants (10%) scored 100%, 12 participants 

(40%) scored 77%, 9 (30%) participants scored 66%, 3 participants (10%) scored 55%, 2 

participants (6.66%) scored 44% and 1 participant (3.33%) scored 33%. 

 

Figure 39: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 3 (post-test) 

In Task 4-Paraphrase implicature (Figure 40), 19 out of the 30 participants (63.3%) responded 

correctly to all items in the task and 11 participants (36.6%) provided 2 correct answers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 40: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 4 (post-test) 
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In Task5 - Literal/Metaphorical word (Figure 41), 5 participants (16.6%) scored 100%, 3 

participants (10%) scored 88%, 10 participants (33.3%) scored 77% and 7 participants (23.3%) 

scored 66%. Three participants (10%) scored 55% and 2 participants (6.66%) scored 44%. 

 

Figure 41: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 5 (post-test) 

Finally, in Task 6 -True/false assumption (Figure 42), 10 participants (33.3%) responded correctly 

to all items, 13 participants (43.3%) scored 75%, 6 participants scored 50% and 1 participant 

(3.33%) scored 25%. Overall, only 1 participant scored below 50%. 

 

Figure 42: Main study-participants’ scores distribution in Task 6 (post-test) 
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The following boxplot (Figure 43) presents the median scores of the participants as well as the 

distribution of the scores in every task.  

 

Figure 43: Boxplot of the post-test per Task (main study) 

It is depicted that, as in the pilot study, Tasks 3 and 4 caused the greatest difficulty to the 

participants. The maximum value of Task 3 is 77%, its M value is 72%, and its Interquartile Range 

(IQR) spreads between 77% and 66%, making the distribution normal. This task also exhibits two 

outliers, a strong one with a score of 100%, achieved by 3 participants and a weak one with a 

score of 44%, achieved by 2 participants. The M value of Task 4 approximates that of Task 3 (Task 

4 M= 66%), but exhibits a different distribution.  

More specifically, Task 4 is positively skewed, as its IQR ranges from 66% to 100%, with a 

maximum value of 100% and a minimum value of 33%. Tasks 5 and 6 also share the same median 

value (M= 77%), but different IQRs, minimum and maximum scores. Task 5 is negatively skewed, 

with an IQR ranging from 66% to 77%, a maximum score of 88% and a minimum score of 55%. It 

is also worth mentioning that this task exhibits the same outliers as Task 3. It exhibits a strong 

outlier with a value of 100%, achieved by 5 participants and a weak one with a value of 44%, 

achieved by 2 participants. Task 6 is positively skewed, with its IQR ranging from 77% to 100%, a 

maximum score of 100% and a minimum score of 50%. Finally, Tasks 1 and 2 were found less 

challenging as they share a very high median score (M= 100%), the same IQR ranging from 66% 

to 77% and the same maximum score with a value of 100%.  
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These tasks also exhibit the highest average scores, as depicted in Figure 44 (Task 1 x̅= 85.3%/ 

Task 2 x̅= 87.5%), followed by Task 6 (x̅= 76,6%) and Tasks 4,5 and 6 (Task 4 x̅=76.3%, Task 5 x̅= 

74.9% and Task 3 x̅=70.1).9 

 

Figure 44: Main study-average scores of the post-test per Task 

 

4.2.4.2 Qualitative analysis (main study) 

As observed in the analysis of the results of the pilot study, despite the fact that the post-test 

provided evidence for improvement compared to the pre-test, the types of mistakes that 

participants made followed similar patterns. Moreover, the post-study verified previous studies, 

such as Taguchi’s (2010) and Kim’s (2017), according to which regardless of proficiency 

differences, learners are able to seek the relevance of the speaker’s implied meaning based on 

context. Taguchi (2015) emphasized the benefits of explicit instruction over other teaching 

methods. She also provided evidence from previous research (Alcon, 2005; Martinez-Flor, 2007; 

Gholamia and Aghaib, 2012; Rajabia et al., 2015) that certain pragmatic phenomena, such as 

implicatures, cannot be automatically acquired by learners until they are introduced to them 

during pragmatic instruction. 

                                                             
9 It is worth mentioning that although the post-tests on implicature of both the pilot and the main studies had 
significantly improved, it was not the same tasks that exhibited equal improvement. This could possibly be due 
either to the fact that different time periods had passed between the teaching sessions and the post-tests of the 
two studies or to idiosyncratic reasons which do not constitute the focus of the current research. 
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As in the pilot study, participants exhibited the highest scores in Tasks 1 and 2. These required 

participants to choose from a list of given options from “a” to “d” the answer that best described 

the implicatures derived from the given contexts. The fact that this task was in MCQ form, which 

is a type of task that is generally considered easy by learners (Xu, Kauer and Tupy, 2016), together 

with the fact that no justification for the answers was requested, were probably the main reasons 

for the participants’ relatively high scores. 

Participants encountered the greatest difficulty in Task 3, which concerned indirect answers. 

However, this time the item that received the fewest correct answers was not the third item of 

the task, as was the case in the pilot study, but rather the second item, in which Speaker B 

answered with a question to the question posed by Speaker A (Speaker A: What did you say about 

me in your journal? Speaker B. Wait…can I please explain?). As in the pilot study, many 

participants answered that they considered it inappropriate to use a question to answer another 

question and, thus, they considered the answer as irrelevant. As mentioned in Chapter 4.1.4.2., 

this is probably connected with the fact that Greek is a language that favors directness more than 

English, where everyday communication is typically realized by indirect expressions. Moreover, 

Greece has been characterized as a society with positive-politeness, while in the English society 

social norms restrict directness in verbal communication (Sifianou, 1992). 

Another item which caused confusion was the third item of Task 4 (“Life is a ball of wool”), whose 

intended meaning was that our life’s events unravel like the threads of a wool ball. However, 

participants were not in a position to understand it. Many of them falsely assumed that what the 

speaker actually meant was that a person could shape their life as they wished, as someone may 

do with a ball of wool. This assumption was possibly reached by the participants based on their 

creative thinking and imagination, or their past experience.  

Finally, the third item of Task 5, where the word “devil” was used in a literal and a metaphorical 

sense both in the pilot and the main studies, received several wrong answers. This time 13 

participants answered that the word “devil” was used literally when it actually carried a 

metaphorical meaning. As mentioned in Chapter 4.1.4.2, a possible explanation could be the fact 

that the text in which the word appeared was a political text with rather demanding vocabulary 
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that participants might not have been familiar with. Another explanation might relate to the fact 

that the Greek language has a higher degree of directness in comparison with English and, 

therefore, the participants assumed that the word was used in a direct way to express its literal 

meaning rather than a metaphorical one (Sifianou, 1992). 

Further details regarding the types of implicatures that were investigated in the current study 

and the reasons for this choice are provided in Chapter 5.2. Before that, I shall present the results 

of the additional questionnaire distributed to the participants, which aimed at investigating the 

participants’ degree of contact with English during the quarantine period as well as additional 

contributing factors to their developing pragmatic awareness.  

4.2.4.3 Comparison with the pre-test results (main study) 

In this section, I compare the pre- and the post-tests of the main study and discuss the 

improvement in the participants’ performance after the interventions were administered in a 

period of 8 weeks. As mentioned before, the comparison is based on the mean values, since, as 

depicted in Figures 43 and 44, the mean and median scores of the participants converge and, 

therefore, the distribution is normal. The first part of this section is devoted to a one-to-one 

presentation of the results of each task followed by comparisons based on the participants’ 

individual scores.  

As with all inferential statistical tests, my test involves a null hypothesis which aims to check its 

statistical significance (McLeod, 2019).  

Regarding the statistical power of the test10, all the tasks exhibited a power higher than 0.5 and 

lower than 1 (0.5< Pr < 1), making the tests reliable enough to draw general conclusions about 

the materials I developed and increasing the probability of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis, 

as presented below (Table 8).  

 

                                                             
10 A test statistic is the value used in a hypothesis test to decide whether to support or reject a null hypothesis. This 
statistic compares data from an experiment or sample to the results expected from the null hypothesis (Berger, 
Casella,2001). 
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Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6 

Cohen d 

effect size:  

1.1516 

power: 

1.0000 

Cohen d 

effect size:  

1.0793 

power: 

0.9999 

Cohen d 

effect size:  

1.2394 

power: 

1.0000 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.5652 

power: 

0.8489 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.9710 

power: 

0.9993 

Cohen d 

effect size: 

0.9742 

power: 

0.9993 

Table 8: Cohen-d effect value and power of the test (main study) 

As shown in Table 8 above, the tasks with the highest power are Tasks 1 and 3 (Pr = 1), followed 

by Task 2 (Pr      1), Tasks 5 and 6 (Pr      0.999) and Task 4 (Pr      0.85).  These results show that there 

is an increased likelihood of accepting the alternative hypothesis, as presented below.  

In regard to the Cohen-d effect size of the test, Cohen and Ishihara (2005a, 2005b) suggested 

that d ≤ 0,2 should be considered a ‘small’ effect size, d ≤ 0,5 a ‘medium’ effect size and d ≤ 0,8 a 

‘large’ effect size. As shown in the previous Table, all my tasks have a Cohen-d effect size of at 

least 0.5652. As depicted above, the task with the highest Cohen-d effect size is Task 3 (d      1.24), 

followed by Task 1 (d      1.15), Task 2 (d      1.08), Task 6 (d      0.974) and Task 5 (d      0.971). The task 

with the lowest Cohen-d effect is Task 4 (d      0.57). 

The Null Hypothesis (H0) of the test is the following: the scores of the participants in each task of 

the post-test will be the same as those of the pre-test. Therefore, the Alternative Hypothesis (H1) 

is formed as follows: there is a difference (improvement) between the scores in each task of the 

pre-test and the scores in each task of the post-test. 

In order to examine the Null Hypothesis, I conducted a paired T-test per task, which rejected the 

Null Hypothesis. As in most cases (Hayes, 2019), the cutoff for refuting the Null Hypothesis for 

the purposes of this analysis was 0,05, that is when there is less than 5% chance to obtain these 

results if the Null Hypothesis were true.  
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Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6 

t test statistic:   

-6.2867 

 p: 7.2744e-07 

t test statistic:  

-5.8421  

p: 2.4580e-06 

t test statistic:  

-7.1813 

p: 6.6286e-06 

t test statistic:  

-3.4973  

 p: 0.0015 

t test statistic:  

-7.4732 

 p: 3.0912e-08 

t test statistic:  

-6.4959 

p: 4.1251e-07 

Table 9: p-values of each task (main study) 

As shown in Table 9 above, the analysis of the tasks in the pre- and post- tests, has shown that 

the p-value of each task is below 0,05 (e.g.: p-value: 0.00000072744). More specifically, the task 

with the lowest p-value is Task 5 (p=3.0912e-08), followed by Task 1 (p=7.2744e-07) and Task 6 

(p=4.1251e-07). Task 2 had p= 6.6286e-06 and Task 2 p= 2.4580e-06. The task with the highest p-

value, which is, nevertheless, significantly lower than 0,5, is Task 4 (p=0.0015), providing grounds 

for refuting the null hypothesis. 

As depicted in the following boxplots, the scores of all the tasks of the post-test of the main study 

have significantly improved compared to those of the pre-test. The task that exhibited the 

greatest improvement was Task 1- implicature synonym, in which the participants’ average score 

increased by 24.6% (Figure 45).  

 

Figure 45: Boxplot of Task 1 pre-post test comparison (main study) 
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Equally remarkable was the participants’ improvement in Tasks 2-Implicature at phrase-level 

(Figure 46) and 6 -True/false assumption (Figure 47). As shown in Figures 46 and Figure 47 below, 

in Task 2, their scores increased by 22.5% and in Task 6 by 22.4%. The participants’ improvement 

in the same tasks in the pilot study was 15.5% for Task 2 and 17.5% for Task 6. 

 

Figure 46: Boxplot of Task 2 pre-post test comparison (main study) 

 

Figure 47: Boxplot of Task 6 pre-post test comparison (main study) 

Although Task 3 remained the task with the lowest scores in the post-test stage, the average 

score improved by 20.6%. This finding indicates that the participants’ awareness of indirect 

answers was actually enhanced (Figure 48).  
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Figure 48: Boxplot of Task 3 pre-post test comparison (main study) 

Task 4, which was also found challenging in the pre-test, exhibited an improvement of 19% in the 

post-test (Figure 49). Participants exhibited greater confidence in describing, in their own words, 

what the speakers wished to convey by means of the implicatures conveyed, a task which they 

found particularly demanding in the pre-test. 

 

Figure 49: Boxplot of Task 4 pre-post test comparison (main study) 

Finally, in Task 5 where participants had to distinguish the literal from the non-literal use of a 

word in context, they showed the lowest improvement (Figure 50). As in the pilot study, this 

finding could relate to a persistent difficulty in their understanding of metaphors. 
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Figure 50: Boxplot of Task 5 pre-post test comparison (main study) 

Table 10 summarizes the aforementioned outcomes followed by a bar chart (Figure 51) per task. 

More specifically, the average score of Task 1 improved by 24.6%, of Task 2 by 22.5%, of Task 3 

by 20.6%, of Task 4 by 19%, of Task 5 by 17.3% and of Task 6 by 22.4%. 

 

TASKS 

Scores Per Task 

Pre-Test average (%) Post-Test average (%) 

TASK 1 60.7 85.3 

TASK 2 65 87.5 

TASK 3 49.5 70.1 

TASK 4 57.3 76.3 

TASK 5 57.6 74.9 

TASK 6 54.2 76.6 

 Table 10: Average scores of the pre-post tests (main study) 
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Figure 51: Pre-post tests average scores (main study) 

The following Table (Table 11) presents the average scores per participant in the pre- and the 

post-tests, illustrating the improvement in their overall performance.  

STUDENTS 

Scores Per Student 

Pre-Test average (%) Post-Test average (%) 

STUDENT 1 67.5 92.3 

STUDENT 2 37.1 67.5 

STUDENT 3 50.5 73.3 

STUDENT 4 39.5 81 

STUDENT 5 65.8 73.1 

STUDENT 6 61.6 84.5 

STUDENT 7 35.8 61.6 

STUDENT 8 73.1 78.8 

STUDENT 9 58.3 71.3 

STUDENT 10 35.3 52.5 

STUDENT 11 63 88.6 

STUDENT 12 63.8 86.6 

STUDENT 13 58.3 67.5 

STUDENT 14 80.6 90 

STUDENT 15 77.3 94.3 
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STUDENT 16 29.3 57.5 

STUDENT 17 79.1 88.5 

STUDENT 18 77 92 

STUDENT 19 63.8 83 

STUDENT 20 61.5 71.3 

STUDENT 21 28 59.8 

STUDENT 22 46.8 72.8 

STUDENT 23 63 82.5 

STUDENT 24 55.6 67.1 

STUDENT 25 71.6 90.5 

STUDENT 26 44.5 80.1 

STUDENT 27 50.5 80.6 

STUDENT 28 73.1 96.1 

STUDENT 29 56 75 

STUDENT 30 69 90.5 

Table 11: Scores per student (main study) 

The following density plot (Figure 52) depicts the aforementioned outcomes, illustrating the 

statistically significant increase in the average scores of the participants in the post-test in 

comparison with the pre-test.  

  

Figure 52: Participants’ average scores distributions in the pre-post tests (main study) 
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4.3 Additional questionnaire on students’ English engagement during the lockdown period 

As mentioned before, the aim of the additional questionnaire was to investigate the extent and 

the reasons why participants in the study used English during the lockdown period and whether 

they received any form of formal English teaching, which is considered to be the most significant 

factor for improving learners’ performance (Ellis, 1994; Krashen, 2002; Basu and Bhowmik, 2005; 

Azam, 2012) during such periods. As presented below, the participants were not regularly 

exposed to traditional teaching methods, as most of them rarely attended their online courses 

nor completed any homework. Nevertheless, many of them often surfed the internet, used social 

media and watched movies and series in English. The effects of this form of exposure are 

presented in section 4.3.1. 

The first question asked participants to state how often they had practiced English outside the 

(virtual) classroom when, for instance, they read magazines or fiction. Ten out of the 30 

participants (33.3%) answered that they had never had, followed by 9 participants (30%) who 

answered that they had rarely done so, 8 participants (26.7%) who answered that they had 

engaged in such tasks approximately once every 3 months and 3 participants (10%) who had 

practiced English outside the classroom once every 15 days (Figure 53). 

 

Figure 53: Question 1 of the questionnaire 

The second question asked participants whether they had submitted any English homework 

assignments or project work during this period. Eleven participants (36.7%) answered that they 

had done so very rarely (once a month) while 14 out of the 30 participants 46.7%) answered that 

they had done so rarely (once a month). Finally, 4 participants (13.3%) had submitted 
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assignments and projects once every two weeks while only 1 participant (3.3%) had done so more 

frequently (2-3 times a week or even every day) (Figure 54).  

 

Figure 54: Question 2 of the questionnaire 

Question 3 asked participants to state whether they had been offered other opportunities to 

speak English during the lockdown period. Six out of 30 (20%) answered that they had never had 

such opportunities while half of the participants (15 out of 30/ 50%) stated that they had spoken 

English quite rarely (once in 3 months). Seven more participants (23.3%) said that they had had 

this opportunity approximately once a month and only 2 participants (6.7%) answered that they 

had occasionally (once in two weeks) used English to communicate orally (Figure 55). 

 

Figure 55:  Question 3 of the questionnaire 

The fourth question enquired whether participants had watched any English TV programs, videos 

or movies without Greek subtitles during this period. Four participants (13.3%) answered that 
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they had done so very rarely (once in 3 months), followed by 7 participants (23.3%) who admitted 

that they had done so rarely (once a month). Eleven participants (36.7%) said that they had 

watched non-subtitled movies and series almost once every two weeks and 8 participants 

(26.7%) answered that they had done so quite frequently (2-3 times a week or even every day) 

(Figure 56).  

 

Figure 56: Question 4 of the questionnaire 

Question 5 addressed the use of social media and the internet in general in English. Three 

participants (10%) answered that they preferred the Greek versions of social media applications 

and, therefore, they had used the English language to surf the internet very rarely (once in 3 

months), followed by 8 participants (26.7%) who had used English to surf the internet rarely. 

Finally, 8 participants (26.7%) stated that they had occasionally visited websites and logged into 

their social media accounts using English while 11 participants (36.7%) admitted that they had 

done so almost every day, as they found the English versions of most websites and media more 

convenient (Figure 57). 
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Figure 57: Question 5 of the questionnaire  

The sixth question enquired whether participants had attended any kind of English lessons (either 

online or private) during the lockdown period. Only 2 out of 30 (6.66%) answered that they had 

not received any kind of formal EFL teaching during that period while 5 participants (16.6%) 

admitted that they had been involved in English lessons very rarely (once in 3 months). Nine 

participants (30%) stated that the English lessons they had attended were rare (once a month) 

and 11 out of 30 participants had had an English lesson once every two weeks. Only 3 participants 

answered that they had had regular English lessons twice or three times per week (Figure 58). 

 

Figure 58:  Question 6 of the questionnaire 

Question 7 considered the participants’ frequency of communication in English outside the 

classroom when communicating with their friends. Six participants (20%) admitted that they had 

never had this opportunity while 16 participants (53.3%) stated that they had done so very rarely, 
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since all of their friends were native Greek speakers. Six more participants (20%) answered that 

they had rarely been given this chance while 2 participants (6.7%) stated that they had spoken 

English almost once every two weeks, as they had friends who lived abroad and their native 

language was not Greek (Figure 59). 

Figure 59: Question 7 of the questionnaire  

Question 8 asked participants to refer to the frequency of using English in real-life situations (such 

as to give directions or order food in a restaurant). Eleven participants (36.7%) replied that they 

had never been given the chance during the lockdown period. Eleven participants (36.7%) 

answered that they had had this opportunity very rarely (once in 3 months) and 8 more 

participants (26.7%) mentioned that this condition had been rare (once a month) for them (Figure 

60). 

 

Figure 60:  Question 8 of the questionnaire 
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The next question (Question 9) requested participants to state if they had travelled to any 

English-speaking countries during that period. The vast majority of them (29 out of 30/ 96.7%) 

answered negatively and only 1 participant (3.3%) declared that she had had to travel to Belgium 

for personal reasons (Figure 61).  

 

Figure 61: Question 9 of the questionnaire  

The last question of the questionnaire (Question 10) asked participants to state whether they 

had played any online games in English during that period. Only one of them (3.3%) answered 

negatively and one participant (3.3%) stated that she had played games very rarely. Five 

participants (16.7%) answered that they had rarely (once in 3 months) played games online, 12 

out of 30 (43.3%) participants mentioned that they had done so once every two weeks while 10 

participants (33.3%) replied that this was an activity they had done quite often (almost every day) 

(Figure 62). 

 

Figure 62:  Question 10 of the questionnaire 
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4.3.1 Additional questionnaire on ‘other’ contributing factors: A qualitative analysis 

A general conclusion that can be drawn based on the questionnaire is that the research 

participants received very little formal English teaching during the lockdown period, which was 

conducted mainly online. Moreover, the main sources of their interaction in English were social 

media and online gaming, which can be seen as a practical environment of English language 

interaction for EFL learners. However, these sources are not comparable with the English 

language development they can reach when participating in English interaction in class with a 

teacher and their classmates (Linse, 2006). 

 First of all, regarding the contribution of movies and series to raising learners’ EFL knowledge 

and, more particularly, to raising their pragmatic awareness, it is regarded as a useful way of 

practicing an extensive range of language skills and cultural knowledge (Rose, 2001; Fernandez-

Guerra, 2008; Sundquist, 2010; Kahnke and Stehle, 2011). Movies and series can promote 

independent, discovery-oriented and intercultural learning (Ellis, 1994; Basu and Bhowmik, 

2005). Furthermore, as Lay (2009) claims, movies and series present certain patterns for 

suprasegmental data including intonation, turn-taking and body language, which foster learners’ 

awareness of proper interaction through their constant exposure to tasks that involve them in 

an in-depth, critical analysis. However, mere exposure to movies for entertainment purposes 

without the use of tasks designed for educational purposes reduces their pedagogical value and 

their positive influence on learners’ pragmatic knowledge (Krashen, 2002; Azam, 2012). 

Various studies have also pointed out that learners can benefit from using the internet as an 

additional, and not as a main, teaching resource (Gibson and Oberg, 2004; Madden et al., 2005; 

Dudeney, 2007; Gray et al., 2007; Harmer, 2008; Kuo, 2008; Acikalin, 2009; Kennedy, 2010). The 

main benefit of using the internet in instruction is that it increases learners' motivation to learn 

English (Muehleisen, 2011) and fosters their responsibility for their studies (Sefton-Green, 2004). 

It has been claimed (Chapman, 2005; Kennedy, 2010) that computers and other aspects of ICTs 

allow learners to have access to a wide variety of tasks and experiences, but they cannot 

substitute classroom learning. Kilimci (2010) argued that the internet can be used only as a 

complement to other teaching resources and not as a primary source of knowledge while Young 
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(2003) concludes that a teacher cannot rely solely on the Internet in order to raise students’ L2 

awareness, despite the fact that its use could improve learners' motivation to learn. 

Finally, as far as the impact of social media on learners’ development is concerned, Mutum and 

Wang (2010) highlighted that online communities in social media can have a positive effect on 

improving learners’ EFL level. These communities are helpful for English language learning and 

vocabulary development (Goodwin-Jones, 2003; Gaudeul and Peroni, 2010). Ferdig (2007) also 

mentioned the importance of social media in promoting interaction, which is quite helpful for 

the language learning process. Kern (2006) highlighted that social media are greatly supported 

by constructivists approach, as their use fosters learners’ interaction. Additionally, Ndaku (2013) 

conducted research on learners’ perceptions of how their use of social networking sites can 

influence their academic performances. More specifically, he worked with a group of Malaysian 

university students and found that the majority of the respondents agreed that social networking 

sites had a positive impact on their academic performances. Mensah and Nizam (2016) also 

pointed out that social networking has a meaningful effect on learners' academic performances. 

The study suggested that it is useful for EFL teachers to educate learners on how to use these 

platforms positively for educational purposes, which will ultimately result in a positive impact on 

their academic performance. Similarly, Mushtaq (2018) concluded that the use of social media 

can be a good outlet to deal with academic frustration, since they employ various communication 

strategies. Social media allow learners to be connected and to engage in social interaction.   

Overall, technology is often used to make teaching and learning more engaging and stimulating. 

The use of the internet and social media has become a part of the teaching and learning process. 

Existing social networking sites enable users to share and get in touch with other people who are 

part of their network (Selwyn, 2007a, b). All of the aforementioned studies point to the 

importance of supplementing classroom materials with data from naturally occurring 

interactions to expose learners not only to pragmalinguistic features of a language, but also to 

sociopragmatic norms of the target culture. None of them, however, suggests that the 

traditional, classroom teaching can be substituted by online resources and that the positive 

impact of networking sites on EFL learning is greater than that offered in an EFL classroom. 
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Therefore, although participants were absent from such an environment for 157 days and their 

use of English was rather limited, the post-test results indicate that the knowledge they had 

gained during the teaching sessions of the main study was retained and led them to significantly 

improved performance during the post-test as will be presented in the following chapter.   

4.4 Summary 

This chapter presented the results of the pre- and the post-tests of the main study on implicature 

as well as the teaching interventions that took place between the two. Based on the participants’ 

pre- and post-test scores, it may be tentatively concluded that, although previous findings have 

revealed slow pragmatic development in a classroom setting (Taguchi, 2010), the materials 

developed had a positive impact on the participants’ overall pragmatic awareness, enabled them 

to retrieve relevant, pragmatic effects and led them to a conscious, reflective and explicit 

knowledge of pragmatics (Ellis, 2012). 

The next chapter (chapter 5) discusses the interpretation of the results in light of the theoretical 

perspectives of this research and in comparison with previous research findings of similar studies. 

It also presents the general conclusions reached based on the pilot and the main studies as well 

as the pedagogical implications regarding the use of corpora for teaching and testing purposes.  

Chapter 5: Discussion of the findings and implications 

The current chapter aims to provide a summary of the main findings, as presented in the previous 

chapters, and link the findings with the theoretical framework proposed for the purposes of the 

current Ph.D. research.  

More specifically, section 5.1 addresses the research questions and provides answers to the main 

issues that the current research aimed to explore. The next section (5.2) is devoted to an 

interpretation of the findings within the relevance-theoretic framework, including a presentation 

and justification of the types of implicatures tested (5.2.1). Section 5.3 presents the outcomes of 

the research in terms of the teaching process followed and argues in favor of explicit teaching of 

implicatures. Moreover, it highlights those aspects of the current research that make it original 

and differentiate it from previous studies within the same domain (5.3.2) and makes 
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recommendations regarding the changes that should take place in EFL teaching practices and 

English language textbooks used in Greek public schools (5.3.3). The present chapter ends with a 

presentation of the implications regarding the testing of implicatures and the usefulness of 

corpora for the creation of authentic testing materials (5.4).  

5.1 The research questions and their importance within EFL environments 

As mentioned in chapter 1, section 1.3.2, during recent years, considerable attention has been 

paid to the teaching of pragmatics in general (Rose, 2005) and to the value of explicit teaching of 

pragmatic theories in an EFL classroom setting in particular (Bu, 2012). Kasper (1997) applied 

empirical investigation into the effectiveness of explicit instruction, which was followed by other 

studies that showed that pragmatics is teachable, emphasizing that explicit instruction can 

benefit the development of pragmatic competence (Kasper and Rose 1999). Bardovi-Harling and 

Hartford (1991) were the first who noted that many commercially available English-language 

materials do not provide natural or even pragmatically appropriate conversational models for 

learners and emphasized the important role of pragmatics in English-language explicit 

instruction. Since then, several researchers have pointed out that certain pragmatic phenomena, 

such as implicatures, cannot be automatically acquired until the learners' focus is drawn by 

means of pragmatic instruction (Bouton, 1994; Kubota, 1995; Kasper, 1997; Mey, 2001; Alcon, 

2005; Martinez-Flor, 2007; Gholamia, and Aghaib, 2012; Rajabia et al., 2015; Kim, 2017).  

Taguchi (2002) also noted that L2 learners experience considerable difficulty when exposed to 

pragmatics due to the complexity of language use, which involves more than just focus-on-forms. 

In order to become competent in pragmatic comprehension, learners must attend to multipart 

mappings of form, meaning, function, force and context. In this direction, Rasekh-Eslami and 

Fatahi (2004) explored the effect of explicit pragmatic instruction on advanced EFL learners' 

speech-act comprehension. They pointed out that explicit instruction not only enhanced 

advanced EFL learners' awareness of pragmatic input features, but also improved their 

performance in producing directive speech acts of commands, requests, orders and dares. 

Therefore, various researchers and practitioners began to look for creative ways of including 

pragmatics in a classroom (Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Martínez-Flor and Usó-Juan, 

2006; Sykes and Cohen, 2006; Ishihara and Cohen, 2010; Houck and Tatsuki, 2011). More 
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recently, Taguchi (2015) provided an analytical review of 31 studies and found a clear benefit of 

explicit instruction over other teaching methods. All 31 studies showed significant gains in L2 

learners’ pragmatic knowledge and use of forms from pre- to post-instruction. 

 Meanwhile, Eslami and Eslami-Rasekh (2008) asserted that teacher-education programs neither 

focus on the pragmatic aspects of language nor train future teachers to teach the pragmatic 

dimension of language. Garcia (2004) also pointed out the need both for research on pragmatic 

comprehension in order to understand this important component of communicative competence 

and for analysis of the use and adeptness of active learning strategies at introducing 

conversational implicatures to EFL learners who are not in command of metapragmatic linguistic 

resources. 

The aforementioned studies, together with those by Belz and Vyatkina (2005), Kakegawa (2009) 

and Johnson and De Haan (2013), provided the theoretical ground for the present research to 

incorporate technology in retrieving authentic material and, in particular, using online corpora. 

Therefore, the current research focuses on the importance of teaching pragmatics in an explicit 

way based on the attested assumption that explicit pragmatic instruction can direct EFL learners' 

attention towards the target pragmatic forms and, therefore, raise their pragmatic awareness 

(Fa, 2011). The corpus that I used aimed to expose L2 learners to implicatures, such as ironies, 

metaphors and indirect answers, and provide them with the theoretically-driven analytical tools 

they needed in order to arrive at their own generalizations with regard to the concept of 

implicature and its effect when used in a specific context.  

In this section, an attempt is made to answer the research questions raised in Chapter 3 using 

the findings obtained during the different stages of the research. These findings are examined in 

relation to relevant literature, and their importance for EFL environments is discussed.  

The research questions that the current research aimed to investigate were: 

To what extent are learners exposed to implicatures based on the textbooks they use in class and 

the tasks they are assigned for homework? 
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What types of testing methods could be found useful for assessing learners’ pragmatic 

awareness? 

What is the effect of explicitly teaching implicatures to EFL learners on the development of their 

pragmatic competence and language proficiency? 

What kind of material should be developed to raise their awareness of implicatures? 

Which type of teaching methods, namely implicit or explicit, are more efficient for the teaching 

of implicatures? 

Providing answers to these questions within the EFL environment is important, because, although 

Greek learners are taught English from a very young age, what is actually created is a generation 

of proficient English speakers confronted with many potential misunderstandings when 

communicating cross-culturally due to their lack of or incomplete pragmatic knowledge. For 

example, when Greek EFL learners are exposed to genuine samples of the English language, they 

seem to experience difficulty understanding forms of implicit meaning that do not match their 

personal expectations for social interactions. Previous research based on English as a foreign or 

second language (Hinkel, 1999; Zhang and Liu, 2011) has evidenced that learners of different 

cultures experience difficulty understanding implicatures that have been routinely 

communicated in English-speaking environments. This is a recurring problem that should not be 

overlooked when it comes to English language teaching. The answers provided to the questions 

raised in the current Ph.D. research aim to address this problem and offer fertile ground for 

teachers and material developers to improve existing teaching material and adjust their courses 

accordingly. 

Regarding the first research question (To what extent are EFL learners exposed to implicatures 

based on the textbooks they use in class and the tasks they are assigned for homework?), the 

opportunities learners are given to raise their pragmatic awareness by means of their teacher’s 

guidance as well as the tasks and homework-tasks that are included in their EFL textbooks are 

extremely limited (see section 3.1.2). However, for learners to notice a pragmatic feature, there 

must be adequate and relevant target language input (Flowerdew,2012, 2015). As argued by 

previous researchers, the call for the portrayal of pragmatics seems to be ignored and pragmatic 
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input as such is either underrepresented or decontextualized (Williams, 1988; Vellenga, 2004; 

Jiang, 2006; Ishihara and Cohen, 2010; Eisenchlas, 2011; Gilmore, 2011; Cohen and Ishihara, 

2013; Bardovi-Harlig et al., 2015a, b).  

The present research verified this observation. More specifically, after a detailed presentation of 

the textbook with regard to the treatment of implicature (see section 3.1.2.1), the main 

conclusion drawn was that the implicatures encountered were surprisingly few while a limited 

number of tasks focused on raising learners’ pragmatic awareness. Not only were implicatures 

scarce, but they were also predominantly non-creative (e.g. “refugees have been stuck”, “the 

presence of the refugees has injected money into the island”, “the darkness in my soul”). As a 

result, the context in which they appeared played little, if any, significance in their understanding. 

Moreover, implicatures were mainly elicited from literature and songs and to a lesser extent from 

newspaper articles.  Overall, out of 97 tasks in the book as a whole, only eight (8) touched upon 

implicatures, namely 9,96%.  

This links to my second research question (What types of testing methods could be found useful 

for assessing learners’ pragmatic awareness?). The use of corpora was shown to be a beneficial 

choice, since online corpora offer a broad and balanced language sample. The wide selection of 

native language samples, which show how real people use language, gives teachers the 

opportunity to develop genuine test items instead of inventing stipulated examples. A corpus 

such as COCA, which involves different registers, is suitable for providing real-life language 

examples (Sinclair, 1991). A more detailed presentation of the aforementioned assumptions is 

provided in section 5.4. 

As for the third research question (What is the effect of explicitly teaching implicatures to EFL 

learners on the development of their pragmatic competence and language proficiency?), the 

current research verified a general assumption reached by previous studies (Shemanski, 2000; 

Moran, 2001; Novinger, 2001; Sharifian, 2007), namely that one of the challenges of second 

language acquisition is learning the pragmatics of the target language. This is probably due to the 

fact that language proficiency encompasses not just knowledge of vocabulary, grammar and 

syntax, but rather the knowledge of how to say what, to whom and in what contexts (Bardovi-
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Harlig, 2013). Wilson (in Cummings, 2009; 217) pointed out the vagueness in the way pragmatic 

ability is defined and the need to be more specific regarding what types of ability this includes 

for assessment purposes. Recently, pragmatic competence has been defined by Ifantidou (2014), 

as a twofold ability relying on two types of competence, namely pragmatic awareness and 

metapragmatic awareness. More specifically, it is defined (Ifantidou, 2011 a,b) in terms of an 

open-ended array of pragmatically inferred implicatures rather than as a fixed set of routines 

(speech acts) or isolated implicatures. Contrary to pragmatic competence as traditionally 

researched in L2 to date, Ifantidou’s approach focuses on genuine inferential abilities on which 

L2 learners draw to process implicatures when interpreted in global contexts of authentic reading 

material. 

Using Ifantidou’s framework, the research has provided evidence that even learners with high 

linguistic competence (C1-C2 levels) may exhibit lower mastery of pragmatic use. As presented 

in chapter 4, the results of the pre- and the post-tests of the main study on implicature, together 

with the teaching interventions that took place between the two, lend support to the positive 

effect that teaching EFL learners can have on the development of their pragmatic competence 

and language proficiency as a whole.  

Based on the learners’ pre- and post-test scores, it was concluded that, contrary to previous 

findings that have revealed slow pragmatic development in a classroom setting (Taguchi, 2010), 

the materials developed for the purposes of this research impacted on participants’ overall 

pragmatic awareness by enabling them to retrieve relevant, pragmatic effects and engage them 

in conscious, reflective and explicit knowledge about pragmatics. As argued in section 2.2, corpus 

pragmatics should be explored as a tool not only for scholarly research and analysis, but also for 

L2 development in educational environments.  

As for the fourth research question (What kind of material should be developed to raise their 

awareness of implicatures?), the current research suggests that online corpora (such as COCA) 

have the potential to alter the rationale and process of material development in an EFL 

classroom, especially for the teaching of pragmatics. I specifically employed learner-discovery 

procedures during which learners obtain information through real-life material while assisted by 
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their instructor if necessary. Of all the genres in the corpus, I concluded that it is preferable to 

use fiction and articles retrieved from newspapers, since - particularly fiction - they are an ideal 

source of implicatures and include many instances of implicit uses of language. Taking advantage 

of ironies, hyperboles, metaphors and indirect answers from a corpus can provide learners with 

a wide range of examples of the most common kinds of implicatures appearing in English texts. 

Teachers and material developers can also choose their materials based on a variety of contexts, 

levels of formality and topics, such as formal newspaper articles on politics, environment or 

technology, restaurant or film reviews, semi-formal opinion articles on social issues, informal 

dialogues between friends or even ‘slang’ language use in every day discussions. These materials 

can be exploited in many ways through the creation of a wide range of tasks.  

Regarding the tasks used in the current research, these could be classified into two main 

categories, namely tasks aiming at raising learners’ pragmatic awareness and tasks offering 

opportunities for communicative practice. In the first type of tasks, learners identify implicatures 

and analyze their meaning (comprehension tasks) while in the second type they produce their 

own implicatures (production tasks). For example, in the current research, I used True/False 

tasks, MCQ tasks, underline tasks, reading comprehension tasks and production tasks, as 

presented in section 3.2.2.4.  

It was concluded that if corpora are combined with instructional objectives, they can provide 

useful resources for pragmatics instruction. The potential for learner-discovery, data-driven 

learning has also been emphasized in instructional pragmatics (Romero-Trillo, 2017). Tomlinson 

(1994) and Clennell (1999) also pointed out that the process of discovery is an important part of 

noticing and integral to the resulting pragmatic awareness. As Clennell (1999) mentioned, 

“learners need to feel that they have arrived at their discoveries through their own efforts” (p. 

87). An overview of the recommended changes in rewriting English language textbooks with 

emphasis on Discovery Learning of implicatures, as informed by the outcomes of the present 

research, is presented below in section 5.3.4.  

Within this framework, and despite the question of the degree of autonomy granted to learners, 

discovery should be supported by proper guidance (Vyatkina, 2016a), also referred to as focused 
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noticing in pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig et al., 2015b). Thus, as far as the last research question is 

concerned (Which type of teaching methods, namely implicit or explicit, are more efficient for 

the teaching of implicatures?), it has been concluded that in addition to a principled use of 

authentic language and an interest in promoting discovery, explicit instruction is essential in 

order for learners to understand what they should focus on and avoid possible misconceptions 

(Romero-Trillo, 2014). A more extensive discussion regarding this conclusion is offered in section 

5.3.  

The next section provides a summary of the main reasons why the relevance-theoretic 

framework was employed in the current research and connects the findings with the theoretical 

background of the research.  

5.2 Interpretation of the findings within the relevance-theoretic framework 

The theoretical background of my research was provided by RT. As already mentioned, one of 

the reasons why I chose RT as the groundwork of my research is because it is a relatively newly 

developed pragmatic theory that draws upon Grice’s pragmatic theory, but also differs from it in 

many respects, therefore offering a useful framework for my research for various reasons. Firstly, 

RT has shed light on the distinction between explicit and implicit communication and has also 

proposed a distinction between conceptual and procedural meaning, which were useful for the 

purposes of my research, by distinguishing between easier and more problematic areas of 

concern. Thus, I considered the use of relevance-theoretic constructs essential in order for 

learners to realize, on the one hand, the importance of retrieving not only the proposition 

expressed, but also the speaker’s attitude towards what is said and implied when engaging in 

everyday-conversations and, on the other hand, the fact that understanding an utterance is not 

a matter of linguistic decoding alone. With the aid of the relevance-theoretic notion of higher-

level explicatures (see Chapter 2.1.1), employed during the teaching sessions on implicatures, the 

learners understood that communication involves identifying what the speaker intended to say, 

what the speaker intended to imply, what the speaker’s attitude towards the content of the 

utterance was and how the intended context facilitated retrieving the meaning conveyed (Wilson 

and Sperber, 2004).  
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The fact that within neo-Gricean approaches to pragmatics the role of context in communication 

and understanding has not been studied in detail, while it is of central concern in RT, led me to 

the assumption that RT was more appropriate as a theoretical cognitive-pragmatic framework 

for the purposes of my research. According to RT, an input is relevant to an individual when, and 

only when, its processing yields positive cognitive effects (Sperber and Wilson, 1990). Thus, in 

order for the learners to infer a contextual implication, they had to be based on a set of premises 

consisting of both contextual assumptions and new assumptions derived from the incoming 

stimulus (for instance, the ‘proposition expressed’ by an utterance) and not from either of these 

alone. The context provided functioned as a subset of mentally represented assumptions which 

interacted with newly impinging information to give rise to ‘contextual effects’ (Blakemore, 

1992). When processing utterances from the corpus, the learners were led to form such an 

assumption with the expectation that it would interact with their existing assumptions to yield 

adequate positive contextual effects.  

At this point, it is worth mentioning how a contextual effect is defined for the purposes of this 

Ph.D. research. According to Sinclair (1992), there are three possible answers to the question of 

what a contextual effect is. Although each of the three popular conceptions of contextual effects 

seems to capture an important aspect of context in utterance interpretation, none of them alone 

provides a satisfactory, comprehensive definition of contextual effects. As is known, ‘context’ can 

encompass assumptions obtained through perceptual processing of the physical environment. It 

is also a well-established fact that context can include assumptions explicitly expressed by earlier 

parts of a discourse as well as assumptions based on encyclopedic knowledge associated with 

concepts that are communicated by the co-text of an utterance. Every utterance in a discourse 

activates the encyclopedic knowledge associated with each of its concepts, which forms part of 

the assumptions communicated - either explicitly or implicitly - by the utterance. Overall, 

contextual effects cannot be equated with a fixed body of uniquely determined information 

available at the time of utterance. A contextual effect is the aspect that describes the influence 

of a combination of environmental factors on one's perception of an utterance and states that 

the context that surrounds an utterance affects how the utterance is perceived and remembered 

(Sinclair, 1992). 
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For the purposes of my research, RT allowed me to check the contextual effects the utterances 

tested had on the learners-participants. RT also contributed to an empirically plausible account 

of genuine inference. Figures of speech, such as metaphor, irony and understatement, provided 

familiar examples. Here, the relevance-theoretic distinction between explicature and implicature 

appears to be exhaustive.  Moreover, Grice’s theory seems to offer no account of how ‘loose talk’ 

should be understood; instead, it claims that a strictly literal interpretation should be tried first 

and only abandoned if it fails to satisfy the maxims of quality, quantity, relation and manner 

(Davis, 2007). For Grice, a figure of speech involves flouting of maxims, which is essential to their 

recognition. On the other hand, for Sperber and Wilson a loose interpretation is the first to be 

tested and will only be abandoned if it fails to satisfy the hearer’s expectations of relevance 

(1986; 1995). 

Overall, the use of RT as the theoretical framework of the research served my main purpose to 

highlight the importance of context in learners’ attempt to understand an implicature and the 

process they need to follow in order to retrieve its meaning and communicate successfully in 

everyday situations.  

The following section aims to explain the novelty of my Ph.D. research in terms of the types of 

implicatures put to the test and the reasons why the latter have not been tested so far and why 

RT can predict the necessity of addressing these types of genuine implicature in verbal 

communication and EFL programs of research, teaching and learning. 

5.2.1 Types of implicatures tested 

The aim of this section is to explain the novelty of my research in terms of the types of 

implicatures tested and the reasons why these types have not been adequately tested so far. 

Moreover, it aims to provide the reasons why RT is the only available theory that predicts the 

necessity of addressing these types of (genuine) implicature in verbal communication in general 

and EFL programs (of research, teaching and learning) in particular. 

As mentioned in section 2.1.1, the current study adopted the relevance-theoretic approach to 

implicature. The main reasons for this decision were outlined in section 1.1.2. More specifically, 

the current research  follows RT’s proposal for a narrower definition of implicatures, according 
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to which a range of pragmatic phenomena, such as presuppositions, implicatures, irony or 

humor, should not be defined in terms of Gricean “conventional implicatures” (Grice 1989: 41, 

46), “generalized (conversational) implicatures” (Grice, 1989: 37; Levinson, 2000), “short-

circuited implicatures” (Horn and Bayer, 1984; Morgan, 1978) or “politeness implicatures” 

(Leech, 1983: 170-171), as this only results in defining the concept of implicature in increasingly 

vague or overlapping terms. In relation to implicature, my research follows RT’s approach which 

reduces all pragmatic principles proposed by Grice into a single “Principle of Relevance”. This 

means that it also reduces the various types of meaning in Grice’s theory, such as what is said, 

conventional implicature, short-circuited implicature, generalized conversational implicature and 

particularized conversational implicature, into two broad categories, namely explicature and 

implicature (Haugh, 2002). Therefore, for RT, implicature entails only “particularized 

conversational implicatures”. This type of implicature, which has also been the focus of the 

current research, is a type of implicature that is derivable only in a specific context of occurrence 

(Sperber and Wilson, 2015). 

Drawing on the theoretical considerations outlined above, and as mentioned in section 3.2.1.3.2, 

the authenticity of the test items employed in the current research lies in the length of the 

context (Bezuidenhout and Cutting, 2002), the variety of tasks included and the wide range of 

pragmatic phenomena covered in the tests. These allowed the participants to gain a more global, 

more accurate and realistic view of what an implicature is and, as a consequence, become more 

competent at retrieving it from a variety of contexts. 

The main difference between the current materials and the majority of previously used teaching 

and testing materials on implicature lies in that the current Ph.D. research includes not only 

dialogues but also full, extended paragraphs. In addition, the instances included were selected 

from a variety of genres and contexts, levels of formality and topics, such as formal newspaper 

articles on politics, environment or technology, restaurant or film reviews, semi-formal opinion 

articles on social issues, informal dialogues between friends or even ‘slang’ language use in every 

day discussions. Another significant difference is that previous studies mainly include MCQ tasks 

(Ergüven, 2001; Lee, 2002; Garcia, 2004), whereas in the case of the present research a fairly 

wide variety of tasks, such as open-ended tasks, MCQ tasks, underline-the-sentence tasks and 
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True/False tasks, have been used. Moreover, previous studies rely on Grice’s account of 

implicatures, since they elicit, and thus test, them based on a violation of set maxims rather than 

the original context in which they appear (Walker, 1975; Bach, 1994). Instead, I decided to adopt 

RT’s account, which is a relatively recently researched area within second language pragmatics, 

for reducing the scope of pragmatic phenomena encompassed by the notion of implicature. 

Finally, the tests I developed did not focus on one particular type of implicature, but rather on 

various types, such as indirect answers, ironies and metaphors, retrieved from a variety of 

sources and discourse styles, such as newspaper articles, literature and even theatrical scripts. 

More specifically, the learners were asked to recognize and interpret pragmatic phenomena, 

such as irony, hyperbole, metaphor and indirect answers, by reading the context provided in 

COCA in order to retrieve their meaning. For example, in one task the learners were provided 

with two contexts, each of which included a metaphor. They were asked to read both contexts 

carefully and explain what the speakers actually meant. Both metaphors were creative, in other 

words, context played a major role in facilitating their interpretation. In this respect, what 

differentiates this task from other similar tasks on implicature is that it promoted Discovery 

Learning, in that it allowed learners to process implicatures in original contexts and actively 

involved them in the comprehension process. Moreover, the fact that the metaphors involved 

were creative raised the learners’ interest, made the utterances provided more challenging and 

underlined the importance of context in understanding their meaning.  

The task on indirect answers involved two questions uttered in two different contexts and invited 

the learners to provide indirect answers to those questions. During this process, the teacher 

showed them the actual answers as these appeared in COCA in order to check for similarities or 

differences. The difference between this task and a standard reading task on indirect answers is 

that the learners were requested not only to passively read a certain context, but also to create 

their own utterances containing genuine indirect answers. In this way, the task became more 

meaningful and relevant, while the learners became more engaged. By comparing their indirect 

answers to the ones provided in the corpus, it was found that the learners’ awareness of this type 

of implicature was enhanced, as learners became active participants in the learning process 

rather than passive recipients of input provided by the teacher. 
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Overall, RT focuses on how we communicate verbally in mostly efficient ways. In cognitive 

psychology it has also been suggested that the processing resources available for human 

cognitive activity are limited and, as a result, humans are likely to pay attention only to relevant 

information (Alcόn Soler, and Martinez Flor, 2005). Therefore, from an educational perspective, 

I argue that the relevance-theoretic framework is an appropriate model for teaching pragmatics 

in a classroom environment, since it exposes learners to what actually happens in real life 

situations, emphasizing the contextual effects during utterance interpretation, and more 

specifically during learners’ interaction with context. 

As for the instruments developed, they have so far mainly focused on the sociopragmatic 

appropriateness of speech acts (Hudson et al., 1995; Yamashita, 1996; Yoshitake, 1997; Ahn, 

2005; Tada, 2005; Liu, 2010), pragmalinguistic knowledge of implicatures, routines and speech 

acts (Bouton, 1988, 1994, 1999; Roever, 2005, 2006), speech styles (Cook, 2001) and 

compliments (Walters, 2007). Further testing instruments have been developed for acquisitional 

and psycholinguistic research studies in the area of speech acts (Bardovi-Harlig and Dörnyei, 

1998; Matsumura, 2001) and implicature (Taguchi, 2005, 2007, 2009). However, learners’ success 

is mostly restricted to the outcomes of grammar-oriented tests (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). Thus, the 

incorporation of pragmatics as a learning goal in the curricula is ineffective unless pragmatic 

ability is also considered to be integral to language tests (Rose and Kasper, 2001). 

In contrast to previous studies (as presented in section 1.3), which focus either on teaching or 

testing alone, my research offers a more adequate approach to raising learners’ pragmatic 

awareness, since it encompasses both teaching and testing materials based on real-life material. 

Moreover, it focuses on creative conversational implicatures rather than conventional ones, as 

conventionalized implicatures are formulaic and largely pre-fixed and, thus, can be processed 

more easily without causing serious communicative breakdowns. It is also worth mentioning that 

conventional implicatures have initiated extensive discussions in the field of pragmatics to the 

extent that Bach (2001a) questioned their implicitness. The real challenge lies in those cases 

where learners have to negotiate meaning and, obviously, in the absence of sufficient exposure 

to authentic English or adequate classroom interaction. It is these cases that I intend to address 

in the next section.  
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5.3 Explicit teaching of implicatures 

Although the pragmatic competence is part of the knowledge base for teaching English to 

speakers of other languages, little attention has been paid to pragmatics in teacher education as 

a whole (Vásquez and Sharpless, 2009). In this direction, Boxer (2010) pointed out that learners’ 

difficulties retrieving implicatures can be traced and treated by teaching implicatures in the form 

of written discourse completion tasks, multiple-choice completion tasks, role-play tasks or self-

assessment tasks.  

It is undeniable that classroom instruction can be an important means of providing opportunities 

for learners to raise their awareness of pragmatic areas (Kasper, 1997). The need for explicit 

instruction has been validated by Schmidt (1993) and Bardovi-Harlig, (1999). Schmidt’s (1993) 

Noticing Hypothesis posits that awareness is necessary to revert input into intake (Takahashi, 

2001). On this view, implicatures will become intake only if learners consciously notice them 

(Rose and Kasper, 2001). As Bardovi-Harlig puts it: “Without input, acquisition cannot take 

place…we owe it to learners to help them interpret indirect speech acts as in the case of 

implicatures” (2001: 31). The appropriateness of this form of instruction for the purposes of 

providing L2 learners with a better understanding of implicatures has been verified by previous 

researchers, such as Winner (1988), Garnham (1985) and Ellis (1994). More current research has 

pinpointed that by incorporating corpus material in English language teaching, learners are 

provided with a rich collection of words and word combinations and can select the ones which 

trigger implicatures by relying on a cost-effective trade-off between attention, cognitive 

environment, prior experience and their L2 level (Hockey, 2001). 

As previous research has shown, incorporating pragmatic instruction in the curriculum is 

generally beneficial to learners (Takahashi and Beebe, 1987; Kasper and Rose, 1999; Kasper, 

2001a, b), since it raises their pragmatic awareness by studying the reasoning process through 

which implicatures are interpreted. Although there are theories stating that pragmatic 

competence cannot be taught directly (Thomas, 1983; Matsui, 2001), the advantage of using 

explicit methods of pragmatic instruction has been confirmed by a number of studies (Schmidt, 

1993; Bouton, 1994a, b; Kubota, 1995; House, 1996; Takahashi, 2001). 
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With these assumptions in mind, as well as previous studies that have revealed slow pragmatic 

development in a naturalistic setting (Taguchi, 2010), this research focused on unveiling the 

importance of teaching pragmatics in an explicit way based on the attested assumption that 

explicit pragmatic instruction can direct EFL learners' attention towards the target pragmatic 

forms and, therefore, raise their pragmatic awareness. It has been concluded that some 

pragmatic phenomena, such as implicatures, cannot be automatically acquired by learners until 

their focus is drawn by means of pragmatic instruction. While I do not want to overlook the fact 

that the implicit approach can also be effective in improving learners’ pragmatic awareness 

(Fukuya and Zhang, 2002), the explicit method employed in this research produced larger effect 

sizes than the implicit method and involved a wider range of tasks that drew the learners’ 

attention to pragmatic forms and form-function-context combinations. Therefore, as previous 

studies suggested (Bouton, 1994; Kubota, 1995; Roever, 2001; Narita, 2012), explicit pragmatic 

instruction was found to be significantly more effective in both raising the EFL learners' pragmatic 

awareness and enhancing their pragmatic performance when taking place after the learners had 

discovered for themselves the basic concepts and uses of implicatures through the process of 

Discovery Learning (see also 5.3.4). The following section summarizes the main findings which 

confirm my initial hypothesis, namely that implicatures can be taught. 

5.3.1 Confirming that implicatures can be taught and tested 

The wide range of approaches regarding the teaching and assessing of pragmatics has given rise 

to various studies on its teachability in an EFL environment.  Some of these concern the extent 

to which teaching can make a difference (LoCastro, 1997; Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Alcón Soler, 2005; 

Kasper, 2007) and others delve into how the teaching of pragmatics can take place in different 

pedagogical settings (Salazar, 2003; Yates, 2004) or evaluate the teaching materials available 

(Crandall and Basturkmen, 2004; Vellenga, 2004). Moreover, other researchers have considered 

the effect of inductive and deductive approaches (Rose and Ng, 2001) and the effect of the use 

of metalanguage (Eslami-Rasekh et al., 2004; Eslami-Rasekh 2005). Other studies have focused 

on the effects of teaching different aspects of pragmatics. Speech acts, for example, constitute 

the most widely researched topic (Koike, 1989; Golato, 2003; Takahashi, 2005; Cohen and 
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Ishihara, 2005a,b) together with pragmatic fluency (House, 1996) and formulaic routines, 

(Liddicoat and Crozet, 2001; Tateyama, 2001). 

Drawing inspiration from the aforementioned studies, the focus of the current research was on 

providing evidence that pragmatics, and more specifically conversational implicatures as defined 

by RT, is indeed teachable if learners are exposed to authentic materials through the process of 

Discovery Learning and the assistance of explicit instruction. I specifically decided to test the 

teachability of particularized conversational implicatures, which were more ‘creative’ in the 

sense that learners’ L1 knowledge could not be positively transferred and that the context in 

which they appeared played a key role in their interpretation.  

Several researchers (Belz and Vyatkina 2005; Kakegawa 2009; Johnson and deHaan 2013) have 

noted that L2 learners experience great difficulty when it comes to recognizing implicatures in 

given utterances and producing their own. In order to retrieve implicated meaning, learners must 

attend to multipart mappings of form, meaning, function, force and context. Taking these 

difficulties into account, as well as previous findings that revealed inadequate pragmatic 

development in a naturalistic setting (Taguchi, 2009), this research focused on the teachability of 

implicatures based on assumptions previously made in other studies, namely that proper 

pragmatic instruction can direct EFL learners' attention towards the target pragmatic forms and, 

therefore, raise their overall pragmatic awareness (Fa, 2011). The current research verified the 

assumption adopted by previous studies that implicatures cannot be automatically acquired 

unless the learners' focus is drawn by means of pragmatic instruction in a classroom setting 

(Alcon, 2005; Martinez-Flor, 2007; Gholamia, and Aghaib, 2012; Rajabia et al., 2015; Kim, 2017). 

In terms of theoretical underpinnings, I decided that for the purposes of the research I would 

adopt the perspective of RT, which supports a model of human communication based on 

information processing in real time. RT’s approach was adopted for reasons already mentioned 

in section 1.1.2. However, the main reason for this decision is the emphasis that RT places on 

context. Sperber and Wilson (1986/95) support a realistic analysis of the way L2 learners 

communicate by taking into account all the contextual implications that may lead them to 

conclusions deducible from input and context together. Between 1988 and 1999, Bouton 
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undertook a series of studies with the aim of identifying implicature types that accounted for 

most difficulties in understanding and exploring which ones were amenable to teaching. Later, 

Taguchi (2002) concluded that regardless of proficiency level, learners are able to seek relevance 

of the speaker’s implied meaning based on context. De Paiva and Foster-Cohen (2004) argued 

that “relevance can complement information processing accounts by offering a plausible theory 

of cognition and communication which operates with a notion of internal context…where 

inferencing processes are central” (p. 287). As a result, RT paved the way for a novel approach to 

teaching and testing implicatures in a number of ways. In comparison with Gricean and neo-

Gricean approaches it restricted the concept of implicature only to 'particularized conversational 

implicatures'. Relevance theorists argued that phenomena termed 'conventional implicatures' 

(Blakemore 1987, 2002; Wilson and Sperber 1993), 'short-circuited implicatures' (Groefsema, 

1992; Yus, 1999; Papafragou, 2000) and metaphor/metonymy (Carston, 1996, 2000; Ruiz de 

Mendoza, 1998, 1999; Ruiz de Mendoza and Perez Hernandez, 2001) all contribute to the 

explicatures of utterances and are, thus, not to be examined as cases of implicature. Moreover, 

it clarified the definition of relevance based on two principles, namely the Cognitive Principle of 

Relevance and the Communicative Principle of Relevance (Sperber and Wilson, 1986/1995; 

Wilson, 2016). Sperber and Wilson assumed that “people have intuitions of relevance; that they 

can consistently distinguish relevant from irrelevant information, or in some cases, more relevant 

from less relevant information” (Sperber and Wilson, 1986/1995: p.119). I argue that learners 

must notice that information can be relevant in a specific context and not in another; thus, the 

key notion that the materials developed for the purposes of this research embrace is that of 

‘relevance in a context’.  

Secondly, I contend that the only way learners can achieve relevance is through real life examples 

provided by a corpus rather than stipulated scenarios, as in DCTs or MCQs. As mentioned in 

Section 2.2, the approach of using corpora in order to investigate the use of pragmatics is known 

as Corpus Pragmatics. It is “the science that describes language use in real contexts through 

corpora” (Romero- Trillo, 2017:1). Several studies have emphasized the need to raise L2 learners’ 

pragmatic awareness through the use of naturally-occurring discourse (Schmidt, 1993; Kasper, 

1997; Rose, 2000; Eslami-Rasekh, 2005), proposing that pragmatic awareness should be 
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conceptualized in terms of an open-ended array of pragmatically inferred matter rather than a 

fixed set of routines (Ifantidou, 2014; Flowerdew, 2015). Therefore, based on the results of the 

current research, it can be stated that a corpus-based approach to teaching and testing 

conversational implicatures can assist teachers with the development of instructional materials 

that will provide instances of authentic interactions in English. These materials can be used both 

for teaching and testing purposes and can be found useful by learners to retrieve implicatures by 

themselves based on the context provided. The fact that non-authentic materials, commonly 

used in DCTs and MCQs tasks, are designed and simplified by teachers prevents learners from 

being exposed to English language use, which, as argued by Brosnan, Brown, and Hood (1984) in 

Oura (2001), reflects the naturalness and variety of a language use. As noted by Morley (2001), 

the aim of using authentic materials is not to achieve complete understanding. The focus is on 

the comprehension process which takes place when learners extract information and knowledge 

from the materials and make use of them. Thus, corpora are used as learning aids rather than 

just as sources of descriptive evidence. 

Thirdly, I concluded that in order to enable learners to retrieve implicatures on their own, the 

idea of Discovery Learning over traditional, expository teaching practices had to be employed. 

For reasons that have been explained in section 5.1, Discovery Learning was employed in order 

to assist learners in becoming actively involved in the learning process, by understanding 

concepts, meanings and relationships through intuitive processes and their own conclusions 

(Budiningsih, 2005). In Discovery Learning, learners become active participants in learning by 

exploring concepts and answering their own questions through testing and experience (Panasan 

and Nuangchalerm, 2010). Especially when it comes to raising learners’ pragmatic awareness of 

conversational implicatures, Discovery Learning allows learners to explore and develop 

understanding at their own pace and their own terms. In this process, the teacher adopts the 

role of a facilitator who organizes the appropriately resourced learning environment and 

encourages learners’ self‐directed curiosity towards how implicatures are used in context. 

Finally, it transpired that for implicatures to become amenable to teaching, explicit instruction, 

while using the method of Discovery Learning, was necessary. As mentioned in section 5.3, 

explicit pragmatic instruction can direct EFL learners' attention towards the target pragmatic 
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forms and, therefore, raise their pragmatic awareness. In light of previous research on the explicit 

teaching of pragmatics, the current research aimed to show that implicatures cannot be 

automatically acquired by learners until their focus is drawn by means of pragmatic instruction. 

This is a conclusion that had been previously reached by several researchers, such as Taguchi 

(2005) and Nizegorodcew (2007), who also pinpointed the significance of inferential processing 

for EFL learners and of explicit instruction to implicature retrieval (Rose and Kasper, 2001; Alcón-

Soler and Martínez-Flor, 2005; Rose, 2005; Alcón-Soler and Martínez-Flor, 2008). Explicit 

pragmatic instruction was found to be significantly more effective in both raising EFL learners' 

awareness of implicatures and developing their ability to create their own implicatures once they 

had discovered for themselves the meaning and uses of implicatures through Discovery Learning. 

Another piece of evidence confirming that the ability to retrieve particularized conversational 

implicatures is teachable is provided by the comparison between the pre- and the post-test 

results, as presented in 4.2.4.3. The teaching sessions on implicature that took place between 

the two tests exhibited very positive outcomes, as shown by the improvement between the tasks 

of the two tests. More specifically, the average score of Task 1 improved by 24.6%, of Task 2 by 

22.5%, of Task 3 by 20.6%, of Task 4 by 19%, of Task 5 by 17.3% and of Task 6 by 22.4%. It is also 

significant that the overall performance of all learners improved in the post-test on implicature 

in comparison with the pre-test, and their improvement varied from 5,7% to 41,5%. It is worth 

mentioning that during the period between the pre- and the post- tests, the learners’ overall 

exposure to English was very limited as, due to the COVID-19 measures, their school remained 

closed and their participation in online lessons was greatly reduced. This means that their main 

exposure to L2 in the time period between the two tests was through the teaching sessions on 

implicature. 

Overall, I concluded that what makes particularized conversational implicatures amenable to 

teaching is precisely the fact that they are found in contexts retrieved from authentic resources 

rather than traditional, expository stipulated scenarios and contrived examples. My results 

confirmed that these implicatures are amenable to teaching through explicit instruction and 

consciousness-raising tasks that use corpora and encourage Discovery Learning. They also 

confirmed that the process of implicature retrieval may be crucial to induction and it may be 
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advantageous for learners to process language on their own. Finally, the results showed that the 

relevance-theoretic approach to implicatures is more adequate for defining what an implicature 

is with greater accuracy and precision while giving prominence to context as a fundamental tool 

for setting a more realistic instructional framework. 

The next section (5.3.2) aims to present the originality of the method employed in my research 

and justify why it was shown to be appropriate with reference to the target audience. 

5.3.2 Originality and appropriateness of the current approach  

The aim of this section is to summarize those aspects of the current research that make it original 

and differentiate it from previous studies conducted in the same domain of research. Needless 

to say, my research drew inspiration from previous studies that have underlined the necessity of 

teaching pragmatic aspects for the acquisition of pragmatic knowledge and offered insights into 

the issue of how pragmatics can be taught (Schmidt, 1993b; Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-Taylor, 

2003; Safont Jordà, 2004; Rose, 2005; Ifantidou, 2011b, Cohen, 2013; Rueda 2013; Bardovi-Harlig 

et al., 2015b; Taguchi, 2015; Martinez-Flor, 2016; Erton, 2017; Bardovi-Harlig, 2018; Ivanova, 

2018); however, it also differs from them in terms of the types of implicatures tested, the 

educational resources and the assessment methods used.  At this point it is worth mentioning 

that my constant point of reference for the development of the current materials was Ifantidou’s 

(2014) original testing of pragmatic awareness and implicatures using newspaper editorials. 

Ifantidou (2014) suggested that implicatures behave as more complex and cognitively more 

demanding tasks, compared with isolated speech acts and conventional routine formulae, where 

the largest body of research lies. Ifantidou, (2011, 2013a, b) proposed an enriched model of 

assessment of pragmatic competence with pragmatic awareness tested as a sub-component (see 

section 4.2.3). The current research was based on the aforementioned line of research in order 

to develop the material, already presented in Chapter 3, while furthering its scope by including 

texts not only retrieved from editorials but also from other contexts (fiction, informal dialogues, 

plays) that were found in the corpus.  

The theoretical underpinnings of the current research were provided by RT in contrast to the bulk 

of previous studies on the same domain that are based on Speech Act Theory or Gricean 
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pragmatics (see section 1.2). Speech Act Theory and Grice’s pragmatics are both frameworks that 

have been adopted by teachers and researchers at large in order to raise L2 learners’ pragmatic 

competence. However, for reasons explained in section 1.2.1.1, the relevance-theoretic 

framework sets up a process-oriented, more integrative approach of both cognitive and 

pragmatic influence by incorporating Gricean pragmatics and beyond. In what follows I will 

elaborate on the contribution of RT to the rationale and design of the current Ph.D. research. 

RT brings cognition and communication together and offers valuable support for SLA models, as 

it can account for L2 development by exploring the spontaneity and automaticity of online 

processing. In addition to the aforementioned adequacy of its theoretical import, the 

contribution of RT to the domain of EFL studies is still not fully explored across languages, and 

especially in the context of Greek schools.  Based on the work by Ifantidou (2011a, 2013 a,b, 

2014), I attempted to contribute to this considerable gap in EFL learning. Given the findings of 

this research, I will argue that the theoretical framework of RT can provide essential and 

innovative input to recent developments in SLA theory by focusing on important practical aspects 

directly related to target language instruction. 

As already mentioned, together with my primary aim to propose a novel approach to how 

implicature is handled in EFL learning, my research also aimed to provide pedagogical 

implications concerning the necessity of raising learners’ ability to recognize and interpret 

implicatures. Although the issue of teaching implicatures in a second language class has already 

been highlighted by several scholars (Bouton, 1990; Ifantidou 2011, 2013b) in various contexts 

and with learners of various sociocultural backgrounds, in the present research it was employed, 

for the first time, in the context of Greek schools while also using corpora for the design of original 

teaching and testing materials. My research specifically focused on how Greek high-school 

learners treat the concept of implicature and it used the evidence obtained in order to develop 

original educational material that can be implemented in class and accompany the already 

existing textbooks at the relevant levels.  

My initial assumption was that Greek learners tend to receive very limited input on implicatures 

and their chances of producing them outside the classroom are even slimmer. Towards that 
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direction, I decided to develop authentic teaching and testing material based on the COCA 

corpus. 

More specifically, the original teaching material aimed at developing the overall pragmatic 

awareness of the learners and draw their attention to the concept of implicature. Using authentic 

texts was deemed to be quite useful in that they could provide learners with an adequately rich 

context in order to retrieve the meaning of implicatures and, moreover, inspire learners to create 

their own examples of implicatures. The authentic contexts provided to the learners were 

accompanied by a satisfactory number of original both closed- and open-ended question tasks 

as well as a number of production tasks in which learners were asked to create their own 

implicatures. The original tasks involved various types of implicatures, such as ironies, metaphors, 

indirect answers and hyperboles. 

Apart from teaching materials, the current research proposes original testing materials that can 

be used by EFL teachers to assess learners’ pragmatic awareness with reference to implicature 

retrieval. The testing materials were also originally created for the purposes of this research and 

were retrieved from texts appearing in COCA.  

The original material used in the current research verified Bouton’s (1999) conclusion that English 

teachers should draw attention to how utterances take on different meanings in different 

contexts and also discuss cases where different implicatures are appropriate, how they function 

and how they compare to implicatures from the learners’ native culture. In addition, it provides 

a framework of experimental assessment of implicatures and teaching material that exposed 

learners to authentic examples in order to establish a link between a relevance-theoretic notion 

of implicature and its incorporation in an EFL classroom of Greek state schools. 

5.3.3 Directions towards developing EFL teaching and English language textbooks 

Recent research studies in ESL/EFL contexts (Bachman, 2000; Al-Ali, 2006; Barron and Warga, 

2007; Alcón-Soler and Guzman-Pitarch, 2013; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Dang and Seals, 2018) have 

revealed both a gap between the findings of pragmatics research and how the English language 

is actually taught and learnt in EFL classrooms and a paucity of pragmatic knowledge in ESL/EFL 

textbooks (Ton and Murray, 2020). The current Ph.D. research provided additional evidence on 
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the amount and quality of pragmatic knowledge and practice provided in EFL textbooks as taught 

in Greek high schools. The results of the research showed that the textbook currently used for 

EFL purposes in the first grade of Greek high schools lacks explicit information on pragmatics or 

additional material in the teacher’s manuals towards raising and testing learners’ pragmatic 

awareness.  

These findings suggest that there is a need for supplementing the existing EFL textbooks taught 

in public Greek high schools with additional material and tasks - such as the ones described in the 

current research - in order to feature pragmatics as an integral part of the textbook design 

process and provide teachers with opportunities to incorporate pragmatics more actively in their 

classroom practices for teaching and testing purposes and in more explicit ways. 

Over the years, a variety of pedagogical approaches have been proposed that focus on 

encouraging learners to become more active and discover for themselves the principles and 

solutions that will engage them in the learning process, and thus enhance their educational 

outcomes (Light, Calkins and Cox, 2009). Education is increasingly heading towards a more 

learner-centered approach of which Discovery Learning is an integral part. As already mentioned, 

Discovery Learning is a method that takes place when a teacher sets up an experiment, acts as a 

facilitator and provides clues along the way to assist learners in reaching solutions (Reeves, 2006). 

Discovery Learning has also been defined as a learning situation in which the principal content to 

be learned is not just presented, but is independently discovered by the learner (Castronova, 

2002).  

According to Bruner (1986), the Discovery Learning approach consists of four components, 

namely curiosity and uncertainty, structure of knowledge, sequencing and motivation. Discovery 

Learning may instill curiosity about the structures of language and motivate learners to analyze 

and make sense of the material they are exposed to (Castronova, 2002), leading to better 

knowledge retention (Balim, 2009). It has also been determined that Discovery Learning Theory 

is based on three principles: Firstly, instruction must be concerned with the experiences and 

contexts that make the learner willing to get involved. Secondly, instruction must be structured 

in a comprehensible way so as to be easily grasped by the learner. Thirdly, instruction is designed 
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in a way that encourages learners to go beyond the language material given and become 

autonomous. The additional advantage of promoting learners’ autonomy in engaging with 

authentic material as a learning resource (Vyatkina, 2016b) is highly valued especially in 

instructional pragmatics given that learners have limited reliable resources to develop their 

ability to notice pragmatic features on their own. The current research argues that teachers need 

to be aware of and accept that presenting ready-made instructional material to a passive 

audience is not enough to motivate learners to independently construct their own knowledge. It 

has been pointed out that adequate attention should be paid to language authenticity, as 

exposure to real-life language is the only way to allow learners to gain awareness of the 

appropriateness of language usage in certain contexts (Light, Calkins and Cox, 2009; Krisnawati, 

2015).  

Traditional, expository teaching is based on teachers planning and presenting the information, 

while learners remain passive listeners throughout the process (Terzi et al., 2009). On the 

contrary, Discovery Learning is where the teacher functions as a facilitator helping learners 

discover language use by deduction and construction (Kaufman, 1971; Reeves, 2006; Balım, 

2009). The concept of Discovery Learning goes hand in hand with the concept of Noticing and its 

potential to improve learning. According to Schmidt’s (1993a) Noticing Hypothesis, “what must 

be attended to and noticed is not just the input in a global sense but whatever features of the 

input are relevant for the target system” (209). The learner’s attending to and noticing the input 

constitutes a necessary condition for second language acquisition to succeed (Schmidt 1995).  

There seems to be a consensus that education should be more about learners discovering and 

constructing knowledge, which leads to the use of higher-level cognitive skills. Bruner (1983) 

suggested that learners are more likely to remember concepts if they discover them on their own 

as opposed to those that are taught directly. For example, it has been reported that Discovery 

Learning is an effective method to teach writing (Prawerti, 2014) while it has been also found 

that it can improve learners’ achievement in speaking (Mukharomah, 2015). Discovery Learning 

as a learning model that emphasizes on learners finding their own principles or concepts that 

were previously unknown can also improve learners' skills in listening (Balim, 2009).  
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The current research aimed to show that Discovery Learning can be an effective method of 

teaching implicatures if accompanied by suitable material. As Mayer (2004) argued, however, 

unassisted Discovery Learning tasks do not help learners discover problem-solving rules. 

Moreover, researchers have pointed out that entirely unguided instructional approaches lack 

adequate empirical evidence to support their efficacy, especially for younger learners (Kirschner, 

Sweller, and Clark 2006). Therefore, in the current approach, Discovery Learning was also 

accompanied with explicit instruction and verified previous assumptions regarding the 

significance of explicit teaching of implicatures for raising pragmatic awareness. In addition, 

explicit instruction benefits language learners considerably in terms of acquiring sociolinguistic 

competence for which immersion in the target language and culture does not suffice (Schmidt, 

1993b: 25-26). Effective learning requires intervention to keep learners on task and ensure a clear 

focus on specific educational objectives (Pica, 1992, 1994; Swain and Lapkin, 1995; Long, 1996). 

Therefore, even researchers who are critical of Discovery Learning are more positive towards a 

more active role of the teacher in guiding and intervening during the learning process (Mayer, 

2004).  

The current research proposed ways to use corpora as a facilitating tool towards Discovery 

Learning by providing learners with authentic input. In the context of the current research, the 

learners together with the teacher formed a dynamic group that shared the responsibility for 

raising the learners’ pragmatic awareness and enhancing their ability to retrieve implicatures in 

authentic texts retrieved from online corpora. The results of the research also showed that recent 

technological improvements have made corpus-based Discovery Learning methods a beneficial, 

rich source of material for teachers and test developers. Corpora can be adapted for teaching 

purposes and function as sources of linguistic input and as stimuli for active learning and learners’ 

engagement. Although more empirical research into the effectiveness of corpus-aided Discovery 

Learning is required, the current research supports that using corpora enhances learners’ interest 

and active engagement in the learning process (Foucou and Kübler, 2000; Weber, 2001; Sinclair, 

2004; Breyer, 2011; Boulton and Landure, 2016). As mentioned in section 2.2.1, the advent of 

free online corpora has brought about a significant change in material development regarding 

the teaching of pragmatics. One of the main gains offered is that the focus has shifted from using 
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a corpus as a source of authentic interaction in materials development (Bardovi-Harlig, Mossman 

and Vellenga, 2015b) to hands-on learning through guided corpus searches made by 

implementing a discovery-based approach (Boulton, 2010).  

For the above reasons, corpus pragmatics is recommended as an essential component of L2 

development. More specifically, a corpus-based approach to L2 learning adopted in Greek high 

schools could  alter the traditional rationale in language pedagogy of presentation –practice – 

production to a more learner-centered approach that includes illustration – interaction – 

induction, where ‘illustration’ refers to immersing oneself in real data, ‘interaction’ refers to 

sharing opinions and observations and ‘induction’ refers to creating one’s own rule for a 

particular feature, which ‘will be refined as more and more data is encountered’ (Carter and 

McCarthy, 1995, pp.145). This course of instruction was followed in the present research, with 

the corpus providing learners with opportunities to discover by themselves the function of 

implicatures in a given context and then practice their use with the assistance and support of 

their teachers by means of a variety of novel tasks. 

As for the suggested novel tasks, these include a variety of both closed-ended and open-ended 

question tasks as well as a number of production tasks in which learners are required to produce 

their own implicatures. These materials aimed at facilitating the development of learners’ 

pragmatic awareness in English. Certain tasks could be conducted individually while others in 

pairs. A number of tasks provided learners with short contexts guiding them to the use of the 

implicatures derived in order to provide synonyms. Other tasks exposed them to a context in 

order to identify the irony conveyed, other types of tasks engaged learners in judging whether 

an implicature was true or false while another category of tasks engaged learners in reading a 

dialogue and judging whether the answer (containing an implicature) to a given question was 

relevant or not. 

Following the observation of the teaching processes during both the pilot and the main studies, 

as well as the analysis of the post-test results, it was concluded that when the teacher acts as a 

facilitator and guide, corpora support active learning. Based on the teaching materials used and 

the progress learners made throughout the process, as revealed by the post-test results, it can 
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be concluded that the materials which were created based on the corpus were indeed useful. 

They could assist learners’ understanding of particularized conversational implicatures and their 

ability to identify and explain them in a given context in various ways. Firstly, learners actively 

observed language and then used it in order to generate knowledge of the concept of implicature 

in a given context.  

Secondly, learners were exposed to various topics, selected from a variety of contexts and levels 

of formality, such as formal newspaper articles on politics, environment or technology, 

restaurant or film reviews, semi-formal opinion articles on social issues, informal dialogues 

between friends or even ‘slang’ language in every day discussions. Thirdly, as pointed out by 

Hunston, (2002), corpora can help learners develop independence and ownership of the 

discovery process while learning how to observe language and make generalizations. Finally, 

through ongoing discovery and sharing of ideas and concepts, learners start to notice 

implicatures per se and become more critical of their own linguistic choices (Sinclair, 2004). For 

example, the current research included a number of production tasks in which learners were 

asked to produce their own implicatures after having adequately been exposed to similar 

examples from the corpus. Many of the production tasks were also conducted in pairs in order 

to facilitate interaction. 

The next section (5.4) elaborates further on how the tasks developed in the present research are 

different from existing tasks and approaches to testing implicatures. 

5.4 Implications of testing implicatures 

In the past decades, discussions in the field of pragmatics have contributed to conceptualizing 

the notion of pragmatic competency and raising awareness of the concept of implicature (Leech, 

1983; Verschueren, 1983; Kubota, 1995; House, 1996; Zhimeng, 2005; Hall et al, 2006; Lee, 2011; 

Davis, 2012; Ifantidou, 2014; Derakhshan and Eslami, 2015). Recent work has operationalized the 

construct of pragmatics for assessment purposes and designed task formats to elicit test taker 

performances (see Schneider and Ifantidou, 2020). Despite the accumulated empirical studies, 

almost no pragmatic tests have been reported to be in operation, particularly which reference to 
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implicature retrieval (Roever, Fraser and Elder, 2014). Testing L2 pragmatic competence is a 

relatively new area of L2 assessment, with the earliest studies dating back to the early 1990s.  

However, during recent years, there has been a growing number of tests focusing on assessing 

second language pragmatics competence (Thomas, 1983; Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; 

Roever, 2005; McNamara and Roever, 2006; Ishihara and Cohen, 2010; Trosborg, 2010; Ifantidou 

and Tzanne, 2012; McConachy and Hata, 2013), which have not been put in operational use until 

today, at least not in school environments. As reported by Roever and Ikeda (in Schneider and 

Ifantidou, 2020), the first types of tests that were developed focused solely on speech acts and 

learners’ ability to produce them successfully. The next generation of tests was based on the 

previous ones and aimed at assessing not only speech acts but also other aspects of pragmatic 

competence, such as implicature comprehension and recognition of routine formulae. The most 

recent tests focus on elicitation of spoken performance by means of role plays and conversations 

and assess learners’ interactional competence (Sherman, 2003).  

As mentioned in section 1.3.3, the testing of second language pragmatic awareness is a relatively 

recent enterprise and an underexplored but growing area within second language assessment. 

What inspired this aspect of my research is specifically the significant lack of assessment of L2 

pragmatic awareness. Although pragmatics has gained prominence in the field of language 

assessment, part of the reason why it has not featured extensively in the assessment of language 

instruction is the fact that there still remain a variety of issues that need to be resolved (Elyas 

and Alfaki, 2014). Although, as mentioned before, there is a growing number of studies on 

pragmatic assessment (Thomas, 1983; Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; Yates, 2004; Roever, 2005; 

McNamara and Roever, 2006; Ishihara and Cohen, 2010; Liu, 2010; Ross and Kasper, 2013; 

Roever et al., 2014), it appears that only a few of those rigorous efforts at assessing pragmatics 

in research studies make their way to the language classroom. One reason why this happens may 

relate to the fact that measures designed for research studies, such as those where subjects need 

to judge the appropriateness of given utterances or complete rigorous gap-filling tasks, are not 

suitable for instructional or testing purposes (Yamashita, 2008). Another possible reason is that 

teachers might feel hesitant to design such items and engage in such procedures (Ishihara and 

Cohen, 2010). 
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More generally, it could be claimed that the demands of assessment in research are often 

different from those when assessment is part of classroom instruction. Research purposes are 

often more theoretical and descriptive in nature, while classroom assessment is intended to be 

diagnostic, ideally leading to suggestions as to what learners can do to improve their 

performance in pragmatic tasks. 

Another problem refers to how assessment should be organized and which aspects of pragmatics 

should be tested. While, ideally, assessment of pragmatics should concern phenomena of the 

highest impact to teachers, learners and researchers, in the real-world it is practicality that plays 

the most important role (Bachman and Palmer, 1996). As mentioned in section 3.2.1.3.2, the 

current Ph.D. research employed corpus material for the development of tests on implicatures. 

A similar choice has been made by previous researchers, such as Schauer (2006), who also 

pointed out that creating tests based on authentic resources is an ideal choice for assessing 

learners’ sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic abilities. Towards that direction, and keeping in 

mind that the tests created for the purposes of the current research had to both use authentic 

resources and be practical, I created the pre- and the post- tests on implicatures aiming to explore 

the participants’ overall pragmatic awareness when provided with real-life contexts and the 

effect the teaching materials had on improving it.  

More specifically, for the pre- and post- tests, I created six tasks using data retrieved from COCA. 

My original idea was to include more than six tasks in the tests in order to offer participants a 

wider choice; this, however, was not possible due to practical issues and time constraints. Both 

tests included a variety of tasks, such as open-ended tasks, MCQ tasks, underline-the-sentence 

tasks and True/False tasks. I decided to include a variety of task formats in order to cater for 

learners’ learning styles and preferences. Including various types of tasks is important in that they 

are likely to have high face validity for learners and may well improve their motivation to learn 

and be tested. Although closed-ended tasks are easy and quick to answer, and therefore more 

practical, this type of question alone would run the risk of not providing a clear view of the 

learners’ awareness of implicatures, since they could simply pick a random answer. For that 

reason, I also included open-ended tasks, which permit an unlimited range of answers and reveal 

how the respondents really think about each question (Farrell, 2015). Of all the genres in the 
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corpus, I specifically made use of fiction and articles retrieved from newspapers and magazines. 

Of all the types of implicature, I focused on ironies, hyperboles, metaphors and indirect answers, 

which were selected from a variety of contexts, levels of formality and topics. I believe that this 

is an aspect of the present research that may positively contribute to the field of pragmatics 

testing, namely the fact that I have tried to take advantage of the merits of a wide range of tasks 

based on real-life instances of language use from a corpus. 

Another important consideration impacting on pragmatics assessment, especially in a classroom 

setting, is that of determining which kinds of communicative practices to assess (Akeel, 2016). 

Testing experts have become aware of how widely-encompassing the area referred to as our 

pragmatic ability may actually be. Therefore, it would be misleading to claim that assessing one 

fraction of that ability could possibly serve as a realistic measure of the domain as a whole. 

Especially for teachers in large classrooms and limited time, it may be difficult to administer 

assessment of a wider range of pragmatic phenomena; as a result, it is the teacher who will have 

to decide on the most widely used, hence worth testing, pragmatic phenomena. After 

considerable thought, I decided that I would specifically focus on the use of implicatures, and 

more specifically on the use of conversational, creative implicatures in context, since they 

constitute the reason for the majority of communicative breakdowns in verbal interactions.  

One more issue that needed to be addressed was the source material that would be used for the 

development of the testing tool. As it transpires from section 2.2.2, although corpora have been 

used by various researchers to identify stages in language learning and learners’ needs as well as 

differences in the acquisition of language (Granger and Meunier, 1994; Granger, Paquot and 

Rayson, 2006; Chen, 2006; Granger and Vander, 2007; Granger, 2009, Granger and Paquot, 

2011), most of them focus on determining learners’ proficiency with reference to different genres 

or to different stages of language acquisition while little attention has been paid to testing 

pragmatic awareness per se. 

Taking the above into account, I considered that creating a pragmatic test tool based on authentic 

discourse would be significant even if some of the discourse instances included in the corpora 

were ungrammatical or contained slang language. In terms of administration and scoring, the 
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most practical tasks included in the test were the MDCTs while the open-ended tasks provided 

greater insight into how the respondents thought about implicatures through the justification of 

their answers (Roever, 2001). Moreover, the fact that the current test was based on online 

resources verified the undeniable advantages that advanced technology has to offer in increasing 

our capacity to automate the design of tests for assessment purposes (Park, 2014; Callies and 

Götz, 2015; Deshors et al., 2016; Lee 2010).  

On the other hand, it should be mentioned that the selection of teaching and testing materials 

from corpora should be implemented with caution (Römer, 2011). More specifically, material 

developers should take into consideration the fact that not all corpora can serve educational 

purposes towards language learning. Several contain obsolete language and texts dating back to 

earlier periods (Oostdijk, 1991). Others focus on rarer varieties of the English language or occur 

in contexts that are not encountered in everyday situations (e.g. lyric poetry or Shakespearean 

theatre). Another caveat is choosing linguistically demanding texts that do not correspond to the 

learners’ level (Crawford and Csomay, 2016). Authentic texts may involve demanding vocabulary 

or terminology or deal with topics that do not correspond to the learners’ age and/or interests, 

resulting in loss of interest (Sinclair, 1991).  

The results of this attempt to teach and test implicatures confirm the positive impact of corpora 

on learners and on designing educational materials with the use of realistic examples. The 

content of these materials was based on examples from real-life communication, which makes it 

easier for learners to understand the concept of ‘implicature’ and facilitates producing 

utterances that are rich in activating implicatures. Another major advantage is that, from the 

teachers’ viewpoint, the dataset of already-prepared examples provided by the corpora also 

makes their task easier and faster, in that they do not have to create their own examples - and 

also make them look credible -, but can select the most appropriate ones based on a number of 

criteria befitting the learners’ profile, needs and preferences (Oostdijk, 1991; Sinclair, 1991). 

A final issue that causes concern is the way the test-data are measured and analyzed.  As for data 

analysis, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) state that the mixed-method approach includes 

strategies of quantitative and qualitative data analysis that are combined, connected and 
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integrated in order to answer the research questions addressed. Following this methodological 

approach, the current research made use of a mixed-method approach in terms of analyzing the 

data both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

Overall, although the present Ph.D. research relied on a number of previous studies on 

pragmatics testing (Hudson et al, 1992, 1995; Yamashita, 1996; Brown, 2000; Brown, 2001a, 

2001b; Ahn, 2005; Eslami-Rasekh, 2005; Tada, 2005; Itomitsu, 2009; Liu, 2010; Ifantidou, 

2011a,b, 2013a,b, 2014; Roever, 2011; Timpe, 2013; Taguchi, 2015), there are also differences 

from the latter. As mentioned in section 3.2.1.3.2, the vast majority of the previous tests include 

only short dialogues and not full paragraphs (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Taguchi, 2007). However, it is 

worth noting that the field of language education has become increasingly sensitive to the issue 

of both context-relevant language use that is pragmatically appropriate (Taguchi and Roever, 

2017) and its assessment. Thus, my aim was to create a test that would use exclusively authentic 

material from various contexts and genres and expose L2 learners to a variety of tasks in order 

to draw conclusions about which of the tasks work most effectively for pragmatic assessment 

purposes. I regarded the idea of providing a variety of contexts - hence more representative 

testing material - an essential choice in order to draw safer conclusions regarding the 

implicatures drawn.  

More importantly, the majority of previous studies draw on Grice’s account of implicature and 

assume a violation of the maxims while disregarding, to a large extent, the context in which they 

appear (Walker, 1975; Bach, 1994). Instead, I adopted RT’s account which can create adequate 

tests on implicature retrieval, as attested by Ifantidou (2014). As mentioned in Chapter 2, another 

problem with the Gricean approach to implicature is that it encompasses a large and diverse 

range of phenomena not conforming to a concise test on implicature retrieval. Furthermore, in 

these cases, the linguistic context provided is constructed by the researchers for the purposes of 

their studies (Fraenkel, Norman and Hyun, 2012), which is contrary to the rationale adopted in 

this PhD thesis. Therefore, I adopted the central claim of RT, namely that the expectations of 

relevance raised by an utterance are precise enough, and predictable enough, to guide the hearer 

towards the speaker’s meaning (Wilson and Sperber, 2002). Another significant difference is that 

previous studies include mainly MCQ tasks (Ergüven, 2001; Lee, 2002; Garcia, 2004), whereas in 
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the case of the present research I included a variety of tasks, such as open-ended tasks, MCQ 

tasks, underline-the-sentence tasks and True/False tasks. Finally, the test did not focus on one 

particular type of implicature, but rather on various types, such as indirect answers, ironies and 

metaphors retrieved from a variety of genres, such as articles, literature and even theatrical 

scripts.  

Overall, I could characterize my testing tool as fairly ‘global’ and ‘all-inclusive’, since it covered 

various types of testing tasks, types of contexts and types of implicatures. The authenticity of the 

test items, the length of the context (Bezuidenhout and Cutting, 2002), the variety of tasks 

included in the test and the wide range of genuine pragmatic phenomena covered allowed the 

learners to gain a more global view of what implicatures are that will hopefully allow them to 

recognize implicatures with greater success in various contexts. 

The next, and final, chapter of the research (chapter 6) is devoted, on the one hand, to a 

presentation of the limitations and the educational difficulties I faced throughout the 

implementation of the research and, on the other, to suggestions for future research in this field.  

 

Chapter 6: Synopsis, limitations and suggestions for future research 

The aim of the last chapter of this Ph.D. research (chapter 6) is to provide a synopsis of the main 

arguments of each chapter (6.1), present the limitations inherent in the research process (6.2), 

make suggestions for future research that could further implement or extend the existing 

findings (6.3) and provide final comments (6.4) on the research overall.  

The limitations of the study pertain to aspects of the methodology design that may influence the 

interpretation of the findings of my research in unexpected ways. These are constraints on the 

generalizability and validity of the findings as a result partly of the design of the study and partly 

of unanticipated challenges that emerged during the study (Price and Murnan, 2004). The 

recommendations for future research involve mainly extending the research to participants of 

other ages (e.g. young learners of A2 level aged between 10-12 years old) and the prospects for 

the development of activity books with material retrieved from corpora.  
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6.1 Synopsis of the Ph.D. thesis 

The aim of this section is to provide a summary of the main arguments developed in each chapter 

and their relation to the main, overall thesis put forward in this Ph.D. research.  

In chapter 1, I presented in detail the principles of RT, which is the theory adopted in the current 

research. The chapter began by unveiling RT’s contribution to research in general and to EFL 

research and instruction in particular. RT has inspired a considerable amount of empirical 

research on pragmatics, and especially on implicatures. I further emphasized the important 

theoretical underpinnings of RT for EFL studies, whose focus is on optimizing the factors that are 

significant to L2 learning. I also presented the reasons why, despite its merits, in the present 

research the RT framework was adopted over the Gricean approach to pragmatics. These reasons 

focused primarily on the unclear relationship between the notion of implicature and other types 

of related implied meanings identified by Grice, such as ‘conventional implicature’ (Grice, 1989: 

p.41,46), ‘generalized implicature’ (Grice, 1989: p.37; Levinson, 2000), ‘short-circuited 

implicature’ (Morgan, 1978; Horn and Bayer, 1984), ‘politeness implicature’ (Leech, 1983: p. 170-

171) and his subtle, yet non-exhaustive, distinction between ‘saying’ and ‘implicating’.  

Furthermore, the distinction between pragmatic competence and pragmatic awareness as 

defined by Alcón and Safont-Jordà (2008) and Ellis (2012) was discussed. Finally, I summarized 

the basic findings of previous research on explicit teaching and testing of implicatures. Bouton 

(1994), Kubota (1995), Alcon (2005), Martinez-Flor (2007), Gholamia and Aghaib (2012), Rajabia, 

Azizifara and Gowhary (2015), Kim (2017), among others, concluded that implicatures cannot be 

automatically acquired by learners until their attention is drawn by explicit pragmatic instruction. 

Bardovi-Harling and Dornyei (1998), Tada (2005), Roever (2005, 2006), Itomitsu (2009), Rylander 

et al., (2013) and Timpe (2013), among others, developed different types of tests on evaluating 

learners’ pragmatic awareness and reached the assumption that grammatical development does 

not guarantee a corresponding level of pragmatic development. Therefore, more attention on 

the teaching of pragmatics in an EFL classroom should be paid.   

Having presented the theoretical background of the research, the second chapter (chapter 2) 

complemented chapter 1 in that it began by presenting RT’s application in various domains of 
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pragmatic research in EFL and moved on to discussing existing research on online corpora and 

EFL and interlanguage development. In particular, Liszka (2004) and Žegarac (2006), among 

others, showed that grammatical deficits in L2 production, such as the persistent use of overt 

forms of certain grammatical properties in adult SLA, can be explained in terms of RT. Other 

researchers (Smith and Tsimpli, 1991; Garcés Conejos and Bou-Franch, 2004, Sequeiros 2004) 

emphasized that RT assists the analysis of SLA processes, which according to Krashen (1987) take 

place in five stages, namely those of pre-production, early production, speech emergence, 

intermediate fluency and advanced fluency. Taguchi (2002) examined conversational 

implicatures in experimental settings and provided empirical findings from an L2 context 

supporting the inferential mechanisms that Sperber and Wilson postulate in verbal 

comprehension.  

These findings were useful for the current research as they drew conclusions regarding different 

types of inference and paid emphasis on the significance of context, which also constituted the 

main concern of my research. Chapter 2, then, clarified the difference between implicature and 

explicature, two terms that have caused a great deal of controversy regarding the pragmatic 

phenomena they refer to. More specifically, according to RT, implicature has been defined as any 

assumption communicated implicitly rather than explicitly (Sperber and Wilson, 1995: 182) or as 

“any propositional form communicated by an utterance whose content consists of wholly 

pragmatically inferred matter” (Carston, 2000: 10). Therefore, for RT, implicature is any 

communicated assumption that is not an explicature and entails only “particularized 

conversational implicatures”.   

I, then, introduced the concept of corpus pragmatics and justified why a corpus-based approach 

to L2 pragmatics is preferable in research within L2. The main reason concerns that a corpus-

based approach to teaching and testing pragmatics can assist teachers in overcoming one of their 

main difficulties, namely the development of instructional and testing materials that provide 

instances of authentic interactions in English. Granger (2002), Romero-Trillo (2002), Kilgarriff and 

Grefenstette (2003), Biber (2006), Paquot, (2010), Vaughn and Fletcher (2012) and Romero-Trillo 

(2017), among others, placed emphasis on the use of naturally occurring data and acknowledged 

the positive outcomes of adopting a corpus-based approach to instructional pragmatics. 
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 I also summarized the main findings of previous research on teaching and testing pragmatics 

using authentic material retrieved from corpora. More specifically, as it was indicated, in studies 

such as those by Granger and Meunier (1994), Chen (2006), Granger, Paquot and Rayson(2006), 

Granger and Vander (2007), Granger (2009), Granger and Paquot (2009, 2011) and Granger and 

Gilquin (2011), corpora have been used to identify stages in language learning and assess 

learners’ overall performance in English as in EFL. However, implicature retrieval has not been at 

the center of interest of corpus-based testing and, therefore, the current Ph.D. research aimed 

to address this gap by using material from the COCA corpus. The last part was specifically devoted 

to this tool of my Ph.D. research, namely the corpus, by providing reasons why I chose the COCA 

corpus over other popular corpora. The most important reasons concerned the fact that COCA is 

a free, online and easily accessible corpus of 560+ million words, including more than 160.000 

different texts that come from a variety of sources and genres. Furthermore, COCA can show 

example sentences simultaneously with frequency searches and guarantees a wide range of 

choices that led me to well-balanced and representative samples of teaching materials and tests 

regarding implicature retrieval. 

Chapter 3 provided a detailed presentation of the methodological tools adopted and the process 

followed in this Ph.D. research, namely an analysis of the existing textbook, which has been 

officially approved for the Greek state school curriculum, with reference to the treatment of 

implicatures, as well as an analysis of the pilot study and the main study. The first part offered an 

overview of the textbook currently taught in the first grade of Greek high schools (Lyceums), with 

emphasis on implicature, in order to examine learners’ exposure and their ability to retrieve 

implicatures in the context in which they appear. According to the results of my analysis, most of 

the implicatures encountered in the textbook were non-creative and, therefore, the context in 

which they appeared played no significant role in their understanding. Implicatures were 

predominantly found in literature and songs, while they were minimally encountered in 

newspaper articles. Moreover, only a limited number of exercises took advantage of these 

implicatures. More specifically, the total number of tasks in the book was 97 and the number of 

tasks that partially took advantage of implicatures were 8, namely 9,96% of the total number of 

exercises.  
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The second part of the chapter was devoted to a presentation of the pilot study conducted during 

the academic year 2019-2020 in order to evaluate the efficiency of both the tests and the 

teaching materials I had developed. The participants in the pilot study were twenty 15- to 16-

year-old learners currently attending the first grade of junior high school with an overall C1 level 

of English, according to CEFR. The pilot study included one language test, to check the learners’ 

current linguistic level, a pre-test and a post-test on implicature retrieval as well as two teaching 

sessions using the materials retrieved from the corpus. In the last part of the chapter, I presented 

the teaching and testing materials of the main study, which was conducted during the academic 

year 2020-2021 in the same school environment as the pilot study, and the changes made to the 

teaching process of the main study. More specifically, the participants in the main study were 30 

students (13 boys and 17 girls) of the first grade of high school (Lykeio) aged 15 to 16. The main 

study included a language test in order to distinguish the learners whose English level was at least 

C1, and could thus take part in my research, a pre-test on implicature, to check the learners’ 

understanding of implicature before any explicit teaching, 16 teaching sessions on implicature 

(each lasting 30 minutes) and a post-test on implicature to assess if the learners’ performance 

improved after explicit teaching had taken place. The teaching materials of the main study were, 

again, retrieved from the corpus and included a satisfactory number of both closed- and open-

ended question tasks as well as a number of production tasks in which learners were asked to 

produce their own implicatures. 

Chapter 4 marked the beginning of the data analysis by providing a detailed qualitative and 

quantitative analysis of the findings of the pilot study. It presented the results of the language 

proficiency test followed by a detailed analysis of the pre-test. It further described the teaching 

process followed during the two piloting teaching sessions and the conclusions reached based on 

the observation of the process. Then, I provided a detailed analysis of the post-tests on 

implicature followed by general conclusions based on the pilot study. Overall, it was concluded 

that the materials participants were exposed to during the two teaching sessions helped them 

improve their ability to retrieve implicatures in a given context and verified the assumption 

reached by previous studies (see section 2.2.1) that pointed out the need to raise L2 learners’ 

pragmatic awareness through the use of naturally-occurring discourse.  
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The second part of the chapter followed the same line of presentation for the main study of the 

research. More specifically, I presented the results of the language proficiency test followed by 

the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the pre-test. The main conclusions reached during the 

observation of the 16 teaching sessions were that the materials developed positively impacted 

participants’ overall pragmatic awareness, enabled them to retrieve relevant, pragmatic effects, 

and led them to a conscious, reflective and explicit knowledge of pragmatics through individual 

and group tasks. Finally, I provided a detailed analysis of the post-tests on implicature which had 

significantly improved in comparison with those of the pre-test (see section 4.2.4.3) followed by 

some general remarks regarding the process followed during both the pilot and the main studies. 

The next chapter (chapter 5) discussed the interpretation of the results in light of the theoretical 

perspectives adopted in this research and in comparison with previous research findings in 

similar studies. It also presented in detail conclusions reached based both on the pilot and the 

main studies as well as the pedagogical implications regarding the use of corpora for teaching 

and testing purposes. It argued in favor of the explicit teaching of implicatures and it highlighted 

the aspects of the current research that make it original and differentiate it from previous studies 

within the same domain. As mentioned in section 5.2.1, these concerned mainly that a) the 

materials used in the present research included not only dialogues but rather full, extended 

paragraphs; b) the materials were selected from a variety of genres and contexts, levels of 

formality and topics; c) a fairly wider variety of tasks, such as open-ended tasks, MCQ tasks, 

underline-the-sentence tasks and True/False tasks were used. Moreover, in contrast to previous 

studies which relied on Grice’s account of implicature, I adopted RT for reasons that have already 

been presented in section 2.1. In this respect, chapter 5 offered recommendations regarding 

future changes in EFL teaching practices and English language textbooks used in Greek public 

schools. For example, I concluded that pragmatic phenomena, such as implicatures, cannot be 

automatically acquired until the learners' focus is drawn by means of pragmatic instruction. The 

explicit method employed in this research produced large effect sizes and involved a wide range 

of tasks that drew the learners’ attention to pragmatic forms and form-function-context 

combinations (see Appendix B, p.263 and Appendix E, p.283). Finally, I presented the implications 
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concerning the testing of implicatures and the usefulness of corpora for the creation of authentic 

testing materials (see Appendix A, p.226 and Appendix C, p.269). 

The last, current, chapter (chapter 6) provides a synopsis of the main points discussed in each 

chapter, presents the limitations of the study and makes recommendations for future research.  

Following this summary of the main findings and insights that each chapter has provided, in what 

follows (6.2) I intend to present the limitations of the current study, acknowledging at the same 

time that these might influence the overall impact of the research. 

6.2 Limitations of the study 

The aim of this section is to address the limitations with which the current Ph.D. research is 

confronted and evaluate the impact of those limitations on ultimately paving the way for future 

research. The limitations are mainly concerned with constraints on generalizability and a wider 

application of the teaching and testing material (Price and Murnan, 2004).  

Firstly, a limitation pertaining to the quantitative dimension of the research concerns the number 

and randomness of the sample. The main difficulty of the research was to secure the participation 

of a satisfactory number of EFL learners.  Sample size is an important consideration in research. 

For qualitative studies, where the goal is to “reduce the chances of discovery failure,” a large 

sample size broadens the range of possible data for analysis and leads to safer results (Andrade, 

2020). Larger sample sizes provide more accurate mean values, identify outliers that can skew 

the data in a smaller sample and provide a smaller margin of error (Norman, Monteiro and 

Salama, 2012). A sufficiently large sample size is also necessary to produce results among 

variables that are significantly different. As a sample size increases, the confidence in the 

estimate increases, our uncertainty decreases and greater precision is achieved (Andrada, 2020). 

It is also worth mentioning that, due to my limited access to a sample of participants, I did not 

evaluate the English books taught to students of younger ages in order to gain a more global view 

regarding the level of pragmatic awareness of the students before conducting the pre-test. 

My initial plan was to engage a larger number of participants in the main study (at least 60 

participants), but this was not possible due to the following reason. Although I approached 3 

different high schools (two public and one private), only one English teacher responded positively 
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to my invitation to collaborate. The rest of the schools preferred to follow the regular curriculum 

instead of devoting time to incorporating new material. It is undeniable that a larger sample of 

participants would have allowed me to draw safer conclusions and make more valid 

generalizations.  

Moreover, a larger sample size would probably be more representative of the learner population, 

limiting the influence of outliers and offering more accurate and far-reaching observations. More 

specifically, a larger sample of participants would have allowed separating them into two groups. 

The first group would have not been exposed to the new, experimental teaching material at all, 

while the second group would have followed the process designed for the purposes of the main 

study. The results of the two groups would have been compared in order to examine which of 

the two had obtained the higher scores in the post-test. Unfortunately, as mentioned before, the 

option of including two groups of participants was not feasible and, therefore, in order to 

compensate for this limitation, I committed myself to securing validity of findings through an 

alternative method.  

In order to ensure the highest possible representativeness of the collected data, I decided to 

examine a single group while confirming that after the implementation of the material I had 

developed, their exposure to other material in English would be very limited and a significant 

time-period would elapse until the post-test. The condition of the pandemic 2019-2021 lockdown 

was quite helpful towards this direction, since the participants refrained from their regular 

English classes, they did not participate frequently in their online lessons and they had very 

limited interaction in English in everyday environments. Therefore, it was concluded that their 

enhanced performance in the post-test was predominantly the result of the material they were 

exposed to before the lockdown period, namely the material that was created for the purposes 

of the current Ph.D. research. 

A second limitation regards my choice of having different testing items between the pre- and the 

post-tests on implicatures. Given that these tests were distributed to the same sample of 

participants, they could not have remained exactly the same. However, in order to guarantee the 

validity of the tests, I included test-items of equal level of linguistic difficulty, similar contexts, 
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same types of implicatures and, obviously, the same task-instructions. My choices were also 

verified by a native speaker of English and by the regular English teacher of the participants in 

my study. 

The final limitation regards the special measures taken against the spread of COVID-19 and, as a 

result, my missing the opportunity to be present during the teaching process of the material I 

had developed for the purposes of the main study. More specifically, my initial intention was to 

be present as an observer while the regular teacher of the class would be incorporating the 

corpus material in her lessons. My task would be to take notes of the process and the learners’ 

responses and reactions. Nevertheless, due to the strict COVID-19 measures regarding the 

number of people that could be present in each class, this was not possible. This restriction 

deprived me of the valuable opportunity to observe the learners’ reactions on line or make 

interventions when needed. At this point I believe it is important to explain why ‘observation’ 

was deemed to be an important additional method of collecting data for the purposes of my 

research. 

Observation is a systematic data collection approach during which researchers use all of their 

senses to examine people in natural settings or naturally occurring situations (Holloway, 1997; 

Schmuck, 1997; Silverman, 2001). Marshall and Rossman (1989) defined observation as "the 

systematic description of events, behaviors, and artifacts in the social setting chosen for study" 

(p.79). Although observational classroom research in the domain of pragmatics is rather limited, 

it would be remiss not to mention previous findings that have unveiled the potential 

opportunities and outcomes of pragmatic learning in different classroom arrangements. Certain 

studies on the teaching of pragmatics in a classroom environment have used this method in order 

to evaluate the effectiveness of explicit and implicit teaching of pragmatics in the school 

environment (Ellis, 1994; Kanagy, 1999; Kasper, 2001b; Nikula, 2008; Tateyama and Kasper, 2008; 

Hellermann, 2009; Forman, 2011; Al-Qahtani, 2020). These researchers used the observation 

method and documented incidental learning of pragmatic features in a classroom when 

pragmatics was not the intended learning target, suggesting that pragmatic development could 

occur in a formal classroom setting without explicit instruction.  
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As Good (1988) has put it, "one role of observational research is to describe what takes place in 

classrooms in order to delineate the complex practical issues that confront practitioners and 

teachers" (p. 337). My intention was to observe whether the instructions regarding the 

implementation of the teaching materials that I had provided the teacher with were clear and 

adequate for the classroom environment and the English level of the participants. In my case, 

observation would yield more in-depth and detailed input on the learners’ pragmatic evolution 

when dealing with tasks connected with implicature retrieval and on their ability to follow the 

explicit guidance provided by their teacher.  

In order to compensate for the lack of naturalistic observation, I adopted a recording-based 

observation based on the teacher’s tape recordings of the learners’ responses combined with her 

diary notes on the teaching process. It must be emphasized that, due to legal and ethical issues, 

the observation complied with all legal requirements for recording in real environments (no 

reference to the names of the learners was made) and no videos of the teaching process were 

included. The main benefits of this kind of observation were, firstly, that the learners did not have 

the feeling that they were being watched, hence they produced spontaneous responses, and, 

secondly, that I had the chance to listen to the recordings more than once and draw further 

conclusions. 

Notwithstanding the methodological limitations, the present study has unveiled interesting facts 

that could possibly be used for future research in the domain of teaching EFL pragmatics. Building 

upon the findings of my research, which has provided evidence for the appropriateness of RT 

regarding the teaching of pragmatics, future researchers may employ the same theory in a 

different context and reevaluate its efficiency. The methodology employed and the stages 

followed in the current research have the potential to become reproducible by future 

researchers, since the materials can be easily retrieved from corpora and edited according to 

participants’ level and educational needs. The next section (6.3) is devoted to suggesting 

directions to which the current Ph.D. research, despite its limitations, could offer fertile ground 

in order to expand on this specific line of research. 
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6.3 Suggestions for future research 

As is known, a single item of research cannot delve into all aspects of a research problem or 

questions that it is set to answer. The current Ph.D. research has revealed several areas of 

potential for further research. Since there is still ample room for improvement in the domain of 

teaching pragmatics in an EFL environment, my suggestions for future research into pragmatics 

in EFL contexts include two main directions.  

In line with several scholars (Ellis, 1994; Kasper, 2001a; Kasper and Rose, 2002) who pinpointed 

the tendency of previous studies on teaching pragmatics to focus on advanced learners, I suggest 

that future researchers should delve into younger learners’ pragmatic awareness (e.g. beginners, 

intermediate) by adjusting the corpus materials according to their level, both in terms of 

vocabulary and grammaticosyntactic structures, and explore how corpus-based practices can 

improve it. Researchers could also engage participants from various age groups and economic 

backgrounds to collect more representative data for analysis and, thus, provide further insights 

into learners’ understanding and production of implicatures.  

In addition, the current research indicated that the opportunities to engage in authentic 

interactions in English are often quite limited for EFL Greek learners, because of the misleading 

focus on other aspects of the language rather than pragmatics. Therefore, further research on 

such real-life communicative contexts would be useful to assist learners in gaining a deeper 

understanding of actual English language use. Moreover, building upon findings of the current 

research, material developers can take the teaching and testing materials into account when 

developing pragmatics EFL activity books to accompany the current English textbooks taught in 

Greek schools.  

A further worth exploring suggestion for future research would be to use more specialized 

corpora in order to create material for ESP classes. For instance, Someya’s corpus of Business 

Letters (Online KWIC Concordances), which includes 1.020.060 word-tokens of US and UK 

samples, could possibly be used as a tool to raise pragmatic awareness of EFL learners in Business 

English classes who are particularly interested in specific vocabulary and structures frequently 

encountered in this context. Therefore, teachers could use the teaching materials created for the 
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purposes of the current study as a reference point to create original tasks based on such a corpus. 

In this way, learners may become more actively involved in international business meetings and 

work-place conversations, and with greater success, minimizing problems stemming from lack of 

pragmatic awareness of language used in a different culture and in a business context.  

Overall, I hope that the current research will contribute to methodological and theoretical 

decisions taken by future researchers and teachers who are interested in exploring the domain 

of teaching pragmatics. This PhD thesis is also expected to have convincingly substantiated its 

claims in favor of adopting RT’s approach to the explicit teaching of pragmatics with the use of 

corpora and to have sparked interest in research aiming at extending the line of argumentation 

adopted herein. Reaching its end, the next section (6.4) offers some final notes on the overall 

contribution of the present Ph.D. research to the domain of teaching pragmatics and its potential 

to function as a source of inspiration for other members of the academic community in order to 

commit themselves to investigating further the issues raised.  

6.4 Final comments 

Overall, the present Ph.D. research contributes, firstly, to the theory of interlanguage pragmatics 

and EFL teaching. Generally, pragmatic learning in the formal classroom has a poor reputation 

(Taguchi, 2014). There is a general consensus that the classroom lacks opportunities for 

pragmatic learning, because classroom discourse does not provide representations of a variety 

of communication situations while textbooks lack information about pragmatic features, such as 

the use of implicatures, and contain non-authentic language samples (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; 

Kasper, 2001a; Vellenga,2004; Diepenbroek and Derwing, 2013).  Nevertheless, as noted earlier, 

the pragmatic ability is an indispensable part of non-native speakers’ communicative 

competence and must be incorporated in an adequate model of communicative ability. This 

research is important in terms of curriculum and pedagogy for the education of language 

teachers. Secondly, the findings revealed that learners are able to understand the concept of 

implicature and retrieve it from a given context when exposed to explicit instruction. In addition, 

it is by now apparent that the prerequisite for explicit pragmatic instruction is the availability of 

real-life and appropriately tuned materials. Towards this direction, material developers and 
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teachers can follow a corpus-based approach to the teaching of pragmatics and incorporate 

authentic materials retrieved from various real-life contexts. Finally, it is hoped that revised EFL 

textbooks will be created, designed and approved of, on condition that the pragmatic component 

is not to be ignored in mainstream language-teacher education programs both in Greece and 

elsewhere.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Pre-test (Pilot Study) 

Εθνικό και Καποδιστριακό Πανεπιστήμιο Αθηνών 
Τμήμα Αγγλικής Γλώσσας και Φιλολογίας 

Διδακτορικές Σπουδές 

Ρούκη Αγλαΐα 

Raising Greek High-school students’ awareness of implicatures with the use of corpora 

Instructions: 

1. Answer all the questions 

2. Write with pen or pencil 

3. You have 45 minutes to complete the test 

Pre-test (Pilot Study) 

Student’s name:         Date:_____ 

Task 1: What’s the meaning of the adjectives in bold in the following contexts? Choose one of 
the following options (a,b,c,d). (6 points) 
 
1. Emery has a solution for when your paycheck is cut in half. According to him, if an employer 
can cut a worker's wage in half, he could hire twice as many workers. While I found this proposal 
dubious, I tried to imagine what I would do. Great news! I thought to myself. Instead of working 
40 hours a week for a fair wage, I could work 80 at lower pay. Sure, I wouldn’t be able to see my 
wife and son so much but at least I would survive.  
 
a. Amazing 
b. Really bad 
c. Exciting 
d. Boring  
 
 
2. Erica feels like she still has the training wheels on her mothering skills - but they usually manage 
to work it all out. Jenny means more to her than anything in the world. The only piece missing 
from her life is Greg, the man she loves. He’s a world away, in Australia. He is working insane 
hours helping to launch a cable news network. It is an amazing opportunity, and Erica was 
supportive of his seizing it, but not having him around has been tough. 
 
a. mentally ill 
b. few 
c. long 
d. unusual 
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3. But no place has promoted hot stuff more than Feeders, the Cheshire Bridge Road barbecue 
joint, which draws turn-away crowds for its "Hall of Flame" dinners.  To be the next hot cuisine, 
you’ve got to have that familiar flavor and switch it up with something new. " We've got this one 
crazy kid who comes in here and orders a bowl of chili and dumps powdered habanero all over 
it, " Boyd says. " He orders four habaneros on the side, bites the ends off and pours habanero 
sauce in them like little cups. 
 
a. very warm 
b. very spicy 
c. very interesting 
d. widely discussed 
 
Task 2: Which of the following options (a,b,c,d) best expresses what the speakers mean with 
the bold phrases? (6 points) 
 

1. So much so that nearly every one of the TEN million available neurons in his gray matter 
(excluding, of course, the very considerable Number dedicated to baseball trivia) is preoccupied 
with the minutiae of things past: battles, paintings, symphonies, poems, natural disasters, 
working conditions, biology, technology, meteorology, genealogy... A walking encyclopedia his 
students call him, those earnest, bushy-tailed freshmen in the Fundamental Problems of History 
seminar he's teaching this term  
 
a. that he always carries a lot of books 
b. that he is very knowledgeable 
c. that he is very impersonal, like a moving object 
d. that he uses encyclopedias during his lessons 
 

2.  I can't live without him, Lala, I just can't. I didn't get a chance to say bye. I tried to save him. I 
took a bullet in the back for him, "I cried. Tears were rolling down my cheeks and onto her hands. 
My body was aching. My heart hurt. My soul was bleeding. The bullet that I thought I stopped 
went through me and into his heart, killing him. I began to blame myself, thinking if I'd stayed 
put maybe he would've survived. So many thoughts ran through my mind, and depression was 
inevitable 
 
a. I was shot on the chest 
b. I was physically hurt 
c. I was extremely sad 
d. I had blood on me everywhere 
 
3. Many have emphasized this publicly. Following the announcement, the person who took credit 
for appointing James stood by the decision, saying that James was on the council to ensure " 
diversity of thought. " This is a weaponization of the language of diversity. By appointing James 
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to the ATEAC, Google elevates and endorses her views, implying that hers is a valid perspective 
worthy of inclusion in its decision making. This is unacceptable.  
 
a. the use of the language of diversity against people 
b. the adaptation of language diversity for war purposes 
c. use of the language of diversity as a means of argumentation 
d. the cause of disagreement due to the language of diversity 
 
 
Task 3: Read the dialogue. Do you think the answer in bold is relevant or irrelevant to the 
question in bold? (Circle your answer and justify it with 1 sentence) (9 points) 
 
1. A. Okay! (Willow interrupted, then put on a smile and walked up to her friend). 
 B: Can you give me some simple specifics?  
A.How old are you?  
B. What? I am offended! 
A.Whatever….  (Buffy said) 
B. You're pretty weird, aren't you? 
A.I'm quirky 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2. A. I think the toughest part is to admit that you aren’t ok. 
B. Are you depressed? 
A. Are you kidding me? 
B. All these things happen, and you just don't know how to deal with emotions 
A. Reeling and searching for an outlet, I started to paint last May and began to cry in one of the 
first sessions. 
B. You’re open, curious, occasionally profane and often reflective 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
3. A. John, get outta here man! Don't go, y'see Norman Mailer, I hear he's here. 
B.  What? 
A. You wan na meet him? 
B. I don’t know…did he know who I was? 
A. He’s cool, come on, he is your hero, right? 
B. Nah…later 
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Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Task 4: In all the following sentences the speakers mean something else to what they actually 
say. Based on the context, can you guess what that is? (Justify your answer with 1-2 sentences) 
(6 points) 
 
1.  The mayor's face hardened and took on a deep, angry hue.' You would make war against 
innocent women and children? For the impulsive act of some hothead?' ' We do not make war 
on innocent persons, but on those in open rebellion against our mutual country. If there are any 
hotheads amongst you, I suggest you curb their zeal. The fate of your town is in your hands. 
Good day to you, sir.' He started to turn away. The lieutenant started to turn away. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
  
2. There was less... conflict... because Hannah was at her Mum's overnight, but he still couldn't 
resist telling me as I curled up on the couch that he was going to sleep in his cum-stained bed. 
The world was his oyster. Getting the stump out of the hole once the old roots had been severed 
was a complex business. Alan was for dragging it out with cable and his ute but I could see that 
wasn't going to go anywhere fast.  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
 
3. Even the manna that Israel once enjoyed in the desert led to death for all who partook of it. 
Only one meal leads to life. I am the bread of life, Jesus said. People who heard these words 
when they were first uttered were shocked by them. I think we'd still find them shocking if we 
actually heard and believed them. Every once in a while, you see someone for whom these words 
retain their startling meaning 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
 
Task 5: In which of the following sentences is the use of the word in bold literal and in which 
non-literal? For those that are non-literal, explain what the speaker actually means (9 points): 
  
1. But Mrs. Ravert says it's an investment, the girl's dancing the Dying Swan and only the best 
dancer gets to do it. It's in a ballet... now, what did she call it? Blank? A ballet blank? " " Blanc, " 
my mother corrects. " It means all in white. " " That's right. Well, Gillian! You could put your two 
hands right around her waist and touch your fingers, she's a dainty little doll. They're taking her 
to Scotland, to study.... "  
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Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Bow made of Osage orange. It is 46 inches long. The collection card states that the bow is from 
the Yankton Sioux, whom Lt. G.K. Warren encountered in 1855 and 1857. Body made of tanned 
leather, dress of blue wool cloth. The hair is a divot of horsehide with the hair attached. Eyes and 
mouth are black beads. The doll wears Lakota female short leggings and moccasins. Beaded rattle 
on a stick. The 70 rattles are aligned in three rows and made of the dew claws (inner hooves) of 
deer or pronghorn. 
 
Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

2. On the Mac, by contrast, people's system partitions could be set up in all kinds of weird and 

unpredictable ways, making it more difficult to account for edge cases in the conversion process. 

So, iOS gets to be the guinea pig, and macOS (as well as watchOS and 

tvOS) will likely pick up APFS support in the new major OS updates we see at WWDC this year. 

User-facing benefits like directory size calculation and cloning files in multiple locations, easily 

noticeable in macOS, have little bearing in the more locked-down world. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

A visit to the new Twitch section Friday morning showed a couple-dozen live streams in English. 

One broadcaster showed off placing a pizza order, waiting for delivery and eating the pie. Another 

showed a guinea pig chewing down on some greens. At one point, that stream had 58 viewers. 

Air travelers know it's possible to cut through those horrible airport security lines designed to 

protect us from terrorism -- as long as they pay.  

Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
3.   It was just freezing on him. I wasn't gonna stop. This is 105. I'm headed back 

in. Dead end down here on South William Street. Tank needs a good warm-up. We're freezing 
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out here. Copy that, 105. 107, let's retrace our timeline and get you on another interview with 

this girl, Kathy, who was the last to see the boys. It was just about 2:00 AM. We hit all our 

checkpoints. Now it's, it's what do we do? 

 
Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Tonight, the stunning case thrust back into the national spotlight, two wives, one dead, one alive. 

And a murder investigation that had reached a dead end until "20/20" got on the case. This 

evening, the legal bombshell just this week at a stunning turn-around. So tonight, we take you 

from the courtroom to the crime scene, to the bedroom and to something sitting on the bedside 

table, and a clue buried with the wife until now.  

Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
 
Task 6: Check whether the assumptions for the following sentences are True or False (4 points) 
 
 
1. Thanks for the help guys. Every year we buy a tree and every year it’s a disorganized mess, 
especially when it’s time to take the tree out and the needs fall all over the floor. Christmas is 
fast approaching, but you still have time to gather a small kit to handle the job of setting the tree 
up, keeping its stand filled with water and taking it down without blanketing the house with 
conifer needles. Then you can keep the tools together for next year. I'm a big fan of kits for 
specific jobs like this 
 
Assumption: No one helped her with the Christmas tree. True/ False 
 
2. A: Looking at the project in the morning, I realized it was not only messy, but I had switched 
the roots and stem labels and I’d spelled photosynthesis wrong. As you might imagine, my 
teacher was not too excited when I handed in my masterpiece. B: So, dear Too Much to Do, 
maybe you should buy a bigger clock! Just kidding. But you really should write stuff down so you 
won't forget what you have to do, and 2. make sure you've done the most important things on 
your list before you agree to anything extra. 
 
Assumption: He probably didn’t get a good grade at his project. True/ False 
 
3. He smiled over at me. “Hi, sweetie,” I said, “Are you ready for the big day?” “I’m cool.” She 
cocked “Are you sure you’re all right?” “Never been better” she replied but I just got a weird 
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feeling. At twenty-six, Crystal had translucent skin and dark eyes that she adorned with thick navy 
liner. She clutched the chunk of golden amber she wore around her neck, smoothing it with her 
thumb. 
 
Assumption: Something is wrong with the woman but she just doesn’t say. True/ False 
 
4. Christmas is the happiest day of the year and the shortest. It is such a happy day that the most 
popular Christmas stories are the saddest, the ones about poor little match girls in the snow or 
crippled children ignoring their afflictions. it is almost as though there were a conspiracy to 
discourage the natural ebullience of the day, the day when primitive man realized the world was 
not coming to an end, only the year, that the days would get no shorter, would indeed begin to 
get longer and warmer. 
 
 Assumption: On Christmas Day everything is full of joy and happiness.  True/ False 
           
 
  

/40 
Thank you for your co-operation 
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APPENDIX B – Teaching Materials (Pilot Study) 

Teaching material- Day 1 
 
Task 1: If you had to substitute the underlined word with another word from a to d which would 
that be:  
 

1. Right before the election I recorded a video and the song to release as a single. It was going to 
change the world and change people's opinions and the election. And the video came. Went. The 
election happened. Came. Went. I really thought I was going to change the world or at least 
change our country and change the results. But it very much didn't. I still watch it and still sing it 
with a tinge of laughter. It's amazing what we think we can do in a short period of time. And the 
reality of art is that it takes time, and you've got to give it that time to develop, and 30 years from 
now, who knows…It might be one of those songs, but now I just got to keep singing it.   
 
a. interesting 
b. stupid 
c. excellent 
d. supernatural 
 
Why did you make that choice? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
1. Being a veteran, I am appalled by the fact that the news media and the congress woman are 
more concerned about the perception the president, in her opinion, did not show the respect to 
the fallen soldier in a manner she expected it. It was amazing to me that a personal call to the 
widow was being attended by a congresswoman or anyone else for that matter. This was a 
private matter between the president and Myeshia Johnson. It is sad that others decided they 
needed to interfere in this call. It is also strange to me that this was the only call focused on even 
though all four families were contacted. 
 
a. exceptional  
b. perplexive 
c. disappointing 
d. positive 
 
 
Why did you make that choice? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Can you think of other examples where the word “amazing” has a completely different 

meaning to the ones you just saw? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................... 
 
Task 2: Check whether the assumptions for the following sentences are True or False 
 
1. A diplomacy of narcissism is of a piece, to borrow from the historian Richard Hofstadter, with 
the paranoid style of this president. In his statement, magnificent Trump spoke of “foreign 
lobbyists "who" wish to keep our country tied up and bound down by this agreement." He 
painted our nation as a pitiful heap of insecurity. "At what point does America get demeaned?" 
he asked. "At what point do they start laughing at us as a country?" If anyone is laughing after 
Trump's decision, it is our actual enemies and adversaries.  
 
Assumption: The writer thinks that Trump is an excellent president.  True/ False 
 
Why did you make that choice? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................... 
 
2. “Well, I was wondering when you would show up,” she wheezed, pulling me in for an angular 
hug.” “I guess I should be glad you’re home for Christmas”, I answered. I wanted to wish her a 
“Merry Christmas to you too!” and walk out, but I had nowhere else to go. Instead I said “LuEllen, 
you didn’t tell me they put you on oxygen. The smell of smoke gradually nudged Dr. Sarah Gordon 
from a troubled sleep into semi-wakefulness. 
 
Assumption: He really hopes she has a wonderful Christmas time   True/ False 
 
Why did you make that choice? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................... 
 
Task 3: Do you think the bold answer is relevant or irrelevant to the bold question? (Justify 
your answer) 
 
A. Some of the new owners are absentee landlords who don’t care who stays in their houses, as 
long as they get a rent check. That can mean young people who have no jobs and little connection 
to the community. Will they ever stop throwing wild parties and litter the neighborhood with 
trash? 
B. Relax. It’s just a nightmare. Ingleside still has the kind of economic and racial diversity that 
makes it a model for the rest of the city 
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……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Create a dialogue of three turns in which, at some point, one of the speakers answers 

indirectly to a question posed by the other speaker. 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 
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Teaching material- Day 2 
 
Task 1: In all the following sentences the speakers mean something else to what he actually 
says. Based on the context, can you guess what that is? 
 

1. It was like she always said: You never knew what might happen or who might come out on top. 
The sun rose anew every morning, and when it did, you might be about to have the best day of 
your life. Even on days when it was too dark to see clearly, there was a plan, and if you just kept 
going, you were bound to find it. Those few words pretty much summed up Mary Dell's approach 
to life  
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………................................................................. 

2. Everyone of us knows the sensation of going up, on retreat to a high place and feeling ourselves 

so lifted up that we can hardly imagine the circumstances of our usual lives, or all the things that 

make us fret. In such a place, in such a state, we start to recite that silence is sunshine, where 

company is clouds. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………….................................................................. 

 
Task 2: In which of the following sentences is the use of the bold word literal and in which 
metaphorical. For those that are metaphorical explain what the speaker actually means: 
 

1.  Al Mundy was his name and he was a cat burglar, and I just visualize her just kind of going 

around opening safes, looking around. With her ear on the thing.  

Literal/ Metaphorical 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
.......................................................................................................................................................... 
 
There are no hotel rooms, I'm sure. I have a dog and a cat. And my cat screams every time he's 

with the dog.  

Literal/ Metaphorical 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
............................................................................................................................. ............................. 
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2. A little blue-headed agama lizard startled me as I moved the stone, and then scurried back 

out to the safety of the courtyard. 

Literal/ Metaphorical 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
............................................................................................................. ............................................. 
 
Later, much later, long after the ten o’clock she’d promised her dad she would be home, the 

lizard, safely cut through the back alley and headed home.  

Literal/ Metaphorical 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
............................................................................................................................. ............................. 
 

Can you think of other animals that can be used metaphorically to refer to humans? Write 

three examples of these: 

1…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………......... 

2…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………......... 

3…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………......... 

 

Task 3: Which of the following phases from the texts verify the following statements (underline 
your answer): 
 
1. Yoshiko was not very excited to see Motoda 
 
When Motoda had returned to his apartment, he had found Yoshiko, her eyelids inflamed with 
weeping, planted on the floor. Although it would have been well if she had sent a telegram from 
the train or telephoned his office, Yoshiko hadn't exercised even that sort of forethought. 
Evidently, she had been weeping timidly. When she saw Motoda, just as if she had been waiting 
for someone whom she had no hope would return, she greeted him with a sort of sad happiness 
She didn't seem like a lover who had run a romantic risk. She was a melancholy husk. That, 
perversely, made Motoda want to take her in his arms  
 
2. The capital-class rule is extremely unfair for working class 

The core analysis underlying Marx's words is the dominance of the surplus value invested in 
constant capital-the product of dead labor-over the living labor purchased with variable capital. 
If money comes into the world with a congenital blood-stain on one cheek, capital comes dripping 
from head to toe, from every pore, with blood and dirt.  Engels referred to the enemies of the 
working class. In Marx and Engels’s “political economy of the dead”, however, it would take no 
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garlic; mirrors and crosses, but working- class organization- and finally revolution- to vanish the 
vampire capital.  

3. I remain positive and optimistic 
 
My prayer is that your lives are healed and cleansed and that the memories of the past serve only 
as strength. My ultimate goal is to make sure that what I and Sondusky’s alleged victims endured 
need never happen to another child. I have a very dark past, but I shine bright every day. It is only 
by telling our stories that we can turn our pain into power. Darwin Hobbs and his wife, Traci, 
speak at churches across the country to help raise awareness about child sexual abuse. 
 
4. They are disturbed because she didn’t invite them to play in the movie 
 
So, you didn’t invite us. Thanks a lot. This is probably the best movie you have ever done and 
probably it’s pretty damn good, probably the best. I saw The Artist at the Telluride Film Festival. 
Everyone was talking about The Artist. I think it's going to be the surprise of the Oscars. 
Unfortunately, I didn't get to see A Separation at TFF but will look for it when it comes to town. 
Love your list but Tree of Life didn't resonate with me as unusual films usually do. 
 
5. Many children have colorful masks. 
 
It's the week of Halloween - not the best time to bring a sixth-grade class on a field trip to the Big 
Easy. But three rain delays pushed back the date, so here we are in New Orleans, where thick, 
milky fog rises from the river like steam. It nearly blocks our view of a shiny white tugboat and 
her long string of barges nosing their way through the coffee-colored currents. We wait at Mardi 
Gras World, the famous tourist trap where my daughter, Ellie, and her classmates have come to 
learn the history of Carnival season. We are also surrounded by mermaid, each elaborately 
carved and painted by Blaine Kern’s studio artists. Around the sculptures, a festive crowd filters 
through. They are free spirits wearing rainbow faces as they scuttle for a better view of the 
Mississippi.  
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APPENDIX C - Post-test (Pilot Study) 

Εθνικό και Καποδιστριακό Πανεπιστήμιο Αθηνών 
Τμήμα Αγγλικής Γλώσσας και Φιλολογίας 

Διδακτορικές Σπουδές 

Ρούκη Αγλαΐα 

Raising Greek High-school students’ awareness of implicatures with the use of corpora 

Instructions: 

1. Answer all the questions 

2. Write with pen or pencil 

3. You have 45 minutes to complete the test 

Post-test 

Student’s name:         Date:_____ 

 
Task 1: What’s the meaning of the adjectives in bold in the following contexts? (6 points)  
 

1. With my iPhone, I have my Do Not Disturb setting engaged automatically from 11 p.m to 7:30 

a.m. The phone will not ring whenever a call is coming from my favorite list of contacts. I also 

have the preference set not to allow any call if it comes from the same phone number twice. I 

also have the preference set to allow any call if it comes from the same phone number twice in 

three minutes.  

a. lovable 
b. disturbing 
c. popular 
d. close 

2. My clothes were ripped and dirty and few cuts had occurred in last night’s battle. I looked 

amazing for being almost dead. Judging from the haze of red I kept seeing out of the corners of 

my eyes, I had a feeling my hair was frizzy and striking up in about a hundred different directions. 

It was already turning into a hot day, and my stuffy castle was making me sweat profusely. " No, 

" gasped the Rowan soldier. " You can't be alive.” 

a. young 
b. fantastic 
c. awful 
d. fine 
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3. The day we visited the Academia, a girl fainted from the apparently unbearable beauty of the 

statue above her.  A chair was brought to her, and her companion, a much older man, stood 

behind the chair and from time to time patted her face. Each time she opened her eyes and raised 

them to David's face, she'd swoon again, her eyes rolling up into her head. Her companion 

continued to hold her face between his hands. 

a. extreme 
b. nerve-racking 
c. common 
d. intolerable 

Task 2: Which of the following (a,b,c,d) best says what the speakers mean with the bold 
phrases? (6 points) 
 
1. He would not even wait for the ship to take off. He had to get out of there. When the hatch 

clanged shut, he jumped. The soldiers watched him as he was walking dead. The man with the 

silver mustache, personally saw him back to the viewing area, shaking hand and saying something 

inaudible before turning and leaving. Some people in the crowd asked him questions, but he 

didn’t listen. He moved close to the fence, pressing his face up against the cool metal, and 

watched the plane. 

a. very old 
b. extremely tired 
c. really negative 
d. very ill 

2. The louder, the crazier, the more out of control, the better. The costumed guests fed into the 

frenzy. Hale had been born restless. There was no piece in his soul. He was familiar with wild and 

foolish. Raising hell. Sleeping around. Calling a friend for bail money. He lived in the moment. Just 

when he thought he’d reached the bottom of his craziness, he found that there was a crazy 

underground garage. Team Captain Rulan Cates constantly urged him to tone it down. 

a. gone downstairs 
b. gone to the basement 
c. faced the upper limit 
d. overcome a problem 

3. Lynda tries to be available to talk to her children about whatever problems they face. I guess 

you could say my mother is air. From the time I attended elementary school up until now. She 

always used to give the message,' I'm willing to sit down and talk to you about it, I would like to 

talk to you about it'. ,' they- they are more apt to come and talk to you. CAROLE SIMPSON: voice-

over LaTisha, the oldest, has graduated from college and attends law school in Texas. 

a. my mother is absent  
b. my mother is always there for me 
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c. my mother is irrelevant 
d. my mother is very thin 

 
Task 3: Read the dialogue. Do you think the answer in bold is relevant or irrelevant to the 
question in bold? (Circle your answer and justify it with 1 sentence.) (9 points) 
 
1. A. Glad I stopped in. 
B. I’m you did, too. 
A. There is something I wanted to ask you. 
B. What is it? 
A. The selectmen are organizing a benefit to help the local police department. I was wondering 
if… 
B. Kill me know. 
A. Well, ok then. 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2. A. That’s not what I mean.  
B. Then why ask? 
A. Just because I asked if architects do well doesn’t mean I’m on the hunt for an architect 
husband. You always needle me. 
B. Slow down. He enjoyed riling her up like this.  
A. Who said anything about hunting for husbands?  
B. Never mind.  
A. I’m sorry I’m not laughing at you. 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3. A.How's my girl?  
B. What do you want, Magnum?  
A. Would you like a treat?  
B. Do I look stupid to you? 
A.Come on, Beth. 
B. Just tell me what you want so I can get back to work. 
 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Task 4: In all the following sentences the speakers mean something else to what they actually 
say. Based on the context, can you guess what that is? (Justify your answer with 1-2 sentences) 
(6 points) 
 
1. The Crown also follows a tumultuous sisterly relationship, between Queen Elizabeth and her 

sister Princess Margaret. Only there is much more at stake than verbal barbs -- with Queen 

Elizabeth holding the keys to Princess Margaret's own romantic happiness -- since it is she who 

decides whether Margaret can marry her divorced suitor. and possibly the greatest power chasm 

between two siblings ever. Animal Welfare 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 

2. Apologies are just Christmas presents -- Someone should tell President Trump -- after all, he 

is spending most of his time trying to pressure others into saying sorry. We all want an apology 

when someone does us wrong. But a new study, published in Psychological Science, a journal of 

the Association for Psychological Science, finds that people aren't very good at predicting how 

much they'll react when receiving an apology…. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
 
3. As Bergson might suggest, everything has already happened anyway. Life is a ball of wool, very 

dense, and we live through all of it, moving along the single thread of yarn that unravels with our 

lives. Somehow, you could say that the wickedness of Bastille Day in Nice had already happened. 

We just had to catch up with it, to experience the horrible knot that would drag us all to a 

standstill. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
 
 
Task 5: In which of the following sentences is the use of the bold word literal (κυριολεκτική) 
and in which non-literal (μη-κυριολεκτική). For those that are non-literal explain what the 
speaker actually means (9 points): 
 
1. My money was on Shea to take it all, but after last week’s reunion, something tells me they 

will give it to Sasha. Why? Because Shea was kind of a snake- not as much of a snake as Valentina, 

whose beautiful self was snatched from the competition by her own hubris. after lip syncing for 
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her life with a freaking MASK covering her mouth!! Mask off, Valentina!! It's a lip sync!! Here, 

let's relive it together. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
  

What if Bobby, allergic to bees, accidentally dug into a buried nest? And if a snake bit one of 

them, the month before, Bobby had killed a copperhead as it prepared to strike-could they get 

to help in time? She brought down the mattock and came up with a palm-size root the dirty white 

of ivory. " Find anything? " called Bobby, a tall, angular man with hardened features, some 

distance up the path. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

2. Jerry gave me a speculative look. “You are just a regular little free bird” he said. “Enjoy it while 

you can cause when you get married, it’s gone for good” he added. He gave me a wry wink, and 

there was in his face a hint of sadness and something else that made me want to scoot away and 

find something else to do, almost as much as I wanted to stay. Reaching out, he gave my hand a 

quick squeeze and said, " I like free birds and I'm really glad to make your acquaintance. 

 Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

Snakes have been found to be major predators of grassland bird nests in northern grasslands, 

which might be due to geographic location of the studies which coincide with the average of the 

latitudinal limits of the most ectotherms. The higher proportion of snake predations in the warm 

season grass CRP fields of our study compared to what has been found in cool season CRP fields 

and pastures in our study area. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

3. Now it is the devil who works in secret. If the devil has secret access to innermost souls, 

however, what prevents him from being God in another guise? What distinguishes God from the 

devil? Arguing that Defoe stages these conversion scenes to demonstrate " the need for 
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evangelism of a fairly sophisticated kind " in order to recruit converts to Christianity, Timothy 

Blackburn illustrates the tendency in Defoe scholarship to instrumentalize Friday's conversion. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

We will require all individuals purchasing firearms to be 21 or older. But just like on immigration, 
where a long White House listening session produced little action, the devil is in the details. And 
Mr. Trump has so far refused to talk legislative specifics. Instead, pivoting the debate to arming 
teachers. The teacher would've shot the hell out of him before he knew what happened. And 
that's not the only talking point Mr. Trump has borrowed from the NRA. 
 
Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

Task 6: Check whether the assumptions for the following sentences are True or False (4 points). 
 
1. They cannot wait to see a Trump economics, they can’t wait for taxes to come up, regulations 

to get rolled back and they are just celebrating this. It's incredible to me that these people who 

are boycotting, and that includes Hollywood that we just saw, on your last segment. They are not 

reading the people. Again, they are ignoring the people. I mean did you not just see what 

happened in this election? 

Assumption: People are positive towards Trump’s economic measures. True/ False 
 
2. Robin pulls right back to where she was parked and parks again. She steps out of the car talking. 
GEORGE: “If I’m the best person you had ever known, boy, you need to get out more. That was 
the truth.” ROBIN: “You've never said that before.” GEORGE: “I'll say a lot of things I've never said 
before. It's habit.”  ROBIN: “It sounded like a pick-up line.” GEORGE: “I can't pick you up. Robin 
sits down, weighted by the reason.” ROBIN: “I'm married”. 
 
Assumption: The speaker believes that the listener is not very outgoing.  True/ False 
 
3. On the " NewsHour " tonight: A British report points the finger at Russian President Vladimir 
Putin for the radioactive poisoning of a former KGB agent. Also, ahead: what Republican 
presidential candidate Rand Paul says are the differences between him and front-runner Donald 
Trump. Trump wants power. He is so smart that he will fix everything in this country, just give 
him power. And I understand the corrupting influence of power.    
 
Assumption: The speaker thinks Trump is very arrogant and will not use his power correctly. 
          True/ False 
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4. We’ll clean up crime and drugs from the streets and, yeah sure, stop my payoff. I promise to 

clean up the streets from that dirt. Chief Escoba for Mayor! If you vote for me, I promise, I'll keep 

kids out of trouble. Let's give a warm welcome to Lorenzo Bacalao, secretary of the new LACA 

and PCA. Tell the audience a little about LACA, Lorenzo. To begin with, what does LACA stand 

for? LORENZO: Latinos for Agua. 

 
Assumption: He will stop crime and drug-dealing.     True/ False 
 
 
 

/40 
Thank you for your cooperation 
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APPENDIX D - Pre-test (Main Study) 

Εθνικό και Καποδιστριακό Πανεπιστήμιο Αθηνών 
Τμήμα Αγγλικής Γλώσσας και Φιλολογίας 

Διδακτορικές Σπουδές 

Ρούκη Αγλαΐα 

Raising Greek High-school students’ awareness of implicatures with the use of corpora 

Instructions: 

1. Answer all the questions 

2. Write with pen or pencil 

3. You have 40 minutes to complete the test 

Pre-test (Main Study) 

Student’s name:         Date:______ 

Task 1: What’s the meaning of the adjectives in bold in the following contexts? Choose one of 
the following options (a,b,c,d). (6 points) 
 
1. Emery has a solution for when your paycheck is cut in half. According to him, if an employer 
can cut a worker's wage in half, he could hire twice as many workers. While I found this proposal 
dubious, I tried to imagine what I would do. Great news! I thought to myself. Instead of working 
40 hours a week for a fair wage, I could work 80 at lower pay. Sure, I wouldn’t be able to see my 
wife and son so much but at least I would survive.  
 
a. Amazing 
b. Really bad 
c. Exciting 
d. Boring  
 
2. Erica feels like she still has the training wheels on her mothering skills - but they usually manage 
to work it all out. Jenny means more to her than anything in the world. The only piece missing 
from her life is Greg, the man she loves. He’s a world away, in Australia. He is working insane 
hours helping to launch a cable news network. It is an amazing opportunity, and Erica was 
supportive of his seizing it, but not having him around has been tough. 
a. mentally ill 
b. few 
c. long 
d. unusual 
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3. But no place has promoted hot stuff more than Feeders, the Cheshire Bridge Road barbecue 
joint, which draws turn-away crowds for its "Hall of Flame" dinners.  To be the next hot cuisine, 
you’ve got to have that familiar flavor and switch it up with something new. " We've got this one 
crazy kid who comes in here and orders a bowl of chili and dumps powdered habanero all over 
it, " Boyd says. " He orders four habaneros on the side, bites the ends off and pours habanero 
sauce in them like little cups. 
 
a. very warm 
b. very spicy 
c. very interesting 
d. widely discussed 
 
Task 2: Which of the following options (a,b,c,d) best expresses what the speakers mean with 
the bold phrases? (6 points) 
 

1. But King Henry VIII was no ordinary man. My father was a giant among men. " The Hunting 
King, " we called him. How I miss the days when men were men and kings were kings. Fortunately, 
we are blessed with a queen who stands strong in defense of her kingdom. And blessed to have 
nobles such as yourself, Lord Maxford, setting such a wonderful example, a Catholic lord treating 
fairly the Protestant farmers who till his land. You are a living symbol of the unified England I wish 
to preserve. 
 
a. my father was very tall 
b. my father was very strong 
c. my father was very brave 
d. my father was very old 
 

2.  I can't live without him, Lala, I just can't. I didn't get a chance to say bye. I tried to save him. I 
took a bullet in the back for him, "I cried. Tears were rolling down my cheeks and onto her hands. 
My body was aching. My heart hurt. My soul was bleeding. The bullet that I thought I stopped 
went through me and into his heart, killing him. I began to blame myself, thinking if I'd stayed 
put maybe he would've survived. So many thoughts ran through my mind, and depression was 
inevitable 
 
a. I was shot on the chest 
b. I was physically hurt 
c. I was extremely sad 
d. I had blood on me everywhere 
 
3. Many have emphasized this publicly. Following the announcement, the person who took credit 
for appointing James stood by the decision, saying that James was on the council to ensure " 
diversity of thought. " This is a weaponization of the language of diversity. By appointing James 
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to the ATEAC, Google elevates and endorses her views, implying that hers is a valid perspective 
worthy of inclusion in its decision making. This is unacceptable.  
 
a. the use of the language of diversity against people 
b. the adaptation of language diversity for war purposes 
c. use of the language of diversity as a means of argumentation 
d. the cause of disagreement due to the language of diversity 
 
 
Task 3: Read the dialogue. Do you think the answer in bold is relevant or irrelevant to the 
question in bold? (Circle your answer and justify it for both cases with 1 sentence) (9 points)  
 
1. A. Okay! (Willow interrupted, then put on a smile and walked up to her friend). 
 B: Can you give me some simple specifics?  
A.How old are you?  
B. What? I am offended! 
A.Whatever….  (Buffy said) 
B. You're pretty weird, aren't you? 
A.I'm quirky 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2. A. I think the toughest part is to admit that you aren’t ok. 
B. Are you depressed? 
A. Are you kidding me? 
B. All these things happen, and you just don't know how to deal with emotions 
A. Reeling and searching for an outlet, I started to paint last May and began to cry in one of the 
first sessions. 
B. You’re open, curious, occasionally profane and often reflective 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3. A. John, get outta here man! Don't go, y'see Norman Mailer, I hear he's here. 
B.  What? 
A. You wan na meet him? 
B. I don’t know…did he know who I was? 
A. He’s cool, come on, he is your hero, right? 
B. Nah…later 
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Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
Task 4: In all the following sentences the speakers mean something else to what they actually 
say. Based on the context, can you guess what that is? (Justify your answer with 1-2 sentences) 
(6 points) 
 
1.   " You're not happy, are you? " Alabama gazed out over the mountains, their lower slopes 

wrapped in coastal mist. He didn't turn around as he spoke. No, she wasn't happy. She was 

miserable. She was an orange from which someone had sucked the juice, leaving her dry, empty, 

all used up. The last few days she had gone through the motions of living, but it had passed like 

a bad dream, full of cul-de-sacs, traps, and things that she couldn't help. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
  
2. There was less... conflict... because Hannah was at her Mum's overnight, but he still couldn't 
resist telling me as I curled up on the couch that he was going to sleep in his cum-stained bed. 
The world was his oyster. Getting the stump out of the hole once the old roots had been severed 
was a complex business. Alan was for dragging it out with cable and his ute but I could see that 
wasn't going to go anywhere fast.  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
 
3. Even the manna that Israel once enjoyed in the desert led to death for all who partook of it. 
Only one meal leads to life. I am the bread of life, Jesus said. People who heard these words 
when they were first uttered were shocked by them. I think we'd still find them shocking if we 
actually heard and believed them. Every once in a while, you see someone for whom these words 
retain their startling meaning 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
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Task 5: In which of the following sentences is the use of the word in bold literal and in which 
non-literal? Explain what the speakers mean when they use the bold words (9 points): 
  
1. But Mrs. Ravert says it's an investment, the girl's dancing the Dying Swan and only the best 
dancer gets to do it. It's in a ballet... now, what did she call it? Blank? A ballet blank? " " Blanc, " 
my mother corrects. " It means all in white. " " That's right. Well, Gillian! You could put your two 
hands right around her waist and touch your fingers, she's a dainty little doll. They're taking her 
to Scotland, to study.... "  
 
Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Bow made of Osage orange. It is 46 inches long. The collection card states that the bow is from 
the Yankton Sioux, whom Lt. G.K. Warren encountered in 1855 and 1857. Body made of tanned 
leather, dress of blue wool cloth. The hair is a divot of horsehide with the hair attached. Eyes and 
mouth are black beads. The doll wears Lakota female short leggings and moccasins. Beaded rattle 
on a stick. The 70 rattles are aligned in three rows and made of the dew claws (inner hooves) of 
deer or pronghorn. 
 
Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

2. On the Mac, by contrast, people's system partitions could be set up in all kinds of weird and 

unpredictable ways, making it more difficult to account for edge cases in the conversion process. 

So iOS gets to be the guinea pig, and macOS (as well as watchOS and tvOS) will likely pick up APFS 

support in the new major OS updates we see at WWDC this year. User-facing benefits like 

directory size calculation and cloning files in multiple locations, easily noticeable in macOS, have 

little bearing in the more locked-down world. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
A visit to the new Twitch section Friday morning showed a couple-dozen live streams in English. 

One broadcaster showed off placing a pizza order, waiting for delivery and eating the pie. Another 

showed a guinea pig chewing down on some greens. At one point, that stream had 58 viewers. 

Air travelers know it's possible to cut through those horrible airport security lines designed to 

protect us from terrorism -- as long as they pay.  
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Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
3.   It was just freezing on him. I wasn't gonna stop. This is 105. I'm headed back 

in. Dead end down here on South William Street. Tank needs a good warm-up. We're freezing 

out here. Copy that, 105. 107, let's retrace our timeline and get you on another interview with 

this girl, Kathy, who was the last to see the boys. It was just about 2:00 AM. We hit all our 

checkpoints. Now it's, it's what do we do? 

 
Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Tonight, the stunning case thrust back into the national spotlight, two wives, one dead, one alive. 

And a murder investigation that had reached a dead end until "20/20" got on the case. This 

evening, the legal bombshell just this week at a stunning turn-around. So tonight, we take you 

from the courtroom to the crime scene, to the bedroom and to something sitting on the bedside 

table, and a clue buried with the wife until now.  

Literal/ Non-literal 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
 
Task 6: Check whether the assumptions for the following sentences are True or False (4 points) 
 
1. Thanks for the help guys. Every year we buy a tree and every year it’s a disorganized mess, 
especially when it’s time to take the tree out and the needs fall all over the floor. Christmas is 
fast approaching, but you still have time to gather a small kit to handle the job of setting the tree 
up, keeping its stand filled with water and taking it down without blanketing the house with 
conifer needles. Then you can keep the tools together for next year. I'm a big fan of kits for 
specific jobs like this 
 
Assumption: No one helped her with the Christmas tree. True/ False 
 
2. A: Looking at the project in the morning, I realized it was not only messy, but I had switched 
the roots and stem labels and I’d spelled photosynthesis wrong. As you might imagine, my 
teacher was not too excited when I handed in my masterpiece. B: So, dear Too Much to Do, 
maybe you should buy a bigger clock! Just kidding. But you really should. 1. write stuff down so 
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you won't forget what you have to do, and 2. make sure you've done the most important things 
on your list before you agree to anything extra. 
 
Assumption: He probably didn’t get a good grade at his project. True/ False 
 
3. He smiled over at me. “Hi, sweetie,” I said, “Are you ready for the big day?” “I’m cool.” She 
cocked “Are you sure you’re alright?” “Never been better” she replied but I just got a weird 
feeling. At twenty-six, Crystal had translucent skin and dark eyes that she adorned with thick navy 
liner. She clutched the chunk of golden amber she wore around her neck, smoothing it with her 
thumb. 
 
Assumption: Something is wrong with the woman but she just doesn’t say. True/ False 
 
4. Christmas is the happiest day of the year and the shortest. It is such a happy day that the most 
popular Christmas stories are the saddest, the ones about poor little match girls in the snow or 
crippled children ignoring their afflictions. it is almost as though there were a conspiracy to 
discourage the natural ebullience of the day, the day when primitive man realized the world was 
not coming to an end, only the year, that the days would get no shorter, would indeed begin to 
get longer and warmer. 
 
 Assumption: On Christmas Day everything is full of joy and happiness.  True/ False 
           
 
  

/40 
Thank you for your cooperation 
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APPENDIX E – Teaching Materials (Main Study) 

Main Study Teaching Material 

Task 1: If you had to substitute the underlined word with another word from a to d which would 
that be:  
 

1. Right before the election I recorded a video and the song to release as a single. It was going to 
change the world and change people's opinions and the election. And the video came. Went. The 
election happened. Came. Went. I really thought I was going to change the world or at least 
change our country and change the results. But it very much didn't. I still watch it and still sing it 
with a tinge of laughter. It's amazing what we think we can do in a short period of time. And the 
reality of art is that it takes time, and you've got to give it that time to develop, and 30 years from 
now, who knows…It might be one of those songs, but now I just got to keep singing it.   
 
a. interesting 
b. stupid 
c. excellent 
d. supernatural 
 
Why did you make that choice? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
1. Being a veteran, I am appalled by the fact that the news media and the congress woman are 
more concerned about the perception the president, in her opinion, did not show the respect to 
the fallen soldier in a manner she expected it. It was amazing to me that a personal call to the 
widow was being attended by a congresswoman or anyone else for that matter. This was a 
private matter between the president and Myeshia Johnson. It is sad that others decided they 
needed to interfere in this call. It is also strange to me that this was the only call focused on even 
though all four families were contacted. 
 
a. exceptional  
b. perplexive 
c. disappointing 
d. positive 
 
Why did you make that choice? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Task 2: Spot and underline the irony in the following example 
 
And by the way, homosexuality is a sexual orientation, not a lifestyle which is what I think is 
required to come to a conservative website such as RedState and call a very well-respected and 
kind member a bigot. When you are so smart as to feel justified in calling people who do not 
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want to see the degradation of our culture worsened through the promotion of sexual 
perversions, you sound truly insane, not to mention propagandized. You can take your hostile, 
hatred of Christians some place else. 
 
Now, work in pairs and create two examples where a word of your choice is used in a sense 

that is different to each actual meaning 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

Task 3: Check whether the assumptions for the following sentences are True or False. Underline 
phrases from the text that led you to that choice 
 
1. A diplomacy of narcissism is of a piece, to borrow from the historian Richard Hofstadter, with 
the paranoid style of this president. In his statement, magnificent Trump spoke of “foreign 
lobbyists "who" wish to keep our country tied up and bound down by this agreement." He 
painted our nation as a pitiful heap of insecurity. "At what point does America get demeaned?" 
he asked. "At what point do they start laughing at us as a country?" If anyone is laughing after 
Trump's decision, it is our actual enemies and adversaries.  
 
Assumption: The writer thinks that Trump is an excellent president.  True/ False 
 
 
2. “Well, I was wondering when you would show up,” she wheezed, pulling me in for an angular 
hug.” “I guess I should be glad you’re home for Christmas”, I answered. I wanted to wish her a 
“Merry Christmas to you too!” and walk out, but I had nowhere else to go. Instead I said “LuEllen, 
you didn’t tell me they put you on oxygen. The smell of smoke gradually nudged Dr. Sarah Gordon 
from a troubled sleep into semi-wakefulness. 
 
Assumption: He really hopes she has a wonderful Christmas time   True/ False 
 

Task 4: What do you think the writers’ opinions are about the quality of the food? Where did 

you base your answer? Explain in your own words. 

It's too painful to talk about. Well, you might not have anything to say but I certainly do. We were 

in this cramped little cell crawling with rats and giant cockroaches. You should have seen those 

ugly prisoners. They fed us this great food. They were mean to us and horrible. And it smelled 

terrible in there. Nice to see you boys again. Thanks for dropping in. And there you have it. The 

invasion of the Dimension X convicts, another Channel 6 exclusive. And there are four fellows in 

green out there that I owe it all to. All in days work. Oh, no. There's another large tear in the 

fabric. Oh, not the inter-dimensional fabric. No, dudes 
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Explain your answer in 4-5 lines 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

Task 5: Is B’s answer relevant? (Justify your answer) 
 
A. Some of the new owners are absentee landlords who don’t care who stays in their houses, as 
long as they get a rent check. That can mean young people who have no jobs and little connection 
to the community. Will they ever stop throwing wild parties and litter the neighborhood with 
trash? 
B. Relax. It’s just a nightmare. Ingleside still has the kind of economic and racial diversity that 
makes it a model for the rest of the city 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Why do you think Speaker B said “It’s just a nightmare?” 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Task 6: Having in mind the dialogue you examined οn the in the previous lesson, create a 

dialogue of three turns in which, at some point, one of the speakers answers indirectly to a 

question posed by the other speaker 

Speaker A 

Speaker B 

Speaker A 

Speaker B 

Speaker A 

Speaker B 
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Task 7: Think of a sentence that answers indirectly to the question posed by the speaker. 

Dialogue 1 

Speaker A: 

 I found around another camera which looks promising for my needs and is much less expensive 

than Canon here. The Fujifilm S1500 looks a great value for money. What is your opinion? 

Speaker B: 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Dialogue 2: 

Speaker A: 

Tell me, Monsieur Parker, what is your opinion of the secretary, Monsieur Raymond? 

Speaker B: 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Task 8: Having in mind the task you conducted on the previous lesson, write a question and ask 

your partner to answer it indirectly. Then guess what he/she actually meant with this answer 

and ask him/her to verify your assumption 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 
Task 9: In all the following sentences the speakers mean something else to what they actually 
say. Based on the context, can you guess what that is? 
 

1. It was like she always said: You never knew what might happen or who might come out on top. 
The sun rose anew every morning, and when it did, you might be about to have the best day of 
your life. Even on days when it was too dark to see clearly, there was a plan, and if you just kept 
going, you were bound to find it. Those few words pretty much summed up Mary Dell's approach 
to life  
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…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………................................................................. 

2. Everyone of us knows the sensation of going up, on retreat to a high place and feeling ourselves 

so lifted up that we can hardly imagine the circumstances of our usual lives, or all the things that 

make us fret. In such a place, in such a state, we start to recite that silence is sunshine, where 

company is clouds. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Task 10: In which of the following sentences is the use of the bold word literal and in which 
metaphorical. For those that are metaphorical explain what the speaker actually means: 
 

1.  Al Mundy was his name and he was a cat burglar, and I just visualize her just kind of going 

around opening safes, looking around. With her ear on the thing.  

A. Literal 
B. Metaphorical 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
................................................................................................................ .......................................... 
 
There are no hotel rooms, I'm sure. I have a dog and a cat. And my cat screams every time he's 

with the dog.  

A. Literal 
B. Metaphorical 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
..................................................................................................................................... ..................... 
 

2. A little blue-headed agama lizard startled me as I moved the stone, and then scurried back 

out to the safety of the courtyard. 

A. Literal 
B. Metaphorical 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
.......................................................................................................................................................... 
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Later, much later, long after the ten o’clock she’d promised her dad she would be home, the 

lizard, safely cut through the back alley and headed home.  

A. Literal 
B. Metaphorical 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...............
............................................................................................................................. ............................. 
 

Task 11: Having in mind the exercise you did οn the previous lesson, think of other animals 

that can be used metaphorically to refer to humans. Give 4 examples: 

1………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

3………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

4………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Apart from animals, which other entities can be used to refer to humans? Give 2 examples: 

1………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

Task 12: Which of the following phases from the texts verify the following statements 
(underline your answer): 
 
1. Yoshiko was not very excited to see Motoda 
 
When Motoda had returned to his apartment, he had found Yoshiko, her eyelids inflamed with 
weeping, planted on the floor. Although it would have been well if she had sent a telegram from 
the train or telephoned his office, Yoshiko hadn't exercised even that sort of forethought. 
Evidently, she had been weeping timidly. When she saw Motoda, just as if she had been waiting 
for someone whom she had no hope would return, she greeted him with a sort of sad happiness 
She didn't seem like a lover who had run a romantic risk. She was a melancholy husk. That, 
perversely, made Motoda want to take her in his arms  
 
2. The capital-class rule is extremely unfair for working class 

The core analysis underlying Marx's words is the dominance of the surplus value invested in 
constant capital-the product of dead labor-over the living labor purchased with variable capital. 
If money comes into the world with a congenital blood-stain on one cheek, capital comes dripping 
from head to toe, from every pore, with blood and dirt.  Engels referred to the enemies of the 
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working class. In Marx and Engels’s “political economy of the dead”, however, it would take no 
garlic; mirrors and crosses, but working- class organization- and finally revolution- to vanish the 
vampire capital.  

3. I remain positive and optimistic 
 
My prayer is that your lives are healed and cleansed and that the memories of the past serve only 
as strength. My ultimate goal is to make sure that what I and Sondusky’s alleged victims endured 
need never happen to another child. I have a very dark past, but I shine bright every day. It is only 
by telling our stories that we can turn our pain into power. Darwin Hobbs and his wife, Traci, 
speak at churches across the country to help raise awareness about child sexual abuse. 
 
4. They are disturbed because she didn’t invite them to play in the movie 
 
So, you didn’t invite us. Thanks a lot. This is probably the best movie you have ever done and 
probably it’s pretty damn good, probably the best. I saw The Artist at the Telluride Film Festival. 
Everyone was talking about The Artist. I think it's going to be the surprise of the Oscars. 
Unfortunately, I didn't get to see A Separation at TFF but will look for it when it comes to town.  
Love your list but Tree of Life didn't resonate with me as unusual films usually do. 
 
5. Many children have colorful masks. 
 
It's the week of Halloween - not the best time to bring a sixth-grade class on a field trip to the Big 
Easy. But three rain delays pushed back the date, so here we are in New Orleans, where thick, 
milky fog rises from the river like steam. It nearly blocks our view of a shiny white tugboat and 
her long string of barges nosing their way through the coffee-colored currents. We wait at Mardi 
Gras World, the famous tourist trap where my daughter, Ellie, and her classmates have come to 
learn the history of Carnival season. We are also surrounded by mermaid, each elaborately 
carved and painted by Blaine Kern’s studio artists. Around the sculptures, a festive crowd filters 
through. They are free spirits wearing rainbow faces as they scuttle for a better view of the 
Mississippi.  
 
Task 13: What do the speakers want to emphasize on when they use the underlined phrases in 
the following examples 
 
1. Since wife doesn't read anything that I write I might be safe in posting this… In her early forties 
she also had her Gall Bladder removed, her doctor told he she had the three F's -- Fat, Forty &; 
Fertile. I've said a million times as well it's not about low fat, we've been eating low fat for what 
20+ years, yet we are more obese than ever. it's carbs that are the enemy, that and lack of 
exercise... strength training and modified cardio. You and your family have been through a whole 
bunch lately, you guys are in my thoughts. Strange world. Her operation was more difficult than 
they expected. 
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……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

2. The opposite is felt when we have something really exciting going on. When you meet 

someone you love, where does the time go? The minutes and hours travel faster than the speed 

of light. It's the same clock ticking at the same rate, yet our experience tells us otherwise. If we 

feel time differently, why does it matter so much to us as a standard metric? Some philosophers 

believe that time is just a concept -- an intellectual construct for us humans to sequence and 

compare events. So time is neither an event nor a thing; it's something we made up to make 

sense of what we're experiencing. Scientifically 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Task 14: Work with a partner. Is the underlined phrase in Example 1 used for the same 

purpose as in Example 2? Why do you believe so (explain in 4-5 lines)? 

Example 1: Now that you mentioned it, Seth did seem a bit surprised, I guess. " " Surprised? The 

way that man was looking, you could have knocked him over with a feather. If I didn't know no 

better, I'd swear you ain't told him about our family.  I haven't told him everything, " I muttered. 

" I didn't want him to get the wrong impression about Janet and Ernest before he met them. I 

wanted to wait until we got here. " Mama gasped so hard, she choked on some air. I clapped her 

on the back, and as soon as she composed herself, she continued. 

Example 2: Ursula stared at him as if he'd just climbed out of a flying saucer. Toulouse opened 

his little black book and began writing. The feather-or quill, I guess-made scratchy noises as he 

wrote. He stopped every few words or so for more ink. Nobody moved. The whole class 

watched him write with a feather about how it felt to be the new kid. He didn't seem to notice. 

Or care. He was weird, no doubt about it, but he was also pretty darn cool - in a weird way, I 

mean. At recess everybody was talking about Toulouse. " He never says a word, " Monique said. 

" Maybe he can't speak English, " Dwayne said. " He has a briefcase " Monique said. " 

Explain: 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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Task 15: Based on the task you conducted οn the previous lesson, work in pairs and think of 5 

phrases that can be used by a speaker in order to exaggerate. Write 5 such examples: 

 

1………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

3………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

4………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

5………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

Task 16: Underline the hyperboles in the following paragraphs and justify their use in 1-2 

lines. 

 

1. Beginning where they are with facts familiar to themselves, He leads them on step by step 

from Moses and the Prophets in an argument which they could perfectly follow. Then, when they 

were ripe for it, He accepts their invitation to supper, and they know Him not even then until by 

a familiar gesture He reveals Himself. Some of our own friends we would know by some familiar 

gesture a mile away. Jesus had a queer way of breaking a loaf when He said grace, and they 

recognized Him at once.' He became known to them in the breaking of the loaf.'  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

2. They resort to childlike, petty, personal insults. Typical of the left, and the Democrat party. 

Exactly the response I was expecting. Talking to John is like talking to a Donkey, he does not 

comprehend what you said. He is a 40 y. old man with a brain size of a pea. He keeps attacking 

Pam, who is a woman, who really is just trying to tell him to stop, but he does not get that. Pam, 

you know what I meant. I was not trying to insult the symbol of democrat party whatsoever. He 

thinks he knows everything about politics in US. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

3. We got ta beat the Democrats! " Vote for the most kinda, sorta, somewhat conservative but 

winnable-est candidate. Yeah, yeah, yeah... this lame piece of conventional " wisdom " (if you 

can call it that) is older than the hills. And its record is a dismal failure too. If that's the best they 
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have to offer, their advice isn't worth anything. Simply beating the Democrats hasn't stopped the 

federal governments growth trajectory on iota in over 100 years. What was it again Einstein said 

about doing the same thing over and over? Movement Conservatives and the Tea Party. It has 

been said that liberals fall in love, while conservatives fall in line. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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APPENDIX F – Post-Test (Main Study) 

Εθνικό και Καποδιστριακό Πανεπιστήμιο Αθηνών 
Τμήμα Αγγλικής Γλώσσας και Φιλολογίας 

Διδακτορικές Σπουδές 

Ρούκη Αγλαϊα 

Raising Greek High-school students’ awareness of implicatures with the use of corpora 

Instructions: 

1. Answer all the questions 

2. Write with pen or pencil 

3. You have 40 minutes to complete the test 

Post-test (Main Study) 

Student’s name:        Date:_________ 

Task 1: What’s the meaning of the adjectives in bold in the following contexts? (6 points) 
 
1. With my iPhone, I have my Do Not Disturb setting engaged automatically from 11 p.m to 7:30 

a.m. The phone will not ring whenever a call is coming from my favorite list of contacts. I also 

have the preference set not to allow any call if it comes from the same phone number twice. 

Oh..I also have the preference set to allow any call if it comes from the same phone number twice 

in three minutes.  

a. lovable 
b. disturbing 
c. popular 
d. close 

2. My clothes were ripped and dirty and few cuts had occurred in last night’s battle. I looked 

amazing for being almost dead. Judging from the haze of red I kept seeing out of the corners of 

my eyes, I had a feeling my hair was frizzy and striking up in about a hundred different directions. 

It was already turning into a hot day, and my stuffy castle was making me sweat profusely. " No, 

" gasped the Rowan soldier. " You can't be alive.” 

a. young 
b. fantastic 
c. awful 
d. fine 
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3. The day we visited the Academia, a girl fainted from the apparently unbearable beauty of the 

statue above her.  A chair was brought to her, and her companion, a much older man, stood 

behind the chair and from time to time patted her face. Each time she opened her eyes and raised 

them to David's face, she'd swoon again, her eyes rolling up into her head. Her companion 

continued to hold her face between his hands. 

a. extreme 
b. nerve-racking 
c. common 
d. intolerable 

Task 2: Which of the following (a,b,c,d) best says what the speaker means in the bold phrase?  
(6 points) 
 
1. He would not even wait for the ship to take off. He had to get out of there. When the hatch 

clanged shut, he jumped. The soldiers watched him as he was walking dead. The man with the 

silver mustache, personally saw him back to the viewing area, shaking hand and saying something 

inaudible before turning and leaving. Some people in the crowd asked him questions, but he 

didn’t listen. He moved close to the fence, pressing his face up against the cool metal, and 

watched the plane. 

a. very old 
b. extremely tired 
c. really negative 
d. very ill 

2. Many moments I have spent looking for a purpose, " he said. " Maybe it will help others -- 

some vulnerable children who may have been abused may not be as a result of all the publicity -

- but I'm not sure about it. I would hope that it would happen.  " I would cherish the opportunity 

to be a little candle for others as my life goes on as they have been a huge case for the state, 

called Sandusky's comments " banal self-delusion completely untethered from reality. 

a. a leader 
b. a hope 
c. a bright person 
d. someone who shows the way 

3. Lynda tries to be available to talk to her children about whatever problems they face. I guess 

you could say my mother is air. From the time I attended elementary school up until now. She 

always used to give the message,' I'm willing to sit down and talk to you about it, I would like to 

talk to you about it'. ,' they- they are more apt to come and talk to you. CAROLE SIMPSON: voice-

over LaTisha, the oldest, has graduated from college and attends law school in Texas. 
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a. my mother is absent  
b. my mother is always there for me 
c. my mother is kind 
d. my mother is very thin 

 
Task 3: Read the dialogue. Do you think the answer in bold is relevant or irrelevant to the 
question in bold? (Circle your answer and justify it for both cases with 1 sentence) (9 points)  
 
1. A. Glad I stopped in. 
B. I’m you did, too. 
A. There is something I wanted to ask you. 
B. What is it? 
A. The selectmen are organizing a benefit to help the local police department. I was wondering 
if… 
B. Kill me know. 
A. Well, ok then. 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2. A.Outside of the usual drama, she read your journal. –  
B: My journal?  
A Yes. Yours. Jesus: And what you said in it about Mama. What did you say about me in your 
journal?  
B. Wait…can I please explain?  
A.What's to explain? You didn't want us.  
B.That's not true. I remember when Mom first walked through the door with the two of you. You 
ran right over to me and you leapt into my arms. You bonded with me instantly, and it made me 
a little uncomfortable.  
A.Oh, so you just didn't want me?  
BNo. It made me uncomfortable. 
 
Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
3. A.How's my girl?  
B. What do you want, Magnum?  
A. Would you like a treat?  
B. Do I look stupid to you? 
A.Come on, Beth. 
B. Just tell me what you want so I can get back to work. 
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Relevant/Irrelevant 
 
Why?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
Task 4: In all the following sentences the speakers mean something else to what they actually 
say. Based on the context, can you guess what that is? (Justify your answer with 1-2 sentences) 
(6 points) 
 
1. The Crown also follows a tumultuous sisterly relationship, between Queen Elizabeth and her 

sister Princess Margaret. Only there is much more at stake than verbal barbs -- with Queen 

Elizabeth holding the keys to Princess Margaret's own romantic happiness -- since it is she who 

decides whether Margaret can marry her divorced suitor. and possibly the greatest power chasm 

between two siblings ever. Animal Welfare 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 

2. Apologies are just Christmas presents -- much better to give than to receive. Someone should 

tell President Trump -- after all, he is spending most of his time pressuring others into saying 

sorry. We all want an apology when someone does us wrong. But a new study, published in 

Psychological Science, a journal of the Association for Psychological Science, finds that people 

aren't very good at predicting how much they'll... 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………................................ 
 
3 As Bergson might suggest, everything has already happened anyway. Life is a ball of wool, very 

dense, and we live through all of it, moving along the single thread of yarn that unravels with our 

lives. Somehow, you could say that the wickedness of Bastille Day in Nice had already happened. 

We just had to catch up with it, to experience the horrible knot that would drag us all to a 

standstill. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Task 5: In which of the following sentences is the use of the word in bold literal and in which 
non-literal? Explain what the speakers mean when they use the bold words (9 points): 
 
1. My money was on Shea to take it all, but after last week’s reunion, something tells me they 

will give it to Sasha. Why? Because Shea was kind of a snake- not as much of a snake as Valentina, 

whose beautiful self was snatched from the competition by her own hubris. after lip syncing for 

her life with a freaking MASK covering her mouth!! Mask off, Valentina!! It's a lip sync!! Here, 

let's relive it together. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
  

What if Bobby, allergic to bees, accidentally dug into a buried nest? And if a snake bit one of 

them, the month before, Bobby had killed a copperhead as it prepared to strike-could they get 

to help in time? She brought down the mattock and came up with a palm-size root the dirty white 

of ivory. " Find anything? " called Bobby, a tall, angular man with hardened features, some 

distance up the path. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

2. Jerry gave me a speculative look. “You are just a regular little free bird” he said. “Enjoy it while 

you can cause when you get married, it’s gone for good” he added. He gave me a wry wink, and 

there was in his face a hint of sadness and something else that made me want to scoot away and 

find something else to do, almost as much as I wanted to stay. Reaching out, he gave my hand a 

quick squeeze and said, " I like free birds and I'm really glad to make your acquaintance. 

 Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

Snakes have been found to be major predators of grassland bird nests in northern grasslands, 

which might be due to geographic location of the studies which coincide with the average of the 

latitudinal limits of the most ectotherms. The higher proportion of snake predations in the warm 

season grass CRP fields of our study compared to what has been found in cool season CRP fields 

and pastures in our study area. 
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Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

3. Now it is the devil who works in secret. If the devil has secret access to innermost souls, 

however, what prevents him from being God in another guise? What distinguishes God from the 

devil? Arguing that Defoe stages these conversion scenes to demonstrate " the need for 

evangelism of a fairly sophisticated kind " in order to recruit converts to Christianity, Timothy 

Blackburn illustrates the tendency in Defoe scholarship to instrumentalize Friday's conversion. 

Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 

We will require all individuals purchasing firearms to be 21 or older. But just like on immigration, 
where a long White House listening session produced little action, the devil is in the details. And 
Mr. Trump has so far refused to talk legislative specifics. Instead, pivoting the debate to arming 
teachers. The teacher would've shot the hell out of him before he knew what happened. And 
that's not the only talking point Mr. Trump has borrowed from the NRA. 
 
Literal/ Non-literal 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..........
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
 
Task 6: Check whether the assumptions for the following sentences are True or False (4 points). 
 
1. They cannot wait to see a Trump economics, they can’t wait for taxes to come up, regulations 

to get rolled back and they are just celebrating this. It's incredible to me that these people who 

are boycotting, and that includes Hollywood that we just saw, on your last segment. They are not 

reading the people. Again, they are ignoring the people. I mean did you not just see what 

happened in this election? 

Assumption: People are positive towards Trump’s economic measures. True/ False 
 
2. Robin pulls right back to where she was parked and parks again. She steps out of the car talking. 
GEORGE: “If I’m the best person you had ever known, boy, you need to get out more. That was 
the truth.” ROBIN: “You've never said that before.” GEORGE: “I'll say a lot of things I've never said 
before. It's habit.”  ROBIN: “It sounded like a pick-up line.” GEORGE: “I can't pick you up. Robin 
sits down, weighted by the reason.” ROBIN: “I'm married”. 
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Assumption: The speaker believes that the listener is not very outgoing. True/ False 
 
3. On the " NewsHour " tonight: A British report points the finger at Russian President Vladimir 
Putin for the radioactive poisoning of a former KGB agent. Also, ahead: what Republican 
presidential candidate Rand Paul says are the differences between him and front-runner Donald 
Trump. Trump wants power. He is so smart that he will fix everything in this country, just give 
him power. And I understand the corrupting influence of power.    
 
Assumption: The speaker thinks Trump is very arrogant and will not use his power correctly. 
          True/ False 
 
4. We’ll clean up crime and drugs from the streets and, yeah sure, stop my payoff. I promise to 

clean up the streets from that dirt. Chief Escoba for Mayor! If you vote for me, I promise, I'll keep 

kids out of trouble. Let's give a warm welcome to Lorenzo Bacalao, secretary of the new LACA 

and PCA. Tell the audience a little about LACA, Lorenzo. To begin with, what does LACA stand 

for? LORENZO: Latinos for Agua. 

 
Assumption: He will stop crime and drug-dealing.     True/ False 
 
 
 

/40 
Thank you for your cooperation 
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APPENDIX G- Language Test (Pilot/Main Study) 

Language Test 

Choose the correct option (a,b,c or d) 

Name: 

1. I hope I haven't ...... you any trouble by changing the arrangements.  

A. put 
B. caused 
C. made 
D. done 

2. The floor is wet: don't run or you might ...... !  

A. stoop 
B. spill 
C. slip 
D. spin 

3. When you come to my house, ...... your camera with you.  

A. take 
B. show 
C. fetch 
D. bring 

4. Is there ...... of food for everyone?  

A. adequate 
B. enough 
C. sufficient 
D. plenty 

5. ...... the step when you go in.  

A. Consider 
B. Mind 
C. Attend 
D. Look 

 
6. ...... stay the night if it's too difficult to get home.  

A. At all costs 
B. By all means 
C. In all 
D. On the whole 
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7. No ...... Hannah is happy when you think how many prizes she has won recently.  

A. surprise 
B. problem 
C. question 
D. wonder 

8. Paul arrived at the shop ....... as the manager was closing for the day.  

A. even 
B. just 
C. still 
D. right 

9. I would ...... to stay at home and relax for a change.  

A. rather 
B. better 
C. prefer 
D. enjoy 

10. Lily says she's happy at school but she's ...... complaining.  

A. rarely 
B. sometimes 
C. always 
D. often 

11. Could you tell me your surname? 

A. Would you like me to spell it? 
B. Do you like my family name? 
C. How do I say that? 

12. This plant looks dead. 

A. It's in the garden. 
B. It only needs some water. 
C. It's sleeping. 

13. I hope it doesn't rain. 

A. Of course not. 
B. Will it be wet? 
C. So do I. 

14. Are you going to come inside soon? 

A. Forever. 
B. Not long. 
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C. In a minute. 

15. Who gave you this book, Lucy?  

A. I bought it.  
B. For my birthday. 
C. My uncle was. 

16. Shall we go out for pizza tonight? 

A. I know that.  
B. It's very good. 
C. I'm too tired. 

17. Do you mind if I come too?  

A. That's fine! 
B. I'd like to. 
C. I don't know if I can. 

18. There's someone at the door.  

A. Can I help you?  
B. Well, go and answer it then.  
C. He's busy at the moment. 

 
19. How much butter do I need for this cake?  

A. I'd like one.  
B. I'll use some.  
C. I'm not sure. 

20. How long are you here for?  

A. Since last week.  
B. Ten days ago.  
C. Till tomorrow. 

21. Have you guys had enough to eat?  

A. That's all right. 
B. Is there any more rice?  
C. It's not the right time. 

22. That's my coat over there.  

A. Will you take it off?  
B. No, you haven't!  
C. Here you are. 
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23. Let's go by bus.  

A. The train was expensive.  
B. We'll buy a ticket.  
C. It'll take too long. 

24. Do you know my brother Charlie?  

A. Sorry, he's not here.  
B. I don't think I do.  
C. I know. 

25. Would you like some ice in your drink or not?  

A. I hope so.  
B. Yes, I shall.  
C. I don't mind. 

 

Score: 

Level: 
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APPENDIX H- Language Test (key) 

Key to Language Test 

1 a 

2 b 

3 c 

4 c 

5 a 

6 c 

7 a 

8 b 

9 c 

10 c 

11 b 

12 c 

13 c 

14 b 

15 c 

16 b 

17 c 

18 d 

19 b 

20 c 

21 d 

22 c 

23 c 

24 b 

25 d 
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Appendix I- Additional Questionnaire (Main Study) 

Questionnaire 

Name: ___________________________________________________________ 

Directions: Please indicate how often you engaged in English language use during  

the period 5/11/2020- 12/04/2021. Place an "X" mark in the box of your answer. 

 

  Never 

Very 

Rarely 

(once in 3 

months) 

Rarely 

(once a 

month) 

Occasionally 

(once in two 

weeks) 

Frequently 

 (2-3 times a 

week or every 

day) 

1. How often did you practice 

English outside the classroom 

(e.g. self-study, reading fiction, 

reading magazines)? 

          

2. Did you do any English 

homework assignments and 

project work (apart from those 

done during your English 

lessons at school)? 

           

3. Were you given other 

opportunities to speak in English 

(if yes, mention them in the 

space provided below)? 

          

4. Did you watch any English TV 

programs, videos, or movies (not 

subtitled in Greek)? 

          

5. Did you use social media 

(Facebook, Whatsapp, Twitter, 

Instagram, etc) or surf the 

Internet in English? 
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6. Did you attend any kind of 

English lessons (online, privately 

or in language schools) during 

the lock-down period? 

          

7. Did you communicate in 

English outside the classroom 

(e.g. speaking online to non-

Greek friends)? 

          

8. Did you use English in real life 

situations (e.g. in restaurants, 

shops, in the family)? 

          

9. Did you travel to any English-

speaking countries? 
     

10. Did you play online games in 

English? 
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