Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (H. U. Journal of Education) 32(4): 817-837 [2017]
doi: 10.16986/HUJE.2017027932

&
(3
Tesi

English Language Learners’ Comprehension and Production of
Implicatures”

Ingilizce Ogrenenlerin Sezdirileri Anlama ve Uretme Becerileri

Filiz RIZAOGLU", Mehmet Ali YAVUZ™

o Received: 03.03.2017 e Accepted: 23.05.2017 e Published: 17.10.2017

ABSTRACT: The present study investigated to what extent Turkish-speaking upper-intermediate level second
language learners of English can comprehend and produce implicatures. To this end, 90 freshman students completed
a multiple-choice test, and responded to 12 situations in a discourse completion task (DCT). The participants had a
moderately high level of success in the implicature comprehension test. Although the learners had considerable
difficulty in comprehending understated negative criticism items, which flout the maxim of quantity, they were
highly competent in comprehending relevance implicatures. The rates of success in quality and manner implicature
comprehension were moderate. The participants were more successful in understanding particularized implicatures
when compared to generalized implicatures. As for the production data, 70.6% of the responses contained
implicatures. The mostly widely flouted maxim was the quality maxim for the purposes of creating sarcasm and
achieving face management and politeness. The maxim of quality was flouted when responding to bad news or
expressing anger in an unpleasant situation. When trying to express their opinions about the quality of a particular
thing/person, participants tended to flout the maxim of quantity in order to avoid expressing their opinions directly,
and making the referent disappointed. The participants did not tend to make use of implicatures in the case of
requesting. The participants who realized requests via implicatures flouted the quantity maxim mostly. A significant
correlation was not documented between participants’ pragmatic production and comprehension.
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OZ: Bu ¢alismada orta-iistii diizey Ingilizce konusanlarm hedef dilde sezdirileri anlama ve iiretme becerileri
aragtirilmistir. Bir devlet {iniversitesinde Ingilizce Ogretmenligi birinci sinif 6grencisi olan 90 katilimcmnin hedef
dilde sezdirileri anlama diizeyleri ¢oktan-se¢meli bir dl¢ek araciligiyla dlciilmiistiir. Ayni katilime1 grubuna yazilt bir
sOylem tamamlama Olgegi verilerek, 12 durum igin belirli s6z eylemlerini sezdiri yoluyla gergeklestirmeleri
istenmigtir. Sezdirileri anlama 6l¢eginde katilimcilar orta diizeyde basar1 gostermistir. Katilimcilar nicelik kuralinin
ihlal edildigi, olumsuz elestiri iceren sezdiri gesitlerini anlamada giicliik ¢ekerken bagnti kuralinin ihlal edildigi
sezdirileri anlamada oldukga basarili olmustur. Nitelik ve tarz kurallarinin ihlalini igeren sezdirilerin anlagilmasinda
ise katilimeilar orta diizeyde basar1 gostermistir. Genellestirilmis sezdirilerin anlagilma diizeyinin 6zellestirilmis
sezdirilere oranla daha diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Hedef dilde sezdiri liretme 6lgegine verilen yanitlarin %70.6’smin
sezdiri icerdigi belirlenmistir. En yaygin iretilen tiir, alayla karisik igneleme iceren nitelik sezdirileri olmustur.
Nitelik kurali ayrica istenmeyen durumlarda tepki ve kizginlig: dile getirme amaciyla ihlal edilmistir. Katilimcilarin
elestiri s6z eylemini gergeklestirirken diisiincelerini dogrudan sdyleyerek karsilarindakini kirmamak icin 6zellikle
nicelik ilkesini ihlal ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Rica durumlarinda katilimeilarin ¢ogunlugu sezdiri kullanimina gerek
duymazken sezdiri kullanan katilimcilar en ¢ok nicelik kuralni ihlal etmistir. Ikinci dilde sezdirileri anlama ve
iiretme beceri diizeyleri arasinda dnemli bir iliskinin olmadig1 goriilmistiir.

Anahtar sézciikler: edimsel eding, sezdiriler, ikinci dil 6grenimi

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Pragmatic Development and the Co-operative Principle

The growing emphasis on the learning of English for interactional purposes has shifted
the focus of second language (L2) learning on the communicative needs of the learners for more
than three decades. Considering the dominance of the written exam skills in the Turkish
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educational institutions, learners need to acquire the oft-ignored communicative skills to put
their underlying knowledge into practice in actual situations.

Hymes’ (1972) formulation of communicative competence highlighting the social aspects
of L2 acquisition was provided as an explanation for the gap between what learners know and
how much of this knowledge they can reflect to actual communication. This emphasis on
communicative properties in L2 learning and teaching has continued with the development of
new communicative competence models by Canale and Swain (1983), Bachman (1990) and
Celce-Murcia, Dornyei and Thurrel (1995). Unlike Canale and Swain’s model, Bachman's
model represents pragmatic competence independently rather than as a subsection of
sociolinguistic competence. Thus, the role of pragmatic ability as a crucial constituent of
language ability has been brought into limelight in the communicative competence paradigms.

As Bardovi-Harlig (1996) demonstrates, a learner of high grammatical proficiency will
not necessarily have an equal level of pragmatic competence. In line with this, Jianda (2006)
reports that “Students with high TOEFL [Test of English as a Foreign Language] scores do not
seem to have correspondingly high pragmatic ability” (p.17). The situation is particularly
troubling for learners in non-English speaking contexts, where there is a limited amount of
authentic input and chance to observe and use the target language in natural contexts (Cenoz,
2007, p. 132). Although the artificiality of the classroom environment is aimed to be
compensated for by the help of rich textbooks, the authenticity of the language presented in
these materials is questionable, as well (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Kasper, 1997; Vellenga, 2004).
Considering the development of conversational skills, this seems to be a major drawback for L2
learners. These contextual disadvantages may lead to serious communication problems in
learners’ future encounters with native and non-native speakers. As Bardovi-Harlig and
Dornyei’s (1998) study into metapragmatic awareness indicates native speakers evaluate
pragmatic errors more severely compared to grammatical ones. As a matter of fact, they are
more likely to recognize pragmatic erroneousness as a sign of rudeness.

Interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), a young subdiscipline of L2 acquisition and pragmatics,
has emerged with an aim to analyze such learner experiences. Other concerns of ILP include
development of pragmatic competence along with intercultural communicative competence. The
majority of the ILP research has focused on the performance of speech acts like requests,
apologies, complaints in the L2 and cross-cultural comparison of speech acts (Kasper & Rose,
2001). A small portion of this body of research has been allotted to the investigation of
“conversational implicatures”, the main issue addressed in this study. Conversational
implicature, a central field of inquiry within pragmatics and conversational logic branch of
philosophy, refers to the indirect conveying of meaning as distinct from what is said by the
speakers for cooperative purposes (Davis, 2005).

In order to understand the concept of implicature more clearly, the distinction between
what is said and what is implied (Horn, 2004) should be highlighted. "What is said", in other
words, the semantic meaning refers to the truth value of the proposition while "what is implied"
refers to the non-traditional meaning intended by the speaker. What the speaker "means" is
more diverse than "what s/he says" and is closely related to pragmatic factors (Grice, 1978, p.
162; Thomas, 1995, p. 57). Explaining that pragmatic interpretation is not specifically linguistic
as in the case of semantic interpretation, Recanati (2004, p. 451) adds that pragmatic
interpretation is involved in the understanding of human action in general. Thus, he points out
that a broader mechanism—something deeper than the mechanical interpretation of semantics is
at work in pragmatic processes. Although how this mechanism operates has not been
enlightened at the moment, as Blakemore (1992) confirms, “Utterance interpretation takes place
so fast and so spontaneously that we are not usually aware of how we recover the message we
do.” (p.10).
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As stated by Vershueren (1999, p.26) the speakers of a language cannot speak explicitly
all the time. Speakers of any language commonly utilize less straightforward communicative
devices to express their intentions. Nevertheless, the underlying communication mechanism
enables the interlocutors to explore meaning in everything conveyed no matter how indirect or
irrelevant they may seem. Grice (1975) accounts for this quest for rationality in terms of
cooperation between the interlocutors, namely "The Cooperative Principle” (CP). There are also
four maxims to be observed in conversation as part of the CP:

1. Quantity

la. Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current purposes of
the exchange).

1b. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.
2. Quality

2a. Do not say what you believe to be false.

2b. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.
3. Relation

Be relevant.
4. Manner

4a. Avoid obscurity of expression.

4b. Avoid ambiguity.

4c. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).

4d. Be orderly.

These maxims can be recognized as tacit assumptions of communicative behavior,
although they should not be taken as rules or advice for speech. As Levinson (1983, p. 102)
warns, few people follow these guidelines all the time. Grice incorporated implicatures to his
account in order to explain such non-conformance to the CP (Lakoff, 1995, p. 191). Even if the
maxims are not followed, through paralinguistic, linguistic, or non-linguistic hints the speaker
indirectly conveys the intended meaning to the hearer, and expects the hearer to deduce the
message with the same hints (Thomas, 1995, p. 58). This does not mean that the hearer is
always successful, though. What is implied by the speaker may not correspond to what is
inferred by the hearer.

The most direct form of non-observance of the CP is violating one or more maxims,
whereby, the violator-speaker aims to mislead or deceive the hearer (Grice, 1975, p. 310;
Thomas, 1995, p. 72). Telling a lie is an obvious example of a violation of the maxim of Quality
(Cutting, 2002, p. 92; Green, 1989, p. 89). Due to the absence of a communicative effort to send
an indirect message to the hearer, this misbehavior does not lead to implicatures (Peccei, 1999,
p. 27). As opposed to violating the maxims covertly, a speaker may express his/her
unwillingness to comply with the norms of the CP, which is called opting out of a maxim. In
order to indicate this to the hearer, the speaker simply states his/her conditions with either
implicit or explicit messages such as “I cannot say anymore. My lips are sealed.”, “I’m not sure
if it’s true, but...”, “I have no evidence for this, but...” (Green, 1989, Harnish, 1991; Thomas,
1995).

Unintentional failure to observe the CP results in infringement of maxims. The causes of
their generation may vary; it might be due to the imperfectness of child speech or foreigner talk;
temporary situations like nervousness or drunkenness, a cognitive disorder or the speaker’s
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incapability (Thomas, 1995). There are also occasions in which the speaker does not have to opt
out of observing the maxims but just suspend them. Keenan (1977) reports the Malagasy as a
culture whose owners provide less information than required in their exchanges, as opposed to
the first sub-maxim of Quantity. Not only in specific cultures but also in specific occasions like
funerals or in the texts of telegrams maxims, can be expected to be disobeyed by their nature.

In another form of non-observance, flouting, the speaker deliberately breaches the
maxims in order to generate implicatures. In floutings, the speaker gives hints to the hearer that
s/he should interpret the utterance as an implicature by some extra processing (Cruse, 2000, p.
360). This ‘benign’ misuse of maxims or ‘exploitations’ is the most significant kind of non-
observance due to the fact that it gives rise to implicatures.

Another theoretical account of the communication of implied meanings is the Relevance
Theory (RT), which collects all the maxims of the CP under one premise: an individual seeks a
relation in every cognitive process (Sperber & Wilson, 1986). The most striking difference of
this minimalist theory of communication and cognition from Grice’s account is that all the
maxims are disposed of; instead of them a general cognitive principle—the search for relevance
dominates the theory. As in every communicative input, according to the Communication
Principle, the hearers understand the contextual factors on the basis of the assumption that what
is said is related to the conversation. The hearer calculates an input with the least effort and
stops when the relation expectation is satisfied. In contrast to Grice's theory, communication
does not need to be in relation to cooperation; in order for communication to be successful, the
hearer and speaker should understand and be understood.

RT stands out as a more contemporary theory than Grice’s account. Although Grice’s
theory has also some weaknesses such as the inadequacy in differentiating between the
implicature types and processing of implicatures (Cruse, 2000; Thomas, 1995), it still dominates
pragmatics studies due to practical reasons. For these reasons, it is thought that Grice's
theoretical background will be relevant for investigating pragmatic comprehension and
production skills.

1.2. The Properties of Conversational Implicatures

Implicatures are classified into two by Grice (1975): conversational and conventional.
Conventional implicatures are dependent on the linguistic from whereas conversational
implicatures are context-dependent. Conversational implicatures, simply referred to as
implicatures are in two types, too: generalized and particularized. The level of context-
dependency is the determining factor in distinguishing between the two.

A conventional implicature, as opposed to the mainly non-conventional nature of
pragmatics is pragmatic in nature in that it is non-truth conditional (Cruse, 2000). Yet, it is tied
to the linguistic form and does not derive from the CP, but from the particular lexical item or
expression that it contains. These include some conjunctions and fillers such as “but, even, still,
yet, well, therefore, etc.” (Grundy, 1995; Levinson, 1983).

In the present study the focus will be on the non-conventionalized implicatures.
Conventional implicatures have caused a lot of controversy in the field of pragmatics to the
extent that some pragmaticists do not recognize them as implicatures (Bach, 2004). On these
grounds, they will be excluded from the focus of the study.

As the conversational maxims derive from the attempt to rationalize conversational
behaviour, the steps that a human being follows when processing them are explicable. Although
there is some controversy as to the content and sequence of this psychological operation, it is
commonly acknowledged that the processing of implicatures exhibits the feature of
calculability. Since the conversation area is dynamic and flexible, it could be argued that
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implicatures can be canceled explicitly or indirectly (Grice, 1975, p. 310). Cancelability is the
key factor in distinguishing conversational implicatures from other implicature types. As in the
examples below, a given implicature can be canceled without causing any contradiction or
anomaly (Cruse, 2000; Levinson, 1983; Peccei, 1999).

[1] A: What's happened to the shampoo?
B: I used most of it—actually, I used all of it.

[2] A: Are you coming to the party?
B: My parents are in town—>but ’'m coming.

Conversational implicatures derive from speakers’ compliance with the CP and can be of
two types considering their dependence on the context. Generalized conversational implicatures
(GCls) are dependent on the context of the proposition they arise, though not as dependent as
particularized implicatures (PCIs). Even with no special knowledge, people can still calculate
them as can be seen in the following example:

[3] Ayse has three children.
+> Ayse has no more than three children.

Peccei (1999, p.37) illustrates the key feature of the GCls as follows, “If you heard a tape
recording but know nothing about the context you could still draw them.”

Within GCls there is a special class of implicatures in which a scale-based, namely scalar
implicature is produced. The choice of one of the values in the scale implicates ‘not the higher
values’ (Peccei, 1999; Grundy, 1995). The scales may be related to frequency (e.g., always,
often), quantity (e.g., all, most, none), possibility (e.g., must, may), or evaluation of a situation
(e.g., awful, bad, wonderful) (Broersma, 1994).

As opposed to GCls, PCls are highly dependent on the context of utterance (Thomas,
1995). Consider the classic example (Levinson, 1983, p.107):

[4] A: Can you tell me what time it is?
B: Well, the milkman has come.

At first B’s remark seems irrelevant to A’s utterance. However, if A supposes B to be
following the CP, s/he will understand B’s implicature that the arrival of the milkman has
something to do with the content of the conversation. There must be some shared information
about the arrival hour of the milkman and that is most probably that he arrives at the place
where A and B are now at a certain time of the day. Here, speaker A must rely on the context to
link B’s utterance to his/her remark.

PCls are the most common type of implicatures (Yule, 1999), so the term “implicature”
commonly refers to them. Moreover, their use is not limited to conversation, as Chierchia and
McGonnel-Ginet (2001) note that even a preceding text might produce a partial but nonetheless
particular context. A sentence in the middle of a book might be interpreted quite differently
from the same sentence placed near the beginning. On these grounds, implicature processing is
significant for L2 learners not only as a conversational skill but also as a reading skill.

1.3. Second Language Learners and Conversational Implicatures

Although the CP and RT have universal bases, the context and the culture in which the
target language is spoken is of high significance in pragmatic issues. Considering the fact that
even native speakers of a language sometimes have difficulty in understanding implicatures
(Bouton, 1988), it would not be surprising for L2 learners, who encounter the norms of a totally
different language and culture, to experience similar problems. In addition, L2 learners might
not be aware of the implicatures in their speech with native speakers of that language (Kasper &

ISSN: 1300-5340 http://www.efdergi.hacettepe.edu.tr/



822 Filiz Rizaoglu, Mehmet Ali Yavuz

Rose, 2002). As Kasper (1997, p. 3) recounts "Second language learners might focus on the
semantic meaning instead of understanding the intended meaning and may neglect making use
of the contextual cues". In the same way, Bialystok (2003, p. 54) points out that adult L2
learners might make pragmatic errors not only due to their inability to understand language
structures or vocabulary but also due to misinterpretation of what is said. These pragmatic errors
might lead to miscommunication.

In order to see whether intercultural differences influence the comprehension of
implicatures in L2 English, Devine (1982) conducted a study comparing first language (L1) and
L2 speakers in terms of interpretation of implicatures and found out that cross-cultural
differences can be potentially problematic in communication in English. While the participants
performed nativelike in understanding implicatures flouting the Quality and Manner maxims,
they had difficulty in the Quantity and Relevance implicatures. Carrell (1984) continued the
quest for exploring the comprehension of indirectly conveyed meanings in a study, which
examined the extent to which L2 learners could understand presuppositions and implicatures.
The results showed that for L2 learners, understanding of implicatures proved to be less difficult
than that of presuppositions. These small-scale studies were followed by Bouton’s longitudinal
research on the development of L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness in understanding implicatures.
Bouton (1988) observed a significant difference between L1 and L2 English speakers’
comprehension of implicatures. The L1 background also influenced pragmatic inferencing;
participants speaking European languages as their L1 were found to be more successful than
those who spoke Korean, Japanese, and Chinese. Reassessment of the same L2 speakers after a
four-year-long interval indicated a 90 % increase in their comprehension rate despite the fact
that they still had difficulty in comprehending certain types of implicature like the Pope
question®, and the floutings of the maxim of Relevance and Quantity in cases of indirect
criticism (Bouton, 1992, 1994).

Another important contribution to the field was Omara’s (1993) study aiming to explore
the reasons behind the possible differences in comprehension of implicatures in the L2 English.
The study results were in line with Bouton’s findings; L2 learners envisaged implicatures in a
different way than native speakers. Among the possible causes including the level of
proficiency, motivational and attitudinal factors towards the target culture, length of stay was
reported to be the most significant predictor of learner difficulty.

L2 research on implicatures accumulated in the 2000s with cross-cultural comparisons of
implicature comprehension. Ergiiven’s (2001) study on Turkish L2 learners indicated that on the
whole, upper-intermediate level learners did not have difficulty interpreting implicatures in their
L2 English. Yet, floutings of the maxims of Quantity and Manner proved to be somewhat
problematical. Another cross-cultural study conducted with Korean L2 learners of English
demonstrated a significant non-native difference in the ability to interpret particularized
conversational implicatures, which was not observed in the domain of generalized implicatures
(Lee, 2002). The think-aloud procedures administered following the comprehension test
suggested that learners’ knowledge of culture, personal biases, stereotypes and transfer of
knowledge from the native culture can be at work in the process of interpretation.

Studies on Japanese L2 learners’ comprehension of implicatures are also noteworthy
since there are differences between the culture of English speaking countries and the traditional
Japanese culture. One of these, Yamanaka’s study (2003) on the pragmatic comprehension of
Japanese L2 learners reported the effects of proficiency and length of residence as two major
factors in the way of successful communication and pragmatic inferencing ability in English.

! Bouton (1992) coined the name “Pope Question” to refer to the formulaic implicatures such as:
A: Are you going to accept the job offer?
B: Is the Pope Catholic? (Pragmatic interpretation: The answer is obvious)
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Taguchi (2002) adopted innovative theoretical and methodological procedures in L2 implicature
research. Firstly, she constructed a computerized implicature listening test and employed the
more contemporary Relevance Theory as the framework for her inquiries. Instead of focusing
on the differences between L1 and L2 speakers of English, she compared less and high
proficient L1 Japanese L2 English learners not only with regard to their level of implicature
comprehension but also with regard to the inferential strategies they make use of during the
same process. The results showed that, regardless of proficiency differences, learners commonly
preferred para-linguistic cues and the rule of adjacency pair as inferencing strategies. Less
proficient learners relied more on background knowledge and key word inferencing, whereas
proficient learners identified the speaker’s intended purpose of using an implicature more
frequently. In a subsequent study which also measured the speed of implicature comprehension
(Taguchi, 2005), a significant L2 proficiency influence was indicated on accuracy, but not on
comprehension speed. Later, Taguchi (2007) found that L2 learners of English comprehended
indirect refusals and requests faster and more easily than indirectly conveyed opinions. This was
accounted for on the grounds that the speech acts of refusals and requests have a routinely
carried out discourse pattern (e.g., showing a reason for refusal) and the L1 and target language
norms are similar. As for indirect opinions (e.g., saying "The package is beautiful" in order to
show discontent with the gift), they imposed more processing load as they depended on the
pragmatic context more.

As an endeavor to find out the developmental differences in low and high level learners’
comprehension of pragmatic meaning as opposed to linguistic meaning, Garcia (2004)
administered a listening test assessing both pragmatic and linguistic knowledge. The results of
the test indicated developmental differences in the comprehension of pragmatic meaning; the
beginner level L2 English learners were less successful in comprehending the implicatures when
compared with the more advanced group. Differences between linguistic and pragmatic
comprehension and between the comprehension of speech acts and the comprehension of
implicatures were also reported. The correlation between understanding speech acts and
implicatures was found to be low. Most of the aforementioned studies had analyzed learners’
comprehension of implicatures in English by comparing L1 and L2 speakers. However, Isik
(2005) questioned whether the Turkish speakers could successfully comprehend implicatures in
their native language. After administering both a Turkish and English implicature test to
advanced level L2 English learners, Isik discovered only a minor difference between the mean
scores of each test. Measuring the comprehension level of implicature and indirect speech acts
by means of a listening test, Alagozli and Biiyiikoztiirk (2009) found that upper-intermediate
English learners' pragmatic competences are not in line with their grammatical competences. In
the same study a relationship was found between linguistic production skills and pragmatic
comprehension skills.

Although it has been documented that L2 learners can understand implicatures to a
certain extent, Rose (1994, s. 55) argues that comprehension of implicatures in a written or oral
guestionnaire does not mean that these learners can produce implicatures themselves and these
productions are acceptable and appropriate in the target language. Pragmatics research into
speech act realization and politeness levels by L2 learners point out that these productions may
deviate from the target language norms (Kasper & Rose, 2001; Taguchi, 2006). In order to
understand whether similar problems exist in implicature production, Taguchi (2003) gave low
and high level L2 learners and a group of native English speakers, eight role-playing situations
to produce formal and informal speech acts. It was found that language proficiency level and the
L1 background influenced appropriacy levels and even high proficiency English learners'
productions were not in line with that of native speakers. The same study also sought to explore
the relationship between the comprehension and production dimensions of pragmatic
competence. The correlation analysis revealed a significant but not strong relationship between
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implicature comprehension and the appropriateness of the productions. Roever (2001) also
found a strong relationship between speech act performance and implicature comprehension.
Examining the production aspect of maxim floutings, Lachini (2006) provided non-elementary
level L2 learners with situations to motivate their implicature production. The study manifested
that intermediate and advanced level L2 learners flouted maxims less frequently than did the
native speakers no matter how proficient they were. The results were attributed to the L2
learners’ lack of exposure to real life language use in an L2 context and also to the ignorance of
pragmatic aspects in instruction materials.

Apart from these, intervention studies on implicature have centered on increasing
awareness into understanding implicatures. In one of the earliest studies, providing explicit
instruction was found to improve implicature comprehension. The more formulaic implicatures
like the Pope question were found to be easier to teach and easier for students to grasp. The
Relevance implicatures, which are more “idiosyncratically dependent on the relationship
between a particular utterance and its specific context”, proved to be more difficult to teach and
learn (Bouton, 1994, p. 12). In the same way, the classification of implicatures was found to be
complicated. Especially in the case of irony, the role of intonation was considered to be of high
importance; the role of intonation increased depending on the ambiguity of the implicature.
Kuboto (1995) replicated this study with Japanese L2 learners of English and tested two
methods of instruction: explicit and consciousness-raising methods. The former created more
improvement in the post-test of implicatures although the expected effect of instruction was
unsatisfactory. On the other hand, in a longitudinal implicature training study, progress was
recorded in beginner level L1 Japanese learners' comprehension and accuracy in implicatures
and indirect meanings (Taguchi, 2007, 2008a). The indirectly performed refusal speech acts
were comprehended faster and more accurately. Similarly, Taguchi (2008b) examined the
implicature development of two groups, one of which lived in an English speaking environment
and one lived in an ESL environment. The results revealed that the learning context did not have
an influence over improving implicature comprehension. In both contexts, the comprehension of
indirectly conveyed opinions was found to be harder and slower than indirect refusals. It was
also found that learners' rate of speaking and reading in contexts where English-speaking
countries increased the speed of implicature understanding, but had no relationship with
accurate comprehension. Though not of direct relevance, there are also studies reporting that
living in an English-speaking context contributes to developing other pragmatic skills (Bardovi-
Harlig & Dérnyei, 1998; Roever, 2001; Schauer, 2006).

It has been understood that L2 speakers who encounter a new language and cultural
associations have difficulty in pragmatic skills at varying levels. The investigation of whether
L2 learners from different L1 backgrounds experience similar difficulties is significant in this
respect. Furthermore, the examination of L2 learners' implicature productions is noteworthy.
Previous research has neglected the production dimension while focusing on the comprehension
of implicatures. One reason for this may be the difficulty of measuring the production skills in
natural context. For this reason in the present study, not only L2 learners’ comprehension but
also production will be examined. The research questions investigated are listed below:

1. To what extent can the upper-intermediate level L2 English learners comprehend
implicatures in the target language?

la. Are there any differences in pragmatic comprehension in terms of implicature types?
1b. Are there any gender-based differences in terms of comprehending implicatures?
2. Do upper-intermediate level L2 learners produce implicatures?

2a. What are the characteristics of the implicatures produced by L2 learners?
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2b. How appropriate are the production questionnaire responses in terms of native
speaker norms?

3. Is the ability to comprehend implicatures in the L2 in line with pragmatic production
ability?

4. How are participants’ real-life uses of implicatures characterized?

2. METHODOLOGY

A descriptive research design was adopted which made use of both qualitative and
guantitative data. The purpose was to make descriptive assertions about the implicature
comprehension and production characteristics of a specific learner population at a specific level
of development. In this respect, the study can be classified as a cross-sectional study, aiming to
give a picture of the Turkish upper-intermediate students’ pragmatic competence.

2.1. Participants

Ninety English Language Education department students (72 female, 18 male) studying at
a state university participated in the study. The participants were a homogeneous group in terms
of age, university entrance scores (organized by the State Student Selection and Placement
Center) and their university's English proficiency score (See Table 1). The participants’
university entrance scores and English proficiency levels were also much the same with a mean
score of 90 out of 100 in the YDS (University Entrance Exam for Language Degrees). The
majority (91.1%) had received one-year intensive English instruction prior to high-school. All
of the participants had passed the English proficiency of the university.

Table 1: Demographic information about the participants (n=90)

M SD
Age 18.7 0,6
Years of English instruction received 9 0.7
University entrance language score (maximum = 100) 90 3.13

Despite having high university entrance scores and having passed the university's English
proficiency requirement, the participants rated their skills and abilities in English to be lower
than the assumed proficiency level as can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2: Self-reported proficiency in English (% of the participants)

Unsatisfactory Intermediate Upper-intermediate Advanced

Listening 22.2 56.7 211 0

Speaking 28.9 48.9 222 0

Reading 0 16.7 73.3 10
Writing 6.7 47.8 40 5.6
Pronunciation 10 56.7 311 2.2
Grammar 1.1 18.9 50 30
Vocabulary 1.1 48.9 52.2 44

None of the students had lived in an English-speaking country. The participants’ reported
frequency of interaction with native speakers of English was low (See Table 3). Nearly half of
the participants reported they that they seldom interacted with native English speakers.
Participants’ exposure to English through media, e.g. reading books, magazines, watching
English channels, etc. was not frequent as well. As can be seen, the participants’ use of English
tended to be restricted to the classroom.
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Table 3. Self-reported frequency of exposure to English outside the class

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Very
Frequently
Self-reported frequency of interaction with NSs ~ 22.2 48.9 26.7 2.2 0
of English
Self-reported frequency of exposure to English 3.3 311 54.4 10 11

through means of media

2.2. Instruments
2.2.1 The implicature comprehension instrument (ICI)

The Implicature Comprehension Instrument (ICI) is a multiple-choice discourse
completion task (DCT), which is defined by Jianda (2006, p. 4) as follows: “test items where the
test taker is required to choose the correct response from the several given options”. The
rationale behind choosing this specific type of instrument was the concern for practicality.
Besides being administered and scored easily, MDCTSs are suitable for testing large groups. The
MDCT used in the present study is the shortened version of Bouton’s instrument (1988, 1994).
Before the adoption of the instrument, permission was granted from Lee (2002) who adapted the
test. Although Bouton’s original test is reported to have high reliability coeffient (i.e., 28 items,

o= 0.74) (Bouton, 1994), the shortened version used in the present study yielded a lower
reliability coefficient (KR-20 = 0.48), which is a limitation of the study.

The ICI contained fourteen items. The items in ICI represented six different types of
implicatures; four relevance, four quantity, a manner and two quality implicatures.

Each question in ICI comprised a description of the situation and a dialog in which an
implicature was used (See Table 4 below). The utterance containing the implicature was written
in bold letters. These were followed by four options, every one of which displayed a different
interpretation of the target utterance. Each correct answer received 1 point while choices of the
other options were assigned 0 point.

Table 4: Sample ICI question

Question # 1 (Implicature type: Quantity - Understated negative criticism

Two teachers are talking about a student's term paper

Mr. Ranger: Have you finished with Mark's term paper yet?
Mr. Smith: Yes, | have. | read it last night.

Mr. Ranger: What did you think of it?

Mr. Smith: Well, I thought it was well-typed.

Mr. did Mr. Smith like Mark's term paper?

a. He liked it. He thought it was good.

b. He thought it was important that the paper was well-typed.
c. He really did not read it well enough to know.

d. He did not like it.

2.2.2 Implicature production instrument

The Implicature Production Instrument (IPI) used in the study was in the format of a
written discourse completion task (WDCT), which as defined by Jianda (2006, p. 4) as “a
written questionnaire including a number of brief situational descriptions, followed by a short
dialog with an empty slot for the speech act under study”. They are easy to administer;
nevertheless, the scoring of WDCTs is a laborious and time-consuming task since the responses
need to be rated for appropriacy or classified according to specified criteria by several raters.

IP1 was devised by the researchers in order to assess L2 learners’ production of
implicatures. Before the generation of the instrument, primary works of pragmatics in the
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literature were looked through by the researcher to collect authentic and near authentic samples
of implicatures. In the meantime, the formats and questions used in a wide range of ILP studies
were examined. The final version of the IPI was a typical WDCT, in which there is a scenario
providing the context at the beginning of each item. The hypothetical situation/context is
followed by a dialog where the first speaker’s utterance is provided (See Table 5). The test
takers were required to state how they would respond in the given situation in an indirect way
supposing it is necessary to be indirect. If they did not feel the need to be indirect, they could
give direct responses. A sample item can be seen in Table 5.

Table 5: Sample item from the IPI

Question

A close friend of yours asks you to read his composition to give your opinion about it. You think the composition is
not good at all- it is full of grammar mistakes, it is not interesting, and the message is not clear. You don’t want to
discourage your friend, but you also don’t want to lie about the quality of the composition.

Your Friend: What do you think of my composition?
You:
(Sample Response: | am sure that you can write a better one.)

In a separate section following the IPI, four open-ended questions regarding implicature
use were given. These questions were presented in Turkish.

2.3 Data Collection

The data to be used in the study were collected through pen and paper administration of
the research instruments with the freshman undergraduates of an English language education
department. The content of the tests was examined by the Educational Sciences Institute in the
university and permission was granted to administer the tests to the undergraduate students.
Participation in the study was voluntary and written consent was obtained from the students.
The instruments were administered in one session, ICI preceding IPI. The students completed
the tests in approximately 45 minutes although there was no time limitation.

2.4 Data Analysis

The ICI scores of the participants were coded into spreadsheets by the researcher. The
descriptive and inferential statistics on the test results were run by SPSS 15.

A total of 1080 responses (90x12) formed the production data. There were some invalid
responses and no responses were provided to some of the items. After the exclusion of these,
762 responses containing implicatures were obtained. The Gricean framework (1975) was used
to classify the responses. Direct responses which did not include implicatures were put under a
separate category. The responses were categorized by the researcher on the basis of the
conversational maxims flouted to form implicatures.

The frequency of each type of floutings was calculated and entered into spreadsheets. The
descriptive statistics of the floutings were calculated. A scholar competent in the field of
pragmatics was consulted to evaluate the consistency and accuracy of the coding process. The
codings of the researchers were compared and discussed until a final decision was reached.

Following the categorization, the data were reanalyzed in terms of appropriacy to target
language norms. To this end, Jernigan's (2007, p. 78) rating scale was adopted after some small
changes (Table 6). The Cronbach's alpha coefficient of this scale was reported as 0.81 (Jernigan,
2007, p. 53). The maximum score to be obtained in the production scale was 48 (12 x 4).
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Table 6: Pragmatic rating rubric (in simplified form)

Score Explanation
0) no response provided
Q) response is unacceptable pragmatically given the context
2) response is generally unacceptable pragmatically in this context, though perhaps not in all contexts
?3) response is generally appropriate given the context, but contains one or more noticeable pragmatic flaws
that affect the intended meaning
(4) near perfect close to native responses in content, syntax and lexicon. There is almost no error.

Two experienced native English speaking instructors were consulted for rating the
responses. They were given the rating rubric to assess the acceptability of the data. The
interrater reliability coefficient was calculated as 0.74, which is moderately high.

3. FINDINGS
3.1. Comprehension of Implicatures in the L2

The first research question of the study was to determine L2 learners' comprehension
level of implicatures in the L2. The ICI results revealed a moderate level of achievement. The
participants’ mean score was 8.2 out of 14 (SD = 2.11, min = 2, max = 12).

3.1.1. Implicature comprehension in terms of implicature type

In order to understand the differences in the comprehension of implicatures within
broader categories, the overall rates of success for the floutings of the four main maxims of
conversation were calculated. As can be seen in Table 7, the rate of success was 80% and higher
in the Relevance implicatures (5, 8, 13, and 14), while this rate was 40-80% in the others (2, 3,
4,6,9, 11, 12) and 40% in two (1, 10).

Table 7: Implicature comprehension in terms of implicature type

Implicature type Explanation Success Rate (%)
Quantity Understated negative criticism 374
Quantity - Be sufficiently informative 65
Relevance Be relavant 85.8
Irony/Sarcasm 40
Quality Conventional expression 50.5
Manner Be orderly 60

Further analysis of the implicatures based on sub-categories revealed that the highest
level of achievement was in Relevance implicatures with a rate of 86% (Table 8). This was
followed by the Quantity and Manner implicatures. The rate of success in the category of
Quality- Set expressions was 50.5%. One of these, the Pope question (Item 4) was understood
only by half of the participants. When the same type of implicature was realized through a more
universal event (9th question), the rate of success slightly increased (Item 9). Some participants
chose the "effort to change the subject” option when interpreting such implicatures. In another
category of the Quality implicatures, the rate of sucess dropped to 40%. The highest level of
understanding difficulty was recorded in the Quality implicatures, "understated negative
criticism" items.
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Table 8: Correct response rates per item in ICI

# Question Implicature Type Success Rate
(%)
8 Relevance 95.6
13 Relevance 85.6
14 Relevance 81.1
5 Relevance 80
12 Quantity - Be sufficiently informative 78.9
7 Manner - Be orderly 62.2
9 Quality- Set conventional expressions 51
2 Quality - Irony/sarcasm 48.9
4 Quality- Set conventional expressions 48.9
6 Quantity - Be sufficiently informative 48.9
3 Quantity- Understated Negative Criticism 422
11 Quantity - Understated Negative Criticism 422
10 Quality - Irony/sarcasm 30
1 Quantity- Understated Negative Criticism 26.7

Another criterion to compare the scores of the participants was their success rates in
understanding highly context-dependent and context independent implicatures, namely,
particularized and generalized implicatures. As Table 9 demonstrates, participants were more
successful in comprehending particularized implicatures when compared to generalized
implicatures.

Table 9: Correct responses in terms of being generalized/ particularized

Implicature type Success Rate (%)
Generalized (Item # 1, 3, 11, 4, 7, 10,12) 415
Particularized (Item #5, 13,14, 2, 6, 8, 9) 61.8

3.1.2. Gender-based comparison of implicature comprehension

A comparison of implicature comprehension levels on the basis of gender revealed that
male participants had a slightly higher mean (M = 8.5, SD = 2.2) than that of female participants
(M = 8.2, SD = 1.7). The independent samples t-test performed in order to assess whether this
difference is significant did not point to any between-group differences t(88) =.618, p = .54.

A comparison of the two groups with regard to generalization of the implicatures
demonstrated that both groups were more successful in comprehending particularized
implicatures (see Table 10). However, male participants’ rate of success in this implicature type
was slightly higher than that of the female participants.

Table 10: Differences between girls’ and boys’ success rates on subsections

Implicature type

Gender
Particularized Generalized
Female 68.7 % 48.2 %
Male 78.2 % 46.5 %

Item-based comparison of the responses demonstrated that in understated negative
criticism questions, female participants had a slightly higher level of success (45.07%) than
male participants (31.5%), while male participants had a higher success rate in Relevance
implicatures (89.4%) than female participants (77.4%).

3.2 Production of Implicatures in the L2

Some responses flouted two maxims at the same time, especially in the case of Quantity
and Manner implicatures. In such conditions, the maxim that was the most evidently flouted or
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the one that had more contributions to the implied meaning was taken into consideration in the
categorization.

3.2.1. Types of implicature produced

As can be seen in Table 11, 11.7% of the questions were not answered. Of the given
responses, 19.73% did not contain any implicatures. In these questions the participants preferred
to give direct responses. The responses containing implicatures were coded on the basis of
implicature types. The most frequently produced implicature was found to be Quality
implicatures.

Table 11: Questions in the Implicature Production Instrument

Response Type f %
Quality 324 33.47
Quantity 310 32.02
Direct Response 191 19.73
No Response 112 11.57
Relevance 75 7.74
Manner 53 5.47
Removed from Analysis 15 1.54

A sample response can be seen in Table 12.

Table 12. Sample responses to situtation 1

Question 1. A friend of yours and you took his/her father’s car without permission and had an accident. Your friend
calls you to inform what he/she has done about the repair. You are not pleased with what you learn, and you want to
express your frustration about the situation.

Your Friend: 1 just talked to the mechanic. He says the automobile won’t be finished until Sunday. The cost of the
repair will be far more than we expected and | learnt that the car had no insurance. My father is going to kill us.
You:

“Well, this is the best news I have heard today.” Quality- Irony implicature

“I think we should go away and change our surnames.” Quality-lrony implicature
“What about new car prices?”’ Relevance Implicature

Examples of L1 transfer

“I want my grave with sea sight.”

“Drink one glass of cold water.”

3.2.2. Appropriacy of the pragmatic production responses

The maximum score to be achieved in the ICI was 48, and the mean appropriacy level in
the test was found to be 28.33. Therefore, it could be argued that a medium of level of
appropriacy was obtained. The success rates for each question were different. In the appropriacy
evaluation, where the maximum appropriacy value is 4, the mean appropriacy rates varied
between 2.05- 2.7. Some grammar, vocabulary and pragmatic errors were noted. Though it is
not of direct significance to the research, instances of direct L1 transfer were frequent. The
reason underlying the low appropriacy levels of the productions may be this L1 effect.

3.3 Correlation Between Pragmatic Comprehension and Production

Although the mean scores of the two instruments were similar, no significant relationship
was found between participants’ implicature comprehension and production, r(90) = .066, p >
.05.

3.4 Participants’ Use of Implicatures in Daily Life

When asked to indicate their level of exposure to implicatures in the target language,
more than half of the participants chose the option "sometimes" (Table 13). On the basis of this,
it could be speculated that participants may not be aware of the implicatures they encounter in
the L2. In line with this finding, the majority (54.4%) stated that they rarely used implicatures in
the L2. In response to the question interrogating the situations where they used implicatures in
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the L2, most participants (47.7%) selected the "criticism" option. Complaints were also
frequently selected (42.2%). A portion of the participants reported that they used implicatures in
refusals (10%). The “request” speech act was mentioned by none of the participants as an area
of implicature use. Finally, when interrogated about their implicature use in the L1, 52.2% of
the participants selected the option "generally". It was understood that implicature use is more
common in their native language in contrast to their L2.

Table 13. Information related to implicature use (%0)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Frequently

Exposure to implicatures in the L2 5.6 233 511 17.8 2.2
Frequency of implicature use in the L2 12.2 54.4 311 2.2 0
Rate of implicature use in the L1 0 11 17.8 52.2 28.9

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

The findings have revealed that participants' implicature comprehension skills are
moderately high. However, the success rate was higher or lower in terms of specific implicature
types. The results are in line with previous research carried out on intermediate and upper-
intermediate learners of English (Ergiiven, 2001; Lee, 2002). The thesis that upper-intermediate
level English learners' pragmatic comprehension skills may not be in line with their general
proficiency level has been supported (Alagozlii & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2009; Bialystok, 2003; Garcia,
2004).

As mentioned previously, the comprehension success in implicatures varied depending on
the implicature type. An analysis of implicature comprehension based on specific types revealed
that comprehension of Relevance implicatures was quite successful. The finding that Manner,
Quality and Quantity implicatures which included formulaic expressions (e.g., the Pope
guestion) were understood by only half of the participants replicated the results of previous
studies (Bouton, 1992; Taguchi, 2005). It could be argued that knowledge of cultural values of
the target language might be effective in the comprehension of formulaic implicatures. Previous
research had highlighted that these implicature types are the most difficult ones to be learnt on
the basis of pure exposure (Bouton, 1992, Kubota, 1995). In the same way, the comprehension
level of Quality-Irony implicatures was not found to be satisfactory. In this implicature type, the
learners might have a tendency to opt for the real meaning of the utterances. This further
supports the hypothesis that grammatical proficiency might not be in line with pragmatic skills
(Garcia, 2004).

The most difficult implicatures to grasp were those that included understated negative
criticism. The reason underlying this difficulty may be the different norms for realizing the
speech act of negative criticism in Turkish. These implicatures are generally performed in a
highly subtle and implicit manner so as not to threaten the hearer's face. In American English,
negative criticism might be performed more indirectly than in Turkish. The findings related to
the comprehension of understated negative criticism are similar to those found in earlier
pragmatics studies (Bouton, 1988; Ergiiven, 2001; Lee, 2002; Roever, 2001). Some studies have
reported that even native speakers might be less successful in terms of understanding
implicatures which contain negative criticism (Bouton, 1988; Lee, 2002). This common
difficulty for both native and non-native speakers might stem from the written nature of the
implicature questionnaire. As was also pointed out by Lee (2002), being unable to make use of
intonation, pitch and gestures might have complicated implicature comprehension. For this
reason, it would be a good idea to create instruments which have video dialogs instead of
written dialogs in future studies.
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In contrast to previous research which documented that particularized implicatures are
harder to understand than generalized implicatures (Lee, 2002; Taguchi, 2005), in the present
study it was found that comprehension of particularized implicatures is more difficult than
generalized implicatures. This might have from stemmed from the fact that generalized
implicatures tested in the present instrument were based on some formula and were more
culture-specific. It should also be taken into consideration that the native languages of the
participants tested in the previous studies were Korean and Japanese. The participants in the
present study might have calculated the particularized implicatures on the basis of their world
knowledge or might have more knowledge of the culture in which the L2 is spoken.

Although gender did not lead to any differences in implicature comprehension levels,
there were some differences in specific types. Female participants had more success
understanding Quantity implicatures of understated negative criticism while male participants
had a higher success rate in Relevance implicatures. On the basis of these, it could be speculated
that men might be more context-dependent and holistic, whereas women might be more detail-
oriented in pragmatic reasoning.

With regard to implicature production, considering the fact that the majority of the
responses contained implicature, it could be argued that upper-intermediate learners can convey
their intentions through implicatures in the L2. On the other hand, the acceptability of the
responses in terms of native speaker norms was not satisfactory. The responses mostly included
Quality and Quantity floutings. Implicatures were not generally exploited in the speech acts of
request. In situations where anger, disturbance should be expressed, mostly Quality implicatures
were used. In these cases, participants mostly enriched their messages by means of rhetorical
guestions, metaphors, and irony. In the case of criticism mostly Quantity implicatures were
produced. Though there were grammatical, lexical and pragmatic mistakes, they were not
frequent. Direct L1 transfer was frequent. These mirror the finding of L1 influence over
pragmatic comprehension (Lee, 2002).

In an earlier production study, Lachini (2006) had reported that L2 English speakers use
implicatures to a smaller extent than native speakers of English. The participants in the current
study also mentioned that they use implicatures more frequently in their native language. The
fact that they used implicatures in the target language less might be related to their reduced
exposure to natural English speaking environments. Considering the self-rating of their
linguistic capabilities, they might not have expressed themselves well in the production task.
The fact that they did not generally use implicatures in the speech act of requests might be
related to their use of set expressions in this type. In addition, the results point out to the
tendency that the participants have associated implicatures with negative situations.

The lack of a relationship between implicature comprehension and production are in
line with some of the previous research (Taguchi, 2003) and contradict some others (Roever,
2001). This might be related to the relatively high proficiency level of participants and can be
regarded as evidence for the independence of the two skills.

The findings might be useful for L2 teachers, curriculum developers, coursebook writers
and thus learners. As is seen, grammatical competence may not be in line with communicative
competence. Understanding culture-specific implicature types might be especially difficult. The
finding that implicatures can be produced but their appropriacy is not satisfactory in terms of the
target language norms points to the need for giving pragmatic skills more place in L2 learning.
Since explicitness is not always possible in communication, L2 learners should be aware of
pragmatic cues. Although they might not be taught explicitly, awareness into pragmatic skills
might be increased (Kubota, 1995). Pragmatic interpretation must not be regarded as a default
skill in the L2. Although a portion of the previous research indicated that living in an English-
speaking country is important for pragmatic development (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998;
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Schauer, 2006), recent research has demonstrated that presence abroad is not sufficient in itself
(Bouton, 1994; Roever, 2001; Taguchi, 2008). Regardless of the learning environment,
providing more interaction opportunities is more significant for developing pragmatic
competence.

The written nature of the used instruments has prevented us from measuring natural
speaking. Lack of the opportunity to use intonation and gestures are weaknesses of the written
instruments. Future studies should take this limitation into consideration and endeavor to
analyze implicature production in more natural environments. In addition, the number of items
in the implicature comprehension test could be increased in order to maintain higher scale
reliability. The influence of L1 in implicature production can also be investigated in more depth
in further studies. A final suggestion would be to investigate the effectiveness of the techniques
used in implicature instruction in L2 classes.
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Uzun Ozet

Edimbilim arastirmalar ikinci dil 6grenenlerin, yiiksek bir dil yetkinlik seviyesi olsa dahi bunu
iletigim becerilerine aktaramadiklarini ortaya koymustur (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Jianda, 2006).
Bunun yanisira ikinci dil konusanlarinin zaman zaman sdylenenlerin sadece semantik anlamina
odaklanip, baglamin 6zelliklerine dikkat etmeyerek ima edilen edimsel anlamlar1 yorumlayamadiklar1 da
bildirilmistir (Kasper, 1997, s. 3). Bu durumdan kaynaklanan edimsel hatalar yanlig anlagilmalara yol
acabilmektedir. Ayrica, ana dili konusanlar: ikinci dil konusanlarinin edimsel hatalarini kabalik olarak
algilayabilmektedir (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998).

Ikinci dil 6grenenlerin ¢esitli s6z eylemlerini nasil anladiklar1 ve gerceklestirdikleri konusunda ¢ok
fazla caligma bulunmasina ragmen (Bardovi-Harlig & Do6rnyei, 1998; Kasper, 1997; Kasper & Rose,
2001), konugma sezdirileri konusunda nispeten daha az ¢aligma bulunmaktadir (Bouton, 1988; Lee, 2002;
Taguchi, 2005). Son yillarda sezdirileri anlama konusuna olan ilgi artmis olsa da, ilgili caligmalar
sezdirilerin iiretimi boyutuna yeterince 6nem vermemistir.

Bu galismanin amaci orta-iistii ingilizce dgrenenlerin hedef dilde sezdirileri anlama ve iiretme
diizeylerini incelemektir. Bu amagla 90 katilimciya 14 soruluk ¢oktan se¢meli bir sezdiri yorumlama
Olgeginin yanisira 12 durumdan olusan sdylem tamamlama Olgegi verilmistir. Aragtirma, dort soruya
odaklanmustir:

Arastirma sorusu 1. Ortaiistii Ingilizce dgrenenlerin hedef dilde sezdirileri anlama diizeyleri nedir?
Sonuglar katilimcilarin orta diizey bir basar1 gdsterdigini ortaya koymustur. Anlama dlgeginde basari
orant %58.57olarak kaydedilmistir. Ancak, bazi sezdiri tiirlerinde bu oran artma veya azalma
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gdstermistir. Bulgular orta ve orta iistii seviye Ingilizce dgrenenlerin sezdiri anlamalari iizerine yapilan
¢alisma bulgulariyla ayni dogrultudadir (Ergiiven, 2001; Lee, 2002).

En yiiksek basar1 diizeyi Baginti sezdirilerinde kaydedilmistir (%85.8). Tarz, Nitelik- kaliplagmig
ifadeler ve Nicelik- en az gereksinim kuralina dayali sezdiriler katilimeilarin ancak yarisi tarafindan
dogru anlasilmigtir. Bazi katilimeilar bu tiir sezdirileri konuyu degistirme ¢abast olarak yorumlamistir.
Kaliplagsmis ifade igeren Nicelik sezdirilerinde anlama oram diisiik bulunmustur (%48.9). Bu da belirli
sezdiri tiirlerini anlamada kiiltiirel bilgilerin 6nemine dikkat ¢ekmektedir.

Ayni sekilde, Nitelik- ironi sezdirilerinde basar1 orani diisiik bulunmustur (%40). Ironiye dayali
sezdilerde katilimcilarin ¢ogu anlatimlarin gercek anlamina odaklanmistir. Bu da dilbilgisel ve edimsel
anlamanin birbirinden farkli olabilecegine dair bir kanit sunmaktadir. En zor anlasilan sezdiri tiirii ise
Nitelik- dolayli olumsuz elestiri igeren sezdiriler olmustur (%37.4). Bu tiir sezdiriler olabildigince ortiik
bicimde gergeklestirilirken dinleyicinin yiiziini koruma ve hakaretten kaginma cabasi igermeleri
bakimindan oldukga ortiik bigimde gerceklestirilmisti. Bouton’un (1988) calismasinda ana dili Ingilizce
olanlarin bile bu tiir dolayl: elestirileri anlamada bazen gii¢liik ¢ektikleri diisiiniiliirse bu durum anlagilir
kabul edilebilir. Sonuglar, ayrica Ergiiven’in (2001) orta-iistii Ingilizce 6grenenlerle yaptigi arastirma
sonuglariyla ortiismektedir; bu ¢alismada da en biiyiik anlama giigligii Nicelik ve Tarz sezdririlerinde
kaydedilmisti.

Bir diger incelemede ise sezdirileri anlama basaris1 genellestirilmis ve Ozellestirilmis sezdiriler
temelinde incelenmistir. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu genellestirilmis olanlara gére Ozellestirilmis sezdirileri
anlamada daha basarili olmustur. Bu sonu¢ bazi arastirma sonuglarryla celismektedir. Onceki
aragtirmalarda yiiksek ikinci dil seviyesine sahip katilimcilarin ingilizce’de genellestirilmis sezdirileri
anlamada daha biiyiik basar1 elde ettigi gosterilmisti (Lee, 2002; Taguchi, 2005). Bu durum, katilimcilarin
genel kiiltiir bilgilerini kullanarak 6zellestirilmis sezdirileri hesaplamis olabildiklerini diisiindiirmektedir.
Ayrica, onceki caligmalardaki katilimeilarin ana dillerinin Korece ve Japonca olmasi da elde edilen
sonuglar arasindaki farkliligin nedeni olabilir.

Arastirma sorusu 2. Ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenenler hedef dilde sezdiri iiretebilmekte midir?
Katilimeilarin ¢ogu sezdiri araciligiyla niyetlerini anlatabilmistir (yanitlarin %70.6’s1 sezdiri i¢ermistir).
Fakat katilimcilarin geri kalani ya hi¢ yanit vermemis, ya da dogrudan yanit vermeyi tercih etmistir.

Nitelik ve nicelik sezdirileri yanitlara hakim olmustur. Rica etme durumlarinda katilimcilarin ¢ogu
dolayli olma geregi duymamustir. Kizginlik veya rahatsizlik ifade etme durumlarinda en ¢ok Nitelik
sezdirileri tretilmistir. Katilimcilar olumsuz duygularin1 cevabi belli sorular, benzetmeler ve ironiyle
ifade etmistir. Dolayli elestiri durumlarinda en ¢ok Nicelik sezdirileri kullanilmistir.

Hedef dile uygunluk degerlendirmeleri iiretilen sezdirilerin orta derecede kabul edilebilir oldugunu
gostermigtir. Dilbilgisi, kelime ve edimsel hatalar ¢ok olmasa da bulunmustur. Yanitlarda biiyiik dlciide
birinci dil etkisi hissedilmistir. Birinci dilde kullanilan kaliplasmis ifade ve deyimlerin siklikla dogrudan
Ingilizce’ye gevrildigi gériilmiistiir. Bu sonug, ikinci dil seviyesinin edimsel iiretimin hedef dile uygunluk
seviyesiyle her zaman Ortiismeyebilecegini gostermistir. Sonuglar, bu agidan Onceki arastirmalari
destekler niteliktedir (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Jianda, 2006).

Arastirma sorusu 3. Ikinci dilde sezdirileri anlama ve iiretme arasinda bir iliski var midir?
Korelasyon analizleri iki test sonuglar1 arasinda bir iliskiye isaret etmemistir. Sonuglar edimsel liretim ve
anlama arasinda onemli ama gii¢lii olmayan bir iliskinin bulundugu Taguchi’nin (2003) sonuglariyla
benzerdir. Ancak, sonuglar ikinci dilde gesitli s6z eylemlerini {iretme ve sezdirileri anlama arasinda bir
iliskiye isaret eden ¢alismalarla (Roever, 2001) ayni dogrultuda degildir.

Aragtirma sorusu 4. Katilimeilarmn giinliik hayatta sezdirileri kullanimlart nasil gekillenmektedir?

Katilimeilar hedef dilde arada sirada sezdiri kullandiklarini belirtmistir. Cogunluk Ingilizce’de
sezdirileri nadiren kullandigini ifade ederken, sezdiri kullaniminin en ¢ok elestiri durumlarinda oldugu
anlagilmistir. Buna Karsin, katilimeilar Tiirkge’de siklikla sezdiri iirettiklerini belirtmislerdir.

Bulgularn ikinci dil konusanlari, 6gretmenleri, miifredat ve ders kitab1 gelistirenler i¢in yararh
olabilecegi disiiniilmektedir. Goriildiigii gibi dilbilgisi yeterlilikleri iletisimsel yeterlilikleriyle ayni
dogrultuda olmayabilmektedir. Edimsel yorumlama kendiliginden gelisen bir beceri olarak
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goriilmemelidir; sezdiri yorumlama dogrudan anlatim veya bilinci artirma gibi egitsel etkinliklerle
desteklenmelidir.
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