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Abstract

In this thesis, we present an experiment designed to examine the interpretation of
scalar implicatures in Greek. Scalar implicatures appear to examples like “I ate some
of the pasta.” This sentence implies that the speaker uses the term “some” because

II'

s/he had reasons not to use the stronger word “all” in the sentence, e.g. “l didn’t eat
all of the pasta.” Recent studies of experimental pragmatics suggest that the
inference “I ate some (but not all) of the pasta” would not exist in face-saving acts
(Bonnefon, J.-F., Feeney, A. & G. Villejoubert (2009). By contrast, Terkourafi and
Weissman claim that face-boosting contexts favor lower-bound interpretations. We
conducted an experiment addressing this issue, by testing a group of 40 adults (all
native speakers of Greek) on four different scalar terms, <often, always>, <possible,
impossible>, <good, excellent>, <hundreds, thousands>. Overall, our results indicate
that Boost story Version favors lower bound interpretation and are consistent with
Terkourafi and Weissman’s conclusions and opposite to Bonnefon’s and colleagues’

hypothesis.

Keywords: Experimental pragmatics, scalar implicatures, politeness, Greek

1. Introduction

Language communication is a complex procedure that goes beyond simply encoding
and decoding a message between a speaker and a hearer. It is based on the
individual’s ability to recover the interpretation that the speaker intends to
communicate with each utterance. According to linguistic pragmatics, the same
utterance can communicate many different propositions. In order to understand
which meaning the speaker wishes to convey, contextual information is needed;
however, the amount of contextual information needed and whether some
inferences go through without contextual support is open to question.

The current study focuses on scalar implicatures, one of the most studied
phenomena of pragmatic inference. Scalar implicatures are inferences which rely on
a scale <W, S> where W is an informationally weak and S is an informationally strong
element; consequently, the assertion of W implicates the negation of S.
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The interpretation of scalar implicatures is hotly debated, as one scalar term can
have different interpretations. For instance, the term “some” in example (1a) would
normally convey the negation of “all,” as in (1b) but (1c) would also be valid.

Consider the following example:
(1) a. Tom ate some of the pasta.
b. Tom ate some but not all of the pasta.
c. Tom ate some and possibly all of the pasta.

Most people would agree that the speaker who utters 1.a. means 1.b (the upper-
bound interpretation). However, 1.c, the interpretation “Tom ate some and possibly
all the pasta” (the lower-bound interpretation) would also be correct (if the plate
with the pasta was empty) because the strong scalar term ‘all’ entails the weaker
depends
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scalar term ‘some.” More generally, the negation of the stronger term “al
on the communication exchange and the contextual framework.

Among the factors that affect the derivation of scalar implicatures, social-
interactional factors have recently begun to be explored. Social interactional factors
can be expected to be important because the information a speaker is willing to
share may depend on their desire to constitute the face of the addressee (and their
own). This may in turn lead them to either try not to hurt the face of the addressee
(and their own) or to actively boost it. “Face” here refers to the sense of positive
identity or public self-esteem that is projected by all people (see Brown & Levinson,
1978/1987). Most people try to protect the face of themselves and others.
Interlocutors’ face may be threatened if they disagree, criticize, or embarrass each
other while it might be boosted when they reinforce the positive identity of the
hearer.

Interlocutors sometimes try to decrease the threat engendered by the utterance to
the face of their hearer. To do this, speakers try to be polite, and one of the
functions of linguistic politeness is to decrease face threatening. Hearers seem to
take politeness strategies into consideration when interpreting utterances. Bonnefon
and colleagues in a series of studies, investigated the derivation of scalar inferences
in face-threatening contexts, and showed that listeners tend to interpret a face-
threatening utterance than a face-boosting one (Bonnefon & Villejoubert, 2006;
Pighin & Bonnefon 2011). They also suggest that scalar inferences are less likely to
be derived in face-threatening contexts Bonnefon et al. (2009) and Feeney and
Bonnefon (2012).


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0378216615000508#bib0010
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0378216615000508#bib0060
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0378216615000508#bib0060

Taking into consideration these findings, politeness should be inserted among the list
of social-interactional factors whose manipulation might be important in assessing
the diversity of scalar inferences.

There are several important investigations on the development of politeness
addressing this issue. Among others, Bonnefon & Villejoubert 2006; Bonnefon,
Feeney & Villejoubert 2009; Feeney & Bonnefon 2012; Bonnefon, Dahl & Holtgraves
2015, Terkourafi, Weissman & Roy 2020. Earlier work supports that face-threatening
contexts bias towards lower-bound interpretations of scalar terms, whereas later
work emphasizes diversity among scalar terms in this respect and argues that face-
boosting contexts may favor lower bound interpretations of some scalar terms.
Moreover, Terkourafi, Weissman and Roy’s investigation uses threat or
enhancement of the addressee’s “positive face” to conceptualize face orientation
and emphasizes the speaker’s intention in deriving the scalar implicature. Positive
face refers to “the want of every member that his [her] wants be desirable to at least
some others” (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 62). Our desires include everything from
the values that we want to preserve (love, good education, loyalty), to the things
that we want to do (meet our friends, go to the cinema). These “wants” are parts of
our face that are present when we interact with other people.

The present study tests the claims mentioned above, using scalar terms in Greek,
and reports results from an experiment constructed to investigate which of the
positions above seems best suited to account for the Greek data. This research aims
to examine the role of face-orientation in scalar inference, given that the impact of
face-orientation on scalar inferences in Greek is, to my knowledge, not yet examined
by previous research that investigated scalar terms in Greek experimentally
(Papafragou & Musolino 2002, Breheny et al. 2005). This raises the following general
research questions:

1. Is the interpretation of scalar terms in Greek affected by the face-orientation
of the context?

2. How are scalar terms in Greek interpreted when they are found in a face-
boosting vs. face-threatening context?

To investigate how native speakers of Greek understand and interpret scalar terms
when they are found in face-boosting or face-threatening environments, four types
of scalar terms were tested, identified by applying a number of heuristics to the
Greek National Thesaurus (HNGG) ‘according to their frequency of use in Greek. The

L http://hnc.ilsp.gr Hellenic National Corpus of ILSP is being developed over the last years and today it
includes over 47.000.000 words, which are increasing at regular intervals. Users can display HNC
sentences using up to three criteria. Searches are performed based on words, lemmas and parts of
speech elements. Statistical information is also provided both for the linguistic content of HNC and
the user activity.



four terms are: often-always, possible-impossible, good-excellent, hundreds-
thousands. A sample of native Greek speakers was recruited as participants. Each
term was tested using four different utterances. For each utterance, two different
scenarios were constructed, a face-boosting and a face-threatening one. We
compare our experimental results with previous results, (Bonnefon et al. 2009,
Terkourafi et al. 2020) and discuss the implications of our findings for the interplay
between scalar implicatures and face cross-linguistically.

In section 2 we provide an overview of the literature related to the interpretation of
scalar implicatures and politeness, from the early stages. In sections 3,4 and 5 we
describe the methodology applied to collect the data from the candidates, which
replicates that followed by Terkourafi et al. 2020 for English. Section 6 analyzes the
results of the linear mixed effect model that we used in both the norming and the
main study. In section 7 we conclude and compare our research with previous
studies, and in section 8 we mention the limitations of the current study and present
suggestions for further research. Finally, in Appendix A we provide a quantitative
description of the model used for the linear mixed effect model analysis. Appendix B
shows the stimuli used in the main study.

2. Literature Review

Grice suggested that communication is conducted within a cooperation framework
based on Maxims. Grice postulated that in order to communicate effectively
speakers should be a) as informative as is required, b) as truthful as they can, by
giving accurate information supported by evidence c) relevant to the discussion, d)
avoid redundancy, obscurity, and ambiguity. Speakers are supposed to maintain
these expectations about a conversation when they formulate an utterance and
listeners when they interpret it.

These Maxims can be violated to produce several effects. In the case of scalar
implicatures, the Maxim of Quantity is violated: ‘Make your contribution as
informative as is required.’ Specifically, taking into consideration our previous
example (1.b) the speaker has violated the Maxim of Quantity since s/he uses the
weak term from a range of strong informational terms (<some,......, all>). According
to the Cooperative Principle, the speaker is assumed to be as relevant and truthful as
s/he can be. The use of the informationally weaker term then implicates that the
stronger term does not hold. So, the listener infers that the speaker cannot offer an
informationally stronger term.




Post-Gricean pragmatics proposes revisions to the maxims aiming at a more
cognitively sufficient conclusion. Regarding the current phenomenon, there is an
important debate over when scalar implicatures are generated. Many post-Gricean
pragmaticians support that the utterance in such cases depends on the context.
Broadly, the context is made of different non-linguistic components of information
that help in the interpretation of an utterance. Every utterance may reference
different extralinguistic information from relevant experiences of the speaker, like
beliefs and ideas, or notions that are relevant to the physical environment in which
the discussion is taking place. So, the interpretation of an utterance depends not
only on the compositional semantics of the sentence but also on extralinguistic
factors. This distinction between sentence-meaning and utterance-meaning
(Levinson 1995) motivates further the investigation of the different types of
conversational implicature. Theoretical developments tend to explain this distinction
by separating pragmatics and semantics. Levinson argues for three levels in the
theory of meaning: between semantics (coded) meaning and pragmatic (intended)
meaning, there is utterance-type meaning. This is represented by Generalized
Conversational Implicatures (GCls), which are different from the Particularized
Conversational Implicatures (PCls) generated by the maxims.

Generalized implicatures are claimed to be default inferences that are computed by
some autonomous mechanisms. “Default” interpretation of a speaker’s utterance is
the salient or automatically retrieved meaning produced by the speaker, without the
help of contextual enrichment or the speaker’s intentions (Levinson 2000). Neo-
Gricean pragmatics, stay close to Grice’s idea of original maxims. The main
assumption which GCl theory begins with is (Grice 1989: 26): “Make your
contribution 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”. According to
the Cooperative Principle it follows that a generalized conversational implicature can
be canceled in a particular case. Grice, provides the following characterization of
GCls (Grice 1989:37): Sometimes one can say that the use of a certain form of words
in an utterance would normally (in the absence of special circumstances) carry such-
and-such an implicature or type of implicature. Levinson (2000:16) says that Grice
attributed no great importance to the distinction between generalized versus
particularized implicatures, but he was interested in the whole phenomenon of
implicatures, and specifically in GCls because they are hard to distinguish from
semantic or conventional content: “Non-controversial examples are perhaps hard to
find, since it is all too easy to treat a generalized conversational implicature as if it
were a conventional implicature” Neo-Griceans also support Grice’s spirit about
context-independent pragmatic inference (GCls) (Grice 1975) and believe that there
are salient, presumed meanings that exist independently of the context (e.g., Horn
2004, 2012; Levinson 1995, 2000;).



According to Horn (2004: 4-5):

Whatever the theoretical status of the distinction, it is apparent that some
implicatures are induced only in a special context (...), while others go through unless
a particular context is present (...).

On this view, GCls could be canceled at a later stage when contextual inferences are
taken into consideration.

Many proposals, including Horn (1984) Levinson (2000) and Chierchia (2004), have
suggested that the phenomenon of scalar implicatures is considered to be a prime
example of default implicature. According to Levinson, GCls are defeasible inferences
triggered by the speaker's choice of utterance form and lexical items because of
three heuristics mutually assumed by speaker and hearer. Levinson developed the
three heuristics, based on Grice’s Quantity and Manner maxims. These heuristics
that guide speaker’s behavior in communication, are: The Q-heuristic, the I-
Heuristic, and the M- Heuristic (Levinson 2000).

e The First (Q) Heuristic: "What isn't said, isn't." For example, in the context of a
blocks world where there are salient oppositions of objects {cones, pyramids, cubes}
and colors {red, blue}, from the assertion "There's a blue pyramid on the red cube",
this heuristic triggers the following inferences: 'There is not a cone on the red cube’;
'There is not a red pyramid on the red cube' (p. 31).

* The Second (l) Heuristic: "What is simply described is stereotypically exemplified."
For example, from the assertion "The blue pyramid is on the red cube," in the
context described above one is licensed to infer 'The pyramid is a stereotypical one
...," 'The pyramid is directly supported by the cube ...," etc. (p. 32).

¢ The Third (M) Heuristic: "What's said in an abnormal way, isn't normal; or Marked
message indicates marked situation." For example, from the assertion "The blue
cuboid block is supported by the red cube," in the context described above one is
licensed to infer 'The blue block is not, strictly, a cube,' 'The blue block is not directly
or centrally or stably supported by the red cube,' etc. (p. 33).

The Q-heuristic: Speaker’s maxim is the one in charge of scalar implicatures. This
principle applies only to terms that form part of a scale composed of a stronger and
a weaker term. In example (1), the relevant scale is <some, all>. The statement that
Tom ate all of the pasta is informationally stronger than the statement that Tom ate
some of the pasta. Thus, some being the less informationally scale member, the
hearer automatically assumes that not all is implied by the utterance.

Levinson, following Grice, distinguishes generalized conversational implicatures from
particularized conversational implicatures because while the former is independent



of context and appear by default, the latter are dependent on the context. Contrary
to the Default view, the Context-Driven approach suggests that implicatures are
generated effortfully and only in a specific context (Sperber & Wilson, 1986). On this
view, represented by Relevance Theory (Carston, 1999; Sperber & Wilson,
1986/1995), scalar implicatures are not made by default, but following a process
based on the effort and effect factors. Thus, according to relevance theory, this
phenomenon is considered as effortful and non-automatic process, whereas
according to neo-Griceans, it is an automatic, default inference. Breheny et al. (2005)
after conducting a series of experiments, conclude that scalar implicatures are
dependent on the context, and do not find evidence of context independence as the
Default view claims.

Other recent studies (e.g., De Neys, Schaeken, & d’Ydewalle, 2005a, 2005b) also
indicate that scalar implicatures, which are a paradigmatic case for the study of
generalized conversational implicatures, are not made automatically, supporting the
idea of Sperber & Wilson.

If scalar implicatures are not generated by default, they should be affected by
different contextual factors. The present study tested different scalar inferences in
face-threatening and face-boosting contexts, in order to test whether and how the
interpretation of a weaker term is affected in both contexts. Adopting the notion of
“face” from Brown and Levinson (1987), we are examining whether the
interpretation of “some” or “often” in utterances like the example above, is most
likely to be “some but not all” or “often but not always” depending on whether the
speaker is perceived to be boosting or threatening the face of the listener.

According to Brown and Levinson, “face” is:
g ,

‘the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself, consisting of
two related aspects:

(a) Negative face: the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights to non-
distraction- i.e., to freedom of action and freedom from imposition

(b) Positive face: the consistent positive self-image or 'personality’ (crucially
including the desire that this self-image is appreciated and approved of) claimed by
interactants.

Following Brown and Levinson, a face-threatening act (FTA) is an act which
challenges the face of an interlocutor. Face-threatening acts may threaten either the
speaker's face or the hearer's face, and they may threaten either positive face or
negative face becoming actual FTAs if they are performed without using a politeness
strategy.



Applying the notion of “face” to politeness can be considered as having a double
substance: “positive” and “negative.” “Positive politeness” is expressed in two ways:
a) by showing appreciation for the other speaker’s self-image b) by mitigating face-
threatening acts (hereafter FTA) like criticism, disagreement that show disapproval
and so threaten the listener’s positive face. “Negative politeness” is expressed by
showing respect to hearer’s right not to be imposed on. To sum things up, politeness
is used not only if FTA occurs, but also to constitute the hearer’s face in the first
place. Bonnefon and colleagues (Bonnefon, J. F., Feeney, A. and G. Villejoubert.
2009), conducted a series of experiments based on Brown and Levinson’s politeness
theory focusing on face as a sense of positive identity and public self-esteem that all
humans project and are motivated to support in social interactions (2009: 250).
According to this definition, their main focus is how to mitigate the face-threatening
acts more than examining politeness per se; more specifically they examine how to
avoid threatening someone’s face.

The results of their experimentnums suggest that individuals tend not to interpret
“some X-ed” to “not all X-ed” (not to draw the scalar inference) when X threatens
the positive face of the listener. This is because people are less likely to think that
the speaker means “not all X-ed” as they believe that the speaker wants to be nice to
the listener. Based on this, they conclude that face-threatening contexts bias toward
lower-bound interpretations (without the upper-bounding implicature).

According to Terkourafi, Weissman & Roy (2020), there are several problems with
this claim. The most important one is that the definition of face-boosting contexts is
not available in Brown and Levinson’s theory. So, it’s unclear how they define face-
boosting contexts, since in Brown and Levinson’s theory utterances can only be
potentially face-threatening (FTAs). In order to avoid this problem, in their study,
Terkourafi et al. clearly distinguish face-boosting from face-threatening contexts
with reference to the listener’s positive face.

According to Terkourafi et al., another problem is that the example “some people
loved your poem,” from Bonnefon et al. (2009) can be not only face-boosting but
also face-threatening since in some cases a speaker can use it to suggest that she
(the speaker) is not among those “some people” who liked the listener’s poem.

The problem of defining whether a context is face-boosting or face-threatening lies
also on extra-linguistic factors such as culture. Brown and Levinson (1987) suggest
three sociological variables that are related to the relationship between the
interlocutors and measures of cultural values: “D” the social distance between the
speaker and the hearer, “P” the power of the hearer over the speaker, and “R” the
ranking of the imposition that FTAs entail in the culture (1987:76). Taking into
account these extralinguistic factors, it appears that face-boosting and face-
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threatening contexts depend on the interaction between the content of the
utterance and the situational context of use and not only on the lexical meaning.

Terkourafi, Weissman & Roy (2020), suggest another definition for face-boosting and
face-threatening contexts, which includes these variables. They explain ‘face-
boosting’ as those contexts in which the speaker’s act enhances the hearer’s positive
face (situations in which the speaker is expressing affiliation, solidarity, approval or
admiration for the hearer), while they reserve the term ‘face-threatening’ for those
contexts in which the speaker’s act threatens the hearer’s positive face.

3. The present study

3.1 Rationale

Several researchers have made additional research on the definition of politeness.
Although “politeness” is a word that we all use and understand, it is hard to give an
accurate definition that covers both aspects of face in all societies. Moreover, many
researchers nowadays acknowledge that face is something that individuals don’t
have in isolation, but they acquire it when they are exposed to society. Thus,
because politeness relies on a process of socialization, the interpretation of
politeness varies across different cultures.

The present study tests the impact of face-orientation on scalar inferences using
data from Modern Greek. There is a small number of previous studies regarding the
interpretation of scalar implicatures based on the Greek language. Papafragou &
Musolino 2003 tested the comprehension of scalar terms in Modern Greek. The
most important conclusion which emerges from their work is about the computation
of scalar implicatures by children: children do not treat all scalar terms alike and,
more importantly, children’s ability to derive scalar implicatures is affected by their
awareness of the goal of the task. So, unlike previous researchers (e.g., Noveck
2001), they found that children are capable of generating scalar implicatures if the
context requires it. Breheny et al. (2005) similarly examined to what extent
contextual assumptions affect scalar implicature generation in Greek, and suggested
that scalar implicatures are dependent on the conversational context and that they
show none of the autonomy predicted by the Default view.

Although both studies have given significant results on language processing, there
are currently no studies about the impact of “face” on the interpretation of scalar
implicatures in Greek. In short, the small literature on scalar implicatures in Greek
does not answer our question on whether scalar terms in Greek are interpreted
differently when they are found in a face-boosting or face-threatening context.
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3.2 Methodology

In this study, we examine the following research questions: 1. Is the interpretation of
scalar terms in Greek affected by the face-orientation of the context? And How are
scalar terms in Greek interpreted when they are found in a face-boosting vs. face-
threatening context? Four types of scalar terms were tested: <cuyva, mavto>
(<often, always>), <6Uokolo, adUvato> (<possible, impossible>), <kalo, dploto>
(<good, excellent>), <ekatovtadeg, xIA\ladec> (<hundreds, thousands>). These were
identified by applying a number of heuristics to identify relevant terms in the Greek
National Thesaurus (HNGG) according to their frequency of use in Greek. :( kamolot-
£GC-0, LEPLKOL-EG-0,0pLOUEVOL-EG-0, LPKETOL-€G-a, KAAOG-N-0,TEAELOC-a-0). For
adjectival scales we followed Van Tiel at al.”s (2016) method, who selected adjectives
which were used in 70% of the experimental items, and were selected by searching
the Internet and several corpora, for constructions of the form ‘X if not Y, ‘X or even
Y’ and ‘not just X but Y’, which yielded a large number of candidate scales. The terms
selected represented a variety of lexical scales: quantificational items: ouyva,
gradable adjectives: §UokoAo, kaAd, numerals: ekatovtadec.

Each term was tested using four different utterances, for a total of 32 utterances.
For each utterance, two different scenarios were constructed, a face-boosting and a
face-threatening one. Taking into consideration that the potential outcomes of a
scalar implicature may to some degree be inferred from the extralinguistic context of
that situation (B&L: 76) we produced the scenarios with different orientations (face-
boosting, face-threatening) regarding the story’s context rather than the lexical
meaning of the utterance. Consequently, in the current study, the utterance is kept
the same in both stories, whereas the context changes in the desired direction. The
following example indicates this, using the gradable adjective ‘kaAd’ (‘good’)
embedded in the utterance «Eivatl kaAo anotéAeopa. » (‘Itis a good result’). These
stories contain this utterance in two different contexts:

(2) Face boosting: O Nwpyo¢ anodaacios va apxioeL Tpomdvnon yLo va KaTéREL o€
OYWVEC HE LOTOOUKAETEG. O MIPWTOC XPOVOC Mou £Kave ntav 1’32. O mpomnovntrg Tou
TIOU TIAVTO TILOTEVE 0’ AUTOV KAl TOV TApaKivnoe va KATEREL OTOUC AYWVEG,
evBouolaouévog Tou Aéet: «Elval éva Kald amotéAeopa. »

‘George decided to start training to go on motorcycle racing. The time of his first
race was 1'32. The coach, who always believed in him and prompted him to go down
to the races, excitedly tells him: «It’s a good result. »

(3) Face threatening: O Nwpyog anodaoctoe va apxioel mpomdvnon yla va KateReL
OE OlYWVEC LE LOTOOUKAETEG. TNV MPWTN TIPOTIOVNON TIOU €KOVE TV OXETIKA 0pyOG
KOl 0 XpOVoG Tou ftav 2’15. O mpomovnTHG TOU TIOU TOU £IXE TEL VAL UNV KATEREL

12



$ETOC OTOUG AYWVEG EMELST) OTOUG TIEPOLVOUC Sev elxe apeL Ko Baon,
amoyonteUEVOC Tou AgeL: «Elval éva KaAO amoTtéAeoua. »

‘George decided to start training to go on motorcycle racing. In his first race, he was
relatively slow, and his time was 2'15. His coach, who had told him not to participate
this year because he did not get a good place last year, disappointed says: «It’s a
good result. »

4. Norming study

The study was organized into two parts. The first part is the Norming study which
was used to check whether participants understood the scenarios to be face-
boosting and face-threatening as we expected them to be. In this stage, participants
were able to see only one version of the story without the utterance containing the
scalar term. For instance, in examples (1) and (2) the utterance «lIt’s a good result. »
wasn’t visible to the participants.

4.1 Participants

The participants in the norming study were a group of 10 native Greek speakers
between the ages of 24-28. They were all recruited from my social network via e-
mail and social accounts (e.g., Facebook).

4.2 Materials

The 32 story versions (2 versions for each of 16 utterances) without the utterance
containing the scalar itself were classified in two blocks such that each participant
saw only one version of each story. Each block was seen by 5 participants and
contained 16 stories. The order of the stories was randomized for each participant.

4.3 Procedure

Participants were asked to point out on a Likert scale from 1 to 5 (where 1=very
unlikely and 5=very likely; see figure 1) their assessment about the face orientation
of the story version they’ve read, answering the following question: “Noéco mbavo
elval auto nou Ba neL [o oAt ¢] va akouotel dALko otov akpoath;" “How likely is
it that [speaker’s utterance] will sound friendly towards the hearer?”.

4.4 Results

To make sure that the two versions of the stories differ according to face-boosting
and face-threatening orientation, we run pairwise comparisons based on an ordinal
mixed-effects model, using R. To be sure that the stories’ direction is clear to the
participants, we calculated mean ratings for face-boosting and face-threatening
versions. The results were as we expected to be, higher and lower than three on the
five-point Likert scale, respectively.
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The average rating for all Boost version stories was 4.13 (sd=0.73), and the average
rating for all Threat version stories was 2.28 (sd=0.84). The outcome of the ordinal
mixed-effect model with Version (Boost vs. Threat), Story and their interaction as
fixed effects and random intercepts for Participants, which we used to analyze the
data, indicated a significant overall effect of Version (p<0.001). So, the results of the
norming study allow us to continue with the main study as they indicate that our
contexts bias toward the expected directions (face-boosting and face-threatening

respectively).

Likelihood of Broadened Interpretation
3
|

Boost Threat

Version

Figure 2- This Boxplot shows the overall effect of Version for all 32 stories. Black dots
show the means and horizontal black lines indicate the medians.

5. Main study

For the main study, the participants were 40 (20 men and 20 women) native
speakers of Greek between the ages of 18-30 (mean age: 26). They were recruited
from social platforms (Facebook) and my social network via e-mail. The participants
who participated in the norming study were excluded from completing the main
study. Lastly, the participants were asked to report what language they speak at
home, and all of them reported speaking Greek.

5.1 Materials

In the main study, participants could see the stories, including the final utterance
with the scalar term like the examples (2) and (3) above. There were 32 questions in
total which were separated in two blocks.
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Additionally, in this part, we used five filler stories. Each of them expressed an
implicature, which was unrelated to the scalar implicatures that were used to the
main question. This was done to distract the participants from the purpose of the
study and provide us with unbiased results.

Each block contained 21 critical stories and five fillers for a total of 26 stories. Twenty
participants saw each block in a randomized order.

5.2 Procedure

In the main study, we asked participants to answer a question considering the scalar
term that was embedded in the final utterance. The question was the following:
“How likely is it that the speaker means the stronger term in the scale?” Participants
were required to indicate in the Likert scale their answer, as in the example (3)
repeated below:

(3) Face boosting: O Nwpyog anodacios va apxloel mpomodvnon yla va KatePReL o
OYWVEC HE LOTOOUKAETEG. O MPWTOC XPOVOC o £Kave Ntav 1'32. O mpomovnTr¢ Tou
TIOU TIAVTA TIOTEVE 0’ AUTOV KOl TOV TAPAKiVNOE va KOTEREL OTOUC AYWVEG,
evBouaolaouévog tou AéeL: «Elval éva KaAO amotéAeoua. »

‘George decided to start training to go on motorcycle racing. The time of his first
race was 1'32. The coach, who always believed in him and prompted him to go down
to the races, excitedly tells him: "It’s a good result."

MNooo mBavo eival o mpomovnTr g va EVWOEL ApLoTo;

How likely is it that the coach means excellent?

1 2 3 4 5
Very unlikely Very likely

Figure 1- Likert scale

6. Results and discussion

In the analysis below, we present the results of a linear mixed effects model with
Version (Threatening vs. Boosting), and Scalars (<Often, Always>, <Possible,
Impossible>, <Good, Perfect>, <Hundreds, Thousands>) as fixed effects and random
effects for Participant ID and Story. Estimates greater than 0 imply that a higher
rating is more likely compared to the other variable (e.g Boost for Condition). The
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table below shows a significant effect of version and the scalar term ‘possible’. The
scalar ‘good’ was dropped out by the model due to multicollinearity issues (high
correlation with other variables).

Variable Estimate Est Error Significance [Pr(>]t])]
Version Threat -0.60 0.1  Significant ***

Scalar Hundreds 0.45 0.2  no significant

Scalar Often -0.05 0.2 no significant

Scalar Possible -0.49 0.2  Significant *

*0, **0.001, ***0.01

Table 1- Summary of version and scalar term based on the linear mix
effects model

The boxplot below shows the overall impact of Version across all scalars. For Boost
Version stories, there is a tendency for higher ratings (higher likelihood of not
inducing the upper-bound implicature) while Threat Version stories show no
consistent overall effect. The mean and standard deviation for ‘Boost’ and ‘Threat’
are 3.53 (SD 1.1) and 2.93 (SD = 1.3), respectively.

Scalar

— Good
— Hundreds
— Often
— Possible

Boosting Threatening
Version

(5]
'

.
'

Likelihood of Broadened Interpretation
(] (%]

e
|

Figure 2- Boxplot showing the overall effect of Version averaged across all 4 scalars.

The second issue that we test, is whether the scalar terms that we use in our
experiment behave alike when embedded in face-boosting vs. face-threatening
contexts irrespective of the effects of story Version. To examine this question, we
run pairwise comparisons based on the ordinal mixed-effects model (significance
level is set to .05, p-values adjusted via Tukey method). The test shows that pairwise
comparisons are statistically significant and as a result there is variation among the
terms.
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Scalar Version Estimate EstError LowerCL UpperCL

Always Boosting 3.63 0.134 3.36 3.89
Good Boosting 3.68 0.137 3.41 3.96
Possible Boosting 3.19 0.137 291 3.46
Thousands Boosting 3.73 0.141 3.44 4.01
Always Threatening 3.02 0.134 2.75 3.29
Good Threatening 3.08 0.137 2.80 3.36
Possible Threatening 2.58 0.137 2.31 2.86
Thousands Threatening 3.13 0.141 2.84 3.41

Table 4 - Summary of multiple comparisons of scalar terms based on least-squared means from
the mixed effects model

7. Summary and discussion

The main idea underlying this experiment was to understand whether face-
threatening contexts in the Greek language are one type of contexts in which scalar
implicatures are not warranted, as claimed by previous studies in other languages
(Bonnefon et al. date). We investigate the following research questions: “Is the
interpretation of scalar terms in Greek affected by the face-orientation of the
context?” and “How are scalar terms in Greek interpreted when they are found in a
face-boosting vs. face-threatening context?”. The importance of this research is the
expansion of the range of languages and scalar terms, because the results of
previous studies, are only based on two languages (English and French) and a limited
number of scalar terms. Moreover, in this study, we explore further Terkourafi, et
al.’s (2020) results on the interpretation of scalar implicatures, as well as the
significant deviation between their results’ and Bonnefon and colleagues’
conclusions.

Terkourafi et al.’s (2020) results did not confirm the findings of previous studies
(Bonnefon et al.2009, Feeney & Bonnefon 2012) regarding the generation of scalar
inferences in face-boosting vs face-threatening contexts. Rather, they found that
when they construed face-threat vs. boost as a matter of context rather than lexical
semantics there was no significant effect of face-orientation on the derivation of the
implicature. Moreover, they found that some scalar terms (some, or) tend to always
induce the implicature (in both face-boosting and face-threatening contexts) while
others induce the implicature a lot less, again in both contexts. This finding confirms
previous research on scalar diversity (Van Tiel et al. 2016).

Following the methodology in Terkourafi et al.’s study, we conducted a parallel
experiment to investigate how scalar terms in Greek are interpreted in face boosting
and face-threatening contexts. We tested four different scalars in both orientations
using data from Modern Greek, and applied a linear mixed-effects regression model
to interpret the quantitative results. The content of the stories was designed such
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that the weaker (less informative) term is evaluated in two different orientations.
Our findings indicate that for face-boosting contents, high ratings are more likely.

It should be noted that in Bonnefon et al. (2009), face-boosting contexts are
sentence contexts in which a positively valenced term (eg loved) is used, while face-
threatening contexts are those in which a negatively valenced term is used (eg
hated). This does not do justice to the more abstract content of “face” in Brown and
Levinson’s model.

Consequently, the different determination of ‘face-boosting’ and ‘face-threatening’
between Bonnefon et al. (2009), and Terkourafi (et al. 2020) is one possible reason
for the discrepancy between the former’s results and ours. In short, it is possible that
their results have more to do with how scalar terms are interpreted in the scope of
positively valenced and negatively valenced predicates rather than in face-boosting
vs. face-threatening contexts.

In our study we used the definition of face-boosting and face-threatening contexts
from Terkourafi et al. (2020), where the face orientation is deduced by participants
based on the content of the story and not any particular term used. Following a
similar method to identify face orientation from the situational context in Greek, in
our norming study we asked the question “How likely is it that S will say something
nice to H?” in order to confirm how the participants themselves perceived the face
orientation of the contexts. This question is based on the understanding of face
proposed by Terkourafi (2007), which takes into consideration the impact that “face”
has on the hearer’s emotions. Using the question in the norming “How likely is it that
S will say something nice to H?” seeks to determine the affective impact of each
utterance on the hearer as a way of establishing the face-orientation of the context.

The second issue that we test is whether the scalar terms that we use in our
experiment behave alike when embedded in face-boosting vs. face-threatening
contexts irrespective of the effects of story Version. To examine this question, we
run pairwise comparisons based on the ordinal mixed-effects model (significance
level is set to .05, p-values adjusted via Tukey method). The test shows that pairwise
comparisons are statistically significant and as a result there is variation among the
terms.

These results align with Terkourafi et al.’s (2020) findings from English. In their
experiment, in which different scalar terms were tested, they find significant
variability across terms in their interpretations irrespective of Version. Based on
these findings, they conclude that not all scalar terms are equally sensitive to the
effects of face orientation, and argue that “scalar diversity” (Van Tiel et al. 2016)
exists between the terms tested.
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8. Post-hoc analysis

A relevant point can be made with regards to the gender of the participants in
relation to the gender of the characters portrayed in the stories used. Given many of
them are male and that differences have been reported between men and women’s
use of politeness strategies, it is not clear how the gender of the portrayed
characters affected participant judgements. The participants’ own gender may have
also played a part here. While the general consensus is that Greek is a positive
politeness-oriented culture, not enough is known about differences between men
and women in their use of face-boosting vs. face-threatening strategies. This
prompted us to look more closely into participants reactions to different scenarios
according to their gender.

An additional analysis of responses by gender was conducted to investigate this and
the results are presented below. This sub-analysis is done to investigate whether
there are differences in judgment by men and women for the individual scenarios
that may not have been allowed to emerge in the main analysis. The model outcome
for both sub-samples supports the significant effect of version while evidence on the
impact of scalar terms is scarce. On the basis of these results, we can say that the
participant’s gender did not affect their judgement of the stimuli.

Variable Estimate  Est Error Significance [Pr(>|t])] Variable Estimate  Est Error Significance [Pr(>|t])]
Version Threat -0.65 0.1 Significant *** Version Threat -0.56 0.1 Significant ***

Scalar Hundreds 0.03 0.2 no significant Scalar Hundreds 0.03 0.2 no significant

Scalar Often -0.12 0.2 no significant Scalar Often 0.06 0.2 no significant

Scalar Possible -0.54 0.3 no significant Scalar Possible -04 0.2 no significant

*0, ¥¥0.001, ***0.01 *0, ¥*0.001, ***0.01

Table 2- Gender: Men - Summary of version and scalar term based on the Table 3- Gender: Women - Summary of version and scalar term based on
linear mix effects model the linear mix effects model

This preliminary investigation did not reveal any significant differences in judgement
however, without better understanding of how participants’ gender may have
affected their judgements (ie without clear predictions in this regard), it is hard to
know how these differences may have had any impact on our results.

9. Implications and limitations of the study

This section discusses limitations of this study, as well as questions for future
research and possible improvements in terms of theory development.

A first limitation of this study concerns the size and composition of the sample.
While we generate new and useful conclusions and try to gain in-depth insight into
the interpretation of scalar implicatures from the Greek speakers, our sample of
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native speakers is based only on particular regions of Greece (Thessaloniki, Volos,
Athens) leading to possible bias in comprehension. A larger and more diverse sample
including speakers of dialects from different regions may yield somewhat different
results.

Another aspect of the present study that deserves some further comment is the fact
that although our results align with Terkourafi’s and previous scalar implicature
studies, the terms that were tested weren’t the same. An important difference from
previous studies (Bonnefon et al., Van Tiel et al. 2016, Terkourafi et al. 2020) is that
we did not test Greek equivalents of the quantifier ‘some’, the most frequently
tested term in studies of scalar implicature. In Terkourafi et al.’s (2000) results from
English, ‘some’ was found to be the term that most consistently induced scalar
implicatures irrespective of the face-boosting or face-threatening orientation of the
context. Since we were interested in observing the impact of the context’s face-
orientation on the interpretation of scalar terms, we believe such deviation to be
appropriate in the present experiment, even though this could have a potential
impact in our results.

There are several issues raised by this work on scalar implicatures. The main goal is
to examine the interpretation of Greek scalar terms when they are found in face-
boosting and face-threatening environments, in light of contradicting results by
previous studies on English. An important investigation for future research would be
to test a larger set of scalar terms, and examine in a more detailed way the
interpretations of the conversational inferences when they are found in face-
threatening or face-boosting orientations.

There is still considerable room to expand scalar implicatures’ investigation,
regarding their relation with ‘politeness,” such as by focusing on different cultures,
environments, and diverse ages and genders. Besides, the variability across scalar
terms has to be further examined. Concluding, we would like to note that the
possibility of comparing the interpretation of scalar implicatures in the Greek
language with other languages and of taking into consideration the culture might
lead to new and exciting paths of investigation. More research will be necessary to
improve and further elaborate on these findings.

10. Appendix

The R code used for the statistical analysis is stated below:
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library(ordinal)
library(lsmeans)
library(ImerTest)
library(ggplot2)

Sys.setlocale(category = "LC_ALL", locale = "Greek") #adjust the encoding to properly read the Greek aplhabet
Data_mainStudy <- read.csv("C:/Users/User/Desktop/Stef Thesis/Main/Data_final_adjusted.csv") #load the data
head(Data_mainStudy)

Data_mainStudySORating = as.ordered((Data_mainStudySRating))#creates rating column to be treated ordinally

Data_Women <- subset(Data_mainStudy,Gender == 'Kopttol') #dataset for women
Data_WomenS$ORating = as.ordered((Data_Women$Rating))

Data_Men <- subset(Data_mainStudy,Gender == 'Ayopl') #dataset for men
Data_MenS$SORating = as.ordered((Data_MenSRating))

Model = Imer(Rating ~ Version + Scalar + (1|1D)+ (1|Story), data=Data_mainStudy, REML = TRUE)
Model_Men = Imer(Rating ~ Version + Scalar + (1|1D)+ (1|Story), data=Data_Men, REML = TRUE)
Model_Women = Imer(Rating ~ Version + Scalar + (1]1D)+ (1|Story), data=Data_Women, REML = TRUE)

Ism = Ismeans(Model,pairwise ~ Scalar*Version)
Ism_Men = Ismeans(Model_Men,pairwise ~ Scalar*Version)
Ism_Women = Ismeans(Model_Women,pairwise ~ Scalar*Version)

contrasts <- IsmScontrasts
contrasts_Men <- Ism_MenScontrasts
contrasts_Women <- Ism_WomenScontrasts

ggplot(Data_mainStudy) + geom_boxplot(aes(x = Version, fill = Scalar, y = Rating)) +
scale_y_continuous(name = "Likelihood of Broadened Interpretation")
dataMedian <- summarise(group_by(datalnput, key), MD = median(value))

Main study stimuli - 4 Scalar Terms
<Iuxva, Navro>

1. Face boosting: O lNavvng petakoulos mpoodarta o€ pia kavoupyLa TOAN yLo
TN SoUAeLd Tou. Aev €xeL akopa diloug otnv meploxi aAAd oL cuvadeAidol
Tou elval moAU ¢ikol. O Mavvng pwtnoe €vav amnod toug cuvadéAdoug Tou,
Tov MNwpyo, Tt Ba kavel to ZaBpato mou £pxetat. O Mwpyog amavtnos:
«ZUXVA TIAUE YLoL LU PEC pe Ta tadid to ZaBpato.»

Face threatening: O Nadvvnc PETAKOULOE TTPOOGATO OE LA KOlvoUpyLa TTOAN
yla tn S0UAELd Tou. Aev €xel akopa ¢piloug otnv meploxn aAAd mpoomabei va
elval GLALKOG e TOUG KaLvoUpyLoUG ToU cUVASEADOUC. AUCTUXWG OUWG
ekelvol kat Wdlaitepa o Nwpyog, Ppiokouv to Mavvn evoxAnTiko Kal e
Sotalouv va tou Tto Seixvouv. O Mavvng pwtdet tov MNwpyo Tt Ba KAveL To
YaBpato mou £pxetat. O MNWpPYog AmavTaeL: «XUXVA TIAUE YLa UTTUPEC UE T
natdia to 2apBato.»

2. Face boosting: O Owuag euxaplotel TV PuxoAoyo Tou oTo TEAOG TwV
ouvedplwv. AloBavetal ToAU KaAUTEpa TEAEUTALO KOL TILOTEVEL OTL N
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Bepameia mnyaivel moAU kaAd. H PuxoAdyog rou BAEmeL Tnv BeAtiwon Kal to
€xeL SLaloBavOel, Tov pwtd nwg Bplokel tn cuvepyaoia Toug. Ekeivog
anavtd: «OL oUPBOUAEG oag ival cUXVA XPAOLUEG. »

Face threatening: O OwuAg okEPTETAL VA OTOUATACEL VA TtNyaiveL oTtnv
PuxoAdyo Tou ylati aloBdavetal OtL SV ETUKOWVWVOUV OE TIPOCWTILKO
emninedo, KoL aAUTO EMNPEATEL TNV LKAVOTNTA TOU va tpoodevoel. H
PuxoAdyog mou to €xel StalobavOel, Tov pwtd mwg BAEMEL TN ouvepyacia
TouG. Ekelvog amavtd: «OL cupBOUAEG 0aG elval cUXVA XPNOLUEG. »

Face boosting: O MNavvakng LAAwWOoE Ue Evav CUMUAONTH TOU 0TO OXOAELO KOl
n 6aokAAa KAAEDSE TOUG YOVEIC TwV TtaldLwyv oto ypadeio yla va oculntrioouv
QUTO MoV €yLve. H SaokaAa rou cupnabel moAu tov Mavvakn ylati eivatl
TLOAU OUXO0G KoL EEPEL OTL €V TPOKAAECE QUTOC TOV KAUYA, AEEL OTOV TATEPQL
Tou MNavvakn «H cupmnepidpopd Tou eivat cuxva UTOSeLya NBLKAG.»

Face threatening: O Navvakng LAAWOE e £vav cuPpaOnTr Tou oto oxoAeio,
Kal n SaokAaAa KAAECSE TOUC YOVEIC TwV MaLdLwv oto ypadeio yla va
oulnToouV auto mou €ywve. H Saokala mou E€pet mdoo {wnpog eivat o
Mavvakng KoL OTL CUVEXELD TIPOKAAEL KauyAdeg, A€l pe auotnpo VoG oTov
natépa Tou Mavvakn: «H cupnepidopd Tou eivatl cuxva uOdeLyua NOLKAG. »

Face boosting: O MdpLog eivat upnAo otéAexog o€ pia oAU yvwoTh)
tpamnela. Mpwv Alyo katpo mpoceAafe to Niko va SoUAEPEL 0TV peuoTOTNTA
KwvéUvou kal avéBeaoe tnv eknaidevor Tou otov Kwota. O Kwaotag eivat moAu
dWLKOC Kot o Niko¢ aloBavetal mwg mpaypatika OéAeL va tov Bonbnost. O
Kwotag emonuaivel oto Niko : «O Mdaplog cuxva eA€yxeL av oL epyaldpevol
TNPOUV TIG poBeopieg.»

Face threatening: O MdpLog eivat upnAo otélexog o€ pia TOAU yvwoTn
tpamnela. Mpwv Alyo kalpo npooéAafe to Niko va SouAéP el otn pevototnTa
KwwéUvou kal avéBeoe tnv eknaidevon tou otov Kwota. O Kwotag ival toAv
OYXWHEVOG yLa TN Sikr) Ttou B€on kat Sev gival moAU PpAikog pe to Niko. O
Kwotag emonpaivel oto Niko: «O Maplog ouxva eAéyxel av oL epyalopevol
TNPOUV TIG poBeopieg.»

<Auokolo, adlvato>

Face boosting: O Nikog kat n Mapia Bynkave pavteBou TNV mponyoupevn
eBdopada kat mépaacav kat ot SUo oAU kaAd. O Nikog evBouaclaopévog
pwtacel tn Maopia av B€AeL va EavaByolv To aBBATO Kol AUt amaviaeL:
«AuTO to ZaBpato eivat SUckoAo.»
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Face threatening: O Nikoc kat n Mapia Bynkav pavieBou TNV mPonyoUuHEeVn
eBSopada ala dev mépacav mMoAU kaAd yiati o Nikog ftav ekSNAwWTLKOG o€
BaBuo mou evoxAnoe tn Mapia. MapoAa avtd o Nikog tng {Ntnoe va
EavaPyouve auto to Zapparto. H Mapia pavepd evoxAnuévn anavid: «Auto
To ZaPBarto sivatl SUoKoAo.»

Face boosting: H EAévn etolpaletal va Swoel NMaveAAVLEG TOU XpOVOU, Kal N
TPWTN TNG eTAoyn €ival pia oxoAn pe oA YnAn Baon. H emidoon ¢ ota
palnuata katevBuvong eival pétpla, aAAd elvat TOAU vwplg yia va kptBel
katt. Otav n EAévn pwtnoe TV ayannuévn tng kabnyntpla av Oa ta
KatadEpel, ekelvn amavtnoe: «Mpog to mapdv pou paivetal SUCKOAO.»

Face threatening: H EAévn etolpaletal va dwaoet NaveAAnvieg Tou xpodvou,
KOlL N TTPWTN TNG €AoY €lval pot oXoAr Ke oAU YnAn Baon. H emidoor) tng
ota padnuarta katevBuvong eivat pétpla, aAAd eivatl moAU vwpig yla va
KpLBel katL. Amodaocilel va pwtroel tnv dleuBuvTpla Tou oxoAeiou, ou
dnuileTal yla TV auotnpoTnTA TNG, TN YVWHN TNG YL To av Ba Ta KatadEpel
oTLg e¢etaoel. Ekeivn coudpwvel Ta ppudila kat amavid: «Mpog To mapov
pou ¢aivetotl SUOKOAO.»

Face boosting: Evag Snuoactoypadog tou I6pupatog Wikimedia okédtetal va
Snuoupynoet éva eEAANVLIKO site, To Bikwvéa, avtiotolyo tou Wikimedia. Pwta
€vav ocuvadeldo kat pilo Tou, Ye Tov omoio £xeL TTOAU KA oXEon, WG TOU
daivetal autn n WO€a, KL ekeivog amavtd: «Eival éva SUokolo eyxeipnua.»

Face threatening: Evag dnpoaoloypadoc tou 16pupatoc Wikimedia okédtetal
va dnuloupynoel éva eAAnVIKO site, To Bikvéa, avtiotowyo tou Wikimedia.
Pwtd tov &teuBuvtn Tou, ou Bewpel MW 0 CUYKEKPLUEVOG SnocLloypadog
Payvel mavta Tpomoug va anoduyel Tn SOUAELE, TTwG Tou paivetal n WOEa KL
eKelvog anavtd pe Suoapéokela: «Eivat éva SUGKOAO eyxeipnua.»

Face boosting: Evag véog {wypAddog KAVEL TNV MPWTN TOU TPOCWTIKN €KBeoN
oe yKaAepl kal KaAel Stapopouc ouyyevelc Tou ou Sev €xouv oxEon LLE TNV
{wypadikn. Otav pwrtdel TNV adeAdn Tou, TOU AVTA TOV OTHPLIE OTLG
TPOOTIAOELEG TOU TOU av N SoUAeLd Tou Ba apEoel oTov KOOUO, EKELVN
anavtael: «Eival 6UokoAo va PoodLoPLOTEL AVTIKELUEVIKA TO YOUOTO OTN

{wypadikn.»

Face threatening: Evag véog {wypddog KAVEL TNV TPWTN TOU TIPOCWTILKA
€kBeon o€ ykaAepl Kal PAEMEL AVAUECO OTOUG ETILOKENTEG Evav oroudaio
KPLTIKO TEXVNG Tou dpnuiletal yia tic Suopeveic KPLTIKEG Tou. Otav tov
TIANGLAZEL KOIL TOV PWTAEL AV N SOUAELA TOU Ba 0ip€TEL OTOV KOOHO, EKEIVOG
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amavtaet: «Eival 5UoKoAo va TIPOCSLOPLOTEL AVTLKELUEVIKA TO YOUOTO OTh
{wypadikn.»

<Kaho, Aploto>

Face boosting: >to oxoAeio Tng Mapiag €xouv U0 popEC TO XPOVO
afloAoynan amnod évav afLoAoynTH TOU EMLOKEMTETOL TA LaBpata Twy
kaBnyntwv. O€tog n Mapia ta nrye WLatépwe KoAd, Ko 0 agLoAoynTng
gypale otnv aloAoynon tng: «Eixe mpostolpaotel KaAd.»

Face threatening: 2to oxoAeio tng Mapiag éxouv SU0 dopég To Xpovo
afloAoynon amo évav afloAoynTh OV ETILOKETTETAL TA LaOiuoto Twv
kKaBnyntwv. O ¢peTvog agloAoyntr¢ Bswpeital amod Toug o auotnpoug TNG
SdeutepofaduLag kat n Mapia dev pnmopoloe va cUYKeEVIPpwWOEeL otnv SouAeld
NG, L€ AMOTEAECHA KL N ArOSOTIKOTNTA TG va eival pétpla. O afloAoyntng
éypaye otnv aflohdynon tng: «Eixe mpostolpaoctel KaAd.»

Face boosting: Mia tomukr opada nodoodaipou eixe aywva mou kEPSLOE e
HeyaAn Stadopd. ITto TEAOG TOU TOLXVLSLOU O TIPOTIOVNTAG TOUG,
XapoyeAwvtag AEsL oTov apxnyo: «H opada eixe koA atoutkn andédoaon.»

Face threatening: Mia tomikn opdda modoodaipou eixe aywva otov omoio
€xaoe ano pia o advvaun opada. Ito T€Aog Tou matyvidlol o TPOoMovVNTNG
Touc SucapeoTNUEVOG AEEL oTOV apXNYO: «H opdda gixe KAA ATOMIKN
arnodoon.»

Face boosting: O Ztédavog €xeL TO MPWTO TOU PABNUa KIBApAC PE TNV
KavoUpyLa Tou kabnyntpla. O Ztédavog nailel Eéva KOPUATL oTNV KIBApa Kat
n kaBnyntpla maipvel pia oéa twv duvatotitwy tou. H kabnyntpla mou
navta npoonabel va evBappUVEL TOUC KavoUpyLouC LaONTEG AéeL oTov
Itédavo: «Exelg kaAn aiobnon tou pubuov.»

Face threatening: O Ztédavog nailel kIBapa o€ Evav SLoywVIoUO UE
aUoTNPOUG KPLTEC. AdOU TEAELWOEL TO KOUUATL TOU, O TIPWTOG KPLTN G LEVEL
olwTNAOGC yLa Alyo kat peta Prbupilel: «Exelg kaAn aiobnon tou pubuou.»

Face boosting: O lNwpyog anodacios va apxioel mpondvnon ylo va KatéReL
O€ OlYWVEC HE LOTOOUKAETEG. O TPWTOC XPOVOG Mou €kave ntav 1'32. 0
T(POTIOVNTIG TOU TIOU TTAVTA TIIOTEVE 0’ AUTOV KAl TOV TIAPOKIVNOE va KATEREL
OTOUC ayWVEG, EvOouoLaouéVOC Tou AéeL: «Elval KaAO amoTtEAEoUA yLO TIPWTN

dopa.

Face threatening: O MNnwpyog anoddoloe va apxioeL Tpomovnon yLa va
KOTEBEL OE AYWVEC PE LOTOCUKAETEG. ITNV MPWTN TTPOTOVN O TIOU EKAVE NTAV
OXETLKA apyo¢ Kal 0 xpovog Tou Atav 2’15. O mpomnovnTig Tou TIoU ToU £ixe
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TEL VO LNV KATEREL HETOC OTOUG AYWVEG ETELST) OTOUG TTIEPOLVOUG SeV ixe
TiapeL KaAR B€on, armoyonteupévog tou Aget: «Elval éva KA amotéleopua
yla tpwtn popd.»

<Ekatovtadec, XIAiadec>

1. Face boosting: H kupia MamadomnouAou nmou HOALS €ylve kaBnyntpla o
Babuidag, Stopyavwoe yla mpwtn popad éva SleBvEC cuvESPLO otnv ABrva.
‘Evag ouvadeAdog TN ,mou ATAV KAl Eva oo Ta PEAN TNG EMLTPOTAG IOV TV
elxe Ynoioet yla tnv €€€AEN TNG o€ kaBnynTtpla a’ Badbuidag, o omoiog
TLAVTA TtNYAiVEL O OMIALEG TNE KAL TNG KAVEL KOAEC KPLTLKEG, LETA TO TEAOG TOU
ouvedpiou NG Aéel: «HpBav ekATOVTASEC EMLOTHLOVEG. »

Face threatening: H kupia MNamadomoUAou mou poALg €yve kabnyntpla o’
BaBuidac dtopyavwoe yla mpwtn dopad eva S1eBvéC ouveSplo otnv ABrva.
MAye moAL KaAd, aAAG NPBe MEPLOCOTEPOC KOGHOG ATtO OCO TEPIUEVE KOl SV
XWPoUoaV 0TO CUVESPLOKO KEVTPO TIOU (X EMIAEEEL UE QTIOTEAECHA VA Elvall
SUCOPECTNEVOC O KOGUOG ToU €ixe €pBel. Mia cuvadeAdog tng mou RTav
uvroPnola pali tng yia tnv idta 6€on, kat n kupia NanadomovAou yvwpLle
OTL ELXE XPNOLUOTIOLOEL ABEULTO LECO EVAVTIOV TNC yLa va TTAPEL T B€on TN,
NG A€l HEeTA To TEAOG Tou ouvedplou: «HpBav ekATOVTASES EMLOTHOVEG. »

2. Face boosting: O Nwpyoc sivat LOpUTAC HLaG LEYAANG eTALPLOC TTOU TIAEL
TOAU KaoAd tedeutaia. O eBepdg Tou Tou Tou £6woe Eva peyalo kepaialo
yla va tov BonBnoet va kv oeL, Kal ano tnv apxn Tov otnpLle, mepidoavog
Tou AéeL: «Ekatovtadeg E€vol movTtapouv TEPAOTLA TTOCA OTNV £TALlpia. »

Face threatening: O Nwpyog eivat LdpuTAG ULag etatpiag mou hETog
XPEWKOMNOE. O MPWNV CUVETALPOG TIOU OTOATNCE TNV CUVEPYACLO TOUG
eneldn 6ev Tov Akouye MOTE 0 MNwpPyog Kal LAAWVAV CUVEXELA, AvoLlEe pia
S1KLa tou Katvoupyla etatpia. O MNwpyog tov Bplokel tuxaia oto SpOUO Kal
TOV PWTAEL TIWG TIAEL N ETALPLO KL EKELVOC UTIEPOTITLKA TOU OUTTOVTAEL:
«Ekatovtadeg EEvol TOVTAPOUV TEPACTLA TTOCA OTNV £TOLPLAL»

3. Face boosting: Kabe xpovo yivetat StadnAwon yla tnv enételo Bavatou Tou
Ipnyopomoulou. QEtog N unTEPa tou dev Unopeoe va mapeupebel kat
pwtnoe tov avuPLo tng av riye moAUG KOoUoG. Ekelvog Tng amavtnoe : «
‘HpBav ekatovtadeg SLadNAWTEC. »
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Face threatening: KaBe xpovo yivetal StadnAwaon yla tnv enételo Bavatou
Tou pnyopomouAou. QETOG O UTILOTUVOROG TOU TUHKATOG OTO OToL0
6oUAeue 0 AvBpwrog ou eixe kAvel tn dohodovia, pwTAsL TOV apxnyo Tng
OMASOG TWV HAT TTOU €lXe KATEPREL OTNV TTOPELA v £lxe TTOAU KOGHO, KOl
ekelvol amavtnoav: «HpBav ekatovtadeg SLadNAWTEG. »

4. Face boosting: H Mapia €xel pia kopn kwon. HOeAe va paBet vonuatiki Kat
€10l TNAedwVNOoE o€ Eva KEVTPO KwPwV armod Ta Alya mou untdpxouv otnv
EANGSa kat kavouv pabnuata €€ anootdoswd. H Mapia pwtnoe SLoTaKTIKA
NV unevBuvn v MOAUG KOGUOG TAPOKOAOUBEL Tl HaBrjpata, Kal EKELvn
Aéyovtag tng otL kataAaBaivel Tnv avnouxia twv yoviwy, Tnv kaBnouxooe
AEyovTac TNG: «YIIAPXOUV EKATOVTASEC AVOPWTTOL PE ELOLKEG OVAYKEC. »

Face threatening: H Mapia €xel pio kwon kopn. HBeAe va pabel vonuatikn
KL €£T0L TNAEPWVNOE O€ €va KEVTPO KWWV Ao Ta Alyo TTou UTIAPXOUV OTNV
EAAGSa kat kdvouv padnuata € amootdoews. Asv UMOpECE va BPeL WPEG
KOl TLAMATA OUWG YLOTL UTtHPXAV TTOAU TIEPLOPLOEVEG ETUAOYEG, KAl 00
TUAMaTa urtRpxav ATav yepdata. H Mapia pwtnoe tnv unevBuvn noco Ba
ETIPETIE VA TTIEPLUEVEL YLa va adeldoel kamola B€on. Ekelvn mou dev Ntav
kKaBoAou dLAkn og OAn tn Sldpkela TnG culiTNoNG, TNG AMAVINOE:
«YTIAPXOUV EKATOVTASEC AVOPWTTOL PE ELOLKEG OVAYKEG. »
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