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Abstract: The main aim of this paper is to present the results of an educational experiment 
conducted among primary school students of grade 6-8. The experiment concerned a linguistic 
phenomenon occurring predominantly in colloquial conversations, known as binomials or 
binomial pairs (a combination of two words of the same word class connected with conjunction 
and characterised by their irreversibility and formulaic nature). A 10-minute pre-test (checking 
the existing knowledge of binomials), a 25-minute lesson, during which the students were 
taught the binomial pairs, and a 10-minute post-test (evaluating the acquisition of binomials) 
allowed me to draw conclusions about how to help students acquire these sequences so that 
they could stay in their long-term memory. The study was based on three variables: the syntac-
tic category of the internal structure of binomials, their outward resemblance (rhyming, conso-
nant alliteration or morpheme repetition), and the influence of the native language. 
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1.1. Introduction 
 

There is a wide variety of fixed expressions in the English language, which help the 
speakers to construct sentences easily without having to think of every single 
word they say. Since human brain is far too indolent and limited to invent original 
phrases for every conversation, it is quite common for native speakers to follow  
a formula which borrows heavily from pre-existing terms. Amid these expressions 
are binomials (combinations of two words brought together by a conjunction, e.g. 
first and foremost, nice and easy, good and proper), which are clear, short and un-
derstood by all native, as well as advanced speakers. 

The main aim of this research is to investigate the knowledge of binomial 
pairs among Polish primary school students (grade 6-8)1 and their ability to match 
them to a particular situation. The research, being a practical analysis of an exper-
iment carried out in a primary school in Siedlce (Poland), is an attempt to raise 
awareness of the importance of these expressions in the process of progressing 
towards a native-like fluency. Starting with a brief introduction to the subject of 
formulaic language and classified among it binomials (Section 1.2.), the article 
carries on to present the methodology of the research (Section 1.3.) as well as to 
describe in more detail the test and the conducted lesson, both being a part of the 
experiment (Section 1.4. and Section 1.5. respectively). Referring back to the main 
aim of the study, Sections 1.6. will assess different variables which may affect the 

egory of their internal structure, the outward resemblance of the binomial compo-
nents (rhyming, consonant alliteration or morpheme repetition), and the impact of 
L1. Finally, Section 1.7. will analyse the results of the final test, comparing them 
with the results of the pre-test in order to draw some conclusions as to what it 
means for the teaching of English as a foreign language. 
 
1.2.  Binomials within formulaic language 

 
One of the first linguists who discussed binomial expressions was Richard Abra-
ham, who coherently introduced them to the linguistic world in 1950 (although 
not using the heading under which they are generally known today  binomials). In 
his paper titled Fixed Order of Coordinates: A Study in Comparative Lexicogra-

 he simply speaks of fixed coordinates, illustrating them with the fol-
lowing explanation: 

 
1 The target group refers to the Polish system of education. The equivalent would be sec-

ondary school students in year 8-10 in the British system, or secondary school students in 
year 1-3 (Junior Cycle) in the Irish system.
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It has been noted that when words are coordinated they are often fixed in a definite 
order and if that order is changed, the resultant expression often sounds very 

quial or idiomatic English. (Abraham 1950: 276) 
 

More in-depth investigations followed but it was Yakov Malkiel who coined the 
actual term of binomial 

 
the same form-class, placed on an identical level of syntactic hierarchy, and ordi-
narily connected by some kind o 113). It is worth mentioning 
that not all coordinated pairs would qualify as a binomial (e.g. fish and salt), there-
fore this structural definition on its own is not sufficient. What has to be added are 
not only the qualities of fixedness and formulaicity but also the frequency of oc-
currence, which will give rise to the proper definition of binomials (Kopaczyk and 
Sauer 2017, 3). Furthermore, such constructions have to show some semantic re-
lations. For example, fish and chips can be a good candidate for a binomial  it is  
a semantic unit on its own (a culinary unit) and the arrangement of its elements is 
irreversible (we do not say chips and fish). 

Perhaps the most absolute proof of the importance of formulaic language is 
straightforwardly its ubiquity. It is believed that a native speaker of English pro-
duces about four fixed phrases in every minute of discourse (Siyanova-Chanturia 
et al. 2017: 111). Fixed phrases can include utterances from the vast repertoire of 
multi-word expressions (MWEs), such as, collocations (strong tea), investigated 
here binomials (time and money), idioms (ring a bell), multi-word verbs (rely on), 
speech routines ( ), discourse markers (on the other hand), lexical 
bundles (in the middle of) and many other multiword stretches of talk. Detailed 
studies of monologues and conversations showed that around 25 percent of the 
speech analysed was formulaic in nature (Siyanova-Chanturia et al. 2017: 111). 
Other statistics imply that, in general, strings of prefabricated units make up be-
tween one third and one half of a normal discourse (Conklin and Schmitt 2012: 
46). Indeed, this is a very high percentage, which demonstrates convincingly why 
such sequences are worth studying. 

One of the greatest advantages of knowing fixed phrases is the fact that 

of fluent speaking (Harmer 2001: 269). In order to be an effective communicator, 
the speaker needs to be able to analyse the information the moment he gets it, and 
then, elicit an instant suitable response from the words available in his mental 
storage. In other words, he needs to utilise a vast array of formulaic language.
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According to Frank Boers and Seth Lindstromberg (2008: 7), prefabricated multi-
word phrases, idioms, collocations, binomials, and other fixed expressions in-
crease L2 fluency, especially in automatic, spontaneous interaction where de-
ployment of rule-like knowledge of syntax and morphology proceeds too slowly. 

-
nantly relies on, and therefore, learners ought to be helped to acquire them in 
large numbers. 
 
1.3. Methodology of the research and the procedure  

for conducting the experiment 
 

Considering the fact that binomial expressions have been largely neglected in the 
English language learner (ELL) literature (Antes and Beck 2020: 2), the study is 
based on an English lesson  an experiment in which students were introduced to 
20 binomial pairs occurring in casual spoken British English. All examples were 
taken from the Internet by visiting a number of language teaching websites which 
have had references to binomials (www.eslbuzz.com, www.speakspeak.com, www. 
project12.pl, www.clarkandmiller.com, www.espressoenglish.net, www.anenglish 
nerd.com). Chosen for the experiment were the most common pairs, which had 
multiple appearances on different websites. 

The participants in this study consisted of 19 primary school students (grade 
6-8) attending The Primary School number 10 in Siedlce (Poland)  10 girls and  
9 boys. Their age ranged from 13 to 15 and their mother tongue was Polish. 
To ensure the validity of the results, the participants were selected randomly, which 
was linked to the requirement of varied command of the English language. None of 
the participants had the level of a native-like fluency of English. Most of the learners 
were in their preparations for their first important exam in English called Egzamin 

(a final exam at the end of the 8th grade, the result of which would de-
 

The experiment consisted of three stages: a 10-minute pre-test (checking 
the existing knowledge of binomials, see Appendix 1), a 25-minute lesson, during 
which the students were taught the binomial pairs, and a 10-minute post-test with 
the exact same questions as the pre-test (evaluating the results of the teaching). 
The 25-min lesson in the middle of the experiment used the drills characteristic 
for the Audio-Lingual Method in order to help students to memorise given binomi-
als but with focusing on their use in communication (by introducing a situation, 
the teacher contextualised each and every binomial pair to be taught). Both pre- 
and post-test were based on forced-choice judgement tasks grouped into three 
sections (with 4 questions in every section), looking at different variables which 
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 The first variable focused on the syn-
tactic category of the internal components of binomials to identify the most prob-
lematic ones, e.g. N+N, V+V. The second variable assessed the significance of the 
cohesion between binomial components when they are strengthened by their out-
ward resemblance like rhyming, consonant alliteration or morpheme repetition. 
Finally, the third variable laid emphasis on the influence of L1 on the respondents' 
answers. The research is of a quantitative type. The results from all the 19 tests were 
included in the analysis. 
 

1.4. Description of the test 
 

The experiment took place on the 28th of April 2022, in the classroom 17 of The 
Primary School number 10 in Siedlce. In the pre-test the participants were asked 
to complete the sentences with one of the binomial pairs given (see the Appendix 
1). Each and every question had 5 options to choose from: a), b), c), d) or e). Out of 
those 5 options 2 binomial pairs were formulated correctly but only one pair was 
suitable in that particular context. To help the students choose the right answer 
there was a little prompt written in the Polish language in the brackets. Moreover, 
the learners were warned that it was only a cue, not the literary translation of the 
correct answer. There were 12 questions in total. The participants familiarised 
themselves with the instructions and then completed the test individually to the 
best of their abilities. They had 10 minutes to finish the test; all participants man-
aged to do it within the given time slot. The pre-test was followed by a 25-minute 
lesson, which went according to plan recounted in more detail in the next section. 
 

1.5. The conducted lesson 
 

The main aim of the lesson was to teach students 20 binomial pairs which were as 
follows: sooner or later, peace and quiet, first and foremost, more or less, short and 
sweet, loud and clear, bits and pieces, wear and tear, part and parcel, wine and dine, 
sick and tired, back and forth, safe and sound, step by step, fair and square, neat and 
tidy, ups and downs, pros and cons, live and learn, all in all. According to this plan, 
by the end of the lesson, students should be able to use each and every pair in  
a meaningful sentence, remember the fixed order of its elements and identify their 
Polish equivalent. The learning materials included a PowerPoint presentation, 
which was visible to all via a digital projector. The presentation displayed binomial 
pairs, their Polish equivalents as well as example sentences of their use. 
 The lesson started with introducing the main subject: binomial pairs. The 
students were provided with the key information about them, which included 
their definition as well as their main characteristics (5 min). After getting familiar 
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with the general concept of binomials, the students proceeded to learn those 20 
pairs one by one. For each and every pair, there was a 1- minute slot allocated, 
during which the learners kept looking at a specific binomial presented in a very 
large font on a screen, repeating it multiple times aloud after the teacher in syn-
chronised voices (drilling). The learners could also see the Polish equivalent writ-
ten in a smaller font placed above the English version. Then, a volunteer was read-
ing a sentence presented on the next slide, which served as an example of using 
this binomial in a specific context, which was followed by a short discussion with 
the class (an attempt to translate it or find something which could help to remem-
ber a given binomial). Some binomials, such as sooner or later, loud and clear, step 
by step, because of their self-explanatory character, took less than a minute to 
learn, leaving more time for more complex ones. After the lesson, the students 
were given a final test. 
 

1.6. The results and the analysis of the pre-test 
 

binomial 
pairs before the experiment was at a medium level, with the average score of 6,73 
correct answers out of 12 questions (56 %). The highest score was 92 % (11 ques-
tions answered correctly) and the lowest 0 % (none of the questions answered 
correctly). Out of 19 participants 8 people got half (or more) of the answers 
wrong. Only 6 participants managed to achieve 75 % (or more) of the correct an-
swers. The pre-test showed the diverse knowledge of binomial pairs, confirming at 
the same time the diverse command of the English language within the sample. In 
addition, 12 % of all mistakes were mistakes of choosing a correctly formulated 
binomial but not suitable for that particular context, which may indicate partici-

nowing the meaning (see Table 6 in 
Appendix 2). 

The least known binomial pair turned out to be part and parcel (question 
7)  only 3 out of 19 participants (16 %) answered it correctly on the pre-test (see 
Table 2 in Appendix 2). The most known binomial pairs were live and learn and 
ups and downs (question 1 and question 2), both of which were circled correctly by 
16 participants (84 % of the whole sample).  

The participants were not aware of the existence of three different varia-
bles (three different sets of questions) which were analysed in this study, i.e. they 
did not know that the options available to choose within each and every question 
were designed according to the certain pattern. It will be explained in more detail 
in the following subsections. 
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1.6.1. The analysis from the perspective of the syntactic category  
of the internal components of binomials 

 
The first 4 questions (section 1) were grouped according to the syntactic category 
of the internal components of binomials. The main aim of this set of questions was 
to identify which type of binomials are the most problematic for students. Wrong 
answers included different word classes mixed within each pair, e.g V+N, Adj+N, 
Adj+V etc. Therefore, having known the proper definition of binomials, and in par-
ticular the fact that they consist of two words belonging to the same word class, 
e.g. V+V, N+N, Adj+Adj, it was possible to answer the whole section correctly, 

plained after the pre-test. Given the fact that the mixed word classes in the wrong 
answers looked strange and did not make any sense (e.g. truly and refusal, justice 
and fairly), the participants might have worked out the rule of the same syntactic 
category on their own. Perhaps that is why the average score in this section was 
higher in comparison to other two. 

As it is shown in Table 3 (Appendix 2), 13 participants managed to correct-
ly mark at least 3 out of 4 questions. Moreover, 5 participants got all 4 questions 
right (100 %), while 1 person got all answers wrong (0 %). The average score in 
this section was 2,73 correct answers (out of 4 questions), which equals 68 %. As 
far as the binomials presented in this section are concerned, the least known pair 
turned out to be fair and square (question 3), which was answered correctly only 
by 37 % of the participants (see Table 2 in Appendix 2). The results may indicate 
that the most problematic binomials are those having a syntactic structure of 
Adv+Adv, which can be confusing as these are words that can be used both as ad-
jectives and as adverbs. Fair as well as square are predominantly adjectives but in 
the sentence They won the match fair and square they are adverbs. 
 
1.6.2. The analysis from the perspective of the outward resemblance  

of the binomial components (rhyming, consonant alliteration  
and morpheme repetition) 

 
Section 2 encompassed questions 5-8, which assessed the significance of the cohe-
sion between binomial components when they are strengthened by their outward 
resemblance like rhyming, consonant alliteration or morpheme repetition. While 
this resemblance will make it easier to memorise certain binomial pairs after they 
are introduced to the learners, very little conclusions can be drawn on the basis of 
the pre-test, where more than half of the binomials given in this section were un-
known to the experiment participants. 
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As shown in Table 4 (Appendix 2), the average score in this section was 
1,68 correct answers (out of 4 questions), which means the participants in total 
achieved the result of only 42 %. 3 people did not get any questions right but there 
were 6 people who got the result of 75 %. Very high in this section was the bino-
mial wine and dine (question 6), which was answered correctly by 74 % of the par-
ticipants (see Table 2 in Appendix 2). 

Although each question from this section had wrong answers designed to 
deliberately mislead the experiment participants by peculiar rhyme (e.g. seat and 
eat, winner and dinner etc) or alliteration (e.g. whole and healthy), no pattern can 

swers. When they were choosing the wrong pair (for example in Question 5 or 6) 
only because it rhymed, they did not follow the same strategy throughout, and 
ignored the rhymes in the remaining questions, choosing yet another wrong op-
tion. The least known binomial pair from this section turned out to be part and 
parcel (question 7), which was answered correctly only by 16% of the participants 
(see Table 2). Quite a significant number of students in this question chose the 
wrong answer part and package, perhaps because of the consonant alliteration 
which can also be found in the correct but unknown to them pair part and parcel.  

Another explanation for the poor performance in question 7 might be get-
ting the context of the sentence wrong. 21 % of the participants gave the answer 
pros and cons instead of part and parcel. Although the utterance Long hours of 
training and a lot of travelling are pros and cons of being a professional footballer 
can make sense for some depending on whether one considers long hours of train-
ing as something positive and a lot of travelling as a burden, or vice versa, talking 
about advantages and disadvantages in one short sentence does not seem natural. 
Therefore, on this occasion, having given a hint in the brackets, the only correct 
answer had to be: Long hours of training and a lot of travelling are part and parcel 
of being a professional footballer. 
 

 
of binomials 

 
Section 3 consisted of questions 9-12, which investigated the influence of L1 on 

in this section was 2,32 correct answers out of 4 questions (58 %), which is a lot 
better than the results of Section 2, but not as good as the results of Section 1. 
There were two people who got 0 points on this section, but most of the partici-
pants managed to reach the total of 75 % (or more) of the correct answers. 

The most difficult binomial from this section turned out to be short and 
sweet, which was answered correctly only by 21 % of the participants (see Table 2, 
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question 11). Because the wrong options deliberately matched the Polish transla-
tion in brackets ( ), it is no surprise that all the learners who did 
not have a prior knowledge of this binomial pair, opted for the literal equivalent 
short and subject instead of short and sweet. The same strategy could be noticed in 
the remaining questions, for example quite a few people chose less and more in-
stead of more or less loud and clear (question 12) 
achieved the highest result in this section (79 % of the 
correctly), it should not be assumed that this binomial was known best. It just 
happened to be the only binomial in this section which can be translated literally 
( ). On the whole, L1 has a powerful influence on l
pretation of binomials and plays a major role in the process of their learning. 
 
1.7. The analysis of the final test and the implications of the research  

for English language teaching 
 

As shown in Table 1 (Appendix 2) the participants did a lot better in the final test 
than in the pre-test, what should be obvious taking into consideration the 25-
minut lesson. On average, in the final test they answered 11 questions out of 12 
correctly, which gives the score of 92 % of correct answers, compared with only 56 
% from the pre-test. 7 people answered correctly every question and the majority of 
the rest did only one or two mistakes, which was a huge improvement after those 25 
minutes. Although the difference between the results of both tests was quite pre-
dictable, the scale of the improvement was not so obvious.  

Section 1 was improved by 26 %, sections 2 and 3, by 47 % and 33 % re-
spectively, which leads to some interesting conclusions. Firstly, the smallest im-
provement in section 1 might suggest that students do not pay much attention to 
the syntactic category of the binomial components. Although the accuracy rate on 
that section was quite high in the pre-test (68 %, see Table 3), the participants still 
did not manage to get 100 % in the final test. Apparently, they did not remember 
to measure the elements appearing in each binomial pair against the rule of the 
same world class, or they simply were focusing more on other features of binomi-
als. Either way, the syntactic category of binomial pairs is not of key importance to 
students. This place is reserved for another characteristic of binomials, and that is 
their rhyming and alliteration, which was studied in section 2. The results of this 
section (see Table 4) were improved most in comparison with other two, which 
leads to the second conclusion: the outward resemblance of the binomial compo-
nents does matter, because it helps students remember them even after a short 
lesson. Finally, quite a high upswing in the results of the section 3 (see Table 5) is 
the consequence of each and every word within the given pair being translated 
during the lesson, first individually and then, as a whole. This allows to draw 
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a conclusion that learning binomials is about knowing the literal meaning of their 
internal components as well as the Polish equivalent of this compound as a whole 
fixed expression.  

All the above mentioned findings can be considered as direct implications 
for English teaching: students will remember more phrases from the lesson when 
there is less focus on grammar and more on trying to find memorable aspects 
within an expression they attempt to learn  it can be an outward resemblance, an 
interesting fact, or even an abstract connection between binomial elements. For 
instance, during the experiment the participants were helped to find some link 
between the English and Polish version of the binomial fair and square 
(sprawiedliwie i uczciwie). As it was mentioned earlier, only 37 % of the students 
answered this question correctly in the pre-test (see Table 2, question 3). During 

sprawiedliwie  
i kwadratowo, perhaps because the square has sides which have the same length, 
and if we wanted to share those sides, everyone would get an equal part, and that 

 
a staggering 95 % of the students answered that question correctly (Table 2). 

42 % of all mistakes in the final test were the mistakes of choosing a bino-
mial pair which was formulated correctly but was unsuitable for that particular 
context (see Table 6 in Appendix 2). The comparison of the above figure with 12 % 
from the pre-test allows to assume that in the final test the participants selected 
wrong options only accidently. This might indicate that the results of the test could 
be even better, if not the negligence of some of the students. Because the post-test 
was the same as the pre-test, the participants seemed to pay more attention to the 
answers available, without having fully read the sentence and its hint again. Never-
theless, those answers had to be counted as incorrect. 
 
1.8. Conclusions 

 
The study set out to explore the knowledge of binomial pairs among primary 
school learners of English as a foreign language as well as the effectiveness of the 
conducted lesson, during which chosen binomials were being taught. A varied 
command of English within the sample and the number of experiment participants 
(19), which roughly equals the size of an average class, allowed to draw conclu-
sions that can be applied in any language classroom. 
 First and foremost, theoretical (abstract) knowledge of the grammatical 
rules governing binomial pairs turned out to be of minor significance for their 
teaching. What mattered most, was the exposure to those phrases  either inside 
or outside the classroom. Because the linguistic term binomials were not known to 
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the experiment participants prior to the pre-test (i.e. they have never had a lesson 
on them before), the fact that they answered more than half of the questions cor-
rectly indicates that they might 
The pre-test demonstrated that the acquisition of foreign language happens not 
only in school but also at home, while watching British or American TV series, 
movies or YouTube videos. 
 Secondly, a thorough analysis of the results of the pre- and the final test via 
the lens of different variables provided some valuable insights into the process of 
teaching of binomials in the classroom. The experiment (in particular the fact that 
the first variable did not make much of a difference in the final test) demonstrated 
that binomial pairs are habit structures and should be taught according to classical 
conditioning by means of imitation, repetition and memorisation, and not by ex-
plaining their syntactic categories. The second variable, which was the outward 
resemblance of the binomial components, proved to be the most significant fea-
ture of those expressions, influencing their easy memorisation. What is more, each 
element of every binomial pair should be translated and explained individually, 
and then as a whole fixed phrase, which should be followed by finding something 
memorable  a particular situation connected with a given pair or even some ab-
stract associations or links. Unfortunately, in some cases, the difficulty in finding  
a logical connection between binomial components might be the reason why some 

fact that, regardless of its alliteration, the most difficult binomial turned out to be 
part and parcel. While the impact of L1 (which was the third variable) can be an 

mendous mnemonic associations in order to help them remember those phrases 
more easily. 

In general, the experiment proved that binomials are relatively easy to 
learn (especially the ones which rhyme or show some outward similarity) and 
devoting a few minutes to practise a pair during any lesson will go a long way to-
wards helping the students become more fluent speakers. A vast array of binomial 

neous conversations, contributing to the smoothness of speech similar to the one 
of a native. 

 
Appendix 1. Pre-test 
 
Which phrase would you use to complete the following sentences: 
(only one answer is correct; please be aware that the prompt in the brackets is 
not the literary translation but only a cue) 
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1. I had no idea you could take your own food and drink into this cinema!  
I have been buying their overpriced popcorn for years! Oh, well - _____ ___ _____ 

 

a) live and lesson  b) live and learn  c) learn and error 
d) learnt and misunderstanding e) step by step 
 
2. Like most of the married couples we have had our _____ ___ _____ (wzloty  

i upadki), but life is like that. 

a) ups and downs  b) ups and lower  c) grow and falling 
d) growth and collapsed e) bits and pieces 
 
3. The  

i uczciwie) 

a) genuinely and honest b) fair and square  c) fair and honestly 
d) justice and fairly  e) short and sweet 
 
4. _____ of it (mam 

 

a) real and enough  b) truly and refusal  c) sick and tired 
b) sickness and tired  e) part and parcel 
 
5. 

 i zdrowy) 

a) whole and sound  b) safe and sound  c) whole and healthy 
d) all and fine   d) all in all 
 
6. 

wykwintnych restauracji) important clients. 

a) seat and eat   b) wine and dine c) meal and reastaurant 
d) winner and dinner  e) wear and tear 
 
7. 

 professional footballer. 

a) split and part  b) part and package  c) part and parcel 
d) part and smart  e) pros and cons 
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8. I have a vintage leather sofa for sale. It is in good condition; it only has some 
-

 

a) wear and tear  b) use and exploit  c) wear and damage 
d) misuse and abuse  e) back and forth 
 

9.  

a) less and more  b) fewer and more  c) extra or less 
d) more or less  e) neat and tidy 
 

10.  Could you turn the TV off? I have a lot of homework to do and I need some 
 

a) peace and quiet  b) holy and peace  c) quiet and peace 
d) blessed and silent  e) bits and pieces 
 

11.  he just said what he 
needed to say and he was quick about it. 

a) short and subject  b) short and sweet  c) short and sour 
d) subject and finish  e) sweet and sour 
 

12.  

a) volume and clearly  b) noisy and clear  c) loud and clear 
d) loud and boom  e) sooner or later 
 
Appendix 2. Tables 1-6 
 

Table 1. Test results of each and every participant (how well they did individually 
on the pre-test and the final test) 

 PRE-TEST FINAL TEST 

  

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 12) 

the result in 
percentage 

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 12) 

the result in 
percentage 

Participant 1 5 42% 12 100% 

Participant 2 11 92% 10 83% 

Participant 3 9 75% 10 83% 

Participant 4 9 75% 10 83% 

Participant 5 0 0% 11 92%
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Participant 6 4 33% 10 83% 

Participant 7 8 67% 12 100% 

Participant 8 3 25% 10 83% 

Participant 9 7 58% 11 92% 

Participant 10 10 83% 11 92% 

Participant 11 7 58% 11 92% 

Participant 12 8 67% 11 92% 

Participant 13 10 83% 12 100% 

Participant 14 3 25% 9 75% 

Participant 15 4 33% 12 100% 

Participant 16 10 83% 12 100% 

Participant 17 6 50% 12 100% 

Participant 18 9 75% 12 100% 

Participant 19 5 42% 11 92% 

     

AVERAGE 6,74 56% 11 92% 
 

Table 2. Accuracy rates on the correct answers according to each and every ques-
tion (Pre-test and the final test) 

 
PRE-TEST FINAL TEST 

  

the number of 
participants 

who answered 
correctly (out 

of 19) 

the percentage 
of the correct 

answers 

the number of 
participants who 

answered cor-
rectly (out of 19) 

the percentage 
of the correct 

answers 

Question 1 16 84% 19 100% 

Question 2 16 84% 17 89% 

Question 3 7 37% 18 95% 

Question 4 13 68% 18 95% 

Question 5 9 47% 17 89% 

Question 6 14 74% 19 100% 

Question 7 3 16% 14 74% 

Question 8 6 32% 18 95% 

Question 9 12 63% 18 95% 

Question 10 13 68% 16 84% 

Question 11 4 21% 18 95% 

Question 12 15 79% 17 89% 
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Table 3. The section 1 (questions 1-4) results of each and every participant (pre-
test and final test) 

 PRE-TEST FINAL TEST 

  

the number of 
correct an-

swers (out of 4) 

the result in 
percentage 

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 4) 

the result in 
percentage 

Participant 1 2 50% 4 100% 

Participant 2 4 100% 4 100% 

Participant 3 4 100% 4 100% 

Participant 4 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 5 0 0% 4 100% 

Participant 6 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 7 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 8 2 50% 3 75% 

Participant 9 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 10 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 11 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 12 2 50% 4 100% 

Participant 13 4 100% 4 100% 

Participant 14 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 15 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 16 4 100% 4 100% 

Participant 17 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 18 4 100% 4 100% 

Participant 19 3 75% 4 100% 

     

AVERAGE 2,74 68% 3,79 95% 
 
 
Table 4. The section 2 (questions 5-8) results of each and every participant (pre-
test and final test) 

  PRE-TEST FINAL TEST 

  

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 4) 

the result in 
percentage 

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 4) 

the result in 
percentage 

Participant 1 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 2 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 3 2 50% 3 75%
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Participant 4 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 5 0 0% 3 75% 

Participant 6 0 0% 3 75% 

Participant 7 2 50% 4 100% 

Participant 8 0 0% 3 75% 

Participant 9 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 10 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 11 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 12 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 13 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 14 1 25% 3 75% 

Participant 15 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 16 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 17 2 50% 4 100% 

Participant 18 2 50% 4 100% 

Participant 19 1 25% 3 75% 

     

AVERAGE 1,68 42% 3,58 89% 

 
 
Table 5. The section 3 (questions 9-12) results of each and every participant (pre-
test and final test) 

  PRE-TEST FINAL TEST 

  

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 4) 

the result in 
percentage 

the number of 
correct answers 

(out of 4) 

the result in 
percentage 

Participant 1 2 50% 4 100% 

Participant 2 4 100% 2 50% 

Participant 3 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 4 3 75% 3 75% 

Participant 5 0 0% 4 100% 

Participant 6 1 25% 3 75% 

Participant 7 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 8 1 25% 4 100% 

Participant 9 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 10 4 100% 4 100% 

Participant 11 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 12 3 75% 4 100%



R. X 2022, z. 2 (19), ISSN 2300-3243  
pp. 107  124; DOI 10.32017/ip2022.2.8 

 

123

Participant 13 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 14 1 25% 2 50% 

Participant 15 0 0% 4 100% 

Participant 16 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 17 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 18 3 75% 4 100% 

Participant 19 1 25% 4 100% 

     

AVERAGE 2,32 58% 3,63 91% 

 
Table 6. The scale of choosing incorrect context in relation to the total number of 
mistakes (out of 19 participants) 

 PRE-TEST FINAL TEST 

  
the total num-

ber of mistakes 

choosing in-
correct con-

text 

the total num-
ber of mistakes 

choosing in-
correct con-

text 

Question 1 3 0 0 0 

Question 2 3 0 2 1 

Question 3 12 0 1 1 

Question 4 6 0 1 1 

Question 5 10 3 2 2 

Question 6 5 2 0 0 

Question 7 16 4 5 1 

Question 8 13 1 1 0 

Question 9 7 0 1 0 

Question 10 6 1 3 0 

Question 11 15 1 1 1 

Question 12 4 0 2 1 

     

the whole test 100 12 19 8 

the percentage of 
mistakes to do with 

incorrect context   

12% 

  

42% 
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