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Abstract

This paper explores second language (L2) learners’ relationship with conventional expressions —
a subset of pragmalinguistic competence — by investigating the effects that language proficiency,
length of stay, and intensity of interaction have on both learner recognition and use of such
expressions. This study replicates Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos’ 2011 study with slight
modifications, and consists of three tasks: an aural recognition task, oral production task, and a
questionnaire. These tasks were completed by 50 L2 learners and 23 native speakers of
American English. The aural recognition task included 60 conventional and modified
expressions, and the oral production task consisted of 32 scenarios meant to elicit conventional
expressions. The questionnaire measured various factors contributing to the intensity of L2
environmental interaction, and has been modified from the original study to include Internet and
social media use. Three one-way ANOVA tests demonstrated a significant effect for L2
proficiency on production of conventional expressions, and a marginally significant effect on
conventional expression recognition. Intensity of interaction demonstrated a significant influence
only on the production of conventional expressions in initiating scenarios. Length of stay did not
demonstrate significant effects on either recognition or production of conventional expressions.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In the past several decades, there has been a groundswell of renewed interest within the
field of second language (L2) acquisition as to the role that formulaic language plays in language
comprehension and production. Formulaic language has been examined in several subfields of
L2 acquisition, but is of particular import within the field of interlanguage pragmatics.
Pragmatics as a discipline investigates how language is used to communicate and create meaning
“within the confines of specific sociolinguistic contexts” (Garcia, 2004, p. 96). Achieving
ypragmatic competence in a speech community would entail having “the ability to produce
meaning in a socially appropriate manner and to interpret meaning, implicitly or explicitly stated,
according to contexts” (Taguchi, 2007, p. 314). Pragmatic competence is often concerned with
the illocutionary force and form of an utterance (Garcia, 2004), and is considered by many
researchers to be “a distinct, indispensable component” of larger communicative competence
(Taguchi, 2007, p. 313).

Researchers in the field of interlanguage pragmatics have noted various differences
between the pragmatic productions of native speakers and non-native speakers of English
(Bouton, 1992, Kecskes, 2000, Garcia, 2004, Taguchi, 2007, Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011). Of
particular concern to this study are such differences demonstrated in the domain of conventional
expressions. Conventional expressions, such as No thanks, That'd be great, and I'm just looking,
consist of strings of words which speakers within the same speech community utilize to complete
social tasks (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009). These expressions are used predictably in certain contexts
by native speakers. For example, native speakers uniformly respond to Have a nice day! with

You, too — nearly without variation in either vocabulary or syntax (Bardovi-Harlig, 2011).
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Native speakers not only have a repertoire of conventional expressions for various
contexts, but in fact appear to demonstrate acute preference for particular conventional
expressions even within a similar speech act. A 2009 study done by Bardovi-Harlig showed that
native speakers preferred to use different conventional expressions in different “thanking”
scenarios. When thanking a professor for allowing a make-up test, 80% of undergraduates
produced the expression Thank you so much, whereas thanking a professor for assistance during
office hours overwhelming elicited the expression Thank you for your help/time. This nearly
uniform preference for particular conventional expressions in similar thanking situations clearly
demonstrates that native speakers deftly and precisely use conventional expressions according to
situational context.

Non-native speakers often do not exhibit the same level of precision with L2
conventional expression use. Although high-proficiency non-native speakers of English normally
understand the type of speech act required in a given social context (Bardovi-Harlig, 2014), their
utterances frequently fall short of demonstrating nativelike selection, which Pawley and Syder
(1983) define as the ability to identify and utilize preferred conventional expressions from
among a range of grammatically correct paraphrases or similar expressions. For example, in the
same 2009 study conducted by Bardovi-Harlig, native and non-native speakers of English
responded to the following scenario:

You and a friend are about to cross the street when you see the campus bus
coming. Your friend does not see the bus and is about to step in front of it.

Native speakers responded overwhelmingly to this scenario by producing the
conventional expression Watch out! Conversely, only 44% of advanced-low non-native speakers

produced this preferred utterance.
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The current study will explore formulaic language generally, and conventional
expressions particularly, in the literature review by examining various definitions, classifications,
and mediating factors in L2 pragmatic awareness of non-native speakers. | will explore formulaic
language’s theoretical relationship to grammar, how sociopragmatics and pragmalinguistics
relate to pragmatics, various sub-classifications of conventional expressions, and mediating
factors of L2 pragmatic proficiency, including general L2 language proficiency, length of
exposure to L2 environment, and intensity of interaction with L2 environment.

The pilot study, a near replication of Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos’ 2011 study, will then
closely examine the roles that L2 general proficiency, time spent abroad, and level of
interactional “intensity” with English play in non-native speakers’ comprehension and use of
conventional expressions. Non-native speakers across various proficiency levels of English who
attend an intensive English program at a large four-year university in the Midwest of the United
States completed two computer-delivered tasks, as did a small group of native English speakers.
The tasks include an aural recognition task and an oral production task. The aural recognition
task consisted of 60 conventional and modified expressions, as determined through Bardovi-
Harlig and Bastos’ extensive piloting. The production task included 32 scenarios which have
been shown to elicit various speech acts (including gratitude, apologies, warnings, requests, and
introductions, among others) (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009). Finally, a background questionnaire asked
participants to self-report length of stay in L2 environment and five “intensity” variables. Three
of these variables (time spent talking to native speakers, time spent talking to other students in
English, time spent watching television or movies in English) replicate those of the original

Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos study. | will add two further “intensity”” measures, as suggested by the
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authors in the original study as a possible area of expansion: time spent using the Internet and
social media in English.

My study seeks to explain some of the variance demonstrated in previous studies
regarding possible mediators of L2 pragmatic competence. As such, my research questions are as
follows:

What effects do proficiency, length of stay, and intensity of L2 interaction have on the
acquisition of conventional expressions

a. as measured by participants’ recognition of conventional expressions?

b. as measured by participants’ production of conventional expressions?

Following Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos’ 2011 study, I hypothesize that recognition of
conventional expressions will show effects for the influence of interactional intensity, and that
production of conventional expressions will show effects for both proficiency and intensity of
interaction with L2 environment. | do not expect length of stay to have an effect on either
recognition or production of conventional expressions once proficiency and interactional

intensity are controlled for.



L2 RECOGNITION & PRODUCTION OF CONVENTIONAL EXPRESSIONS 11

Chapter 2
Literature Review
Formulaic Language Defined

Conventional expressions, according to certain classification systems, are one particular
subtype within the broad umbrella term “formulaic language.” In the past decade, there has been
a surge of renewed interest in the theoretical underpinnings, social functions, creation and
production of formulaic language from researchers in assorted fields (including applied
linguistics, semiotics, pragmalinguistics, sociolinguistics, and second-language acquisition).
Being that the phenomenon is studied across so many fields, it is not surprising that “formulaic
language” is known by many names; in one study, researchers compiled a list of over 40
different terms used to reference one or more type or subtype of formulaic language, including
chunks, collocations, composites, fixed expressions, formulas, frozen phrases, gambits, idioms,
multiword units, ready-made expressions, rote, schemata, and unanalyzed chunks of speech
(Wray & Perkins, 1999).

It is doubtful that all of the aforementioned terms refer to precisely the same phenomena.
Rather, it appears that there are “genuinely deep-seated and significant differences” between
terms, and that each term’s definition varies somewhat idiosyncratically between scholars and
fields (Wray & Perkins, 1999, p. 3). The term formula, for example, is particularly problematic,
given that it has been used in the L2 acquisition literature to refer both to native speaker social
formulas and the grammatical acquisitional formulas of non-native speakers (Bardovi-Harlig,
2009). Wray and Perkins attribute the difference in term usage, and the subsequent confusion

about said terms, to “the tolerance of terminological variation on the one hand, and, on the other,
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the indiscriminant appropriation of certain favored terms across data types” (Wray and Perkins,
1999, p. 3).

How, then, shall we define “formulaic language™? Perhaps one of the most simple and
accessible definitions is one proposed by Wray and Perkins, which defines formulaic language
as:

a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other meaning elements, which is,

or appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole from memory at the

time of use, rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the language grammar.

(Wray & Perkins, 1999, p. 1)

The “prefabricated” nature of formulaic language appears to be at the core of the
phenomenon, and is included in descriptions across various scholars and fields. This is most
certainly due to the fact that descriptive grammar researchers have found that, contrary to the
notion of spontaneously-created utterances as postulated by generative grammar, native
speakers’ language use appears to be ritualized “to a large extent,” and that “routines as
memorized stretches do indeed form a high proportion of the fluent stretches of adult native
speakers’ everyday conversations” (House, 1996, p. 226). Precisely how much of our everyday
conversation is formulaic? Estimates vary, but some researchers posit that as much as 70% of
native adult language is composed of the aforementioned ritualized, prefabricated sequences
(Wray & Perkins, 1999).

Formulaic Language Uses and Relation to Grammar

Researchers studying formulaic language within the field of pragmatics often cite

differences between speakers’ processing and use of formulaic language and that of their

grammar. Indeed, many researchers conclude that pragmatic awareness — that is, knowing not



L2 RECOGNITION & PRODUCTION OF CONVENTIONAL EXPRESSIONS 13

only what to say, but precisely how to say it using nativelike selection—“has been found to
occupy a unique place in language ability in that it develops independently from grammatical
awareness” (Garcia, 2004, p. 98).

There is some evidence to support such a conclusion. Bardovi-Harlig and Ddrnyei
conducted a study in 1998 examining the pragmatic and grammatical awareness of students of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) and English as a Second Language (ESL). These students
watched footage of 20 different scenarios, wherein a female and male interacted in situations
typical of a university student. Within each scenario was a target utterance, which was marked
on the screen and appeared on the answer sheet. Participants were asked to rate these utterances
in terms of accuracy (a grammatical construct) and appropriateness (a pragmatic construct). If
they identified an error of either type, the participants were then asked to rate the severity of the
error. Results demonstrated that EFL students consistently identified more grammatical errors
than pragmatic errors, and rated them as more severe. ESL students showed the opposite pattern,
identifying more pragmatic errors and rating them as more severe. Proficiency, as is often the
case, was shown to be a mediating factor, and will be discussed later in this paper. However,
both this original study and further replication studies “strongly suggest that pragmatic and
grammatical awareness are largely independent” — and, furthermore, that “their development
may be associated with different learning environments in a rather complex fashion” (Kasper,
2001, p. 505).

It has also been shown that non-native speakers of English are often aware of how to
appropriately use conventional expressions in context (a pragmatic feature) without being fully
aware of their meaning (postulated as a grammatical feature). Bardovi-Harlig conducted a 2014

study in which non-native speakers completed an aural vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS) and
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depth test modified for conventional expressions rather than single vocabulary items. The
modified VKS asked participants for both a definition and an example of use for each
expression. Her findings demonstrated that often learners were able to provide completely
appropriate examples of use, but were unable to produce definitions for the expression (or
provided implausible definitions). Bardovi-Harlig concludes that these findings suggest that
“plausible meanings may not be part of the initial interlanguage representation for L2
conventional expressions...instead, the evidence suggests that learners gradually associate
meanings with expressions” (Bardovi-Harlig, 2014, p. 55). In other words, pragmatic awareness
of conventional expressions may develop prior to full grammatical awareness.

Still other studies suggest that formulaic language and grammar are not necessarily
cognitively distinct, and may indeed interact and actively feed into one another. Myles, Hooper
and Mitchell, in a 1998 study, investigated the role that formulaic language played in the later
creative language capacity of L2 learners. They followed 16 foreign language L2 learners of
French for two years, charting the development and use of specific language “patterns” with
open slots (which they note as being a different form of formulaic language from an entirely
“fixed” string): j 'aime (1 like), j ‘adore (1 love), and j 'habite (1 live). They discovered strong
evidence of “chunk breakdown”; over time, learners deconstructed these unanalyzed utterances
and began to use them creatively in their generative grammar. This creative use seemed tied to
the emergence of the subject pronoun system and the need to establish references outside of the
formulaic construct. The study concludes that formulaic language appears to “facilitate entry into
communication,” and furthermore that these utterances provide material for the learner to
analyze, contributing to “an emerging grammatical competence” (Myles, Hooper & Mitchell,

1998, p. 327).
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Most researchers in the field of pragmatics appear to agree that although grammatical and
pragmatic knowledge are “largely independent” constructs, these constructs coexist and interact
in a learner’s interlanguage and may have some influence on each other over time. Wray and
Perkins, in their 1999 paper, attempted to define the role of each construct and then integrate
their functions. Their model details a give-and-take between top-down and bottom-up
processing. They begin with “the identification of two fundamental determiners, namely, the
priorities of social interaction and the constraints of memory on our processing capabilities”
(Wray & Perkins, 1999, p. 12). They postulate that although native speakers have the linguistic
ability to generate novel expressions as a bottom-up process, this analytic method is more
intensive and resource-dependent, which runs up against our limits for processing and short-term
memory. Given the aforementioned largely ritualized nature of most of everyday conversation
and social interaction, a formulaic, top-down method of processing consolidates cognitive
resources. They go on to say that native speakers “use prefabricated sequences as a way of
minimizing the effects of a mismatch between our potential linguistic capabilities and our actual
short term memory capability” (Wray & Perkins, 1999, p. 15). In sum,

In our model, the use of formulaic language is viewed as central to processing, but

not to the exclusion of the full break-down and build-up of utterances from

scratch as and when required...in this model, the focus is shifted, so that

formulaicity characterizes the normal approach to processing, with analyticity on

hand to pick up any difficulties...our grammatical capabilities are on hand for

emergencies. (Wray & Perkins, 1999, p. 13)

There is certainly a robust debate in the fields of linguistics and cognition regarding the

definition of and relationship between bottom-up and top-down processing, which will not be
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resolved here. As such, some researchers in the field of interlanguage pragmatics decline to
engage in the debate entirely by simply sidestepping the issue of processing. Bardovi-Harlig, in
her 2009 study, made the choice to define her subject matter (conventional expressions) in terms
of social use, “a definition that has no presuppositions about the eventual mental representation
of these sequences for either native speakers or learners” (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009, p. 757). This
current paper takes much the same approach, and will consider conventional expressions as a
social and pragmatic phenomenon without speculating about their mental generation or storage.
We will now examine the role that formulaic language plays in pragmatics and the related fields
of pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics.
Pragmatics, Sociopragmatics, Pragmalinguistics, and Conventional Expressions

As discussed above, there are numerous terms used in the literature to describe formulaic
language, many of which (such as formula) are problematic because they carry with them
presuppositions regarding their cognitive underpinnings. This paper, then, would like to
specifically focus on conventional expressions as a subtype of formulaic language. As explained
in the introduction, conventional expressions (No thanks, That’d be great, I'm just looking)
consist of strings of words, predominantly in a spoken context, which speakers within the same
speech community utilize to complete social tasks, and which are used predictably by native
speakers (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009). As Bardovi-Harlig explains, “the terms formula and
conventional expression may describe the same string of words, but the term conventional
expression emphasizes the social aspect of use — namely, a speech community’s preference for a
particular string — and avoids the psycholinguistic claim regarding storage and retrieval”

(Bardovi-Harlig, 2009, p. 757).
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Conventional expressions are most frequently analyzed in the field of pragmatics, which,
again as mentioned in the introduction, investigates how language is used to communicate and
create meaning within specific sociolinguistic contexts (Garcia, 2004). Pragmatics can be further
subdivided into several fields, the most prominent of which are sociopragmatics and
pragmalinguistics (Waring, 2013). The two fields are certainly interrelated, but differ in their
focus.

Sociopragmatics is concerned with, among other things, language socialization, which
Ochs defines as, “the process whereby children and other novices are socialized through
language, part of such socialization being a socialization to use language meaningfully,
appropriately, and effectively” (Ochs, 1996, p. 408). Sociopragmatics emphasizes “socially
appropriate use,” which entails attention given to social distance, power relations, taboos,
obligations, and other related phenomena (Roever, 2006, p. 230). Wray and Perkins add that
socially appropriate use ensures that “the speaker gets what he/she wants and is perceived as an
individual within the group” (Wray & Perkins, p. 18). The use of conventional expressions
features prominently in asserting group membership because “they embody the societal
knowledge that members of a given speech community share” (House, 1996, p. 226-7).

Pragmalinguistics, meanwhile, is concerned with the more linguistic functions and
particulars of pragmatics, “especially linguistic strategies for implementing speech intentions and
the linguistic items necessary to express these intentions...pragmalinguistic knowledge equips
[users] with the tools for expressing themselves” (Roever, 2006, p. 230-231). Waring describes
the development of pragmalinguistic ability as “learning to talk the talk, which involves
understanding the talk in the first place” (Waring, 2013, p. 8). Thus, while sociopragmatics and

pragmalinguistics may study similar phenomena, sociopragmatics “involves sociocultural norms
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of what constitutes an appropriate response to routine inquiries such as ‘How was your
weekend?’ and pragmalinguistics the specific language involved in executing such responses”
(Waring, 2013, p. 4).

Researchers have noted that both types of knowledge (sociolinguistics and
pragmalinguistics) are essential components for pragmatic success. However, these abilities do
not necessarily go “hand-in-hand: learners can be more advanced in their sociopragmatics
abilities than their pragmalinguistic ones or vice versa” (Roever, 2006, p. 231). Bardovi-Harlig
has demonstrated in numerous studies that while non-native speakers may understand the type of
speech act required in a situation (sociopragmatics), they may or may not have the corresponding
correct conventional language to express their intent (pragmalinguistics) (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009).

Although most studies in pragmatics deal with both sociolinguistics and
pragmalinguistics, the current study will attempt to focus mostly on the pragmalinguistics of
conventional expressions. That is, while | will take into consideration illocutionary force and
type of speech act, I will focus more on the actual language and expressions used, rather than the
intent of the speech act, aspects of power and identity, or group membership.

Classifications of Conventional Expressions and Mediating Factors

While already a sub-classification of formulaic language, many researchers in
pragmalinguistics have further deconstructed conventional expressions into various sub-types,
including speech acts, conversational implicatures, and situational routines (Roever, 2006).
Speech acts, the most commonly researched of the three, are classified by the type of
illocutionary force, and can consist of requests, apologies, refusals, complaints, compliments,
suggestions, offers, corrections, warnings, and introductions, to name a few. These conventional

expressions tend to have “self-contained” meaning, and are well understood even without
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accompanying context.

Implicatures, on the other hand, “require the hearer to use context or world knowledge to
decode a message adequately” (Roever, 2006, p. 231). These can include conversational
implicatures (“Why are you wet?” “I tried canoeing today.”), formulaic implicatures (“Is the
Pope Catholic?”), and indirect criticism that focuses on a minor aspect (“Was the movie good?”
“Well, it was short, at least.”).

Finally, situational routines are “situationally bound utterances which conventionally
occur in specific contexts and whose meaning is disambiguated by the situational context” (for
example: “It’s for you,” regarding a telephone call) (Roever, 2006, p. 231-232).

While it would be understandable to assume that these three sub-classifications for
conventional expressions were simply invented by researchers, there is, in fact, evidence that
these categories (speech acts, implicatures, and situational routines) are cognitively distinct.
Roever, in his 2006 study, used a web-based test to analyze non-native speakers’ scores on these
three “subcomponents” of conventional expressions. He found that while scores on all three
sections of the test correlated moderately with each other, this correlation was not uniform
between all three subcomponents, and each subcomponent demonstrated unique variance. This
was further confirmed by factor analysis and intersection correlation coefficients. Speech acts
and implicatures demonstrated the strongest relationship, whereas speech acts and situational
routines showed a slightly weaker relationship, and situational routines and implicatures had the
weakest relationship. Roever concludes that the test accessed “a common pool of
pragmalinguistic knowledge, while each section accessed somewhat different facets of that
knowledge” (Roever, 2006, p. 244). He conjectured that perhaps the psycholinguistic processing

and/or developmental pathway for each subcomponent is distinct.
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Roever’s study also demonstrated a fascinating interplay between type of conventional
expression (speech acts, implicatures, and situational routines) and two mediating factors that
have been much-studied in the field of L2 pragmatics: proficiency and exposure to L2
environment. Numerous other studies have demonstrated the effects that various mediating
factors have on the comprehension and production of conventional expressions, including
individual processing ability (Taguchi, 2007), illocutionary force of the speech act (Garcia,
2004), metapragmatic knowledge (House, 1996), and the linguistic features of the conventional
expression itself (Garcia, 2004). It is becoming clear in the field that the comprehension and
production of different subcomponents of conventional expressions (speech acts, implicatures,
and situational routines) are affected differently by various mediating factors (processing ability,
illocutionary force, metapragmatic knowledge, linguistic features). However, the two mediating
factors that appear to have the largest impact on pragmatic competence (and consequently are the
most-studied) are general L2 proficiency and exposure to L2 environment. We shall now
consider each of these factors in turn.

The Effect of L2 Proficiency

The literature in the field has demonstrated that general L2 proficiency plays an intricate
and nuanced role in non-native comprehension and production of conventional expressions. The
majority of studies have confirmed that general L2 proficiency has a positive correlation with
pragmatic comprehension. However, as the following studies show, this positive effect may
affect certain aspects of pragmatic comprehension and not others, or may vary by type of speech
act or conventional expression.

In the aforementioned Roever study (2006), 267 ESL and EFL learners of various

degrees of proficiency took a 36-item web-based test of English pragmalinguistics. The test
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contained sections measuring knowledge of implicatures and routines (tested via multiple
choice) and speech acts (tested with discourse completion items). Results indicated, as
mentioned earlier, that scores on the speech acts and implicatures sections were strongly
correlated, with their overlap accounting for nearly half of each other’s variance. Both of these
sections (speech acts and implicatures) demonstrated that learners’ scores increased with
proficiency, and were largely independent of exposure to L2 environment. In contrast,
knowledge of routines was shown to be mostly determined by exposure and largely independent
of proficiency level. Thus Roever concludes that both proficiency and amount of L2 environment
exposure (discussed below) differently affect different types of conventional expressions.

In an early (1992) study, Bouton investigated how non-native speaker interpretation of
conversational implicature was affected over time without explicit instruction. Thirty ESL
students took a battery of four tests, including structure, cloze, dictation, and implicature. The
first three sections were meant to measure English proficiency generally, and were referred to as
the English Proficiency Test (EPT). The implicature test involved short dialogues followed by
multiple-choice interpretations of the implicature. These students were first tested in 1986, and
then re-tested 4.5 years later in 1991. Bouton found that, even without explicit instruction,
learner results on the implicature test improved significantly over 4.5 years, although they still
fell below the levels of understanding of a native speaker. Interestingly, though, Bouton found
that on both occasions (1986 and 1991) there was a lack of demonstrated correlation between
participant scores on the EPT and the implicature portion of the test. Bouton concludes that “we
can draw one definite conclusion: we cannot measure a person’s ability to interpret implicature
by using a general proficiency test like the EPT” (Bouton, 1992, p. 56 — emphasis in the

original).
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Baron and Celaya, in their 2010 study, took a different approach and focused on learner
development of pragmatic fluency, as measured by response time, turn-taking, ability to
introduce and change topics, and use of gambits, routines, and patterns. The study analyzed 144
EFL learners (Catalan-Spanish bilinguals) across various ages (10 — 17 years old) in their
productions of open role-plays, wherein students had to ask for permission from an authority
figure to host a birthday party. These students had never been explicitly instructed in pragmatics.
Results of the study showed that pragmatic fluency did indeed develop as proficiency increased;
more proficient students were capable of introducing and changing topics, used more gambits,
routines and patterns (and used them more appropriately), and produced more appropriately-
timed responses. Thus, Baron and Celaya demonstrated an across-the-board positive effect for
general L2 proficiency, in contrast to Bouton’s results.

Much later, Taguchi (2007) followed in Bouton’s shoes and also examined the
development of pragmatic comprehension of English by Japanese college students over time.
Ninety-two Japanese students were tested via a computerized listening task on two types of
implied meaning in dialogues (indirect refusals and indirect opinions). The students’ scores were
judged for accuracy and comprehension speed. The study also measured general L2 proficiency
(using the ITP TOEFL) and speed of lexical judgment (using a word recognition task). Students
took this assessment twice, once at the beginning of the semester, and once 7 weeks later.
Although the students were receiving English instruction during those 7 weeks, there was no
specific course teaching pragmatic comprehension. Results demonstrated that the students
improved in both comprehension accuracy and speed over the 7-week period. Taguchi also found
a significant relationship between L2 proficiency and accuracy. However, general L2 proficiency

had no effect on comprehension speed, and furthermore accuracy and comprehension speed
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scores were also unrelated. Taguchi believes the data suggest that L2 pragmatic comprehension
is at least two-dimensional, involving separate constructs for accuracy and processing speed. The
former may be affect by L2 proficiency, while the latter is not.

However, in a later study, Taguchi (2011) did find an effect for general L2 proficiency on
response times. Taguchi tested the effect that both general L2 proficiency and study-abroad
experience have on pragmatic comprehension in English, as operationalized by both accuracy
and response times. Twenty-five native English speakers and 64 Japanese college students of
English were divided into three groups according to proficiency (low, high) and study-abroad
experience (none, 1 year), and completed a pragmatic listening test of implicatures. In contrast to
her earlier study, the 2011 data demonstrated a significant effect of proficiency on response time,
but no effect of study-abroad experience. Meanwhile, accuracy scores varied depending on the
type of implicature (conventional or nonconventional). Both L2 general proficiency and
experience in a host country significantly positively affected comprehension of nonconventional
implicatures. In the case of conventional implicatures, however, only general proficiency (not
study-abroad experience) affected accuracy.

In 2004, Garcia also investigated non-native speaker recognition of conversational
implicatures (what he terms “nonconventional indirect speech acts”). Conversational
implicatures, such as “Can you reach the salt?” contain two meanings: their literal interpretation
and the speaker’s pragmatic intent. Garcia tested 56 participants grouped into three levels of
English proficiency: native speaker, non-native speakers with high L2 ability, and non-native
speakers with low L2 ability. Participants were tested aurally using a multiple-choice
questionnaire to assess their understanding of requests, suggestions, corrections, and offers.

Results demonstrated that proficiency had a significant effect on pragmatic comprehension
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across the board. However, the data also revealed main effects for speech act type, with certain
implicatures being uniformly easier to identify across proficiency groups. Requests tended to be
the easiest to identify (with even the lowest group demonstrating 84% accuracy), with offers and
corrections being the most difficult. The results also demonstrated clear linguistic factors
affecting speech act recognition (reference to agent and recipient, false starts and hesitations, use
of modals, and specific lexical markers). Thus, although the study concludes that the data
support a link between advanced proficiency and high pragmatic awareness, it is clear that this
main effect is further affected by related variables such as type of speech act and specific
linguistic features.

Bardovi-Harlig, in her 2009 study, investigated L2 learners’ recognition and production
of conventional expressions across various levels of general L2 proficiency. Participants,
including 122 non-native English speakers and 49 native speakers, completed an aural
recognition task (with 60 expressions) and an oral production task (including 32 scenarios). Her
results demonstrated that recognition clearly increased with proficiency level. The effect of
proficiency on the production task, though, was more complicated and nuanced, and seemed to
vary by individual expression, with only some expressions demonstrating increasing production
and refinement (grammatical development, intensification or elaboration) across proficiency
levels.

In a later study, Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos (2011) repeated the Bardovi-Harlig 2009
study, but this time further investigated the role that proficiency, length of stay in host
environment, and “intensity of interaction” had on learners’ ability to recognize and produce
conventional expressions. Once again, 122 non-native English students and 49 native speakers

were tested on the same aural recognition and oral production tasks. The data demonstrated that
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length of stay in host environment and self-reported “intensity of interaction” scores seemed to
be largely independent of proficiency. A repeated measures logistic regression model
demonstrated that, contrary to the 2009 study, proficiency had no significant effect on
recognition scores, but did have a significant effect on production. Further effects discovered for
length of stay and interaction intensity will be discussed in the next section of this paper.

In summary, the demonstrated effect for L2 proficiency in pragmatics and conventional
expressions is rather mixed across the literature. Taguchi summarized her literature review by
stating that the studies she surveyed “have repeatedly found that high general proficiency
supports quality pragmatic performance, but it does not guarantee a nativelike performance”
(Taguchi, 2011, p. 906). It appears that general L2 proficiency is a bit of a mixed bag — although
it may support certain specific aspects of pragmatic development and performance, it can clearly
be mediated by other factors as well, including type of conventional expression, linguistic
features of the conventional expression, type of measurement (accuracy vs. response time),
amount of time in L2 environment, and “intensity” of L2 interaction. Having surveyed the effect
that L2 proficiency has on pragmatic competence, we will now consider another important
mediating factor: exposure and intensity of exposure to an L2 environment.

The Effect of Exposure to L2 Environment

Along with proficiency, amount and type of L2 environment exposure has been
repeatedly found to play an important role in L2 pragmatic comprehension and production. This
factor is known by many names, and is studied in various forms. Earlier studies of pragmatics
involved immigrants or international students matriculated at English-language universities, and
thus referred to “length of stay” or “length of residence.” In the past decades, researchers have

widened their scope to analyze the pragmatic comprehension of non-native speakers in L2
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environments for shorter, non-permanent periods of time, and thus refer to length of study abroad
or sojourn. Still other researchers investigate pragmatic development in an EFL context, thereby
precluding L2 environmental exposure altogether.

Some of the studies mentioned in the earlier section on proficiency also explored issues
related to length of L2 environment exposure. Bouton, in his 1992 study, found that ESL
students enrolled at an American university showed significant improvement in implicature
comprehension and interpretation over the course of 4.5 years, even without any explicit
coursework in pragmatic comprehension. At the end of these 4.5 years, non-native ESL students
approached native speaker understanding on 75% of the test items; however, the results achieved
by non-native and native speakers on the test were still statistically dissimilar. Even after 4.5
years of exposure, non-native speakers still differed significantly from native speaker
interpretation of implicature.

There is some contention within the field of pragmatics as to whether pragmatic
comprehension and fluency can be developed in a classroom without “authentic” L2
environment exposure. This is frequently seen in the ESL versus EFL debate. There have been
numerous studies, however, which have demonstrated increases in pragmatic development even
within an EFL classroom environment. Bardn and Celaya, in their aforementioned 2010 study,
demonstrated an effect for amount of exposure on pragmatic fluency, even within an EFL
setting. They analyzed 144 EFL learners (Catalan-Spanish bilinguals) across a wide range of
ages (10-17 years old) in their production of open role-plays. Student performance was evaluated
for pragmatic fluency as measured by response time, turn-taking, ability to introduce and change
topics, and use of gambits, routines, and patterns. These students had never been explicitly

instructed in pragmatics, nor been exposed to a “natural” L2 environment, yet still demonstrated
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improvements in pragmatic fluency over time as their proficiency and amount of instruction time
increased. In this study, however, amount of exposure to L2 was problematically tied to
measures of proficiency, and not investigated as an independent variable.

Other studies have similarly found modest effects for even short periods of exposure to
L2 — even if that exposure comes from the classroom rather than an “authentic” L2 environment.
House, in her 1996 study, investigated advanced German learners of English over the course of a
14-week communication class. Using an experimental design, one version of the class provided
explicit instruction and feedback on metapragmatic content, and the other did not. Student
conversations were tape-recorded throughout the course and analyzed for developing pragmatic
fluency, as defined by use of gambits (uptakers, clarifiers, appeals, starters), discourse strategies
(grounders, disarmers, expanders, sweeteners, topic introducer), and speech acts (opening and
closing phrases). House found that, although the explicit instruction group was ultimately
superior in their use of gambits, discourse strategies, and speech acts, even students without
explicit instruction improved in their pragmatic fluency over the 14 weeks. These results suggest
that learners receiving exposure to L2 communication, even for a short period of time, may
naturally improve in pragmatic competence.

Taguchi also discovered improvement in pragmatic comprehension abilities due to mere
exposure in her aforementioned 2007 study of L1 Japanese college students over time. In this
study, the length of exposure was even shorter than in House’s study — only 7 weeks. Although
the students were receiving English instruction during those 7 weeks, there was no specific
course teaching pragmatic comprehension. Ninety-two Japanese students were tested via a
computerized listening task on two types of implied meaning in dialogues (indirect refusals and

indirect opinions). The students’ scores were judged for accuracy and response time. The study
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also measured general L2 proficiency and speed of lexical judgment. Students took this
assessment twice, once at the beginning of the semester, and once 7 weeks later. Results
demonstrated that the students improved in both comprehension accuracy and response time over
the 7-week exposure period, even without explicit instruction in pragmatics. However, the effect
size for response time was much smaller than that of accuracy. It appears that “the degree of
development differed between accuracy and response speed; the gain of speed when processing
pragmatic information was smaller than that of accurate understanding of pragmatic meaning”
(Taguchi, 2007, p. 326). These two constructs (pragmatic accuracy and response speed) also
appeared to have differing relationships to general L2 proficiency, as mentioned in the previous
section. Taguchi believes the data suggest that L2 pragmatic comprehension is at least two-
dimensional, involving separate constructs for accuracy and processing speed. These constructs
then in turn have differing relationships to both L2 proficiency and L2 exposure. Taguchi notes
that “development of performance speed, namely, automatic realization of pragmatic knowledge,
seems to lag behind in L2 acquisition and does not develop as quickly as accurate demonstration
of pragmatic knowledge” (Taguchi, 2007, p. 329).

Taguchi would, in a subsequent study, further explore the results of her 2007 study with
greater focus on study-abroad experience, and would conclude that “the positive effect of sojourn
abroad was not all-encompassing over different pragmatic targets: some aspects of pragmatic
competence were more influenced by study-abroad experience than others” (Taguchi, 2011, p.
913). As mentioned previously, Taguchi in her 2011 study examined the effect that both general
L2 proficiency and study-abroad experience have on pragmatic comprehension in English, as
operationalized by both accuracy and response times. Twenty-five native English speakers and

64 Japanese college students of English were divided into three groups according to proficiency
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(low, high) and study-abroad experience (none, 1 year), and completed a pragmatic listening test
of implicatures. Study-abroad experience had no effect on response times, while proficiency did.
Comprehension accuracy scores were more complicated, depending on the type of implicature
(conventional or nonconventional). Both L2 general proficiency and experience in a host country
significantly positively affected comprehension of nonconventional implicatures. In the case of
conventional implicatures, however, only general proficiency (not study-abroad experience)
affected accuracy.

Taguchi (2011) conjectured that study-abroad or L2 environment exposure have a
selective effect on various features of pragmatic development. Certain pragmatic features
(comprehension of routines, use of strategies and tactics) are assisted by experience in an L2
language community, while other features (precise syntax and lexis) may be less affected by L2
exposure and perhaps more influenced by general L2 proficiency development. Taguchi
concluded,

The study-abroad experience does not seem to have equal effects over different

aspects of pragmatic competence. Some aspects get picked up quickly in learners’

systems as a result of exposure to the target language in its full social context,

whereas other aspects take some time to get internalized. These variations in the pace

of development have been attributed to a variety of factors within individuals,

context, and the interaction between them. These factors include differential amount

and intensity of sociocultural contact and the range of social experiences (i.e., variety

of social situations that one encounters in context), learner agency and subjectivity in

accessing opportunities for pragmatic practice, and availability of feedback and

modeling from native-speaker peers...these findings suggest a complex relationship
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between resident abroad experience and pragmatic targets, with general proficiency

as a mediating factor. The structure of pragmatic targets, proficiency, and experience

in the host country interacts with each other and jointly influence one’s ability to

perform pragmatic functions. (Taguchi, 2011, p. 914-916)

Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos, in their 2011 study, also note the diversity of findings in the
literature regarding the effect of L2 environmental exposure on pragmatics, and remarked on the
variety of variables in flux in such studies. They observe that while some studies suggest that
“even very short stays might help learners become more target-like, particularly with respect to
highly salient conversational functions such as greetings,” still “other studies have found no
apparent influence of length of stay” (Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011, p. 354). Such varied
findings could be explained by the numerous variables in flux: length of stay (several weeks to
several years), type of L2 environment exposure (home stay, academic study abroad,
immigration), type of pragmatic fluency measured (comprehension/use of conventional
expressions, comprehension of implicatures, use of intensifiers), and means of assessment
(written, spoken). They conclude that “the difficulty of comparing the influence of proficiency,
length of stay, and the more limited results of contact, in part stems from the fact that studies
investigate different pragmatic targets, elicited by different tasks in different modes, and measure
the outcome in different ways” (Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011, p. 358).

Like Taguchi (2011), they conclude that perhaps these conflicting findings are explained
by the fact that pragmatic fluency comprises numerous sub-skills, each of which may be variably
affected by exposure to L2 environment, and which may be further variable in the amount of
time needed for development. Given the great diversity of length of L2 environment exposure in

the pragmatics literature, it is perhaps not surprising that we have seen a subsequent great
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diversity of findings regarding the influence of L2 environment exposure on pragmatic
comprehension.
The Effect of “Intensity of Interaction” with L2 Environment

Related to length of L2 environmental exposure is the issue of “intensity of interaction”
with the L2 environment, as termed by Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos in their 2011 study. Intensity
of interaction considers learners’ patterns of contact with the L2 environment, and may measure
learners’ exposure to native speakers, intimacy of relationships with native speakers, amount of
reading and writing done in the target language, and/or frequency of watching television or
movies in the target language.

Taguchi found support for the importance of this construct in her 2011 study, referring to
the “differential amount and intensity of sociocultural contact” which played a role in L2
pragmatic comprehension and production. At the end of the study, participants completed a 10-
item survey which asked them to self-report how many hours per day they spent doing activities
in English, including interacting with native speakers, watching English television and movies,
or doing homework. In a post hoc correlational analysis, Taguchi found a significant correlation
between total amount of time participants spent using English and response times on the
pragmatic listening test.

Further support for interaction patterns with the L2 environment can be found in
Matsumura’s impressive 2003 study, which modeled the relationship among pragmatic
development, L2 proficiency, and “exposure” to L2. Matsumura studied 137 university-level
Japanese learners of English over the course of an 8-month study abroad experience in Canada.
“Exposure” to English was measured via a questionnaire in which participants self-reported both

English class time and also English use outside the classroom (including time spent watching
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movies and television, writing emails, or talking with their friends in English). Pragmatic
competence was measured by a multiple-choice questionnaire that presented various alternative
speech act realizations used to offer advice in reaction to twelve scenarios thought to occur in
everyday university life. English learners’ selections were compared against that of native
speakers. Matsumura evaluated the influence of both L2 proficiency and English “exposure”
utilizing powerful structural equation modeling, which compared several causal models. The
study found English exposure, not L2 proficiency, to have the only demonstrated significant
effect on pragmatic comprehension. Matsumura concluded that the data “suggests that amount of
exposure can be seen as a cause of pragmatic development” (Matsumura, 2003, p. 484). He did
stipulate, however, that these two factors (L2 proficiency and exposure) seem to interact in their
influence on pragmatic development. Matsumura noted that his structural equation modeling data
seem to suggest “empirical support for the indirect effect of proficiency on pragmatic
competence via exposure...learners who reached higher levels of proficiency when they were in
Japan sought more opportunities to be exposed to English in the target speech community, and as
a consequence of greater exposure, they could become more pragmatically competent”
(Matsumura, 2003, p. 485). This very much seems in agreement with Taguchi’s conclusions
(noted earlier), suggesting a complex relationship between proficiency and opportunities for L2
exposure on pragmatic awareness and development.

These results were corroborated and further developed by the aforementioned 2011 study
done by Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos on the effects that proficiency, length of stay, and “intensity
of interaction” have on the acquisition of conventional expressions in English pragmatics. The
study included an aural recognition task (consisting of 60 conventional and modified

expressions) and oral production task (consisting of 32 scenarios) of conventional expressions,
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completed by 120 non-native speakers and 49 native speakers of American English. Length of
stay in the L2 environment was measured in months, while intensity of interaction was
operationalized by self-report of amount of English used outside of class with native speakers
and other learners as well as weekly hours of English television viewing. These three measures
were combined into a single “intensity score.”

The study uncovered numerous interesting findings. First and foremost, both length of
stay and intensity scores appeared to be independent of general L2 proficiency. In the first task,
only intensity of interaction demonstrated a significant effect on non-native speaker recognition
of conventional expressions; proficiency and length of stay did not. In the second task, both
proficiency and intensity of interaction demonstrated significant effects on non-native speaker
production of conventional expressions, while length of stay did not. The authors conclude that
“length of stay appears to be the losing variable in this contest,” but note that, even so, “length of
stay is a complex variable” due to its interaction with intensity and proficiency — that is, a longer
length of stay may produce outsized gains in L2 pragmatic competence for learners with higher
levels of proficiency and the desire to intensely interact with their environment (Bardovi-Harlig
& Bastos, 2011, p. 374-376). They note that “intensity of interaction is greatly facilitated by
being in a host environment for those who take advantage of it,” and that “these...data suggest
that success in contact breeds greater success in contact,” echoing the sentiments of Matsumura
in his 2003 study (Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011, p. 373-375). It is clear that these measures
(intensity of interaction, length of stay, and proficiency) are all certainly interrelated in a
complex manner, and can be easily confounded with one another within studies. Any study
measuring their differential effect sizes on L2 pragmatic competence must carefully control for

them separately.
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Interaction with online L2 environment. One factor conspicuously absent in the
aforementioned literature investigating “intensity of interaction” and pragmatic development is
that of social media and Internet-facilitated L2 interactions. In today’s increasingly
interconnected world, digital environments serve “as an authentic means of communication and
relationship building...that operates as a critically important medium for all kinds of human
interaction” (Sykes, Oskoz & Thorne, 2008, p. 528). Such digital media and technology-
mediated life activity has become ubiquitous in its use by adolescents and young adults, whether
in the form on online gaming, web browsing, online interest communities, or social media
platforms (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Snapchat, Tumblr, Pinterest, Viber, et cetera).
Emerging research clearly shows that these technologies are frequently used by L2 learners,
allowing such users to “experiment and interact with a wide variety of norms of communication
and social interaction” in their L2 (Sykes, Oskoz & Thorne, 2008, p. 534).

Academic research into the effect of technology on L2 development has mostly centered
on Internet interest communities (including fan fiction and virtual diaspora community spaces)
and online gaming (including online multiuser virtual environments, massively multiplayer
online games, and synthetic immersive environments). Even a brief review of such research
makes it clear that these technologies are incredibly popular with L2 learners (Zheng, Wagner,
Young & Brewer, 2009) and that participation in these technologies inherently involves a
communicative linguistic component. Online spaces for communication “foster attention to
aspects of language use that span from appropriate lexical choice to syntactic accuracy and from
rhetorical style to textual cohesion and genre specificity...full participation in virtually rendered
spaces requires pragmatic control of the communicative norms local to a specific online

community” (Sykes, Oskoz & Thorne, 2008, p. 530-5). It therefore seems reasonable to assume
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that frequent participation in English medium Internet-facilitated communication might lead to
L2 language development, particularly on the measure of pragmatics.

Several studies have found that L2 participation with Internet interest communities and
online gaming seems to improve L2 abilities in various forms (Zheng, et al., 2009; Thorne, Black
& Sykes, 2009; Sykes, Oskoz & Thorne, 2008). Zheng, Wagner, Young and Brewer suggest that
online communication may in fact be ideal for L2 language development, as “virtual
conversation has the affordances of being persistent and it leaves a perceptible trace for learners
to reread, recheck, and reflect upon their own language use, which, combined with textual and
graphic cues, can compensate for the loss of social cues present in face-to-face conversation”
(Zheng et al., 2009, p. 505). Thorne, Black and Sykes in their 2009 study conclude that Internet-
facilitated L2 interaction shows great promise for language learning, “especially in the areas of
identity experimentation, task-based learning, negotiation for meaning/action, the development
of intercultural competence and pragmatic abilities, the advancement of metalinguistic skills and
strategies, and access to additional means of L2 assessment” (Thorne, Black & Sykes, 2009, p.
813).

It seems clear that any meaningful measure of “intensity of interaction” with the L2
environment must somehow attempt to capture a learner’s interaction with the online L2
environment as well. Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos suggest this expansion of the “intensity”
variable in their 2011 study. At the time this current study was written, however, no literature
could be found that included such “interaction” variables in the study of L2 pragmatic
development. The current study attempts to correct this oversight in the literature by adding to
Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos’ original set of “intensity of interaction” variables, including a

measure for self-reported Internet and social media use in English. It is hypothesized that these
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new “intensity of interaction” measures, in keeping with previous research on other “intensity of
interaction measures,” will demonstrate a positive effect on learners’ pragmatic competence.
Research Questions
As mentioned in the introduction, this study seeks to explain some of the variance
demonstrated in previous st