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e compliment-compliment response sequence has a great deal of social utility
for building solidarity (Haverkate, 2004) and as a social lubricant (Wolfson, 1983).
This chapter reports the effects of metapragmatic instruction of this sequence on
'ermediate learners of Spanish as a foreign language. Though there is research
.both compliments and compliment responses, as well as on instruction of
speech acts, this study not only analyzes both acts in the compliment-compliment
response sequence together, but also looks at intermediate-level learners rather than
vanced learners. The role-play data come from 26 leainers of Spanish across
ree conditions (explicit instruction, implicit instruction, and a control group) and
from two groups of native speakers. Instructed learners participated in awareness
activities and cross-cultural analysis using authentic language samples, and had an
portunity for controlled and guided practice. Pretest, posttest, and delayed postteste
le-plays were transcribed and analyzed for compliment and compliment responsee
rategies. Leamér production was compared fo both native speaker groups, acrosse
sting times, and between learner groups. The resuits show advantages for iearners
both instructional conditions over the control group, indicating that infermediate-
vel fearners can benefit from instruction, and that both types of instruction are
vantageous and may be combined for pedagogical success. =
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Introduction

Previous research has indicated that pragmatics is both teachable
abeneficial to learners (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 1999a; Félix-Brasdefer & Cohen, 2012;1
Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Oishtain & Cohen, 199G; R
2005; Tatsuki & Houck, 2010). Much of this research has focused on learn
at advanced levels, though mixed results at lower levels of proficiency le
questions about the effectiveness of instruction for beginning and intermedi
learners. Based on the findings of these and other studies, researchers ha
made recommendations for teaching pragmatics in the classroom. Th
propose that pragmatic instruction should inciude awareness activities, authentlc
language samples, input prior to interpretation {(Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Tay
2003, Felix-Brasdefer, 2008; Garcia, 1996), cross-cultural analysis (Cohen, 2005;
Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; Garcia, 2001; Takahashi, 2001), form-focused instructi
controlled and guided practice, and communication strategies (Ishihara & Coh
2010; Tatsuki & Houck, 2010).
The present study operationalizes the activities suggested above in orde

/ teach compliments and compliment responses to intermediate-ievel learners
Spanish as a foreign language (FL). These speech acts-are important becau
they frequently occur as openers or continuers in interaction and help to bl
solidarity. In essence, they function as social jubricants (Wolfson, 1983). Bec
combliments and compliment responses have such great social utility, the
important for learner pragmatic development and can even Jlead to enha
interaction with native speakers (NSs; Billmyer, 1990).
This paper analyzes the effects of pedagogical intervention on complim
and compliment response production. The study also highlights the:
to engage more‘than one method of analysis to better understand lear!
production. Section 2 addresses relevant theoretical constructs and ider
gaps in the previous research. The method, including participant informati
data colfection procedures, and pedagogical treatment, is presented in se
3.aResuits are described in section 4. The discussion in section 5 inc
pedagogical implications, as well as limitations and areas for future rese
Section 6 consists of concluding remarks.a

Theoretical framework

Previous research on L2 pragmatic instruction
Interfanguage pragmatics, or the “pragmatics of language learners” (Bard
Harlig, 19933, p. 678), forms a central component of learners' communit
competence. Unfortunately, this area is frequently negiected in lang
teaching, as weli as in teacher training programs, despite learner~demonst
need and even desire for this type of metapragmatic instruction (Bardovi
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)1; Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Pearson, 2006). This need ise
icerbated in FL learning environments where authentic input in the targete
guage is minimal or nonexistent. In fact, research has demonstrated that.e
ardless of the learning context, metapragmatic instruction is more beneficiale
n input alone (Kasper, 1996; 2001; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Olshtain & Cohene
0; Roever, 2009; Rose, 2005), and that explicit metapragmatic instruction is
'r_nost effective type of instruction (e.g., Cohen, 1996; 2005; 2009; Koike &e
arson, 2005). The present study contributes to the growing body of research
etapragmatic instruction in languages other than English and adds to oure
ledge of developmental pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). The presente
ination of the effects of instruction on learnerlearner role-play datae
ghts the complexity of acquiring new pragmatic structures and the need for
gogical intervention to aid in the process.

urrent research suggests that metapragmatic instruction.should incorporatey
components: awareness activities, authentic language samples, input'péa
2ding interpretation (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Félix-Brasdefer, |
08; Garcia, 1996), cross-cultural comparison (Cohen, 2005; Félix-Brasdefer,
. Garcia, 2001; Takahashi, 2001), form-focused instruction, and controlled,
guided practice (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Tatsuki & Houck, 2010). These
ents are firmly grounded in second language acquisition (SLA) theorye
ding input (Krashen, 1985), awareness (Schmidt, 1990; 1993a; 1993b), and

pragmatic instruction, FL teachers provide the opportunity to “raise learners’
maﬂc awareness and to give them choices about their interactions in thee
‘language” (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003, p. 5).

mpliment and compliment responses

mpliments and compliment responses are expressive speech acts
rle, 1976). The two speech acts are inextricably intertwined and must be
idered together in order to understand their function in interaction (see
rasdefer, 2014, for a discussion of speech act sequences). Compliments
ympliment responses function primarily fo reinforce positive face and
hasize solidarity (Haverkate, 2004). They are social lubricants that cane
jate criticism, extend or open conversation, and smooth apologies (Wolfson,
In both English and Spanish, compliments and compliment responses aree
ngly formulaic, comprising only a few syntactic {compliments) or semantice
ent responses) formulas (see Figures 1 and 2). The crucial interactionaie
s, sociai utility, and relatively simple formulas of this speech act sequencee
it an ideal target for Spanish FL instruction, particularly at early stages of
ge acquisition. :

municative competence (Canale, 1983, Celce-Murcia, 2008). By providinge
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American English

85% of all compliments follow three syntactc patterns:
* NP {is/looks}{really) ADJ
, (ed)., Your hair looks nice}
*  L{really) fiike/love} NP
{e.q., { really iike lhose shoes)
« PRO Is {really) (3) ADJ NP
(e.g., That is & nice jackef)

Morales, 1997; Manes & Wolfson, 1980; Nelson & Hall, 1998; Plac ”

& Yepez, 1999).

American English

Compliment responses are semantically formuiaic
= Acceptance

Agreement

Upgrade

Self-praise

Downgrade

Reassignment of praise

Returns

¢ e 8 s 2 0

Figure 2, Most frequent compliment response formulas in English and Sp
(Lorenzo-Dus, 2001, Pomerantz, 1978; Valdés & Pino, 198

Wierzbicka, 2003)

For NSs of English learning Spanish, two compliment formuias ca
problematic. First, NSs of Spanish tend to produce jQué+ADJADYV+Nou
more frequently than other types of compliments. The corresponding strat
English, How/What+ADJ/ADY+Noun/Verb occurs very infrequently in Wol
(1983) American English data. Furthermore, Spanish FL learners are:tau
Me gusta/encanta+(NPj (1 fike+NP; NP is pleasing to me) early and often
¥ compliment type roughly corresponds to the frequent English strategy, //

However, this strategy is infrequent among NSs of Spanish. Together, thes
cross-linguistic factors, combined with the one-to-one principle (Andersen
may contribute to learners rarely, if ever, producing jQué+ADJ/ADV+Nou
and heavily overproducing Me-+gusta/encanta+NP. Itis possible that inter!

™~

Spanish

60-80% of compliments follow ssven syntacic pattems
»  jQué + Adj + Noun + {VR}
{e.9., /Qué bonito vestide: What a pretty dressi) o
v jQué + Ady + Verb {e iverselq fandar} + (NP!
(e.tt., JQué padre osta tu playeral; What a cool t-shirtl )
* VP + {Intensifier) Adj + {Noun}
(e.g., Tlenes ponilos ojos; You have pretly eyes)
(Pro} {verselguedarfandar} Adj/Adv (NP}
{e.g., Te queda bien; t suts you}
(Tu} + (Noun} + VI + AdjiAdy + (Noun)
(e.g., Tu trabajo estuve muy bien; your work was really well.
» PRO + {gustar/encantar/fascinar} + NP
{e.g.. Me gusta tu case; | §ke your house)
{Noun) VP + NP
(e.g., Eres un &ngef; You're an angel}

.

Spanish

C i P are
Acceptance

Agreement

Upgrade

Downgrade
Reassignment of praise
Retums

Lend/give
Expansion/Confirmation

e ® ¢ & a s o v
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not recoghize compliments as such when producing forms that are cross-
urally different.

addition to these potentially problematic compliment formulas, learners
‘to be made aware of semantic differences in compliment responses. In
erican English, speakers may respond by offering some sort of self-praise
“I worked reaily hard on my project”). This strategy is not attested in previous
earch on Spanish compliment responses (Lorenzo-Dus, 2001; Valdés & Pino,
. Meanwhile, NSs of Spanish may. seek expansion:or confirmation (i.e.,
g for a compliment) of the original compliment. These strategies are not
ested in the research on American English compliment responses and, in fact,
: considered rude (Pomerantz, 1978; Wierzbicka, 2003). In particular, the
-cultural differences between compliment response types have potential for
1sion or embarrassment for the interlocutors, which could lead to pragmatic -
e (Thomas, 1995).

"he present study operationalizes the suggestions made by previous
archers (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Cohen, 2005; Félix-Brasdefer,
Garcia, 1996; 2001; Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Takahashi, 2001; Tatsuki &
k, 2010) in order to test the effectiveness of metapragmatic instruction on
pliment and compliment response production. It also seeks to understand
her instruction has an effect on learners’ ability to engage their pragmatic
ledge to make choices in their interactions (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor,
). Role-plays were chosen for this study because they permit researchers to
earners’ interaction while still maintaining some control over variables that
or comparison (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010). ‘
e study was guided by the following research questions:

'Doesthe frequency of production of compliments and compliment responses
inlearner-learner role-plays change following metapragmatic instruction?
Do learners become more variable in their production of compliment and
compliment response types following instruction, thus taking advantage
of the choices they have in interaction?

articipants v
articipants in the present study included three intact classes of fourth-

group of learners included 60 fourth-semester students (38 female; 22
A total of 26 learners (17 female; 9 male) completed all components of the
as described in the following sections, and were inciuded in the analysis.
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Table 1. Fourth-semester learners of Spanish, demographic information.
. ‘ years studying

condition participants - age (M) . Spanish (M) =
explicit 9(BF;,3M) 19.7 (1921 years) 5.2 (3-10 years)
implicit 10(6F 4M) 19.9 (19-21 years) 5.6 (1.5-14 years)
control 7(BF;2M) 20.0 (19-21 years) 4 (2-5 years) -

total 26 (17 F; 9 M) 19.9 (19-21 years) 4.9 (1.5-14 years

In addition to the instructor and learner populations, a NS of English group and
a NS of Spanish group served as a baseline. The NS of English group consis
of 33 students aged 18-21 years while the NS of Spanish group consisted
FL instructors. The latter group, which comprised 21 NSs of Spanish, rangi
in age from 24-47 years, from several Spamsh-speakmg countries (Argentl
Colombia, Costa Rica, Mexico, Peru, Puerto Rico, Spain, and US-born bilin
was selected because they were language instructors in the language departm
of the learners’ university and were the most hkely candidates to provide NSin
for the learner group.

Data coilection procedures

Role-plays were conducted in learner-learner dyads. The !earn
participated in a pretest three weeks prior to receiving any treatment. They hel
completed a postfestihe class period following open role-piay practice (one
two days later). Finally, four weeks following the posttest, participants comple!
a delayed posttest, '

Participants were instructed to interact for as long as they felt comfor
during the role-play, generally between 30 seconds to two minutes. Partici
had 20 minutes’ to complete seven role-play scenarios (one distracto
six compliment-compliment response scenarios). The interactions
audio recorded.

Instructional treatment
Instruction closely foliowed suggestions made by Bardovi-Harlig and Mah
Taylor (2003), Ishihara & Cohen (2010), and Tatsuki and Houck (2010), in
awareness activities, cross-cultural comparisons, authentic lariguage sam

" input preceding interpretation, form-focused instruction, and controlle
guided practice. instructors had not taken linguistics courses and were nottf
in teaching pragmatics; rather they were provided with detailed scripts:ft
~approximately 50 minutes of total instruction time? (20 minutes for complifn
20 minutes for compliment responses, and 10 minutes for role-play pra
Instruction on compliments was presented to the learners first and, due to.c
scheduling, compliment responses were presented 10 days later. in the next¢l
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. {two days following the compliment response module), learners in all three
ps participated in controlled and guided practice through open role-plays.
both the implicit and explicit instructton groups, learners were introduced
concept of communicative actions (Féhx-Brasdefer 2015), thus raising-
wareness of metapragmatic concepts. Learners in the contro! group did
ceive this introduction. -
| groups, including the control group, then saw and heard the same input
rm of recorded dialogués in_b_o\tij_English in Spanish (Cohen, 2015; Félix-
efer, 2015). Though recorded, planned dialogues are not as authentic as
aneous natural speech; they were used in the present study because they
ed simplified oral language that was accessible to intermediate learners,
to interpreting any aspect of the dialogues, learners in all groups listened
tched the input twice.
nstructed learners’ attention was drawn to metapragmatic aSpects of ’the
ues (e.g., complimented attribute). Learners in the control group focused
content of the dialogues (e.g., the name of the participants) rather than
{apragmatic aspects. . - :
ticipants in the 1,nstructibnal groups did a cross-cultural comparison of
1and English compliments and compliment résponses-Bothrinstrictional
then did activities to focus their attention on the form of compliments/
ent responses. In the explicit instruction group, they were provided
s {e.g., compliment-compliment respanse types) with which to analyze a
peech acts, while the implicit instruction group derived patterns from the
et of speech acts.
lowing the two 20-minute instructional modules, all learners participated
inutes of role-play practice. They were provided with four scenarios in
hey could practice giving and responding to compliments in a controlled
ment. Ten role-plays were created for the study, four for practice and six
collection. All were designed with two crucial characteristics in mind.
arners never had to play a role that they would not normally have held,
s teacher or doctor {(Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1995). Second, interlocutor
teristics were clearly identified to encourage participants to imagine
interlocutor (see Figure 3 for an example of a role-play description;
Harlig, 1999b). The role-play scenarios were created based on situations
bed in the previous literature and informal interviews with NSs of Spanish.
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PARTNER A

You bave been in (Spoenish-speoking country of your choice} for the entire summer and & is now time to
roturn home, You have been looking for months fof the perfect souvenirs 1o Wke hone to yout fanily,
You have been able to find 3 souvenir tor everyone except for your father. te is very difficult to shop for
and always tells you that you do not aeed to bring him anything, However, you want to find something
you know he vl love. You have shopped in neatly every store in the ity you five in and baven't found
what you're Jooking for yet You enter a store that you have never been to and find exactly what you
want in 3 display case 3t the front of the store, As the salesporsen rings Up yout purchase, yous notice
that hefshe is wearing lime green sneakers with red soles and shotaces. Give the satesperson 2
comgpliment on his/her shoes,

PARTNER B .
You have worked at 2 tourist shop in (Spanishspeaking country of your choice) {or the entire summer
and only have a few weeks Joft before returning o the uaiversity for the fall, You have enjoyed your job
beeause it has allowed you 1o meet people Trom all over the world. You also met several coaworkets
who fuve become your friends, One of your covarkers has 3 good sense of style and has taught you a
tew things about ¢heasing high quality, interesting clothes. Today you.are weeating a hew pair of

Kers that you 1y purchased. They are | because they are lime greea with red laces and
salizs. A customer drrives in the stiop at the enif of 3 long ddy of watk, You notice that you are about the
same age. Alter looking around for a few minutes, the customer identifivs an itens thay hofshe wants to
buy, You hava a brief conversation as you ting up the purchase,

Figure 3. Role-play prompt. This type of prompt was used in role-play pra
as well as in the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest.

Data analysis : ;
Role-play data were transcribed using Jefferson’s (2004) transcri
_ conventions; the transcriptions were then checked for accuracy by an
researcher. All instances of compliments and compliment response
counted in order to have a complete overview of this speech act sequ
in context. Data were coded for compliment and compliment respons
and were also checked by another researcher. Interrater reliability for
transcription and coding was 90%. All cases were resolved after a discuss
between the two coders/transcribers. In addition to coding for overall com
frequencies, a type analysis was conducted for each learner in order to
out individual resulits. Compliment and compliment response types were.
for each participant. These counts were also averaged to identify group tr
The results of the study are presented in the following sections. :

Results

Results are presented here by each of the research questions that gq’d
study. The results are supplemented by a sequential analysis presente
end of this section.

Research question #1: Effects of instruction on frequenc
compliments and compliment responses :
Research question #1 asked whether metapragmatic instruction had a

on the frequency of production of compliments and compliment respons
learner-learner role-plays. The results are discussed here in terms of distrit
and frequency of compliment and compliment response strategies.
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stribution and frequency of compliment strategies
Table 2 presents overall frequency results for the pretest, posttest, and
ed posttest by treatment condition (i.e., explicit, implicit, and control)
ide the NS baseline data, The resuits are presented first by percentage of
ompliments {%}): (320 compliments produced by 26 learners in six roleplay
rios per testing period; 166 compliments produced by 26 NS in six roleplays),
ed by a token count (7). Token counts are totaied at the bottom of the table
percentage totals can be assumed to be approximately 100%. Though
ults are presented here, three compliment strategies are highlighted: Me
encanta+(NP) (I like+*NP; NP is pleasing to me), NP(PRO)+ser/astar (to
DJ, and Qué+ADHADV (HowWhat+ADJADVY),
arners in the explicit condition-{\=9) produced Me gusta/encanta+(NP)
Nb; NP is pleasing to ' me) 44.4% (12 tokens) of the time; learners in the
trol condition (N=7) produced it 31.3% (10 tokens) of the time, and learners in
plicit cofidition (W=10) produced this strategy 26.7% (16 tokens) of the fime.
also frequently produced NP(PRQO)+ser/estar (to be)+ADJ with learners in
xplicit condition producing it 22.2% (6 tokens) of the time, learners in the
it condition producing it 36.7% (22 tokens) of the time, and learners in the
! condition preducing it 34.4% (11 tokens) of the time. QuUé+ADJ/ADY (How/
ADJ/ADV) was not produced by learners in the explicit condition prior fo
_:gnt. In both the implicit and control conditions, learners produced onhe token
. compliment type accounting for 1.7% and 3.1%, respectively.
iately following instruction, learners in the explicit condition reduced
ction of Me gusta/encanta+(NP) (! like+NP; NP is pieasing to me) from
{12 tokens} to 38.5% (10 fokens), which was in the targeted direction.
hange was maintained through the delayed posttest (38.2%, 13 tokens).
arners in the explicit condition slightly decreased their production of
(PRO)-!-ser/estar (to Be)+A DJ, which was not in the targeted direction, -
he pretest (22.2%, 6 tokens) to the posttest (19.2%, § tokens), though
creased to 23.5% (8 tokens) by the delayed posttest These leamers
t produce any tokens of Qué+ADJADY (How/\What+ADJ/ADV) at any
ting time. _ -

earners in the implicit condition reduced production of Me gusta/
_ta+(NP) (| like+NP; NP is pleasing to me) from the pretest (26.7%, 16
s) to the posttest (17.8%, 8 tokens), which was in the targeted direction,

sing again at the delayed posttest (26.7%, 12 tokens). They also slightly
ased their production of NP(PRO)+ser/estar (fo be)+ADJ from 36.7% (22
s}.on the pretest to 33.3% (15 tokens), a level which was maintained on
elayed posttest (33.3%, 15 tokens). This change was toward the frequency
ced by NSs of Spanish in this study. These learners produced only one
.of Qué+ADJ/ADV (How/What+ADJ/ADV) on the pretest.



Table 2. Pretest, posttest, délayed posttest compliment type frequency by condition. @ m §
explicit condition (n=9) | implicit condition {n=10} control (n=7) 3 s i % 3
test | postiest | delayed t | posttest | detayed | pret ttest | delayed | &5 | B & :
pretest | posttest | delaye pfetes postles elaye pretest | posttest | delaye = - %
compliment form {N) % %
me gustalencanta + (NP} =~ =
(Ilike + NP; NP is pleasing (12)44.4 | (10)38.5 | (13)38.2] (16)26.7 | (8)17.8| (12267 | (10)31.3 | (11344 | (7)36.8] (15)15.8] (9)127
ta me) -
NP (PRO) + serlestar + ADJ .
(NP +is + ADJ) (6)‘ 222 (5)19.2( (8)23.5( (2236.7°[ (15)33.3 | (15)33.3 | (1)344 | (9281{ (5)26.3| (28)29.5 (24)33.8
qué + ADJ/ADV
(howlwhat + ADJ) @00 (00| @08 (17 @O0 @O0 (M3 (1 3.j @o00| (74| ()14
T .
PRO/NP + VP (+NF) t&%‘; @1i] m3s] (88| @50 67| M22] Wi25] @63] @ 05| (6)53] (18)25.4
PRO/NP (+ADV) + VP +ADV (37| ()115] (@00 @00f (22| M22{ ®31] N3t} (53] @H42 —
PRO + gquedarse + ADV/ ’ .
ADJ - —
{PRO + suits you + ADV/ @o0| 00| ©OD| @OO| (00| (©OO| ©OO| (00| (@00} (332
ADJ}
PRO + verselmirarse + i : ' .
ADVIAD) ()37 (©oo] @oo| @oo| @oo| (@ool ©@oa| ool (@ool (M74| @56
youithat look({s) + ADVIADJ) ’
(intensifier) + ADJ (#NP) ()37] @77] @598 MN7| @8] M156| @Wi25| (No4| Ms3| B)84| (342
question @74 #154] ©)17.6] (8133 (3) 17.8 4 8.9 0) 0.0 N31] - (253 (774 (199
titud
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llowing exposure to input, learners in the control group increased their
tion of Me gusta/encanta+(NP) ( like+NP; NP is pleasing to me) from 31.3%
ens) to 34.4% (11 tokens) on the posttest and to 36.8% (7 tokens) on the
yed posttest. Learners in this condition reduced production of NP(PRO)+ser/
to be)+ADJ from 34.4% (11 tokens) on the pretest to 28.1% (8 {okens) on
postiest and to 26.3% (5 tokens) on the delayed posttest. Though these
ners produced a token of QUé+ADJADY (How/What+tADJ/ADV) on the pre-
osttests, they produced no tokens of this strategy on the delayed posttest

Distribution and frequency of compliment response strategies

e turn now to an analysis of compliment response frequency. Table 3
nts overall frequency results for the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest
atment condition (i.e., explicit, implicit, and contral) alongside the NS
ne data. The results are presented first by percentage of total compliment
nses (%) (414 compliment responses produced by 26 learners in six roleplay
rios per testing period; 236 compliment responses produced by 26 NSin six.
ays), followed by a token count (V). Token counts are totaled at the bottom
table while percentage fotals can be assumed o be approximatety 100%.
h all results are presented here, the discussion focuses on four strategies:
ciation, Agreement, Comment/Upgrade, and Self-praise, which were the
frequently produced by all speaker groups, as well as Fishing, which is
sted in the literature for NSs of Spanish (Kryston-Morales, 1897; Lorenzo-
, 2001; Valdés & Pino, 1981),

t the time of the pretest, learners in all groups favored Comment/Upgrade,
garners in the implicit condition (n=10) producing thisstrategy 46:0% (23
s) of the time, learners in the control condition {(n=7) producing it 40.5% (17 -
s) of the time, and learners in the explicit condition (7=9) producing it 40.0% -
kens) of the time. They also frequently produced Appreciation, with learners
-explicit condition producing it 38.0% (9 tokens) of the time, learners in
ontrol condition producing it 33.3% (14 tokens) of the time, and learners in
1plicit condition producing it 30.0% (15 tokens) of the time. Learners in the
it condition produced Agreement 16.0% (4 tokens) of the time, with learners
 implicit condition producing it 14.0% (7 tokens) of the time, and those in
Qntrol condition producing it 11.9% (5 tokens) of the time. Production of
raise was low among the learners af the time of the pretest. Learners in
ontrol condition produced 3 tokens (7.1%), those in the implicit condition
_ced 2 tokens (4.0%), with learners in the explicit condition producing no
s of Self-praise. Each of the learner groups had a single token of Fishing
,tlme of the pretest.
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Table 3. Pretest, posttest, delayed posttest compliment response type frequency by condition. 9 m Q
5] & |

explicit condition (1=9)  implicit condition (n=10) control (n=7) I5 ) F% &

pretest } posttest ’ delayed J pretest Tposttest —Delayed pretest iposttest J delayed §§ :":" t% 3

v W

compliment form i N) % %

®

appreciation (9)36.0 | (16)516| (20)30.2 | (15)30.0 | (19)28.8| (23)34.9 | (14)33.3| (15)37.5 | (15)34.9 | (39)25.8 [ (22)25.9
agreement (#160] (65| N137] 10| w212 @ 121] G| @175| ENM6| 13| (10118
comment/upgrade (10400 | (10)32.3] (14)27.5| (23)460] @N)31.8| (19)28.8 ] (1)40.5] (11)275] (10)23.3 | (47)31.1] (25)204
fishing for compliment ()40 (00 (©00] (M20] @30] ©00] (M24] Mm25] @47] @53] ©00
self-praise  (0)00] (965 ©)H18] (40| (46 ©)91] @71 @)75] @47]{ (14993] (16)18.8
disagree  (0)00] (@00 @00| @oO| (M15| (OOO| (00| @00] (OS] @20{ (OO
downgrade (00| @0o0! ©@oo| @oo{ @©oo| @oo| ©@oo| 25| ©@oo| @40] 12
transfer (10)40] (00| (00| (000]| (48] @W61] (®00] (00| @70| (oyes| (B
return  (0)00] (©@00] M20) 20| ool @30] @24 ©0o0] @se3| ool (H12
offer (000 (©00] (00| (H20] ©0O| (®00{ (000] (0)00] (0)00] (H27] ()24
other (000 ()32] (59 ©08] ©00] #61| 24| @50{ @47{ (20| (924

total (100%) (25} | (31) (51 (50) (66) 68) | 42 {40} @3 | usy | (85

-
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diately following instruction learners in the explicit condition reduced
erall relative production of CommentlUpgrade from 40.0% (10 tokens) to
10 tokens). This downward trend contintied through the delayed posttest
%ﬁ,_'-‘14 tokens) toward levels produced by the NSs of Spanish and English.
earners increased their production of Appreciation from 36.0% {9 tokens)
% (16 tokens) on the posttest. This dropped to 39.2% (20 tokens) by the
the delayed posttest, whick-moved away from the NS norm. Production
ement dropped from 16.0% (4 tokens) to 6.5% (2 tokens) on the posttest,
ncreased to 13.7% (7 tokens) by the delayed posttest, which was in the
for direction. Production of Self-praise increased from 0.0% to 6.5% (2
to 11.8% (6 tokens), bringing learners 1o a frequency level between that
Ss of Spanish and English. After the pretest, these learners produced no
-of Fishing.
meérs in the implicit condition also reduced their production of Comment/
e, from 46,0%-Z3tokens) to 31.8% (21 tokens), which continued through
ayed posttest (28.8%, 19 tokens). Like the explicit condition, this group
arners approached the NS norm. They slightly decreased the relative
cy of Appreciation from 30.0% (15 tokens) to 28.8% (19 tokens), though
ncreased to 34.9% (23 tokens) by the delayed posttest, which was away
the NS norm. 'Agreement became more frequent in this group, increasing
14.0% (7 tokens) to 21.2% (14 tokens), though this level fell to 12.1% (8
ns) on the delayed posttest, which was toward the NS norm. These learners
ased their production of Self-praise from 4.0% (2 tokens) to 4.6% (3 tokens)
' (68'tokens), which was in the hoped for direction. Fishing increased from
retest (2.0%, 1 token) o the posttest (3.0%, 2 tokens), but did not occur on
lelayed posttest.
_ﬁ_'_._the control group, learners decreased production of Comment/Upgrade
‘the pretest (40.5%, 17 tokens; to the posttest (27.5%, 11 tokens), which
inued through the delayed posttesi (23.3%, 10 tokens). Their production
uency was below the NS norm. Appreciation increased slightly among these
ners from the pretest (33.3%, 14 tokens) to the posttest (37.5%, 15 tokens),
asmall drop on the delayed posttest (34.9%, 15 tokens). Agreement became
» frequent among these learners, increasing from 11.9% (5 tokens) on the
ast 10 17.5% (7 tokens) on the posttest, but dropping back to 11.6% {5 tokens)
he delayed posttest, These learners remained stable in their production of
praise from the pretest (7.1%, 3 tokens) to the posttest (7.5%, 3 tokens),
easing on the delayed posttest (4.7%, 2 tokens). The learners in the control
p also remained stable in their production of Fishing from the pretest (2.4%,
ken) to the posttest (2.5%, 1 token), though they increased frequency by a
ken on the delayed posttest (4.7%, 2 tokens),
The frequency analysis shows that instructed learners in both conditions
ed toward a strategy distribution like that of the NSs of Spanish while
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participants in the control group did not. Explicit instruction had a pos
effect on increasing overall production of compliment responses, thoug
effect was not as strong on compliments. Meanwhile, learners in the im
condition decreased compliment production while also increasing complim"
response productions.

In addition to understanding whether instruction had an effect on
distribution and overall frequency of compliments and compliment respo
learner variability in strategy choice was also tested. A type analysis
conducted to do this and is presented in the following section.

Research question #2: Effects of instruction on variahility
compliment and compliment response types. ‘
Research question #2 asked whether learners would become more var
in their production of compliment and compliment response types follo
instruction, thus taking advantage of the choices they have in interac
The results for compliment and compliment response strategy types
presented together.
Table 4 shows individual type counts from all learning condltlon
compliments and compliment responses, as well as averages for each le
group. Learners are identified by a letter corresponding to their instruct
group and a number. An increase in number of types indicated that lea
were experimenting with different types of compliment or compliment resp
strategies, while remaining stable or decreasing the number of types prod
indicated a lack of experimentation.

Table 4. Individual learner type counts.

explicit instruction group

compliments compliment responses
participant  pretest  posttest  delayed | pretest ¢ postiest  dela
E1 5 3 5 2 2
E2 2 3 2 2 . 1
E3 1" 2 1 3 2
E4 4 0 2 1 3.
E5 4 3 3 2 2
E6 2 2 3 2 4
E7 1 5 3 2 0
E8 0 2 3 0 1
E9 1 1 2 1 3
average 2.2 2.3 27, 17 2.0

.
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4 (continued). Individual leafﬁer type counts.

¢ implicit instruction group
compliments T compliment responses
icipant pretest posttest delayed pretest posttest delayed
' 3 0 4 2 3 0
6 4 3 4 4 1
5 7 3 2 2 2
4 o 3 3 4 4
5 3 5 3 8 1
6 4 4 3 4 2
4 3 1 2 3 3
3 2 3 2 0 2
2 4 2 2 5 1
4 2 4 2 4 1
erage 43 2.9 3.2 2.5 3.7 1.7
‘ control group
compliments compliment responses
icipant pretest posttest delayed pretest posttest' delayed
' 3 3 3 2 3 3
5 4 2 1 4 5
3 0 2 4 2 3
1 3 2 4 3 2
3 5 0 2 4 5
4 4 5 4 5 3
3 2 1 2 4 3
erage 31 3.0 21 2.7 3.6 3.4

n the explicit mstructfon group, the average number of compliment types
ined essentially equal between the pretest (2.2 types, range 0-5) and the
test (2.3 types, range 0-5). However, the average increased slightly by the
ayed posttest (2.7 types, range 1-5). From the pretest to the posttest, four
rs increased compliment types (E2, E3, E7, and E8) while the remaining
ners showed no change or a decrease. From the posttest to the delayed
st, five of nine participants increased compliment types (E1, E4, E6,
9}.

ese learners increased in the number of compliment response types from
pretest (1.7 types, range 0-3) to the posttest (2.0 types, range 0—-4). This
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increase continued through the delayed posttest (3.3 types, range 1-5). Ind
results corroborated the group results with four learners increasing type
the pretest to the posttest (E4, E5, E8, E9) and seven increasing types fr
posttest to the delayed posttest (E1, E2, E3, E5, E7, E8, ES).

Though learners in the implicit condition started the study with
production levels of compliment types, they decreased average produ
from the pretest (4.3; range 3-6) to the posttest (2.9, range 0-7), rebou
somewhat by the delayed posttest (3.2, range 1-5). in fact, only two lear
increased the number of compliment types from the pretest to the posties
19), while five of the learners in this group (11, 14, 15, I8, 110) increased the nur
of types of compliments that they produced on the delayed posttest.  :

Immediately following instruction, learners in the implicit instruction g
increased from 2.5 compliment response types (range 2—-4) on the pretest t
types (range 0-8) on the posttest, decreasing fo 1.7 types (range 0—4) o
delayed posttest. From the pretest to the posttest, seven learners (11, 14, 15, |
19, 110) increased compliment response type production. On the delayed pos
only one learner (I18) increased compliment type production.

The control group remained stable in their production of compliment
from the pretest (3.1 types, range 1-5) to the posttest (3.0 types, range.
decreasing to 2.1 (range 0-5) on the delayed posttest. Two learners (C4
increased production of compliment types from the pretest to the posttest anc
one learner increased production (C6) from the posttest to the delayed pos

Con’rvwh  This group of learners increased compliment response types from the pr
C@@rﬁf" (2.7, range 1—4) to the postiest (3.6, range 2-5), and remained relatively stal
on the delayed posttest (3.4, range 2-5). From the pretest to the posttes
learners (C1, C2, C5, C6, C7) increased the number of types of comp;
responses they produced. On the delayed posttest, three learners (C2, C3
increased the number of types of compliment responses they produced.
These results indicate that learners in the two instructed groups be
more variable in the types of sirategies that they produced following instru
though there was still very little variation in comparison to NSs. Explicit instr
had a delayed positive effect on the variety of both compliment and comp
response strategies produced, while implicit instruction had an immediate p

effect only on compliment responses strategies.

Sequential analysis

The changes demonstrated in the quantitative results presented above
also reflected in the qualitative sequential analysis. We focus now on Al
Sarah,?® female learners in the explicit instruction condition.

Example 1 reflects overall patterns identified among learners prio
instruction, including rigid adjacency pairs, overuse of Me gusta/encanta+(
(I like+NP; NP is pleasing to me), and simple compliment responses such



i Effects of metapragmatic instruction on compliment production/responses 141

ement. These strategies highlight the lack of pragmalinguistic resources
mong learners pricr to instruction.

amp!e 1 Pretest compliment-compliment response sequence, learner—
learner role-play

Sarah: Hola {1.0) muchacha

Hi {1.0} gir!
Alicia:  hola
hi
Sarah: me gusta su su zapatos
| like your your shoes
Alicia:  s7
yes

Sarah: me encanta el cofor de fos zapatos

I love the color of your shoes
Alicia:  es verde v rojo

it is green and red
Sarah: mucho verde y el rojo es el color de mi pelo

. alot of green and the red is the color of my hair

Alicia: {laughter) sf

(laughter) yes

© After opening with a greeting sequence (lines 1 and 2), Sarah offers Alicia
Me gustaencanta+NP (| fike/love+NP) compliment (lines 3 and 5). Alicta
ponds with Agreement (line 4) and Comment/Upgrade (line 6), though she
I_y-produces one compliment response per turn. It is interesting to noté that
Sarah intensifies the compliment by using Me encanta (I love) in the second
mpllment that she gives (line 5). Intensification of compliments was a feature
esent in many of the role-play interactions among NSs and fearners. Following
cia's confirmation of Sarah's comment {fine 7), the iearners change topic and
remainifig turns are omitted for the sake of space.

“Though the posttest role-play in Example 2 is short, it still clearly shows
erall instructed learner tendencies. Learners continued fo use rigid adjacency
irs and to overproduce Me gustasencanta+NP (] like/love+NP), but they were
ore likely to produce expanded compliment responses.

|

Example 2. Posttest compliment-compliment response sequence, learner—
learner role-play

1 Sarah: Me gusta /a cosa en su (1.0) en tu mano es muy
_ | like the thing on your (1.0} on your hand it's very
;2 Alicia: gracias um me compro la uh tienda de anti: :gas
thanks um, 1 buy myself the uh anti:zque store



142 Hasler-Barker

3 Sarah: lo cuesta mucho dinero?
it cost a lot of money?

Sarah opens the sequence with a compliment {line 1). Instead of respon:
with “si” (yes), as she did on the pretest (Example 1, line 4), Alicia's prod
an expanded compliment response, incorporating two strategies, Appreci
and Comment (line 2). This combination of strategies was highly frequent am
both NS groups. Her expanded compliment response demonstrates an incr
in pragmalinguistic competence.

Example 3 demonstrates features of instructed learner complim
compliment response sequences on the delayed posttest, four weeks folio
instruction. Learners still overproduced Me gusta/encanta+NP {1 like/love+N
though they tended to produce more expanded compliment and comph
response sequences in their interactions.

Example 3. Delayed posttest compliment-compliment response sequenc
learner-learner role-play

1 Sarah: Hola, uh, me suuu me gus'fa sus zapatos de verde
Hi, uh, | your | iike your green shoes
2 Alicia: hold on one second
hold on one second
3 Sarah: we've done these already*
we've done these aiready
4 Alicia: gracias
thanks
5 Sarah: uh, ;dénde comprarios?
uh, where did you buy them?
6 Alicia: uh, uh, pequefio tienda en la ciudad
uh, uh, small store in the city ’
7 Sarah: oh, me gusta la tienda
oh, | like the store
8 Alicia: sf, uh tu (3.0) (unintelligible)
yes, uh tu (3.0} {unintelligible)

Sarah again opens the sequence with a compliment (line 1). Afte
learners have determined that they have role-played the scenario before
2-3), Alicia picks back up and thanks Sarah for the compliment (line 4), Sa
responds with a follow-up question about where the shoes were purchased (|
5). Questions frequently served as a part of compliments among NSs; .t
appearance in learner compliment-compliment response sequences refl
enhanced pragmalinguistic competence. Alicia answers Sarah’'s guestion
6) and Sarah responds with an additional comment about the store (line 7).,
agrees with her (line 8) and the interaction ends.
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ese compliment-compliment response sequences reflect the increased
linguistic competence among instructed learners. They were better able
orm expanded sequences, bringing them closer to NS norms following
tion. Thése positive gains were maintained or continued even after

ike the findings of previous research on compliments and compliment
ses, which focused primarily on only one of the two speech acts (e.g.,
dez-Herrero, 1999; Lorenzo-Dus, 2001; Nelson & Hall, 1999; Placencia
Z, 1999), the present study elicited muilti-turn speech act sequences (e.g.,
rasdefer, 2014). Role-play interactions were a minimum of three turns long
ting followed by a compliment-compliment response sequence), though
were much longer, up to 35 turns. Speakers consistently produced multiple
es of either compliments or compliment responses in a single turn (e.g., |
ur sweater; it looks really nice on you). The following sections consist of a
on of the results of the present study, guided by the research questions.

search question #1: Effects of instruction on frequency of
compliments and compliment responses

Me gusta/encanta+(NP) (| like+NP; NP is pleasing to me) was frequently
oduced by all learner groups at the time of the pretest. Instruction was
'ed to reduce the frequency of this strategy in the learners’ repertoire
wnplaying it while highlighting other strategies. For example, because
ADJ/ADY (How/What+tADJ/ADV) is the most frequent strategy attested
ious literature, instruction heavily favored it in an attempt to increase its
e production among learners.

2spite efforts to curtail product:on of Me._ gusta/encanta+(NP) (! ilke-!-NP

‘r above the levels attested in the prevrous literature (Felix-Brasdefer &
r-Barker, 2015; Hernandez-Herrero, 1999; Kryston-Morales, 1997, Nelson
, 1999; Placencia & Yépez, 1999). NSs of Spanish produced me gusta/
ta+(NF) (1 like+NP; NP is pleasing to me) at a level not attested in any of
evious literature. Because this compliment strategy distribution is unusual,

otential factors should be taken into account. First Me gusta/encanta+(NP)
NP; NP is pleasing to me) frequently occurred in conjunction with another
iment (e.g., Qué bonito suéter, me gusta (What a pretty sweater, | like It),
creased its frequency. Second, the NSs of Spanish had lived in the United
s as graduate students and had taught Spanish courses to NSs of English
ng Spanish. It is possible that English-language exposure had an effect on
oup of NSs. Nevertheless, learners in the explicit instruction group reduced
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production of this strategy and maintained that reduction through the dela
posttest. Learners in the implicit instruction group also reduced production
strategy, though this was not maintained through the delayed posttest. Th
changes indicate a positive effect for the instructional modules.

Learners also produced a high level of NP(PRO}+ser/estar (to be)
throughout the study. Given that this is a highly frequent strategy in the literat
(Wolfson, 1983) and was aiso frequent among the NSs of English in the ba
group for this study, this result is not surprising. In fact, learners in the ir
condition favored this strategy even above Me gusta/encanta+(NP) (i like
NP is pleasing to me), reducing production slightly between the pretest an
posttest. Though the NSs of Spanish also produced this strategy quite frequ
this is not true of the findings of previous literature (Félix-Brasdefer & H
Barker, 2015; Hernandez-Herrero, 1999; Kryston-Morales, 1997, Nelson ¢
1899; Placencia & Yépez, 1999).

The 26 participants in the study produced only three tokens of Qué+AD»
(How/What+ADJ/ADV) across all testing imes. Because this strategy was h
favored in the instruction, this was not the hoped for result. It is likely that,
20 minutes of instruction may have helped learners to reduce overprod
of Me gusta/encanta+(NP) (| like+NP; NP is pleasing to me), it simply w
enough time to help learners to produce Qué+ADJ/ADYV (Holehat+ADJ
during role-play testing.

NSs of Spanish and-English were remarkably similar in the d1str|but
compliment response strategies. In theory, learners would have had to
praduction of Self-praise and increase production of Fishing to become
like NSs of Spanish. The reality was that, at the time of the pretest, all
learners overproduced Comment/Upgrade and Appreciation when compa
the NSs of Spanish and English, indicating a phase of interlanguage pra
development unrelated to their L1 or to the L2. They also produced Agre
frequently, though more in line with NS levels. They produced very few toki
Self-praise or Fishing on the pretest.

Appreciation (Gracias [Thank you)) is a very simple, transparent, singl
response strategy (Koike, 1989). Thus, it is not surprising that learners p
this strategy frequently across all three testing times. Comment/Upgrac
syntactically and pragmatically more complicated strategy, requiring les
to add additional commentary to the initial compliment. Their overpr
of this complex strategy is somewhat surprising. However, that learners
intermediate level were already prepared to do this speaks fo their prep
for this type of instruction. :

Learners in all conditions adjusted their production toward that of th
of Spanish on the posttest by reducing their production of Comment/
though learners in the control group fell below NS ievels of productio
posttest. By the delayed posttest, all learner groups produced Comment/
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n NSs of English or Spanish, although the instructed learners were closer
NS norm giving them a slight advantage over uninstructed learners for

tegy.
the explicit insiruction group, learners increased their production of Self-
from the pretest to the posttest, which continued through the delayed
t. The learners in the implicit instruction group shared the same movement
the NS norm, producing this strategy at a leve! that approached that
NSs of Spanish by the delayed postiesi. Learners in the control group,
hile, reduced their overall production of this strategy by the fime of the
d posttest. Learners in the instructed groups had an advantage over the
group participants.
ly thelearnersin the impllcx{ condition reduced production of Appreciation
NS levels, though they then increased to a level above their pretest levels
delayed posttest. Both the learners in the: explicit instruction and control
produced this strategy above the nearly identical NS Spanish and English
though learners in the control group were more stable in their production
Learners in the implicit condition had a clear advantage in becoming more
s for this strategy; regrettably the change did not maintain through the

fortunately, the target strategy of Fishing did not approach NS levels for
the learner groups. !t is possible that this strategy was. underproduced
se it is not attested to in the previous literature on American English
ments (Pomerantz, 1978; Wierzbicka, 2003) and is generally considered
Ss. itis clear that this strategy needed additional instruction for learners
comfortabile in producing it. -
sum, there are some obvious advantages for instructed learners in termé
pl:ment and compliment response distribution and frequency. However, itis
determine which type of instruction was the most advantageous. In fact,
s that both types of instruction, explicitand implicit, have advantages for
iging: learners of Spanish toward the NS norm for this speech act sequence
the two modes of instruction should be combined for best resuits. This
scussed in detail in the pedagogical implications {section 5. 3) below.

esearch question #2: Effects of instruction on variability of
compliment and compliment response types.

revious researchers have discussed (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor,
he goal of metapragmatic instruction is to give learners choices about
nguage they choose to use in interaction. Because learners come fo the
with previous knowledge about L1 pragmatics (Kasper, 1996; 2001), they
help o use those preconceived notions in conjunction with metapragmatic
Uction in order to have the resources to make choices in their interactions in the
language. By assessing changes in the number types of compliments and
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compliment responses produced by learners, we can gain a better understan
of the effects of instruction. '

Learners in the explicit instruction condition did notimmediately show po
effects for instruction on compliment types, though they did on compli
. response types. There were delayed instructional effects for this group as
continued to increase variability in the types of compliment and compli
response strategies that they produced. Implicit instruction had an im
negative effect an production of compliment types, though this was some
rectified by the delayed posttest. These learners increased compliment re
type variability from the pretest to the posttest, though they did not maintair
effect. In fact, they decreased variability from the posttest to the delayed pos
Control group learners were stable in compliment type production fr
pretest fo the posttest; they then decreased type variability from the postte
the delayed posttest. Compliment responses were more variable on the
than the pretest for the controf group, though they showed no change fro
posttest to the delayed posttest.

in short, learners who received metapragmatic instruction becam
variable in their production of compliments and compliment responses. Lea
in the explicit.instruction condition were the most successful at increasing
variability, though there were some positive effects for fearners in the'i
condition. As with the frequency and distribution resuits, there is evidenc:
the two types of instruction might be more effective when presented tog
This is discussed in the following section.

Pedagogical implications

The present study operationalized research-based suggestl
metapragmatic instruction (Bardovi-Harfig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Garci
2001; 1shihara & Cohen, 2010; Tatsuki & Houck, 2010). Like previous wo
Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; Garcia 2001), learners were presented with com
interactions in the target language in the form of role~-plays. FL textbooks
include metapragmatic information typically offer decontextualized phras:
learners instead of the rich context of compiete interactions. Exposmg lea
to the full conversational context of the speech act sequence is.crucial. to
ability to understand how and when compliments and compliment respons
deployed in interaction, ,

- Previous researchers have emphasized the importance. of cross-cl
comparisons in metapragmatic instruction, whether between target Cy
{e.g., Garcia, 2001) or between the target culture and the native cutture
Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; Takahashi, 2001). The present study adds weig
argument that learners must have the opporfunity to formally examine the
pragmatic competence (Kasper, 1996, 2001} in order to take advantage ¢
L1 and L2 interactional resources, as the instructed learners who did this.r
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ard the NS of Spanish norm and increased the variety of strategies that
-produced.
An additional consideration is the reaction of both instructors and fearners,
 made unsolicited comments about how much they enjoyed participating in
instructional modules and testing for this experiment. Students commented
they felt like they were learning something practical and that they were
fo practice interacting without feeling foolish. Instructors indicated
hey appreciated the opportunity to expose their students to practical
uitural information. -
nally, by conducting both a frequency/distribution analysis as well as a
analysis, it is clear thata combination of implicit and explicit metapragmatic
traction would likely be the most effective instructional approach for enhancinge
er production of comph?hents and compliment responseWs;biZ
arners could approach NS frequency/distribution, while also increasing
ability in the types of strategies that they produced. This is certainly a fruitful
for future research; which will be discussed along with limitations of the
y:in the following section.

imitations and areas for future research

he present study has its limitations. Its principal limitation is the small data
miting analysis to descriptive statistical comparisons between groups, which
a resutt of multiple factors. First, attrition played a major role in'limiting
umber of participants. If a learner did not participate in all instructional
les and all three testing periods, that learner was excluded from the data
second, role-plays are hot as tightly controlled as other methods of data
tion. Learners did not always produce the desired speech act seguence,
her reducing the number of tokens that were counted in the present study.
, the time constraint set by the research institution limited how many
plays could be completed. A 20-minute testing session was not always
uate to ensure that all learners were able to produce the desired speech act
ence. Finally, learners at the intermediate level may not have been advancede
gh to produce the structures required for complex compliment-complimente
se sequences, thus relying on transparent structures (Koike, 1989) suche
Appreciation (Gracias [Thank you}). This may have been compounded by thee
éncy to associate one form, such as Me gusta/encanta+(NP) (| like+NP; NPe
pleasing to me), with one function (Andersen, 1984).

further limitation of the study was the restricted timeframe for metapragmatic
uction. Only 40 minutes were -aliotted for the instructors to present the
rials fo their classes. Despite this, instructed learners still demonstrated
ntages over the control group participahts’, reflected in both the quantitative
analysis and in the qualitative sequential analysis. It is possible that additional
sn this speech act sequence would further enhance the effects seen here.e
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In spite of these limitations, the present study offers important informa
about the effects of pragmatic instruction on learner production of:
compliment-compliment response sequence. Furthermore, learners were g
the opportunity to learn about and practice interaction in a safe context, free f
real world consequences (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003).

In the future, 2 more in-depth sequential analysis of the role-plays prod
by learners would prove beneficial for understanding the effects of instructi
and the passage of time on co-construction of interaction. It is also cruc
important to more fully understand what monolingual NSs of Spanish d
producing compliments and compliment responses. The NS Spanish groul
this study is unique precisely because they are not monolingual. Howe
significant portion of the previous research on compliments and complin
responses in monolingual Spanish (e.g., Hernandez-Herrero, 1999; Loren:
Dus, 2001; Nelson & Hall, 1999; Placencia & Yepez, 1999; Valdés & Pino, 19¢
has relied on participants’ recall or written questionnaires rather than-mo
reliable oral data (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010; see Félix-Brasdefer & Hasler-Ba
2015, and Garcia, 2012 for exceptions). Gathering authentic oral compli
and compliment response data from monolingual Spanish speakers will provi
researchers and instructors with crucial information for developing approp
pedagogical materials.

Conclusion

The conclusions afforded by this research are multifaceted. They add &
growing body of FL pedagogical research indicating that explicit metapragma
instruction is not only effective, but gives learners an advantage over input al
They provide evidence that implicit metapragmatic instruction also has pos
effects and should be explored as a companion to explicit instruction. This stu
adds to our ever increasing knowledge about the effécts of metapragr
instruction on FL learners of languages other than English. F_ﬂr’ghermore, \
much previous research in FL metapragmatic instruction has focused on adva
learners, the results of this study indicate that learners in even intermed
level FL classrooms are able to learn to produce a variety of comphment
compliment response strategies with appropnate mstructlon

Notes :

This 20-minute time limit was set by the research institution.

The 50-minute limit for teaching was set by the research institution.
Learner names are pseudonyms.

Learners completed the same role-play scenarios on the pretest, posttest
delayed posttest for the sake of comparison. The order was randomized, but
learners still noticed that the prompts were the same

p N =
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