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EFL Learners’ Use of Formulaic Language in Oral Assessments:
A Study on Fluency and Proficiency

Ingilizceyi Yabana Dil olarak Ogrenen Ogrencilerin Konusma
Sinavlarinda Kalip Ifade Kullanimi: Akicilik ve Dil becerisi Calismasi

Umran USTUNBAS ™, Deniz ORTACTEPE™

ABSTRACT: Despite the recent, increasing interest in the research of formulaic language which constitutes a
significant part of languages, there is little research on formulaic language use in registers such as classroom teaching
and textbooks. Therefore, this article aims to investigate a) formulaic language use of EFL learners in multi-task oral
proficiency exams consisting of an individual and a paired task, b) the task type in which these learners use more
formulaic language, and c) whether the use of formulaic expressions is related to their fluency and overall proficiency
scores. The data were gathered from the content analyses of video recordings of oral proficiency exam belonging to 190
EFL learners with different proficiency levels according to the description of CEFR and the course book used at School
of Foreign Languages at a state university in Turkey. The findings indicate that EFL learners used formulaic language
which they were exposed to through their course books in oral proficiency exams with different tasks; they used more
formulaic language in the paired tasks in which they interact with another exam taker and their use was significantly
related to their scores of fluency and language proficiency.

Keywords: Formulaic language, oral proficiency exams, textbook, fluency, overall proficiency.

0z: Dil kullanmminda sagladigi kolayliklardan otiirii kalip ifadelerin kullammuna yonelik son yillarda yapilan
caligmalarin sayisindaki artisa ragmen, bu ifadelerin dil 6gretiminde ya da ders kitaplarinda nasil kullanildigina dair
yapilan galismalarin sayisinin yeterli olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Bu eksiklik goz oniinde bulundurularak yiiriitiilen bu
caligmanin amaci a) Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen dgrencilerin ders kitaplarinda yer alan kalp ifadeleri tekli ve
ikili gorevlerden olusan konugsma becerisini 6lgme sinavlarinda nasil kullandiklarini b) bu 6grencilerin ne tiir
gorevlerde (tekli ya da ikili) daha ¢ok kalip ifade kullandiklarini, c¢) kalip ifade kullanmalarinin konugma sinavindan
aldiklar1 akicilik puanlar1 ya da genel dil basarilariyla ilgili olup olmadigini arastirmaktir. Caligmanin verileri,
Tiirkiye’de bir devlet iiniversitesinin Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu’nda dil egitimi alan Avrupa Ortak Olgiit Cercevesi
tanimlamasina gére (CEFR) farkli seviyede dil kullanma becerisine sahip 190 &grencinin konusma sinavlarina ait
kayitlarin ve okulda kullanilan ders kitabinin kalip ifadeler kullanimma yonelik igerik analizleri karsilagtirilarak
toplanmstir. Calismanin bulgular, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen ogrencilerin goklu gdrevlerden olusan
konusma sinavlarinda ders kitaplarinda gordiikleri kalip ifadeleri kullandiklarini; dahasi bunlari ikili gérevlerde daha
¢ok kullandiklarmi ve bu ifadeleri kullanmalariin séz konusu sinavdaki akicilik puanlari ve genel dil basarilartyla
dogrudan iligkili oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Anahtar sézciikler: Kalip ifadeler, konusma sinavlari, ders kitabi, akicilik, dil basarisi.

1. INTRODUCTION

Formulaic language which consists of multi-word expressions stored and retrieved as a
single unit in the mind (Wray, 2002) has been a prominent subject in recent years because of the
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many benefits it provides for language users and learners. Besides being effective in reducing
cognitive processing load (e.g., Conklin & Schmitt, 2008; Jiang & Nekrasova, 2007; Underwood,
Schmitt, & Galpin, 2004) and facilitating social interaction (e.g., Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992;
Wray & Perkins, 2000; Wray, 2000; Stengers, Boers, Housen & Eyckmans, 2011), the use of
formulaic expressions also enhances the fluency of language learners (e.g., Weinert, 1995; Wray,
2000; Wood, 2002; 2006; 2009).

Regarding the role of formulaic language in second language (L2) development and its
relation to fluency, previous research suggested that exposure to these fixed expressions enables
language learners to obtain native-like fluency (e.g.,Ortagtepe, 2012; Yorio, 1980; Stengers et al.,
2011). On the other hand, it is suggested in the literature that the level of proficiency (e.g.,
Howarth, 1998; Ohlrogge, 2009; Yorio, 1989) and task type (e.g., Ellis, 2000; Skehan & Foster,
1999; Wood, 2002; Yuan & Ellis, 2003) are also effective on formulaic language use. Thus, this
study investigates the extent to which English as a foreign language (EFL) learners use formulaic
language in multi-task oral proficiency exams consisting of an individual and a paired task and
whether their use of formulaic language is related to their scores of fluency in these exams and
their overall proficiency. Therefore, the following questions will be addressed in this study:

1) In what ways do EFL learners use the formulaic language they are exposed to in their
curriculum when taking oral proficiency exams?

2) In what type of tasks (individual or paired) do EFL learners use more formulaic
language?

3) Is there a relationship between EFL learners’ use of formulaic language and their test
scores of fluency and overall proficiency?

1.1. Formulaic language in language teaching

Formulaic language provides significant benefits for language users and learners since it
basically has important functions to facilitate language use such as reducing processing load in
mind (e.g., Conklin & Schmitt, 2008; Ellis & Sinclair, 1996; Wray, 2002), maintaining social
interaction (e.g., Ortagtepe, 2012; Schmitt & Carter, 2004; Wray & Perkins, 2000) and enhancing
fluency which may be defined as “a naturalness of flow of speech, or speed of oral performance”
(Wood, 2010, p. 9). In this sense, it is also effective in second language acquisition (Ellis,
Simpson-Vilach & Maynard, 2008; Ellis, 2012; Wood, 2002; Wray, 2000).

With the shift from traditional approaches to communicative language teaching that the
field of L2 teaching has witnessed, a considerable amount of emphasis has been put on the
importance of L2 learners’ communication and how they use linguistic items in various
communicative discourses (e.g., Foster, 2001; Howarth, 1998; Wray, 2002; Ellis 1996, 2002;
Myles, Hooper, & Mitchell, 1998; Leung & Lewkowicz, 2013; Oliver, Haig, & Rochecouste,
2005; Schmitt & Carter, 2004; Weinert, 1995; Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992). Due to its role in
communication such as helping to maintain social interaction (e.g., Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992)
and boosting fluency (e.g., Skehan, 1998; Kuiper, 1996), formulaic language is integrated into the
curriculum of language programs based on the idea that exposure to authentic sources will
enhance L2 learners’ comfort with natural language use (Wood, 2002). Regarding the
significance of formulaic language being a part of curriculum, Wood (2002) suggests that;

if formulaic sequences are a key element of natural language production, it would seem that a large
amount of exposure to natural, native-like discourse, be it oral or written, would be an important
part of a pedagogy designed to promote their acquisition. (p. 9)
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However, mere exposure to these expressions may not be enough, as they need to notice
these expressions in order to use them appropriately (Ortagtepe, 2012; Boers, Eyckmans, Kappel,
Stengers, & Demecheleer, 2006). In a study conducted by Boers et al. (2006), it was revealed that
language learners exposed to a wide range of noticing activities that focus on formulaic language
used more formulaic expressions in conversations and were considered as more proficient in oral
skills such as fluency. Furthermore, Webb, Newton and Chang (2013) have proposed that
collocations can be acquired after 15 times of encounters; therefore, much and repeated exposure
is required. Considering the fact that one of the basic sources of input for EFL learners are their
textbooks (Meunier, 2012), it can be assumed that learners not only need “repeated exposure”
(Wood, 2002, p. 10) in order to be able to learn these expressions but also they need to notice
them.

Even though language learners are exposed to the same source of input through noticing
activities in their curriculum, there is still variation in their use of formulaic expressions mostly
because of the differences in their proficiency levels (e.g., Howarth, 1998; Ohlrogge, 2009;
Yorio, 1989). As suggested by Yorio (1989), “the higher the level of linguistic proficiency, the
higher the level of idiomaticity” (p. 65). Yet, despite the possible relationship between
proficiency and the use of formulaic language, there is no research on formulaic language use in
the early stages of learning (Lenko-Szymanska, 2014). Thus, this study may contribute to the
existing research by shedding light on how formulaic language is used by language learners in
oral assessments.

1.2. Formulaic language use in oral assessment

As teaching and testing are two inseparable parts of language programs, the above
mentioned changes in teaching English have stimulated shifts in testing as well. With the shift,
tests and exams have been renewed in accordance with what language knowledge or skill they
aim to assess. In aspect of the assessment of speaking skill, oral proficiency exams have been
redesigned to measure L2 learners’ communicative skills by using different types of tasks which
are known to be affecting learners’ performances in terms of linguistic and pragmatic features to
be used (e.g., Ellis, 2000; Skehan & Foster, 1999; Wood, 2002; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). According
to Okada and Greer (2013), these tasks include “interviewer-led question and answer tasks, news-
telling tasks, and role-play task” (p. 288). Role-play tasks are particularly used in oral proficiency
exams in order to promote interaction between exam takers since they require natural flow of
conversation, which serves well for the pragmatic function of tasks (e.g., Kasper, 2013; Okada &
Greer, 2013; Seedhouse, 2013). As far as formulaic language is concerned, the type of a task
plays a paramount importance as specific contexts call for specific formulaic expressions as stated
in the literature (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011). According to
Schmitt and Carter (2004), “formulaic sequences are often tied to particular conditions of use” (p.
9). In other words, since the use of formulas is bound to a particular social context, understanding
the nature of those contexts enables access to the pragmatic/figurative meaning of formulas
(Wood, 2002), which, as a result, helps individuals not only to cope with complex social
situations but also engage in smooth communication (Wood, 2002).

While both Boers et al. (2006) and Stengers et al. (2011) have confirmed the relationship
between formulaic language use and oral proficiency, there have been fewer attempts on how the
use of formulaic expressions can facilitate fluency in oral communication within different
discourses (Wood, 2009). Therefore, the present study examines the use of formulaic expressions
in EFL learners’ oral proficiency exams consisting of individual and paired tasks so as to
contribute to the literature suggesting the role of these expressions in language learners’ fluency
and overall proficiency.
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2. METHOD

2.1. Participants and Setting

The current study was carried out with the participation of 190 EFL learners who studied at
the School of Foreign Languages of Biilent Ecevit University in Turkey during the 2012-2013
academic year. In the university where the study was conducted, all undergraduate students are
administered a proficiency test that evaluates their knowledge of English before they start their
BA degree. The students who score below 60 out of 100 are placed in classes appropriate for their
language level and required to study at the School of Foreign Languages for prep-class. As a
result, three proficiency levels; B, C and D (from the highest to the lowest) are comprised. While
the highest level (B) students have 26 hours of teaching, the other levels (C and D) have 30 hours
of teaching per week throughout the year. Even though there are three proficiency levels at the
beginning of the academic year, all students are supposed to be at least level A2 (elementary and
pre-intermediate) at the end of the year regardless of their initial proficiency level, and they are
regarded as basic users of English language according to the description of the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR).

The School of Foreign Languages uses a corpus-based course book; Touchstone
(McCarthy, McCarten, & Sandiford, 2009) by Cambridge University Press which provides
different contexts for students to practice daily language use including formulaic expressions. The
textbook series consist of a set of four books, the three of which are used at the university. B level
students are exposed to two of them (2 and 3) whereas C and D level students are exposed to all
of them. Students’ language development is assessed through midterm and final exams which are
held at regular intervals throughout the academic year. These exams measure students’ grammar
and vocabulary knowledge as well as their oral and written performances. However, the success
of students is determined by the final proficiency exam which is similar to the one they have to
take at the beginning of the academic year.

The final proficiency exam comprises of listening, grammar, vocabulary, reading, writing
and speaking sections. The points allocated to sections are as follows: 10 points for listening, 20
points for grammar, 20 points for vocabulary, 10 points for reading, 25 points for speaking and 15
points for writing. The sum of the grades students receive from these different sections including
the oral proficiency exam constitute the overall proficiency grades used in the present study.

Speaking skill constitutes an important part of this proficiency exam. Since the exit
proficiency level is supposed to be the same for all the students by the time they take the end-of-
the year proficiency exam, students from initially different levels are mixed in this exam and each
student takes the speaking exam with another test-taker either from the same level or a different
one. The oral proficiency exam consists of two tasks requiring individual and pair work
performances. The individual task is conducted by an interlocutor requiring a picture-description
task, while the paired task is based on a role-play activity (See Appendix A). For both tasks, two
trained raters assess students’ performances following a rubric developed by the head of speaking
skill development unit according to the A2 level description of CEFR (see Appendix A). The
rubric includes five components, Fluency and Pronunciation, Vocabulary, Grammatical Range
and Accuracy, Task Completion and Comprehension. The lowest score that can be assigned for
each component is 1 point, while the highest score is 5 points. As a Total Score, the raters can
assign up to 25 points and the average grades of the two raters for each student is assigned as the
final grade.
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In order to ensure inter-rater reliability, a norming session in which instructors evaluate
various students’ speaking performance and negotiate their evaluation to determine a final grade
is held before each oral proficiency exam and the difference between the grades of the two raters
may be up to 3 points. Under these circumstances, the mean of the two raters’ scores is
determined as a final grade. When the difference is more than 3 points, the assessors have to
negotiate to determine the final grade. These exams are video recorded and saved in the archives
of the School of Foreign Languages. Hence, the data for the present study come from 95 video
recordings (each approximately 15 minutes) belonging to 190 learners as well as the archival data
of the evaluation sheets which were used by the raters in order to assess students’ oral
performances during the oral exams.

2.2. Descriptive Study Design

Since the aim of the study is to examine the ways EFL learners use the formulaic language
they are exposed to through their textbook, a content analysis of the textbook was conducted in
order to determine the target formulaic expressions and their frequencies in the book. For this
purpose, Kecskes’ (2007) formulaic language continuum (see Table 1) was referred to in order to
identify the formulaic expressions that are included in the textbook series. However, for the
purposes of the study only speech formulas that can be used anywhere in speech as long as
speakers find them appropriate for the use, and situation-bound utterances that are used based on
the interaction of speakers in specific situations (Kecskes, 2007) were analyzed as they occur
more frequently in oral communication (Ortagtepe, 2012). The frequencies of each formulaic
expression were determined by counting their occurrence in the book. The reliability of the
textbook analysis was provided by consulting another researcher who has much content
knowledge and many studies conducted on formulaic expressions.

Table 1: Kecskes’ formulaic continuum (Adopted from Kecskes, 2007, p. 193)

Grammatical Units  Fixed Sem. Phrasal verbs  Speech Situation-bound  idioms
Units formulas utterances

be going to as a matter of putup with going shopping  Welcome kick the bucket
fact aboard

have to suffice itto say  get along not bad Help yourself spill the beans

A second content analysis was conducted again by using Kecskes’ (2007) framework and
Ortagtepe’s (2012) study to identify the formulaic expressions used by the learners in the video
recordings as well as to determine the task type in which they used more formulaic expressions.
For this purpose, formulaic expressions used by each student were noted down with their
frequencies on an evaluation sheet in light of the target vocabulary list. In order to ensure the
reliability of the video analysis, another researcher who was trained for this type of analysis
analyzed 10% of the 95 videos used in this study. The comparison of these analyses showed that
two researchers agreed on the categorization of the formulaic language used by the EFL learners.

In order to relate formulaic language use to fluency and overall proficiency, the number of
formulaic expressions the learners used accurately and their scores for the Fluency section of the
rubric and total language proficiency scores belonging to final proficiency exam were analyzed.
Correlation tests were conducted for both analyses by using version 20 of the Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS).

3. FINDINGS

In light of the aim and the research questions of the study, the data belonging to 190 EFL
learners were analyzed to investigate the formulaic language use in individual and paired tasks in
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oral proficiency exams and the probable relationship between formulaic language use and fluency
and language proficiency by analyzing oral exam recordings. These analyses revealed that
formulaic language use constituted a significant part of the oral proficiency exam and which is
presented in details below:

3.1.The use of formulaic language in oral proficiency exams

The content analyses of the textbook and video recordings revealed that all 190 students
used formulaic expressions in the exam in both individual (see Figure 1 for a sample excerpt) and
paired tasks (see Figure 2 for a sample excerpt) while their frequency of use (See Table 2) and
their accurate use showed differences. Overall, while the textbook contained 228 different
formulaic expressions with the frequency of 2083, the students used 134 of them with the
frequency of 1298. Specifically, 87 out of 112 speech formulas were used by the participants with
the frequency of 1010 compared to 1745 in the book. Similarly, the students used 47 out of 116
situation-bound utterances with the frequency of 288 compared to 338 in the book. Considering
the frequencies of use that students preferred to use more speech formulas may be explained by
the fact that they were exposed to speech formulas more frequently as these expressions are not
context-specific.

Individual task (picture description)

By looking at a picture of a bazaar (see Appendix A.1)

S74: There are a lot of people in the bazaar. Two men are looking around. Two of them wearing white T-shirts. One of
them wearing bag and there is a girl. I think she has not much vegetables in the house because she is buying a lot of
vegetables and she is the woman by the table. I think she is the buyer, customer | mean and she looks tired. She must
be tired.

Interlocutor: How do they feel?

S74: 1 think she is the buyer with the table feel tired and the other woman look the same, nervous because she bought a
lot of things. Maybe, she is feeling tired. He must be relaxed, | think...this man because he is wearing short and T-
shirt. He looks relaxed, I think. At the same time, there are two boys behind the girl, | mean the customer girl. They are
just looking around and they are doing anything.

Interlocutor: What are they going to do next?

S74: 1 think men are going to go to house. Maybe they will have party and she will make meal for children, maybe for
her children

Interlocutor: for the party?

S74: for her children, not party. | think she is dreaming earning money.

Interlocutor: OK

S74: Yes, that’s all

Figure 1. Examples of the use of | think and Maybe

Paired task
Role play activity about ending phone conversations (see Appendix A.2)
(on the phone)
S76: Hello, there is a concert tonight. Do you want to join me?
S75: Hello, I am sorry, but I have an exam...
S 76: Which exam?
S75: English exam because | am a student at preparatory school. You know what | mean.
S76: When does the exam start?
S75: Actually, I do not know, but...
S76: OK. I'll call you later...
S75: OK... How many people did you invite to the concert?
S76: Actually, T invited a lot of people...
S 75: OK, if it is no problem for you, | am going to invite my best friend, I mean my roommate.

Figure 2. Examples of the accurately used formulaic language in the paired task
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Table 2. The comparison of the frequencies of the most commonly used formulaic expressions

Formulaic expressions The book Students’ use
OK 64 189
Maybe 18 150
I think 35 124
That’s all 0 35
Well 107 11
See you 12 38
How are you? 18 22
Is this a good time to talk? 2 9
Call me later please 0 5

As can be seen in the table, the students used formulaic language in various extents. In
terms of speech formulas, they used either the most commonly presented expressions or the
expressions which did not involve in the course book. Similarly, the use of situation-bound
utterances ranged from the most commonly exposed ones to the derived ones by the students. As
a whole, it can be concluded all participants used different ranges of formulaic expressions that
differ in type.

3.2. The type of task in which EFL learners use more formulaic language

The analyzed oral proficiency exam had two tasks in which the participants were assessed
individually and in pairs with another test taker. While the individual task consisted of a picture
description, the paired task required the students to interact with their pair to fulfill a
communicative role-play. As a result of the analysis of the frequencies related to the task type, it
was revealed that not only the participants used more formulaic language in the paired task (see
Figure 4) but also variation in the used expressions was higher. More specifically, while the
learners used 25 different formulaic expressions in the individual task, their use was 122 in the
paired task.

Formulaic language use in task types

M individual task W paired task

Figure 3. Formulaic language use in the individual and paired task

As seen in Figure 3, 68% of overall use of formulaic language took place in the paired task
while 32 % of the overall use occurred in the individual task. Thus, the type of task emerges to be
an important factor influencing the use of formulaic language.

3.3. The relationship between EFL learners’ use of formulaic language and their test
scores of fluency and overall proficiency
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In order to reveal whether there is relationship between formulaic language use and fluency
scores, as suggested in the literature, a correlation test was conducted subsequent to descriptive
analysis of the variables (Formulaic language use: Minimum =1, Maximum= 23; M= 7.11; SD=
4.05; Fluency: Minimum =1, Maximum=5; M= 3.79; SD=.92). After conducting a normality test,
a non-parametric Spearman rank order correlation test was conducted between formulaic
language use and students’ fluency scores in the test since these variables had non-normal
distributions, (Formulaic language use: Skewness = 1.36, Kurtosis = 2.44) and (Fluency scores:
Skewness = -0.63, Kurtosis = 0.55). The result of the correlation test revealed a significant
relationship between students’ formulaic language use and their fluency scores (r (188) =.406, p<
.01), indicating that the more formulaic language the learners used, the higher were their scores of
fluency.

Similarly, a non-parametric Spearman rank order correlation test was conducted to examine
the relationship between formulaic language use and their overall proficiency scores (Proficiency:
Minimum =35; Maximum =92; M= 70.4; SD= 10.5) as their proficiency scores also showed a
non-normal distribution as a result of the normality test (Skewness= -0.49, Kurtosis = 0.68). The
results again showed a statistically significant relationship between students’ formulaic language
use and their proficiency scores (r (188) =. 455, p < .01), implying that students who have a better
mastery of formulaic expressions tend to be more proficient in English language.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. The use of formulaic language in oral proficiency exams

The textbook examined in this study included a great number of formulaic expressions and
all participants used a wide variety of formulaic language to which they were exposed through
their textbooks in the exam. Therefore, it may be concluded that textbooks are crucial sources of
language input. According to Wood (2002), since formulaic language plays a significant role in
pragmatic development and speech production, authentic sources of native-like input are crucial
for the acquisition of these expressions. To this end, the corpus-based textbook used at the
university where the study was conducted did include examples of real language use in different
contexts, which enabled students’ access to certain formulaic expressions.

The findings also indicate that the more exposed to formulaic expressions the students were
through their textbook, the more frequently they used them in the oral proficiency exam, a finding
in line with the literature (e.g., Ellis, Simpson-Vilach & Maynard, 2008; Tekmen & Daloglu,
2006; Webb, Newton & Chang, 2013). For instance, Ellis, Simpson-Vilach and Maynard (2008)
state that learners are likely to know the words which they encounter more than the others. Thus,
language selection of the students might be related to the frequency of exposure. In other words,
it may be possible for EFL learners to learn formulaic language in the classroom environment
through the use of text books, which provides them exposure to these expressions, and these
expressions, in return, enable them to cope with various social situations and acquire native-like
selection.

4.2. The type of task in which EFL learners use more formulaic language

Confirming what the literature suggests about the role of task type in the use of formulaic
expressions (e.g., Ellis, 2000; Skehan & Foster, 1999; Wood, 2002; Yuan & Ellis, 2003), the
findings reveal that the participants used more formulaic language in the paired task in which they
were expected to communicate with another test-taker and conduct a dialog for the administered
situation. In that sense, the features of a task influence learners’ oral performances (Skehan &
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Foster, 1999) by determining what linguistic and pragmatic features will be used (Ellis, 2000).
Therefore, the findings of the study imply that language learners use certain formulaic
expressions to serve the purpose and context of their speech. Since the use of formulas is bound
to a particular social context, understanding the nature of those contexts not only enables
language learners to gain access to the pragmatic/figurative meaning of formulas but also helps
them cope with complex social situations to engage in meaningful communication (Schmitt &
Carter, 2004; Wood, 2002).

The findings of the current study also confirm the results of Stengers et al.’s (2011) study
which examined the use of formulaic language in a re-tell task and found that the number of
formulaic expressions used by the learners in this task is highly associated with their oral
proficiency. According to Stengers et al., (2011), “Future research will have to confirm whether
the same trends are observed in other (real-time) speaking activities, such as conversation, where
pragmatic formulae or interaction routines play a greater part” (p. 339). Therefore, the findings of
this study related to task type may contribute to the existing research on formulaic language by
providing insights into how language learners use these expressions in both individual and paired
tasks in which they conducted monologic and dialogic conversations, respectively.

4.3. The relationship between EFL learners’ formulaic language use and their test
scores of fluency and overall proficiency

The current study reveals a significant relationship between formulaic language use and
fluency, confirming many studies in the literature about the role formulaic expressions play in
enhancing language learners’ fluency (e.g., Boers et al., 2006; Ellis, Simpson-Vlach & Maynard,
2008; Hsu & Chiu, 2008; Khodadady & Shamsaee, 2012; Kormos & Denes, 2004; McGuire,
2009; Ortagtepe, 2013; Pawley & Syder, 1983; Weinert, 1995; Wood, 2002; 2006; 2010). In this
respect, these studies and the finding of the current study suggest that the use of formulaic
language helps language learners sound more native-like, making their speech more fluent and
idiomatic.

There is also a significant relationship between formulaic language use and overall
proficiency, yet another finding in accordance with the literature (e.g., Yorio, 1989; Lenko-
Szymanska, 2014). In both Yorio’s (1989) and Neary-Sundquist’s (2013) studies, there was a
notable difference in the use of formulaic language by learners with different proficiency levels.
The findings of the present study might be useful since most formulaic language studies focused
on either adult learners or young learners (e.g., Ohlrogge, 2009; Lenko-Szymanska, 2014) while
ignoring the use of formulaic expressions in the early stages of learning (Lenko-Szymanska,
2014). Therefore, this study draws attention to the differences in the proficiency level of the
students as a factor determining their formulaicity.

4.4. Conclusion

This study aimed to examine how EFL learners use formulaic language in the curriculum
through their textbook when taking oral proficiency exams and whether their use is related to
their scores of fluency and overall language proficiency. The findings revealed that these learners
did use the formulaic language in their course books and their formulaic language use was
significantly related to task type as well as their fluency and overall language proficiency scores.
Nevertheless, the study has some limitations as well as suggestions for further research. First,
although the students were exposed to formulaic language in their course book, the extent to
which the classroom teachers focused on these expressions is not known as there were no
observations conducted. Further research can utilize classroom observations to analyze whether
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formulaic language is taught by the classroom teachers considering the need for learners’
exposure to formulaic language to enhance their speaking performance.

Second, it is unknown whether the learners had access to native-like input through other
authentic sources such as videos. A questionnaire that asks about the nature of the teaching and
the available sources would be helpful to determine the possible sources of exposure. Third, a
treatment on formulaic language use for oral communication can be conducted in classroom
teaching and the possible effects of the treatment can be determined by pre- and post-tests. This
study also presents some important pedagogical implications. Since the findings suggest that
formulaic language use provides benefits for language learners, it might be implied that formulaic
language instruction should be a part of language programs. In that respect, curriculum
developers can include formulaic language teaching in their curriculum or adapt the existing
curriculum by integrating teaching materials and practices that focus on formulaic language
teaching. For the purpose of increasing exposure, material developers can also design
supplementary materials for EFL learners which include examples of how certain formulaic
expressions are used in particular contexts. To conclude, it is to be hoped that findings of this
study and the emerging pedagogical implications of the findings will contribute to the knowledge
on the effectiveness of formulaic language teaching and its use in speaking and they will help
learners overcome the difficulties they have in this language skill.

4. REFERENCES

Biber, D., Conrad, S., & Cortes, V. (2004). If you look at: Lexical bundles in university teaching and textbooks.
Applied Linguistics, 25(3), 371-405.

Boers, F., Eyckmans, J., Kappel, J., Stengers, H., & Demecheleer, M. (2006). Formulaic sequences and perceived oral
proficiency: Putting a lexical approach to the test. Language Teaching Research, 10(3), 245-261.

Bardovi-Harlig. K, & Bastos, M-T. (2011). Proficiency, length of stay, and intensity of interaction and the acquisition
of conventional expressions in L2 pragmatics. Intercultural Pragmatics, 8, 347-384.

Conklin, K., & Schmitt, N. (2008). Formulaic sequences: Are they processed more quickly than nonformulaic language
by native and nonnative speakers? Applied Linguistics, 29(1), 72-89.

Ellis, R. (2000). Task-based research and language pedagogy. Language Teaching Research, 4(3), 193-220.

Ellis, N. C. (2012). Formulaic language and second language acquisition: Zipf and the phrasal teddy bear. Annual
Review of Applied Linguistics, 32, 17-44.

Ellis, N. C., Simpson-Vlach, R., & Maynard, C. (2008). Formulaic language in native and second language speakers:
Psycholinguistics, corpus Linguistics, and TESOL. TESOL Quarterly, 42,375-396.

Ellis, N. C., & Sinclair, S. G. (1996). Working memory in the acquisition of vocabulary and syntax: Putting language in
good order. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology Section A: Human Experimental Psychology,
49(1), 234-250.

Erman, B., & Warren, B. (2000).The idiom principle and the open choice principle. Text, 20(1), 29-62.

Foster, P. (2001). Rules and routines: A consideration of their role in the task-based language production of nativeand
non-native speakers. In M. Bygate, P. Skehan, & M. Swain (Eds.), Researching pedagogic tasks: Second
language learning, teaching and testing (pp. 75-93). Harlow, UK: Longman.

Gotz, S. (2013). Fluency in native and nonnative English speech. Amsterdam/ Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Howarth, P. (1998). Phraseology and second language proficiency. Applied Linguistics, 19(1), 24-44.

Hsu, J. Y., & Chiu, C. Y. (2008).Lexical collocations and their relation to speaking proficiency of college EFL learners
in Taiwan. Asian EFL Journals, 10(1), 181-204.

Jiang, N., & Nekrasova, T. M. (2007).The processing of formulaic sequences by second language speakers. Modern
Language Journal, 91, 433-445.

Kasper, G. (2013). Managing task uptake in oral proficiency interviews. In Assessing second language pragmatics
(pp.258-287). Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Kecskes, 1. (2007). Formulaic language in English lingua franca. In I. Kecskes, & L. Horn (Eds.), Exploration in
pragmatics: Linguistic, cognitive and intercultural aspects (pp.191-219). Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.



588 Umran USTUNBAS, Deniz ORTACTEPE

Khodadady, E., & Shamsaee, S. (2012). Formulaic sequences and their relationship with speaking and listening
abilities. English Language Teaching, 5(2), 39- 49.

Kormos, J. & Dénes, M. (2004). Exploring measures and perceptions of fluency in the speech of second language

Kuiper, K. (1996). Smooth Talkers: The Linguistic Performance of Auctioneers and Sportscasters. New York:
Erlbaum.

Lenko-Szymanska, A. (2014). The acquisition of formulaic language by EFL learners: A cross-sectional and cross-
linguistic perspective. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics, 19(2), 225-251.

Leung, C. & Lewkowicz, J. (2013). Language communication and communicative competence: a view from
contemporary classrooms. Language and Education, 27(5), 398-414.

McCarthy, M., McCarten, J., & Sandiford, H. (2009). Touchstone (3rd ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press.

McGuire, M. (2009). Formulaic sequences in English conversations: Improving spoken fluency in non-native speakers
(Unpublished master’s thesis).University of North Texas. Retrieved from
http://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metadc11024/m2/1/high_res_d/thesis.pdf

Meunier, F. (2012). Formulaic language and language teaching. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 32, 111-129.

Myles, F. (2012). Complexity, accuracy and fluency: The role played by formulaic sequences in early interlanguage
development. In A. Housen, F. Kuiken, & |I. Vedder (Eds.). Dimensions of L2 performance and
proficiency:Complexity, accuracy and fluency in SLA. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Myles, F., Hooper, J., & Mitchell, R. (1998). Rote or rule? Exploring the role of formulaic language in classroom
foreign language learning. Language Learning& Technology, 48(3), 323-363.

Nattinger, J. R., & DeCarrico, J. S. (1992). Lexical phrases and language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Neary-Sundquist, C. (2013). Task type effects on pragmatic marker use by learners at varying proficiency levels. L2
Journal, 5(2). Retrieved from http://escholarship.org/uc/item/9bm489h8.

O’Donnell, M. B., Romer, U., & Ellis, N. C. (2013). The development of formulaic language in first and second
language writing: Investigating effects of frequency, association, and native norm. International Journal of
Corpus Linguistics, 18(1), 83-108.

Ohlrogge, A. (2009).Formulaic expressions in intermediate EFL writing assessment. In R. Corrigan, E. A. Moravcsik,
H. Ouali, & KM Wheatley (Eds.), Formulaic language volume 2: Acquisition, loss, psychological reality, and
functional explanations, (pp. 375-386). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Okada, Y., & Greer, T. (2013). Pursuing a relevant response in oral proficiency interview role plays. In Assessing
second language pragmatics (pp. 288-310). Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Oliver, R., Haig, Y., & Rochecouste, J. (2005). Communicative competence in oral language assessment. Language
and Education, 19(3), 212-222.

Ortagtepe, D. (2012). The development of conceptual socialization in international students: A language socialization
perspective on conceptual fluency and social identity. UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Ortagtepe, D. (2013). Formulaic language and conceptual socialization: The route to becoming native like in
L2.System,41 (3), 852-865.

Pawley, A., & Syder, F. H. (1983). Two puzzles for linguistic theory: Native-like selection and nativelike fluency. In J.
C. Richards & R.W. Schmidt (Eds.), Language and communication (pp. 191-226). New York: Longman.

Schmitt, N., & Carter, R. (2004). Formulaic sequences in action: An introduction. In N. Schmitt (Ed.), Formulaic
sequences: Acquisition, processing and use (Vol. 9, pp.1-23).Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Seedhouse, P. (2013). Oral proficiency interviews as varieties of interaction. In Assessing second language pragmatics
(pp. 199-219). Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language learning. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Skehan, P., & Foster, P. (1999). The influence of task structure and processing conditions on narrative retellings.
Language Learning, 49, 93-120.

Stengers, H., Boers, F., Housen, A., & Eyckmans, J. (2011). Formulaic sequences and L2 oral proficiency: Does the
type of target language influence the association? International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language
Teaching (IRAL), 49(4), 321-343.

Tekmen, E., & Daloglu, A. (2006). An investigation of incidental vocabulary acquisition in relation to learner
proficiency level and word frequency. Foreign Language Annals, 39(2), 220-243.

Underwood, G., Schmitt, N., & Galpin, A. (2004). The eyes have it: An eye-movement study into the processing of
formulaic sequences. In N. Schmitt (Ed.), Formulaic sequences (pp. 53-71). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Wehbb, S., Newton, J., & Chang, A. (2013). Incidental learning of collocation. Language Learning, 63, 91-120.

Weinert, R. (1995). The role of formulaic language in second language acquisition: A review. Applied Linguistics, 16,
180-205.


http://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metadc11024/m2/1/high_res_d/thesis.pdf
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/9bm489h8

EFL Learners’ Use of Formulaic Language in Oral Assessments: A Study on Fluency and Proficiency 589

Wood, D. (2002). Formulaic language in acquisition and production: Implications for teaching. TESL Canada
Journal,20(1), 1-15.

Wood, D. (2006). Uses and functions of formulaic sequences in second-language speech: An exploration of the
foundations of fluency. The Canadian Modern Language Review, 63(1), 13-33.

Wood, D. (2009). Effects of focused instruction of formulaic sequences on fluent expression in second language
narratives: A case study. Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 12(1), 39-57.

Wood, D. (2010). Formulaic language and second language speech fluency: Background, evidence and classroom
applications. London: Continuum.

Wray, A. (2000). Formulaic sequences in second language teaching: principle and practice. Applied Linguistics, 21(4),
463-489.

Wray, A., & Perkins, M. (2000). The function of formulaic language: An integrated model. Language and
Communication, 20, 1-28. d0i:10.1016/S0271-5309(99)00015-4.

Wray, A. (2002). Formulaic language and the lexicon. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Yorio, C.A. (1980). Conventionalized language forms and the development of communicative competence. TESOL
Quarterly, 14(4), 433-442.

Yorio, C.A. (1989). Idiomaticity as an indicator of second language proficiency. In K.Hyltenstam & L.K. Obler (Eds.),
Bilingualism across the life span, (pp.55-72). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Yuan, F., & Ellis, R. (2003).The effects of pre-task planning and on-Line planning on fluency, complexity and
accuracy in L2 monologic oral production. Applied Linguistics, 24(1) 1-2.

Uzun Ozet

Literatiirde gesitli arastirmacilar (Granger, 1998; Schmitt ve Carter, 2004; Wood, 2002) tarafindan
farkli sekilde adlandirilan ve tanimlanan (Wray, 2002; Kecskes, 2007) kalip ifadeler genel anlamda tek bir
s6z gibi beyinde depolanan ve konugma esnasinda kullanimmin kullaniciya farkli kolayliklar sagladig
hazir s6z dizimleridir (Wray, 2002). Dil kullaniminda sagladigi beyindeki islem yiikiinii azaltma (Conklin
ve Schmitt, 2008; Ellis ve Sinclair, 1996; Wray, 2002), iletisimi kolaylastirma, (Schmitt ve Carter,
2004;Wray, 2000) ve dil 6grenenlerin dil gelisimine katkida bulunma (Ellis, Simpson-Vilach & Maynard,
2008; Weinert, 1995; Wray, 2000; Wood, 2002; 2006; 2009) gibi kolayliklardan dolay1 son yillarda kalip
ifade kullanimimin farkli yonlerini konu alan ¢aligmalar hiz kazanmistir (Khodadady ve Shamsaee, 2012;
O'Donnell, Rémer ve Ellis, 2013). Bu ¢aligmalardan bazilar1 kalip ifade kullanim1 ve konusma esnasindaki
akiciligr incelemis ve bu ifadeleri kullanmanin akicilik {izerinde olumlu bir etkisi oldugunu ortaya
koymustur (Boers ve digerleri, 2006; Hsu ve Chiu, 2008; Kormos ve Denes, 2004; McGuire, 2009; Pawley
ve Syder; Stengers ve digerleri, 2011; Wood, 2006; 2010).

Diger taraftan, dil egitiminde Tiirkiye’de ve diinyada geleneksel yontemler yerine iletisimsel dil
Ogretim yontemleri benimsenmistir. Bu baglamda, dil programlarinda dil egitimi alan 6grencilerin yabanci
dilde iletisim kurma becerilerini gelistirme amaci 6nem kazanmis, programlar yeniden yapilandirilmistir.
Dolayisiyla, kalip ifadelerin kullaniminin dil gelisimine fayda sagladigi goz oOniinde bulundurulunca,
ogrencilerin yabanci dilde iletisim becerilerini gelistirmeyi hedefleyen yeni sistemde bu ifadelerin yer
almas1 beklenmektedir. Fakat Meunier’in (2012) de belirttigi gibi ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak dgrenen
ogrencilerin kalip ifadeleri 6grenmesi yalnizca ders kitaplart ve 6gretmenleri yoluyla saglanabilmektedir.
Bir diger konu ise; bu dgrencilerin ayni ders kitabini kullanmalarina ve ayn dil programinda bulunmalarina
ragmen dil becerisi ya da kalip ifadeler kullanimi1 bakimindan ayni dlglide basarili olamamalaridir. Bu
ifadelerin kullanimindaki farkliliklara daha onceki ¢alismalarda onerildigi gibi farkli dil seviyelerinin sebep
oldugu savunulabilir (Howarth, 1998; Yorio, 1989).

Yenilenen dil programlarinda degisikliklere bagli olarak 6grencilerin dil becerisini 6lgmeye yonelik
smavlar da yeniden diizenlenmis ve konusma sinavlarinda 6grencilerin bireysel ve iletisimsel olarak
konusma becerisini 6l¢en ¢oklu gorevler kullanilmaya baslanmistir. Bu farkli goérevlerde 6grencilerin kalip
ifadeleri nasil kullandiklarin1 aragtiran ¢alismalar daha farkli gorevli konusma sinavlarinda kalip ifade
kullanimini aragtirma geregini ortaya koymustur (Boers ve digerleri, 2006; Stengers ve digerleri, 2011).
Ogrencilerin seviyelerinin kalip ifade kullanimim etkileyen bir degisken olabilecegi savindan (Howarth,
1998; Ohlrogge, 2009; Yorio, 1989) da yola gikarak bu caligma; ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak dgrenen
farkli seviyede dil becerisine sahip bir d6grencinin tekli ve ikili goérevlerden olugsan konusma sinavlarinda



590 Umran USTUNBAS, Deniz ORTACTEPE

kalip ifadeleri nasil kullandigim1 ve kullaniminin akiciligi ve dil becerisiyle ilgili olup olmadigini
incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkiye’deki bir devlet {iniversitesinin Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu’nda Ingilizceyi
yabanc dil olarak 6grenen ve Avrupa Ortak Olgiit Cercevesi tanimlamasina gore (CEFR) farkli seviyede
dil kullanma becerisine sahip 190 Ogrencinin farkli seviyedeki 190 o&grencinin katilimiyla
gergeklestirilmigtir. Calismanin veri toplama siireci; kalip ifadeler kullanimini tespit etmek amaciyla bu dil
programinda kullanilan ders kitabinin ve ogrencilerin konusma smav kayitlarinin icerik analizine
dayanmaktadir. Bu baglamda, oncelikle dgrencilerin ders kitab1 Kecskes (2007)’in kalip ifadeler tablosu
1s181nda arastirmacilar tarafindan incelenerek hedef ifadeler ve kullanim sikligt listesi olusturulmus, bu liste
tekli ve ikili gérevli konusma sinavlarina ait 6grenci kayitlart incelenerek 6grencilerin kullanimlar1 ve
kullanim sikliklariyla karsilastirilmistir. Bu analizlerin giivenilirligini saglamak amaciyla analizi yapilan
kayitlarin %10’u bagka bir arastirmaci tarafindan izlenmis, iki aragtirmacinin sonuglart karsilastiriimistir.
Kalip ifade kullanimini akicilikla ve genel dil basarisiyla iliskilendirmek igin dgrencilerin konugma sinavi
Olgeginde bulunan akicilik bolimiinden aldiklart notlar ve yilsonu basari ortalamalar1 géz Oniinde
bulundurulmustur. Igerik analizlerinin sonucu Ogrencilerin kitaplarinda yer alan ifadeleri séz konusu
smavlarda genellikle dogru olarak kullandiklarini ve kullanim sikliklar1 ve bu ifadelerin ders kitabinda
bulunma siklig1 arasinda dnemli bir iliski oldugunu ortaya koymustur (r (132) = .467, p <.01). Bu analizler
sonucunda 6grencilerin kalip ifadeleri daha ¢ok ikili gorevlerde kullandiklar1 da goriilmiistiir (Tekli gérev=
%32, ikili gérev= %68). Diger yandan, kalip ifadeler kullanimi1 ve akicilik, dil becerisi iliskini ortaya
koymay1 amaglayan korelasyon analizleri yoluyla kalip ifade kullaniminin akicilik (r (188) =.406, p < .01)
ve dil beceri seviyesi (r (188) =. 455, p< .01) ile 6nemli dl¢iide baglantili oldugu saptanmustir.

Bu bulgularin ortaya ¢ikmasi sadece konusma sinav kayitlarinin incelenmesiyle sinirli kalmistir. Bu
nedenle, calismanin bulgularimin giivenirligini artirmak adina analize smif i¢i Ggretimin de katilmasi
mimkiindiir. Calismanin kapsami igerisinde kalip ifade kullanimi ders kitabinda yer alan konugma
becerisine ait boliimlerdeki ifadelerle iligskilendirilmistir. Daha genis kapsamli verilere ulasma adina,
gelecekte yapilacak caligmalar ders kitaplarinda diger becerilere ait boliimlerin incelenmesine de
odaklanabilir. Bu c¢aligmanin siirliligi, 6grencilerin kalip ifade kullanimlarmi akicilik puanlarina
iligkilendirmek i¢in bu sinavda notlandiricilarin verdigi puanlarin géz Oniinde bulundurulmasidir. Bu
anlamda, notlarin giivenirligini saglamak icin yapilan g¢aligmalara ragmen, yine de, verilen notlardaki
oznellik etkeni ¢alismanin temel siirliligint olusturmaktadir.

Calismanin gesitli bulgular1 dogrultusunda gelecek dil 6gretim programlarinin miifredatlarina kalip
ifadeler 6gretiminin eklenmesi, bu ifadelerin dogru kullanimina yonelik materyal gelistirmesi ya da ders ici
etkinliklerine yer verilmesi gibi dnerilerde bulunmak miimkiindiir.
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Appendix A. 2: Paired task

later.

Student A
Your girlfriend/boyfriend and you are students. You are
waiting in front of your exam room because a few minutes
later, you have a speaking exam. Your phone rings and your
girlfriend/boyfriend s
girlfriend/boyfriend you are busy and your exam is about to
start right now, so you are going to be free about 20 minutes

calling

you.

Tell  your

Student B

Your girlfriend/boyfriend and you are students.
There is a concert tonight at the campus, so you call
and invite him/her to the concert. However, s/he
has an exam right now, so you can’t talk about the
details. Ask a couple of questions about his/her
exam quickly, and say that you are going to call
him/her 20 minutes later.

Appendix B: Rubric for speaking examination
Evaluation Sheet for the Assessor

STUDENT’S NAME: ...ccccviviiiiiiinineinnnennnnns DATE: ....... /06 /2013
CLASS: ...... [evecens Al: Assessor 1
A2: Assessor 2
Grade | Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 - - >
S >R >15
SRS S R
&
@
Fluency Vocabulary Grammatical Task Completion | Comprehension
&Pronunciation Range Range &
Accuracy
A2 Adequate oral Adequate Adequate range Both tasks dealt Student
production range Produces basic with understands most
5 Cannot respond Is able to talk | sentence forms comprehensively everything said,
without noticeable about familiar | and some correct & relevantly with yet repetition &
pauses and may topics but can | simple sentences appropriate details | clarification
speak slowly, with only convey but subordinate necessary
frequent repetition basic structures are rare
and self-correction meaning on
unfamiliar Errors are
Uses a limited range | topics and frequent and may
of pronunciation makes lead to
features frequent misunderstandings
errors in word
choice
Rarely
attempts
paraphrase
Limited oral Limited range | Limited range Moderate success | Student has
3 production Uses simple Attempts basic in at least one task | difficulty in
Speaks with long vocabulary to | sentence forms & limited success | understanding
pauses. convey but with limited in the other task, what is said &
Has limited ability personal success, or relies some irrelevant requires frequent
to link simple information on apparently data/ideas repetition
sentences memorized
Has utterances.
Mispronunciations insufficient
are frequent and vocabulary Makes numerous
cause some for less errors except in
difficulty for the familiar memorized
listener topics expressions.
Very limited oral Little Little knowledge Limited success in | Student barely
1 production knowledge of | of sentence both tasks, very understands
Pauses lengthily English construction rules, | few details; no instructions and
before most words Vocabulary does not effort to complete | simple utterances
Little Communicati | communicate both tasks. Both
communication on impaired Cannot produce tasks include
possible from basic sentence irrelevant data.
Mispronunciations inadequate forms
are frequent vocabulary

*If the speaker makes no attempt to respond OR response is IRRELEVANT to the topic, the speaker will get 1.
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