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ABSTRACT
Sociopragmatics has proven to be a challenging domain in language testing given that pragmatic expectations
and assessments are highly culture- and context-specific (Liu, 2007). Thus, it is challenging to avoid constructirrelevant variance and to draw valid inferences on the basis of overall test scores. In an attempt to answer
Roever’s (2011) call for a “broadening of the evidence base that allows extrapolation inferences to a target
domain of social language use in academic and non-institutional contexts” (p. 3), this study investigated the
cognitive processes of university-level German learners of English when solving receptive sociopragmatic
assessment tasks. Two groups of university-level EFL students with different amounts of exposure to the target
language environment (each with n = 7) were asked to answer seven multiple-choice discourse completion tasks,
taken from the American English Sociopragmatics Comprehension Test (AESCT), an intercultural
sociopragmatics comprehension test that focuses on U.S.-American English as well as the academic context in
the United States. Verbal report methodology was used to access respondents’ cognitive processes while they
were working on the tasks. By means of a grounded theory analysis, the author systematically investigated the
respondents’ strategic processing and compiled a taxonomy of 24 strategies in three categories: recall,
evaluation, and other. A contrastive between-group investigation showed that respondents with higher exposure
to the target language context showed a greater ability to contextualize, while candidates without exposure
revealed a stronger reliance on the text and evaluation strategies to compensate for the lack of (experiential)
knowledge. Although a final analysis with regard to the substantive aspect of construct validity (Messick, 1989,
1996) revealed that patterns in the data supported the trends hypothesized in the test construct, it also exposed
some items that underrepresent the construct. The issue of underrepresentation will be discussed in further detail
given that the results clearly reveal limitations of the multiple-choice test format for the assessment of
(socio)pragmatic comprehension.

INTRODUCTION

Understanding the effects of assessment tasks and items on test performance and how testtakers interact with them has been described as “the most pressing issue facing language testing”
(Phakiti, 2003, p. 306). In recent years, several researchers have voiced the need to conduct
Second Language Studies, 30(2), Spring 2012, pp. 109-246.

TIMPE – STRATEGIC DECODING OF SOCIOPRAGMATIC ASSESSMENT TASKS

110

further empirical research into factors that affect L2 test performance (e.g., Bachman, 2002;
Phakiti, 2003; Roever, 2011). Roever (2011), for instance, has argued for a “broadening of the
evidence base that allows extrapolation inferences to a target domain of social language use in
academic and non-institutional contexts” (p. 3). Similarly, Taguchi (2008b) calls for more
research, especially in pragmatics testing, which uncovers factors that explicate test performance.
While most pragmatics (testing) research has been conducted in the domain of production so far,
comprehension, as an underrepresented subfield in pragmatics assessment, is increasingly
recognized as an important area of research as well. Roever (2011), for example, has stressed the
need to test “offline comprehension and judgment” as these are activities language users engage
in as well (p. 8). Taguchi (2008b) emphasizes the necessity for more empirical research in order
to examine comprehension processes beyond speech acts towards a deeper understanding of
“differential developmental patterns across learning environments” (p. 427).
The present study intends to answer, to some extent, these demands and calls voiced in the
research community. Framed as a validation study, it aims at investigating the strategic processes
used by test-takers when solving items that test sociopragmatic comprehension. A comparison
with the assumptions underlying the test construct might reveal how test-takers interact with the
items and which types of interactions eventually result in better overall performance. Hence, this
study aims at contributing to the very limited body of pragmatics testing by addressing the role
of learning environment (EFL/ESL) in the development of a rather neglected area of language
ability—(socio)pragmatic comprehension.

BACKGROUND

Pragmatics and its Constitutive Components
As an essential component of all major models of communicative language ability (Bachman,
1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010; Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980), pragmatics is
often referred to as “the study of people’s comprehension and production of linguistic action in
[its sociocultural] context” (Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993, p. 3). According to Bachman and
Palmer (1996), “[p]ragmatic knowledge enables us to create or interpret discourse by relating
utterances or sentences and texts to their meaning, to the intentions of language users, and to
relevant characteristics of the language use setting” (p. 69). Similarly, Roever (2011) points out
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that “competent speakers of a target language can recognize a situationally appropriate speech
style and produce it, indicating through their use of linguistic features that they recognize the
social rules and norms of the speech event” (p. 9). Bachman and Palmer as well as Roever seem
to agree with Leech (1983) that pragmatics has two distinct components.
Leech (1983) described pragmatics as consisting of two main components:
‘pragmalinguistics’ and ‘sociopragmatics.’ Pragmalinguistics refers to “the particular resources
which a given language provides for conveying particular illocutions” and thus to the linguistic
tools interlocutors use in order to express or understand speech intentions (Leech, 1983, p. 11).
By contrast, sociopragmatics deals with the “social interface of pragmatics” (Leech, 1983, p. 10),
that is the social rules that constrain and govern speakers’ linguistic choices and hearers’ possible
interpretations. Both components, as Roever (2011) points out, are “tightly connected, as a
speaker’s sociopragmatic analysis of a situation (in terms of politeness, possible meanings, and
cultural norms and prohibitions) is linguistically encoded through pragmalinguistic choices” (p.
2). Despite the interconnectedness of the two components, this study will focus on the
sociopragmatic component of pragmatics as it investigates test-takers’ comprehension and
analysis of utterances in sociocultural contexts.

Pragmatics Research Revisited
Since Kasper coined the term “interlanguage pragmatics” in 1981 which describes the “study
of the development and use of strategies for linguistic action by nonnative speakers” (Kasper &
Schmidt, 1996, p. 150), research on L2 pragmatics has increased greatly. Over the past thirty
years numerous studies with foci on cross-cultural or interlanguage pragmatics have been
conducted, resulting in a large body of literature that constitutes what Roever (2006) calls “a
solid research basis to inform test-development” (p. 232). Given that the field of L2 pragmatics
research as a whole is expansive and diverse, this review will be limited to the most salient
studies that primarily informed the area of pragmatics testing.
Research on L2 pragmatics has mainly been conducted in three areas: speech acts,
implicatures, and routine formulae. The pioneer study conducted on speech acts was the
international, large scale Cross-cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) launched by
Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper in 1984. CCSARP chose speech acts as their units of analysis,
and focused on the production of requests and apologies under different settings of three context
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variables: Power relations, social Distance, and degree of Imposition between interlocutors
(Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989).1 The CCSARP collected responses of L2 learners by
means of a discourse completion test, classified the response strategies according to a coding
scheme, and investigated cross-cultural differences based on frequencies of strategy occurrence.
This project has informed many other studies within speech act research that have not only
focused on requests and apologies, but also on suggestions, refusals, complements,
agreements/disagreements, complaints, and gratitude (e.g., Barron, 2003; Beebe, Takahashi, &
Uliss-Weltz, 1990; Biesenbach-Lucas, 2007; Blum-Kulka, 1982; Byon, 2004; Cohen, Olshtain,
& Rosenstein, 1986; Cohen & Shively, 2007; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1993; Felix-Brasdefer, 2007;
Jung, 2004; Kasper, 1989; Lorenzo-Dus, 2001; Matsumura 2007; Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig,
2001; Schauer, 2009; Trosborg, 1995; Warga & Scholmberger, 2007).
In addition to speech acts, which have “been by far the largest component of cross-cultural
and interlanguage pragmatics research” (Roever, 2011, p. 4), studies on implicatures constitute
the second strand in pragmatics research. Within this domain, two studies, Bouton (1988) and
Taguchi (2005, 2008a), have been widely referred to in the literature. In his developmental study,
Bouton (1988) assessed ESL learners’ knowledge of implicatures by administering a 25-item
multiple-choice test to the same group of students three times over a period of 2.5 years. He
found that learner scores improved over time in correlation with exposure to experiencing
implicatures in natural discourse contexts. Taguchi (2005, 2008a) has continued this line of
research and added an investigation of accuracy and speed of comprehension in relation to L2
proficiency. She reported a significant influence of proficiency on accuracy, but not on reaction
time.
The third branch of pragmatics research is concerned with routine formulae which are
conceptualized as formulaic expressions bound to specific social settings and appropriate relative
to certain communicative ends (Coulmas, 1981; Roever, 2011). As a means of guiding a person’s
social interaction in communicative contexts, Yamashita (2008) points out that a learner profits
from mastering formulaic routines in a target language as they “provide [his/her] speech with a
natural and proficient flavor” (p. 212). Several studies have been conducted on routines in
different languages, oftentimes in connection with exposure to the target culture (e.g., BardoviHarlig, 2006, 2008, 2009; House, 1996; Klieme, 2008; Roever, 1996; Scarcella, 1979; Wildner1

Capitalizations in the original

TIMPE – STRATEGIC DECODING OF SOCIOPRAGMATIC ASSESSMENT TASKS

113

Bassett, 1986). Amongst these studies the one conducted by Roever (1996) is of particular
relevance for this research project. Roever (1996) investigated German university-level EFL
learners’ competence in pragmatic routines by means of a 12-item multiple-choice test that was
informed by an adapted taxonomy of German routines. He reported that students, who have spent
time in the target culture, even if the sojourn was as short as five weeks, have a higher mastery of
formulaic routines than those who studied English in a foreign language context (Barron, 2003;
Roever, 1996). Roever’s findings, in terms of exposure to the target language and culture, were
confirmed by his later test development study in 2005 as well as by studies conducted by House
(1996), Barron (2003), and Schauer (2009). All three researchers reported that exposure to the
target language and culture was the main reason for the mastery of pragmatic competence in
general and pragmatic routines in particular. Thus, at the conclusion of her sociopragmatic study,
Barron (2003) points out that “even if the time in the SL context is short, pragmatic competence
is nevertheless affected, albeit in varying ways” (p. 69). Hence, as Roever (2011) asserts,
“recognition and production of routine formulae [is an area] where a great deal of groundwork
has been done, and which second language speaker[s] arguably need to control” (p. 10).
The current study is a contribution to the third branch within pragmatics research in general
and pragmatics testing in particular. Given that the items used for the introspective study aim at
assessing sensitivity to naturalness and difference in register, they center on the recognition of
formulaic routines in specific situations. Moreover, the study contrasts two groups of German
learners of English that differ in terms of exposure to target culture.

Assessment of L2 Pragmatic Competence(s)
Although several of the studies reviewed above have used different assessment instruments
to test the recognition and production of speech acts, implicatures or routines, they can be
viewed as constituting the theoretical groundwork for a field of “much more recent genesis”
(Brown, 2008, p. 225): the testing of L2 pragmatics and the development of large-scale
assessment instruments. As a pioneer, Oller (1978, 1979) was the first to discuss the major
concepts of pragmatics and relate them to language testing. He introduced the concept of
“expectancy grammar” as a construct underlying language use which has the “capability to
generate expectancies based on contextual dependencies” (Oller, 1978, p. 43). Linking
expectancy grammar to language testing, Oller (1978) points out that “a valid language test can
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be defined as one that activates the expectancy grammar that the learner has internalized” (p. 52;
italics in the original). He further argues that the language used on these tests must consist of
meaningful sentences and/or utterances that resemble an authentic, real-life communicative
context (Oller, 1979). Oller’s approach marks a seminal turning point in language testing for two
reasons. Firstly, he was the first to introduce the notion of ‘pragmatic proficiency test’ even
before the concept of pragmatics was incorporated into models of language ability. Secondly, his
idea that the processing of language by examinees on a pragmatics test needs to be consistent
with real world occurences outside the confines of the formal testing environment has
increasingly become a central issue in language testing until today.
After Oller’s pioneering influence in the late 1970s, Hudson, Detmer, and Brown (1992,
1995) can be seen as “the first effort by language testers to systematically develop and examine
the effectiveness of tests of pragmatic ability” (Brown, 2008, p. 225). Hudson, Detmer, and
Brown (1992, 1995) took the theoretical framework and methodological approach underlying the
CCSARP and developed for L1 Japanese learners of English a test battery that focused on the
speech acts of requests, apologies, and refusals at different levels of politeness and directness.
The entire test battery consisted of six components: (a) oral discourse completion tasks (DCTs),
in which examinees’ verbal reaction to certain prompts were audio-recorded, (b) written DCTs,
in which respondents were asked to write down what they would say in reaction to certain
prompts, (c) multiple-choice discourse completion tasks (MCDCTs) in which testees were asked
to mark the appropriate utterance for a given situation among three answer options, (d) role play
discourse tasks in which the three speech acts occurred, (e) a self-assessment for the role plays,
and (f) a self-assessment for the DCTs. From a psychometric perspective, Hudson et al. (1995)
and Hudson (2001) reported reasonable results. For example, they found reliabilities of .86 for
the written DCTs, .78 for the oral DCTs, and .75 for the role play ratings. Only the MCDCTs
showed a reliability estimate which was considerably lower than the other tests (Hudson et al.
1995; Brown, 2008).
Hudson Detmer, and Brown’s (1992, 1995) seminal pragmatics testing battery stimulated
further test development projects and led to three spin off studies by Yamashita (1996),
Yoshitake (1997), and Ahn (2005) who investigated the reliability and validity of the instruments
in different language learning contexts. Yamashita (1996) translated Hudson et al.’s tests into
Japanese, administered the instruments to L1 English speaking learners of Japanese, and
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investigated the effectiveness. Her findings confirmed the psychometric results reported by
Hudson et al. as she found all tests working well except for the MCDCT which again showed a
lower effectiveness. Yoshitake (1997) extended this line of research by administering the
original tests to EFL learners in Japan. Again, the MCDCT’s reliability estimate was
considerably lower than the reliability of the other tests (Brown, 2008; Yoshitake, 1997). Ahn
(2005) translated four instruments (DCTs, role play, role play, self-assessment, and MCDCTs)
from the original test battery into Korean, and then investigated the effectiveness for testing 53
Korean as a foreign language (KFL) learners in California. He reported that the five pragmatics
measures were reasonably valid and reliable and thus transferable to a KFL context. For an
overview of all testing studies about pragmatic competence, see Brown (2008).
In addition to the research that immediately employed the instruments developed by Hudson
et al., several studies such as Tada (2005), Roever (2005), and Liu (2006, 2007) were stimulated
and informed by it. In the tradition of Hudson, Detmer, and Brown (1992, 1995), Tada (2005),
focusing on the relationship between production and perception, developed a small-scale
instrument based on computerized video prompts to assess Japanese EFL learners’ production
and perception of the three speech acts of request, refusal, and apology. Not only did Tada find
reliabilities around .75, but he also reported a significantly stronger correlation between learner’s
language proficiency and pragmatic production than between EFL learner’s proficiency and
comprehension in all three speech acts. Youn (2007) aptly concludes that this might be an
indication of the relatively independent development of pragmatic comprehension. Another
study involving the use of new media was Roever (2005), which examined the development and
validity of a web-based battery of tests to measure ESL and EFL learners’ pragmalinguistic
knowledge. The test battery consisted of three parts, assessing knowledge of implicatures,
recognition of situational routine formulae, and production of three speech acts (request, apology,
and refusal). While the first two components were measured by means of multiple-choice items,
Roever used a written DCT format with rejoinders for the productive part. Psychometric analyses
revealed that “the tests indeed assess learners’ pragmalinguistic knowledge with reasonable
accuracy” (Youn, 2007, p. 91).
Another instrument that has MCDCTs as the main testing method was developed by Liu
(2006, 2007) who took the low reliability estimates obtained by Hudson, Detmer, and Brown
(1992, 1995) as a starting point to develop a more reliable and valid assessment tool.
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Administered to 89 Chinese EFL learners of different proficiency levels, Liu (2006) reported a
Cronbach alpha reliability for the MCDCTs of .86. Although the internal consistency of the
MCDCT was congruent with previous studies reporting higher alpha reliabilities for the
productive parts of the test battery, it was nevertheless “acceptably high at .86” (Liu, 2006a, p.
13). Liu (2007) argues that the low reliabilities obtained for the multiple-choice instruments not
only pointed to the “difficulty of designing MC items [but also] revealed the effect of culture on
pragmatic knowledge tests” (p. 394). Although ‘culture’ might be an overly generalizing term to
describe the different variables that factor into pragmatic comprehension and the judgment of
appropriateness, Liu (2007) points at a central issue in sociopragmatically oriented tests: the
variety of variables and factors such as socialization, experience, or language learning
background that play a role in pragmatic comprehension and therefore, also need to be taken into
account in test constructs. This broad variety of factors and variables is even further complicated,
as McNamara and Roever (2006) point out, because “judgments of what is and what is not
appropriate differ widely among NSs and are probably more a function of personality and social
background variables than of language knowledge” (p. 57).
Taking into account the developments in the still rather limited, but increasingly growing,
area of L2 pragmatics assessment research seems to have concentrated on two particular areas.
The main constructs under investigation in L2 pragmatics assessment pertain to the production of
language that is appropriate and polite in relation to certain contexts (Ahn, 2005; Hudson,
Detmer, & Brown, 1992, 1995; Roever, 2005; Yamashita, 1996; Yoshitake, 1997) as well as, to a
much smaller extent, to the judgments of appropriateness (Brown, 2008; Liu, 2006, 2007;
Roever, 1996, 2005, 2011). Hence, the main focus of L2 pragmatics assessment has been on
investigating production rather than (sociopragmatic) comprehension processes. Given this rather
limited scope of pragmatics assessment, it is hardly surprising that “only one pragmatics
assessment instrument has been used operationally to date in a very limited, low-stakes context”
(Roever, 2011, p. 3).
In order to further complete the picture of processes underlying pragmatic competence and to
ultimately achieve a comprehensive, discursive testing of pragmatic competence, as called for by
Roever (2011), (socio)pragmatic comprehension processes need to be further investigated. So far,
as pointed out by Roever (2011), “[v]ery few studies have taken the effect [of utterances] on the
interlocutor into account” (p. 5). Kasper (2006) criticizes this tendency in the research of L2
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pragmatics assessment, arguing that the entire tradition has “lead analysts to impute meaning to
utterances without regard to participants’ emic understanding” (Roever, 2011, p. 8). Therefore,
Roever (2011) emphasizes that “offline comprehension and judgment […] needs to be tested as
well” (p. 8). Schauer (2009) underscores this idea by indicating that “[t]o be able to correctly
interpret what is being said, hearers need to have a good understanding of the cultural and
pragmatic norms of the specific language and context” (p. 18). Another reason why a focus on
pragmatic comprehension is essential is its significance for production. In order to produce
effective and appropriate performances and adjust one’s own utterances or output to one’s
interlocutor, one needs to be able to interpret the implied meaning and to comprehend—either
explicitly or implicitly—the rules and regulations of different language use contexts. Pragmatic
comprehension and knowledge are thus necessary preconditions for performance. To investigate
strategies and knowledge used by L2 test-takers when solving pragmatics tasks cannot only help
to provide a clearer picture of sociopragmatic comprehension processes, but moreover, from a
testing perspective, it might help to avoid construct-irrelevant variance.

Information Processing Theory
Given that strategy use is part of human cognition, strategies need to be conceptualized
within the theory of human-information processing (Phakiti, 2003; Purpura, 1997). Several
hypotheses from fields such as psycholinguistics (Altmann, 1997), cognitive psychology
(Andersen, 1984; Gagné, Yekovitch, &Yekovitch, 1993; Sternberg & Powell, 1983; Tulving,
1983), and neuroscience (Kintsch, 1988) have been employed as theoretical bases for research,
focusing on the investigation of cognitive processes and strategy use.2 Among the different
cognition models, Ericsson and Simon’s (1984, 1993) information processing theory (IP) has
been used by a variety of researchers who have conducted studies that involved in particular
verbal reporting—the primary method of data collection also employed in this study.
Ericsson and Simon’s (1999) widely accepted IP theory is conceptualized “as simple as possible”
and intended to “summarize the core that is common to most current information processing
theories of cognition” (p. 10). In addition to being grounded in the most basic hypothesis that
“human cognition is information processing” (Ericsson & Simon, 1999, p. 11), the theory is
based on the assumption that “information is stored in several memories that have different
2

See Stemmer (1991) for a nearly complete and comprehensive overview of cognitive processing theories.
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capacities and accessing characteristics” (Ericsson & Simon, 1987, p. 25). The two main types of
memory, which may or may not have specific physical locations in the brain, are short-term
memory (STM) and long-term memory (LTM). STM is conceptualized as a central processor
that controls and regulates cognitive processes, while LTM is viewed as an “enormous collection
of interrelated nodes” (Ericsson & Simon, 1999, p. 13). Both, STM and LTM are interconnected
as it is assumed that
information recently acquired (attended to or heeded) by the central processor is kept in STM,
and is directly accessible for further processing (e.g. producing verbal reports), whereas
information from LTM must first be retrieved (transferred to STM) before it can be reported
(Ericsson & Simon, 1993, p. 11).
Ericsson and Simon (1999) argue that “[r]etrieving information from long-term memory is a
component of practically all cognitive processes” (p. 177). They conclude that because the
information was recalled from memory, it must also have been heeded. Hence, any verbalization
or verbal report of the cognitive processes has to be based on a subset of the information held in
short- and long-term memory.
The information heeded is considered to be “relatively stable and can thus be input to a
verbalization process and reported orally” (Ericsson & Simon, 1993, p. xiii). During the
verbalization process, Ericsson and Simon (1984) argue, the “sequence of information remains
intact and no additional information is heeded” (p. 18). Hence, they regard the information
elicited by means of think-aloud verbal reports as direct representations of the subject’s cognitive
processes. This unequivocal stance was criticized, in particular by Jourdenais (2001), Park
(2009), and Bowles (2010), who argued that verbalization may alter cognitive processes given
that verbalization while solving a task imposes an additional processing load on the subject.
However, neither Ericsson and Simon (1993) nor Bowles (2010) in their respective meta-studies
found evidence that the sequence of thoughts, that is the accuracy of performance, was altered
when subjects thought aloud while solving a task. Nevertheless, what they identified was a
slower processing time. Hence, it can be assumed that verbal reporting does not alter cognitive
processes, but slows them down. Accordingly, verbal reports can be regarded as relatively stable
sequences of heeded information that are made explicit and available through verbalization (Park,
2009).
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Ericsson and Simon (1999) identify three kinds of heeded and verbalized information:
perceptually available information, information retrieved from memory, and all other
information. Given that they fall short in presenting details regarding the nature of what
information and/or knowledge is retrieved, Stemmer (1991) has provided further considerations
on what type of knowledge is recalled from LTM. While she points to the still evolving research
in fields such as computational theory and neuroscience examining how exactly knowledge is
accessed and retrieved, she clearly differentiates between declarative and procedural knowledge,
that is factual knowledge about something and knowledge of how to do something (Stemmer,
1991). In terms of declarative knowledge, Stemmer (1991) distinguishes between two particular
types of knowledge in her data: semantic and episodic knowledge. Although Stemmer (1991)
acknowledges that both types of knowledge—semantic and episodic—interact and are in fact
highly dependent on one another, she uses this theoretical distinction to ground her own analysis
of verbal reports.
Following Ericsson and Simon (1993) and Stemmer (1991), Kasper (1998) points out that
verbal reports are:
not immediately revelations of thought processes. They represent (a subset of) the
information currently available in short-term memory rather than the process producing the
information. Cognitive processes are not directly manifested in protocols but have to be
inferred (p. 358).
Hence, in terms of analysis, it has to be taken into account that the information heeded is not
equivalent with or a direct representation of strategies and/or knowledge per se. Instead, the
heeded information in the verbal reports needs to be analyzed systematically and examined to
these effects.
This stance as well as the assumptions underlying IP theory will be adopted as the theoretic
framework in the context of this study. The think-aloud verbal reports will be regarded as direct
representations of the participants’ heeded information that needed to be coded and analyzed
with regard to strategic processes. Given Ericsson and Simon’s (1993) argument that the retrieval
of information (knowledge) from LTM is an integral part of all cognitive processes, this study
will not attempt to identify and demonstrate actual types of knowledge or knowledge
representations and bases. Consequently, it seems reasonable to follow Stemmer (1991) and
investigate the subjects’ strategic use of knowledge.
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Strategies
To date, no investigation on strategy usage in sociopragmatic testing has been performed.
Hence, no pre-established typology of strategies is available for adaptation for the current study.
Therefore, I will first examine the concept of ‘test-taking strategy’ as used—though not
necessarily defined—in several studies and put forth by different scholars from the field of L2
research. Grounded in this literature review, I will then provide my own working definition of
the concept of ‘strategy’ which will ultimately serve as a theoretical basis for the identification of
strategies in the verbal reports collected in the context of this study.
Strategies: A clear concept? Since the paradigm shift from behaviorist to cognitivist views
in language learning during the 1970s, researchers have been increasingly interested in the
mental processes taking place inside learners’ and test-takers’ minds when they learn,
communicate, perform, or in any way interact with a foreign or second language. The conception
of the learner as actively and purposively making use of the mental processes to achieve certain
goals has led researchers to investigate these cognitive devices which have been broadly referred
to as “strategies” (Færch & Kasper, 1980).
The notion of ‘strategy’ has come to mean several different concepts in L2 research and is far
from being clearly defined. Descriptive terms such as simply ‘strategy’ (Block, 1986; Purpura,
1997; Woodfield, 2008), ‘communication processes’ (Bialystok, 1990), ‘language use strategy’
(Cohen, 1995; 1996), ‘strategic plans’ (Stemmer, 1991), ‘strategic processes’ (Ortega, 2005),
‘cognitive processes’ (Buck, 1991; Taguchi, 2002, 2008a, 2009), or test-taking strategy
(Anderson, 1991; Cohen & Upton, 2007) have been used to an extent that Cohen (2011) pointed
out recently: “It would be an understatement to say that language learner strategies have been
defined [and used] in numerous ways over the years” (p. 7; italics in the original).
In order to clarify the concept of strategy and what it means in L2 research, the International
Project on Language Learner Strategies (IPOLLS) under the direction of Andrew Cohen was
launched in 2004 (Cohen, 2005). A group of 23 international scholars and experts in the field of
language learner strategies participated in a three-day workshop at Oxford University. This
group was asked to conduct a survey which was intended to establish clear-cut, terminological
definitions and to ultimately determine a theoretical model for strategy research. However, the
results of the survey did not identify a consensus, but rather reflected and “underscored a
paradox of language learner strategy” (Cohen, 2011, p. 9) that has always been present in

TIMPE – STRATEGIC DECODING OF SOCIOPRAGMATIC ASSESSMENT TASKS

121

strategy research. IPOLLS showed that still, after more than thirty years of research on strategies,
“different authors seem to refer by them to quite different concepts” (Færch & Kasper, 1980, p.
48). Nevertheless, despite the lack of a consensus, both IPOLLS as well as several studies that
have dealt with strategies identify certain characteristics that seem to be inherent to the concept
of ‘strategy.’
Characteristics inherent to strategy use. First of all, strategies are usually classified
according to the context in which they are used. Language learning strategies (Oxford, 1990) are
contrasted with language use strategies (Cohen, 1995; 1998b) while both can be further specified
by language skill areas (e.g., Anderson, 1991; Nevo, 1989) or according to their function
(Chamot, 1987). Cohen (1995; 1996; 1998a; 2000), for instance, distinguishes between second
language learning strategies on the one hand and second language use strategies on the other.
The latter comprise “mental operations or processes that learners consciously select when
accomplishing language tasks. These strategies also constitute test-taking strategies when they
are applied to tasks in language tests” (Cohen, 1998a, p. 92; italics in the original). Given that
my study focuses on the strategies and strategic processes elicited while participants are solving
test items, Cohen’s categorization of test-taking strategies will be adopted for the context of this
paper. It should be noted at this point that this paper is not about language learning strategies.3
Having limited the scope to test-taking strategies, a closer look at the characteristics inherent
in them reveals four distinct criteria: sequentiality/consecutiveness, conscious use and
applicability, selection, and goal-orientedness. Several researchers, including the results of
IPOLLS, agree that strategies are not used in isolation, but are rather sequential. When reporting
the results of the IPOLLS, Cohen (2011) points out that the experts agreed that strategies appear
“rather in sequences […] or clusters” than as isolated, singular instances (p. 10). Similarly,
Oxford (2003)—who was one of the IPOLLS experts—refers to them as a chain of constitutive,
interrelated, and mutually supportive steps or actions taken by a test-taker. In line with Cohen
and Oxford, Ortega (2005) describes them as a “range of different types of operation which
speakers [i.e., test-takers] need to engage in” (p. 41). The consecutiveness and the
interrelatedness needs to be taken into account when analyzing verbal-report data for strategies
in order to not treat strategies as isolated instances that, when lined up, will constitute an
3

It should also be pointed out here that empirical research in language learning strategies will not be discussed and
will merely be referred to if necessary to clarify and/or underscore certain points about test-taking strategies. For a
comprehensive review of language learning strategies see Purpura (1999), Oxford (2003), or Chavez (2001).
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accumulated account of the strategic processes used by a particular test-taker. Instead, one will
need to achieve a balance between identifying and attempting to categorize the different
strategies, on the one hand, while at the same time regarding and analyzing them in the larger
context of the entire verbal report.
The second criterion that appears in several research publications on strategy use is
consciousness. As a rather controversial feature, the extent to which the use of one strategy over
another is in fact conscious has been debated. Researchers such as Oxford (1990, 1996, 2003)
and Bialystok (1990) have argued that the use of strategies is “a conscious movement toward a
language goal,” that is, they claim that strategies are “intentionally used and consciously
controlled” (Oxford, 2003, p. 9). Along the same lines, Stern (1992) holds that L2 users
“consciously engage in activities to achieve certain goals” (p. 261). While Oxford, Bialystok,
and Stern generally argue for a conscious employment of strategies, Cohen attempts to
differentiate further.
Drawing upon Ellis (1994), Cohen’s stance on whether strategies are used consciously is
strongly intertwined with or defined in opposition to the notion of process. Ellis (1994) points
out that if strategies become proceduralized, when learners are not able to describe their doing
through verbal report, they lose their value as strategies. Based on this distinction between
process and strategy, Cohen (1995) argues that if “a learner’s [or test-taker’s] behavior is totally
unconscious so that the given learner is not able to identify any strategies associated with it, then
the behavior would simply be referred to as a process, not a strategy” (p. 3). Hence, he argues
that strategies can be referred to as “conscious mental activity” (Cohen, 2005, p. 4). Picking up
Cohen’s (1995, 2005) distinction, Cohen and Upton (2007) argue that processes are rather
general, more automatic, subconscious or even unconscious, while strategies are “subject to
control, more intentional, and used to act upon the processes” (p. 211). Although this distinction
appears plausible in theory, how much consciousness is in fact needed to turn a process into a
strategy? Or vice versa, when does a strategy become a process? Moreover, going back to Ellis’
(1994) point about verbal reporting, one may ask whether it is impossible that informants
verbalize some strategic processes in a think-aloud protocol, but when asked to articulate or
elaborate on them in retrospect (e.g., in a stimulated recall situation) are not aware of them?
Questions such as these reveal the issues and impracticality that this theoretical distinction
presents for empirical research in general and for this introspective study in particular. Therefore,
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different researchers have suggested a middle ground. Purpura (1997), for instance,
operationalized ‘strategy use’ as “conscious or unconscious mental or behavioral activities” (p.
293). Eventually, even Cohen (2000) has modified his own theoretical standpoint and defines
“test-taking processes […] as those processes that the respondents have selected and that they are
conscious of, at least to some degree” (p. 129; my italics). This stance is shared by Færch and
Kasper (1980) who conclude that “consciousness is more a matter of degree than of either-or” (p.
59).
Hence, the conclusions drawn for this study, with regard to the involvement of consciousness,
are twofold. Firstly, the terms ‘(test-taking) strategies’ as well as ‘strategic, cognitive or mental
processes’ will be used synonymously in the context of this study because a distinction between
these two concepts against the background of the research questions does not seem reasonable.
Secondly, with regard to consciousness, this study will adopt the relativized point of view as
advocated by Purpura (1997), Cohen (2000), and Færch and Kasper (1980). Thus, any form of
strategic test-taking behavior revealed in the verbal reports will be viewed as “potentially
conscious” (Færch & Kasper, 1980, p. 60).
The third criterion, selection, is closely interconnected with consciousness. Researchers
generally agree that strategy use contains an element of ‘choice’, which per definitionem is a
conscious act. That means, test-takers choose a certain strategy or strategic approach over
another (e.g., Buck, 1991; Cohen, 2005; Oxford, 2003; Taguchi, 2002). In the context of the
present study, this might mean that informants choose to read an item completely before
considering every answer option, they might concentrate on the answer options first, or they
might even opt out of the task at hand and return to it later. Hence, strategies, to varying degrees,
can be said to be chosen or selected freely by every individual test-taker in order to arrive at a
particular goal.
This goal-orientedness or involvement of a particular purpose is the fourth and most essential
defining criterion of strategies, as it ultimately drives the employment of strategies in a test.
Stemmer (1991) points out that the “defining characteristic of a test-taking situation is its
problem-orientedness” (p. 232). In a test-taking context, a test-taker will try to reach a certain
goal. In order to reach this goal, s/he has to overcome some kind of barrier, obstacle or problem
by means of performing certain operations. Hence, the purpose or goal affects and even
determines the strategies that are used by test-takers or, conversely, the strategies are selected on
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the basis of and oriented towards the purpose of achieving a particular goal (e.g., Brown, & Yule,
1983; Buck, 1991; Cohen, 1998a, 2005; Cohen, & Upton, 2007; Færch, & Kasper, 1980; Farr,
Pritchard, & Smitten, 1990; Stemmer, 1991; Stern, 1992). Buck (1991) specifies this view by
arguing that “while the test-taking situation usually provides the motivation for [the general
activity being tested], […] it does not of itself suggest the appropriate […] strategies, rather the
form and content of the test must do that” (p. 70). The purpose or goal of the multiple-choice
sociopragmatics comprehension test that is used in this study is to identify the most appropriate
and natural utterance/response. Hence, the strategies employed by the informants when solving
the sociopragmatics items will be directed at identifying and selecting the most appropriate
answer option.
In summary, given the multitude of different contextual and conceptual uses, strategies seem
to have a potentially versatile and elusive nature which makes it difficult, if not impossible (as
IPOLLS demonstrated) to arrive at a clear-cut definition that is valid for all contexts. However,
the four distinct characteristics, discussed above, will provide the framework for a definition
used to identify test-taking strategies in the context of this study. Guided by the
Erkenntnisinteresse (Færch, & Kasper, 1980; Stemmer, 1991) what strategies (different groups
of) EFL/ESL learners use when solving items taken from a sociopragmatics comprehension test,
strategies and/or strategic cognitive processes will be understood to constitute steps and/or
sequential actions which are more or less consciously and deliberately selected by a test-taker to
arrive at or achieve a particular goal.

Strategic Processes and Substantive Validity Evidence
In language testing, the concept of validity is broadly referred to as “the truth value of a test
and its scores” (Davies & Elder, 2005, p. 795), and is generally viewed as an empirically
substantiated acknowledgement of a test’s quality. This generally accepted view of validity goes
back to one, if not the most important definition of validity in the contemporary era put forth by
Messick (1989). In his seminal paper he defined validity as “an integrated evaluative judgement
of the degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and
appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test scores or other modes of assessment” (p.
13; italics in the original). In addition to this unified and integrative view of validity, Messick
introduced construct validity as “the overarching validity concept” (Chapelle, 1999, p. 257) that
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integrates criterion relatedness, content relevance, and content coverage into a single,
superordinate framework of test validity (Green, 1998; Messick, 1989; Zheng, 2009). Within this
comprehensive validity framework, Messick identified six aspects in more detail that function as
general validity criteria for all test instruments and assessment tools: content, substantive,
structural, generalizability, external, and consequential aspects (Messick, 1996). All of these
facets, Messick (1996) argued, are highly dependent on the (social) context and nature of the
assessment tool.
This paper will focus in particular on the substantive aspect of construct validity as it
constitutes a high priority type of validity evidence to minimize under-representation and
construct-irrelevance in the assessment under investigation here. The substantive aspect refers
“to theoretical rationales for the observed performance regularities and item correlations,
including process models of task performance […], along with empirical evidence that the
theoretical processes are actually engaged by respondents in the assessment tasks” (Messick,
1996, p. 248). While Messick emphasizes two central issues in the substantive aspect, this study
will focus on the latter which Messick (1996) highlights as “the need to move beyond traditional
professional judgement of content to accrue empirical evidence that the ostensibly sampled
processes are actually engaged by respondents in task performance” (p. 248). Hence, it involves
the cognitive processes test-takers employ when responding to assessment tasks. In the context
of multiple-choice tests, substantive validity indicates why test-takers chose a particular answer
option. Therefore, as Angle (2007) points out, an investigation of substantive validity evidence
verifies “the extent to which theorized cognitive processes are actually engaged by respondents
in task performance” (p. 189).
Within pragmatics testing, Liu (2007) appears to be the only scholar who reported having
collected verbal report data during the piloting phase in order to “probe the thinking process of
the test-takers” (p. 408). However, he did not report strategies or strategic knowledge in detail
and merely pointed out that “test-takers drew on construct relevant knowledge […] as they
worked through the items in the test” (p. 408). A detailed analysis of the understanding of the
utterances, or the strategies and types of knowledge that test-takers used to solve the items was
not investigated.
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TEST DESCRIPTION:
AMERICAN ENGLISH SOCIOPRAGMATICS COMPREHENSION TEST (AESCT)

The test items used in this validation study are taken from the low-stakes American English
Sociopragmatics Comprehension Test (AESCT). Originally designed in the context of a doctoral
research study which focuses on the intersection between intercultural competence and L2
pragmatics, the AESCT was constructed as an intercultural sociopragmatics comprehension test.
The Test’s Theoretical Framework(s)
The AESCT is based on three models or theoretical frameworks, two from the area of
intercultural research—Byram (1997) and Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (1990, 2006)—and one
that pertains to the field of language testing: Bachman (1990). The test was developed and
conceptualized from an intercultural or cross-cultural4 perspective so Byram (1997) and Knapp
and Knapp-Potthoff (1990, 2006) constitute the basic framework of the AESCT. Ultimately,
Bachman (1990) is used to transfer the theoretical concept from the intercultural into a language
testing context and operationalize the framework for the purpose of assessment.
In his Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence Byram (1997) identifies
sociolinguistic competence as one of three language competences that is central to intercultural
communication.5 Defined as the “ability to give to the language produced by an interlocutor—
whether native speaker or not—meanings which are taken for granted by the interlocutor”
(Byram, 1997, p. 48), Byram’s notion of sociolinguistic competence highlights receptive
sociopragmatic skills. These sociopragmatic comprehension skills, Byram (1997) argues, are
closely interconnected with knowledge, in particular an interlocutor’s culture-specific knowledge
about the other linguistic code and/or linguistic behavior. Hence, knowledge features
prominently in the process of interpreting utterances in their socio-cultural context. The focus of
pragmatic reception and knowledge, as introduced by Byram, was used as the basic constituent
to frame the AESCT as a sociopragmatics comprehension test. However, beyond the rather broad

4

The terms ‘intercultural’ and ‘cross-cultural’ will be used synonymously in the context of this paper, in line with
how the terms have been used in the testing and assessment literature (e.g., Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1992, 1995;
Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993; Norris, 2008)
5
For a comprehensive description of the model as well as all language competences involved, see Byram, 1997, p.
31ff.
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definition outlined above, Byram (1997) does not describe sociolinguistic competence in more
and thus sufficient detail to operationalize it into a construct for assessment.
Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (1990, 2006) have further defined Byram’s idea of sociolinguistic
competence. From an intercultural perspective, they introduce three aspects that constitute
sociolinguistic competence:
1. Sprechakte
(speech acts)
2. Sprachliche Handlungssequenzen und Routinehandlungen
(discourse sequences/ routines/ scripts)
3. Kulturbedingte Unterschiede im Bereich des Lexikons
(culture-dependent differences in lexis)
The three constituents identified by Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (1990, 2006), which combine
language proficiency and culture-specific knowledge, are significant components of pragmatic
competence as put forth in Bachman’s (1990) Model of Communicative Language Ability (Table
1). Within the all-encompassing communicative competence, Bachman identifies pragmatic
competence as one branch of language competence, which he further divides into the two
subcategories of ‘illocutionary competence’ and ‘sociolinguistic competence.’ Both
subcategories do not only contain primarily the three sociolinguistic elements identified by
Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (see Table 2), but moreover, Bachman (1990) provides sufficient
details to operationalize speech acts, routines, and culture-dependent differences in lexis.
Furthermore, Bachman (1990) points out knowledge as an important component underlying
his framework. Bachman and Palmer (1996)—clearly echoing the intercultural scholars—argue
that “[p]ragmatic knowledge enables us to create or interpret discourse by relating utterances or
sentences and texts to their meaning, to the intentions of language users, and to relevant
characteristics of the language use setting” (p. 69).
Hence, Byram (1997) and Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (1990, 2006) constitute the conceptual
groundwork for sociopragmatic comprehension as the focus of the AESCT while Bachman
(1990) provides the detailed testing context in order to operationalize the interculturally-oriented
ideas and connect them with a testing framework.
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Table 1
Model of Communicative Language Ability (Bachman, 1990)

Table 2
Knapp & Knapp-Potthoff (1990) and Bachman (1990)
Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (1990, p. 69f.)

Bachman (1990, p. 87)

Sprechakte (speech acts)
Sprachliche Handlungssequenzen und
Routinehandlungen
(scripts, routines, discourse sequences)

Speech acts and language functions

Kulturbedingte Unterschiede im Bereich des
Lexikons
(culture-dependent differences in lexis)

Ability to interpret cultural references and
figures of speech

Sensitivity to naturalness
Sensitivity to difference in register

Having outlined the theoretical frameworks informing the test construct, another
consideration underlying the test regards the context-dependency of sociolinguistic competence.
Given that sociopragmatic competence is broadly defined as “language use in social context”
(McNamara & Roever, 2006, p. 54), it is highly dependent on the specific language use contexts
as well as the (cultural) backgrounds of the interlocutors involved in the communicative
encounter. When dealing with interlocutors from Australia, New Zealand, Wales, Scotland, India,
or the United States the sociolinguistic parameters will—even if only in a very subtle way—
differ from one culture to the next and are thus, highly context-dependent and culture-specific.
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Due to this context-dependency, the German/U.S.-American English framework was used with
U.S.-American English as the target language. The development of the distracters in the test was
guided by the norms and conventions of the German speech community. Therefore, the items or
rather distracters are cross-cultural/cross-linguistic in nature. Hence, the test was constructed as
an interculturally-determined sociopragmatics test that focuses on measuring receptive
sociopragmatic competence and knowledge as well as the awareness of sociopragmatic routines
across cultural frameworks, that is here for a communicative context featuring U.S.-American
and German interlocutors.

Test Structure
In line with the three sociopragmatic aspects identified by Knapp and Knapp-Potthoff (1990),
the AESCT was constructed as a paper-and-pencil proficiency test that consists of three sections.
Each section comprises 21 multiple-choice discourse completion tasks (MCDCT) (see Table 3).
Sections one and three will only be introduced marginally in Table 3 as the focus of this study
lies on section two.
Table 3
AESCT: Sections and Items
Total
number
of items
63

Section 1
(21 items)

Section 2
(21 items)

Section 3
(21 items)

Speech acts

Routine formulae
(naturalness/
register)

Phrases/idioms

Requests (10 items)
Offers (10 items)

- Professor
- Fellow student

- proverbs/idioms
- (place) names

- formal
- consultative
- casual
Multiple-choice tasks

Multiple-choice discourse
completion tasks

Multiple-choice
discourse
completion tasks

The second section “Sensitivity to naturalness and difference in register,” concentrates on
routine formulae and routine discourse sequences in connection with Bachman’s sociolinguistic
sensitivity to naturalness and difference in register. The test-takers need to demonstrate their
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ability to recognize and assess linguistically appropriate utterances (i.e., routinized discourse
sequences) whether they are phrased in a natural, “nativelike way,” here U.S.-American English
(Bachman, 1990, p. 97). They need to identify the “natural” response—in contrast to archaic,
awkward or inappropriate utterances—while simultaneously taking into account the language use
context in terms of (a) linguistic markers that reveal the relative status of the interlocutors and (b)
the styles of discourse (formal, consultative, casual) (Bachman, 1990).
Participants were asked to assess responses based on interactions in two conceivable roles:
with a professor or fellow student. In line with Hudson, Detmer, and Brown (1992, 1995), these
roles reflect the dichotomous distinction of high and low differences in power and distance.
Student-professor interaction was marked high distance/power (+P) while interaction between
two students was marked as low distance/power (–P). The markings were developed during a
pilot phase with L1 U.S.-American English students at a university in the United States in 2010.
Relative marker or rather distance/power (+P/–P) was the decisive variable used to select
Table 4

systematically, from among the 21 items of section

Relative Marker Per Item

two, those seven items that were used in the
Function

context of this study. The overall ratio of

Section,

Distance/

Item number

Power

II,2

–P

casual

second section of the AESCT is 2:1 (14 items = –P,

II,3

+P

casual

7 items +P). Originally determined on the basis of

II,4

–P

consultative

another pilot study with students who were asked

II,5

–P

casual

to indicate on Likert scales the amount of contact

II,7

–P

casual

time they had with professors and students during

II,8

–P

casual

II,9

+P

formal

difference in distance/power relation for the whole

a study abroad in the United States, the ratio was
approximated by the number of items used for this

validation study. Seven items, five items from the category of –P and two that were marked as
+P were drawn from section two of the AESCT (see Table 4). For a complete overview of the
items used in this study, see Appendix I.
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Central Assumption Underlying Section II
The main assumption underlying the AESCT is that the more exposure to target language
input a test-taker has had, the better s/he will perform on the test. Although it might be argued
that concepts of politeness and other social skills are universal to different cultural contexts and
develop naturally in the L1 socialization process, specific “linguistic means to express these
concepts are often culture-specific and may not be directly transferable to the L2” (Taguchi,
2008b, p. 443). These culture-specific rules, conventions, and routines are usually learned
through interactional experiences in certain contexts (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2008; Kasper, 1997;
Taguchi, 2008b). As the target language environment naturally provides more instances of
sociopragmatic norms than, for instance, a foreign language classroom context, it is assumed that
learners who have a lot of exposure to target language input and have experienced routine
formulae in communicative encounters will have more knowledge about sociopragmatic routines.
Given that pragmatic routine formulae are primarily memory-based (Roever, 2005; Taguchi,
2008b), it is assumed that the more exposure a learner has had to communicative situations that
feature routines, the higher s/he will score on section two of the AESCT.
Target Test Population
The target test-takers are German learners of English enrolled in teacher education programs
at a German university. The majority of them study EFL/ESL in order to teach English as a
second/foreign language (TEFL/TESL) upon graduation. The test-takers are at various stages in
their respective course of studies; some test-takers are undergraduates while others are already at
the graduate level. As diverse as their progress in the TEFL/TESL program is their amount of
study abroad experience. Some have spent years abroad, in the United States or other Englishspeaking countries; while others have learned English as a foreign language at home.
The TEFL/TESL program at the German university requires for enrollment a minimum level of
B2 in English on the global scale included in the Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages (CEFR). Hence, the majority of test-takers will have a high proficiency in English
of at least B2 and/or C1 on the CEFR’s global scale.
Piloting of the Test Instrument
All items included in the AESCT went through several revisions by experts and two major
trialing processes, revealing satisfactory results. After the items were developed by the
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researcher, several university teachers in the English program were asked to provide their
feedback. After a revision on the basis of the expert opinions, a first draft of the AESCT was sent
to 30 L1 U.S.-American English students enrolled at a university in North Carolina. This group
of L1 U.S.-American English speakers, similar in age to the ultimate target population, was then
asked to provide feedback. In form of a focus group meeting via video-conference with the PhD
candidate they provided feedback which was used to revise the items.
After a revision process, the instrument was sent to another group of 25 L1 U.S.-American
English speakers, across the United States, who were asked to take the test. This second trialing
process with native speakers was used to determine the item facilities (IFs), including only those
items in the final AESCT which showed IFs of at least .90.
In a second step the instrument was piloted with a group 56 candidates from the target
population: university-level German learners of English. The group was about to begin a study
abroad in the United States so the majority had just taken the internet-based TOEFL test. Not
only did the AESCT correlate significantly with the candidates’ TOEFL scores r = .565, n = 33
(p = .000), but the results also showed a significant correlation of r = .349, n = 56 (p = .000)
between the test-takers time of exposure to the target language and the scores achieved on the
AESCT. Moreover, an alpha reliability of .88 was reported, indicating that from a quantitative
stance the test performs well.

PURPOSE AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The purpose of this study is to investigate how the sociopragmatic items work and how
processes and strategies, that are not accessible through the quantitative assessment tool,
influence test performance. The processes and strategies revealed might ultimately be used to
shed light on the validity of interpretations about the test construct.
Therefore, the overarching research question centers on the issue of construct validity: Do the
sociopragmatic items accurately measure the skills and abilities they purport to measure? In
order to answer systematically and to the extent possible this superordinate question, my research
will be guided by the following three sub-questions:
1. What strategies are used by the test-takers to answer items that test sociopragmatic
comprehension?
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2. Do the strategies differ between two groups of test-takers who differ in terms of amount
of exposure to the target language environment?
3. Do the strategies mirror the assumptions underlying the test construct?
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Participants
The experimental study was conducted with 14 volunteer university-level learners of English
(N = 14), 12 female and two male students, at a German university in July and August 2011. All
participants were students who are enrolled in a teacher education program for teaching English
as a second/foreign language (TEFL/TESL), that is, they study Anglistik and Amerikanistik in
order to work as English teachers at primary- or secondary-level schools upon graduation.6 The
average age of all participants was 27.6 years, ranging from 21 to 43 years of age.
Students were selected on the basis of two criteria: level of proficiency in English and
exposure to target language environment. Thus, prior to the actual verbal reporting study, the
informants’ English language proficiency was tested by means of the Cambridge Placement Test
(CPT). It was found that the participants were relatively equal in their English proficiency so
possible differences between the groups should probably not be attributed to variability in the
candidates’ English language proficiency. All participants tested at a level of proficiency in
English of at least C1 on the CEFR. The average number of points achieved by all test-takers (N
= 14) was 87.6, that is, the mean of the sample was a high C1 level.7 Furthermore, they were
asked my means of a questionnaire whether they had studied abroad in the United States or not.
This criterion was used to establish two groups of students, one group whose members had
studied at an institution of higher education in the United States for a period of at least one
semester (+U.S.) and one group whose members had never studied in the U.S.A. (-U.S.) and, in
most cases, never even been to the United States at all. Both groups consisted of seven
participants in each.
With regard to language background, the majority of participants (n = 10) identified German
as their L1, while four informants had L1s other than German. Out of these four, one participant

6

The sample consisted of students similar to the target test population for whom the AESCT was originally
designed.
7
On a scale from zero to one-hundred, the C1-level ranges from 80 to 90 points, while C2 ranges from 91 to 100.
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reported Danish as her L1, another informant indicated Polish as her first language. The
remaining two participants indicated that they were raised bilingually, Turkish/German and
Polish/German, respectively. Moreover, all participants were multilingual, indicating that they
spoke or had learned at least two languages in addition to their respective L1s. Among the
languages they identified, English (N = 14; 100%), Latin (n = 12; 85%), and French (n = 11;
79%) featured most prominently. Although not a criterion for selection, the different language
backgrounds turned out to be evenly distributed between the two groups (see Table 5).
Table 5
Participants’ L1 Backgrounds

Group 1
(+U.S.)

Group 2
(-U.S.)

L1
German

n
5

Bilingual
(Turkish, German/ Polish, German)

2

German

5

Danish

1

Polish (German spoken at home)

1

Group N

7

7

Data Collection Methods
Three different methods of data collection were used in this study: a self-assessment
questionnaire, the Cambridge Placement Test (CPT), and verbal report data, including
concurrent and retrospective verbal reports (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). While the survey selfassessment questionnaire and the CPT were primarily used for the selection of participants, in
order to control the variables ‘exposure to target language’ and ‘proficiency level in English,’ the
main focus was put on methods of introspection, in particular on think-aloud protocols and
stimulated retrospective reports.

Self-Assessment Questionnaire
The self-assessment questionnaire, developed on the basis of Brown (2001) and Dörnyei
(2010), consisted of 24 items categorized into the following five sections: (a) language
background, (b) study abroad experience, (c) contact with L1 U.S.-American English speakers,
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(d) media use in the target language, and (e) demographics (see Appendix II). The instrument
was designed and administered in German, the L1 of most and everyday language of all
participants. Depending on the amount of ‘abroad experience’ the candidates had, the entire
questionnaire took between three and six minutes to complete.
The different sections were aimed at providing a more detailed picture about different
background variables. The language background section comprises four open response questions
about the L1 of the participant, his/her parents’ L1, the language(s) spoken at home as well as the
languages s/he has learned. The second section entitled ‘study abroad experience’ was included
to collect information on the amount of time participants have lived and/or spent in Englishspeaking countries in general and in the United States in particular. The third section consists of
three Likert scale questions asking candidates to assess the amount of contact time they usually
have with L1 U.S.-American English speakers, both in academic as well as in a social/private
contexts. The fourth section aims at the use and consumption of media, in particular movies
and/or TV shows (soap operas and sitcoms), in the target language. The fifth and last section
collects the participants’ demographic data, including name, age, gender, nationality, and course
of study.

Cambridge Placement Test
The Cambridge Placement Test (CPT), developed by Cambridge ESOL, is an online adaptive
test of general English, testing reading, use of English, and listening. According to Cambridge
ESOL the instrument was designed as an international test. It features a range of accents used in
the listening section and texts, used in the reading part, which are sourced from a range of
English speaking countries. In addition to the international adjustment of the construct,
Cambridge ESOL reported for the online version of the test reliability estimates, based on a
Rasch analysis, of 0.92.
This online version of the CPT places candidates at their respective level of the CEFR and
was therefore adopted in this study in order to select students of equal proficiency in English.
This step was taken in order to ensure homogeneity in both groups so that possible differences
between the groups could not be attributed to variability in the candidates’ English language
proficiency.
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Verbal Report Data
The central method in the experimental study was introspection, also known as verbal report
or verbal protocol methodology. ‘Introspection’ or ‘introspective methods’ are used as umbrella
terms, subsuming two forms of verbal reports: concurrent verbal reports and retrospective verbal
reports (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). In both types of verbal report protocols subjects produce oral
records of thoughts or heeded information. Hence, both forms should “enable researchers to gain
access to cognitive processes that are often [arcane and] unavailable by other means” (Bowles,
2010, p. 8). Both types, concurrent in the form of think-aloud protocols as well as stimulated
retrospective reports, were collected in the context of this study.
Piloting of Instruments
Two of the three instruments, the online questionnaire and the set of items used for
concurrent reporting, were piloted prior to their being used in the final data collection.
During its development, the questionnaire went through several cycles of pretesting/trialing
in May and June 2011. A first draft was revised by seven experts from the field of applied
linguistics. The revised version was then trialed with 87 students from four different classes
taught in the context of the teacher education program for future English teachers. All students
received the link to the online instrument via email from their instructors. Feedback was
collected by the researcher herself who went into the classes the week after most students had
completed the questionnaire. While the questionnaire was projected against a wall, the students
were invited to give feedback for each item. The feedback was again used for a revision of the
instrument. Ultimately, a random sample was drawn from among the target population for a final
piloting of the questionnaire before it was used in the actual data collection.
The items selected from the sociopragmatics test were piloted with four students of whom
two gave constructive feedback that was used to revise the contextual setup and data collection
procedure. The first student reported a need for a more detailed preparation and training with
regard to thinking aloud and the item format used in the data collection. Hence, the original
warm-up task was replaced by an exercise sheet with multiple-choice items that was ultimately
used in the study to familiarize each candidate with the method of verbal reporting (see
Appendix III). Another student pointed out that she felt the constant urge to address the
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facilitator who was sitting opposite her during the think-aloud process. This led to a change in
the setup. It was seen that the facilitator was present in the room, but not visible to the informant.

Data Collection
In order to achieve maximally valid and reliable data, the entire data collection procedure,
which took place in July and early August 2011 at a university in Germany, was carried out in a
rigorous and consistent manner. To the largest extent possible the context and setup were kept
stable and unaltered so all candidates met the same conditions. At the beginning, all volunteers
were asked to complete both, the self-assessment questionnaires and the CPT prior to conducting
the verbal reports. They received an email with an individualized access code for the CPT, the
link to the online questionnaire, and instructions for how to conduct both. Once they completed
both instruments, the data was analyzed quickly whether the two control variables—’level of
proficiency in English’ and ‘exposure to target culture’—met the required criteria. This step was
taken in order to ensure consistency and ultimately comparability in both groups. If participants
met the criteria, they scheduled individual appointments with the researcher to conduct the verbal
reports.
The introspection phase, conducted in the researcher’s office, began with a training phase,
followed by two parts of actual data collection: a concurrent verbal report (think-aloud) and a
subsequent retrospective report, immediately following the think-aloud (Dörnyei, 2007; Ericsson
& Simon, 1993; Green, 1998). At first, all candidates were informed about the objective of the
validation study. Given that, prior to this study, the candidates had neither conducted nor—in
some cases—even heard about think-aloud as a type of verbal report, they all received a brief
explanation of the method before they were provided with the opportunity to practice thinking
aloud themselves.
For the training session, an exercise sheet was provided which featured four items from the
AESCT that were not part of the actual data collection in this study (see Appendix III). The first
item on the sheet was used by the facilitator to demonstrate how the think-aloud process works.
The rationale behind this step was twofold. Firstly, watching the facilitator think aloud provided
the respondent with the opportunity to observe the process. Secondly, it was intended to
minimize a possible feeling of unease, nervousness or even embarrassment on the part of the
respondent about revealing their internal thought processes while the facilitator was present.
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After the demonstration, each candidate was given ample opportunity to practice him- or herself
until s/he felt comfortable with the procedure. While most respondents expressed their readiness
to proceed to the actual data collection after two to three items, one candidate went through all
four items until she felt comfortable. Throughout the training phase the participants also received
feedback and could ask questions about their think-aloud process (Bowles, 2010).
Once the candidates expressed their being comfortable with the procedure, they received
uniform verbalization instructions for the think-aloud:8
a) Please, verbalize everything that comes to or crosses your mind while solving these
items.
Rationale: General instruction to reiterate and emphasize the think-aloud process.
b) When doing so you do not have to utter complete sentences. It is my job as the
researcher to make sense of what you say.
Rationale: In order to receive, to the extent possible, non-metacognitive reports (Bowles,
2010).
c) You can either talk in German, English or a combination of both.
Rationale: Most learners, even though they are quite proficient in English, might feel
more comfortable using their L1 as Alderson’s (1990) reading study has shown.
d) There are no time constraints. Take as much time as you need to solve each item.
Rationale: Reflecting the AESCT’s test construct which does not allot a time constraint
either.
e) In case you fall silent for longer than three seconds, I will prompt you by saying
“Keep talking.”
All verbal reports were audio-recorded. While a candidate was producing the concurrent
verbal report, the experimenter was present in the room in order to prompt the informant if
necessary. However, the experimenter was always seated at a desk behind the candidate, in a
different corner of the room, and thus, not visible to the subject. This setup was used in order to
minimize, to an extent possible, recipient orientation and reactivity in the verbal reports
(Bowles, 2010; Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Sasaki, 2008; Smagorinsky, 2001; Zheng, 2009).

8

Instructions a), b), and c) had already been addressed in the training phase in order to ensure adequate preparation.
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Immediately after completion of the concurrent verbal reports, the retrospection phase was
initiated by the experimenter asking the respondent if s/he wanted to know the correct answers
to the multiple-choice items. While sitting vis-à-vis each other, the experimenter and
respondent went through all of the items that were part of the think-aloud report. Thereby, the
items served as a contextually rich stimulus, a reminder so the subject could retrieve more
easily and then verbalize what was going on in their minds while answering a particular item
(Dörnyei, 2007; Ericsson & Simon, 1993). In the context of a conversation, the experimenter
prompted the informants and asked questions that were intended to only encourage the recall of
directly retrievable information. Throughout the retrospective reporting, the subject was
required to explain, search for reasons, theorize, and interpret their own cognitive processes in
hindsight, hence producing a type III verbal protocol to supplement the concurrent verbal report
(Ericsson & Simon, 1993, p. xviff.).

Methods of Analysis
In order to investigate what strategies were used by the participants when answering the
sociopragmatic comprehension items, the think-aloud protocols produced by all 14 subjects were
transcribed literally and served as the basis for analysis (Appendix IV). Prior to coding the data,
the researcher identified a tentative list of strategies and knowledge based on previous research.
The research studies that reported strategies which appeared to be applicable in this context were
Taguchi (2002) Block (1986).9 The strategies drawn from these studies are displayed in Table 6.
Table 6
Strategies Block (1986) & Taguchi (2002)
Name Of Strategy
Adjacency pairs rule

Comment on behavior or
process

9

Definition
Using the knowledge of conversation structure.
According to Conversation Analysis (Sacks et al.,
1974; Goffman, 1976), utterances usually come in
an adjacency pair, and the parts are dependent upon
one another for coherence.
The reader describes strategy use, indicates
awareness of the components of the process, or
expresses a sense of accomplishment or frustration.

Research Study
Taguchi, 2002

Block, 1986

Both were studies that focused on learner comprehension, i.e., Taguchi (2002) focused on the comprehension of
implicatures, Block (1986) investigated reading comprehension strategies.
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Background knowledge/
Experience
Key word inferencing
Logical Reasoning
Paraphrase
Speaker Intention

Use general knowledge and
associations

Referring to life experience and global background
knowledge.
Catching a key word in the input and associating it
with meaning.
Recognizing literal meaning and working
deductively toward the implied meaning.
The reader rephrases content using different
words, but with the same sense.
Understanding the function of the implicature
spoken by the speaker; why and for what purpose
the speaker used the implicature instead of a literal
response.
The readers in this study used their knowledge and
experience (a) to explain, extend, and clarify
content; (b) to evaluate the veracity of content; and
(c) to react to content.
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Taguchi, 2002
Taguchi, 2002
Taguchi, 2002
Block, 1986
Taguchi, 2002

Block, 1986

The set of strategies identified by Block (1986) and Taguchi (2002) were used as a starting
point in the otherwise inductive coding procedure. Following Boyatzis (1998) and Green (1998),
the word-level transcriptions were segmented and coded iteratively for the phenomenon of
interest: strategies. In a first step, following the segmentation of all verbal protocols into units of
analysis (verbal report produced by one informant on one item), all think-aloud reports were
coded for the strategies compiled a priori from Taguchi (2002) and Block (1986). After this
initial research data driven approach (Boyatzis, 1998), a form of grounded theory analysis was
conducted on all think-aloud protocols, aiming at the identification of further strategic behavior
in the data. Thereby, a coherent idea was used as the unit of coding. Although the inductive
approach is “rarely if ever finished completely” (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 30), a final, comprehensive
list of strategies was established after four cycles of coding (see Appendix V). Including the
strategies from Taguchi (2002) and Block (1986), which were slightly altered and adapted for the
purpose of this study, the list comprises a set of 24 strategies identified in the data.
Then the list was developed into a coding manual that was primarily employed in order to
establish inter-coder reliability. A second rater, fluent in English and German, was instructed and
trained by the researcher in the context of a 60-minute Skype videoconference on how to apply
the coding manual. The inter-coder reliability was calculated for 43% of the data, that is for six
out of the 14 transcript sheets. At first, the obtained simple agreement was 79.6% which is at the
lower end of an acceptable range of agreement (O’Malley & Chamot 1990; Ortega 2005). In line
with O’Malley and Chamot (1990), a subsequent consensus coding was conducted. The
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discussion revealed that the discrepancies in the coding were the result of slightly different
understandings and hence applications of the coding manual. Two frequently occurring strategies
were rated inconsistently. After the consensus coding the inter-coder reliability was recalculated
and a simple agreement of 90% was achieved.
For the purpose of investigating whether the strategies that were used differed between the
two groups of participants, the qualitative codes were translated into numeric representations. A
discrete strategy was counted every time it occurred in the data. In order to identify and examine
patterns and trends in the data, descriptive statistics and frequency distributions were calculated
for (a) the actual correct/incorrect scores the respondents obtained for the test items and (b) for
the observed strategies.
RESULTS AND FINDINGS

The Self-Assessment Questionnaire
The analysis of the questionnaire revealed that the informants in the +U.S. group had a larger
amount of exposure to the target language and culture than candidates in the -U.S. group. Firstly,
candidates in the +U.S. group had spent on average 7.5 months studying at an institution of
higher education in the United States so each candidate had studied at a U.S. university for at
least one semester. While four candidates (Joe, Kate, Zoe, and Jack) had studied in the target
culture for one academic year, three participants (Mary, Jill, and Anne) had attended university
for one semester.
In addition to their respective sojourns in the United States, the +U.S. group also indicated on
average a higher exposure to target language/culture input in terms of contact to L1 U.S.American English speakers and media use in the target language. As illustrated in the bar charts
below (Figure 1-3), the analysis of the four-point Likert scale items (#21, #22a, and #22b)
revealed an average mean of 3.38 in the answers reported by members of the +U.S. group in
contrast to the -U.S. group whose data evinced an average mean of 2.29. Thus, participants
pertaining to the +U.S. group are on average rather ‘frequently’ exposed to target language input
while -U.S. informants reported a rather ‘rare’ overall exposure to U.S.-American English in
their everyday life. Hence, the two groups differed to a large degree in terms of exposure and
input.

TIMPE – STRATEGIC DECODING OF SOCIOPRAGMATIC ASSESSMENT TASKS

Figure 1
Contact with U.S.Americans

Figure 2
Movies Original
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Figure 3
TV/Soaps Original

Cambridge Placement Test
Given that the two groups were supposed to differ primarily in terms of exposure to target
culture, the informants’ English language proficiency was tested prior to the verbal reporting so
possible differences between the groups could not be attributed to variability in the candidates’
English language proficiency. Table 7 provides an overview of the scores achieved by all
candidates on the CPT.
Table 7
Scores on the CPT

-U.S.

+U.S.

TOTAL

NAME
Christiane
Katharina
Johanna
Franziska
Angelika
Manuela
Sabine
Joe
Kate
Jack
Zoe
Mary
Anne
Jill

SCORE
91
92
78
93
80
82
82
92
100
91
91
83
87
85

CEFR LEVEL
C2
C2
C1
C2
C1
C1
C1
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1
C1
C1

Mean

85.43

C1

89.86

C1

87.64

C1

Note. The names of the candidates were altered in order to maintain the candidates’ anonymity.
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The +U.S. group scored on average 89.86 while the mean of the -U.S. group was slightly lower
at 85.43. Thus, both groups were relatively equally comprised of both C1 and C2 levels, that is
they revealed a pretty even split between C1 and C2.
AESCT Subset Scores
In order to provide a picture of the overall performance of all participants as well as the
scores achieved by the members of each group, descriptive statistics were calculated based on
the observed total scores the test-takers achieved on the subset of items used in this protocol
study (see Table 8).
Table 8
Descriptive Statistics Total Scores AESCT Subset of Items

N

Valid
Missing

K
Mean
Std. Error of Mean
Median
Mode*
SD
Variance
Skewness
Std. Error of Skewness
Kurtosis
Std. Error of Kurtosis
Range
Minimum
Maximum
* Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Total
scores
14
0
7
4.93
0.41
5.00
5.00
1.54
2.38
0.28
0.60
-1.30
1.15
4.00
3.00
7.00

Total scores
-U.S.
7
0

Total scores
+U.S.
7
0

3.71
0.29
4.00
3.00*
0.76
0.57
0.60
0.79
-0.35
1.59
2.00
3.00
5.00

6.14
0.40
7.00
7.00
1.07
1.14
-0.37
0.79
-2.80
1.59
2.00
5.00
7.00
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Figure 4

For all test-takers (N = 14), as shown in Table 8 and the

Histogram of Total Scores

subsequent histogram (Figure 4), the scores range
between 3 and 7, spreading over a range of 5. Within this
range, most test-takers are placed slightly below the
center of the distribution. This observation is confirmed
by the mean (4.93) which is slightly lower than the
median (5.00). Moreover, the positive skewness value
(.28) substantiates that the population is bunched slightly
more to the left.
In addition to this slight positive skewness, a closer

look at the shape of the distribution reveals that the scores are not normally distributed. Although
the indices of skewness and kurtosis if divided by their respective standard errors, fall inTable 9
Test of Normality
Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df
p
Total 0.86
14 0.028

between the range of -2 and +2, usually indicating normality,
the negative kurtosis value (-1.30) and the relation of SD and
mean already point to a deviation from the perfectly, bellshaped distribution. This assumption is corroborated by the
Shapiro-Wilk statistic10 which confirms a significant

deviation from normal distribution, given that the p-value, shown in Table 9, is .028 and thus
smaller than the alpha level of .05. This lack of a normal distribution of scores might be the
result of the two selected groups of test-takers, who merely represent a small, distinct sample of a
general population.
The third measure of central tendency in the total scores, the mode, is the most striking figure
that supports the supposition that there are differences between the two distinct groups of testtakers participating in the study. The scores display a bimodal distribution. The scores of 5 and 7
were achieved most frequently, here by four participants each. The assumption that the multiple
modes in the distribution are the result of differences between the two groups seems to be
substantiated by the analysis of extreme values in the population (Table 10) which shows that
only +U.S. informants scored highly and only -U.S. participants scored at the low end of the
distribution.
10

The Shapiro-Wilk test was chosen due to the small sample of N = 14.
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Table 10
Extreme Values

Total

Highest

Lowest

1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5

Names
Jill
Joe
Mary
Zoe
Anne
Katharina
Franziska
Angelika
Manuela
Johanna

Value
7
7
7
7
5¹
3
3
3
4
4²

¹ Only a partial list of cases with the value of 5 are shown in the table of upper extremes.
² Only a partial list of cases with the value of 4 are shown in the table of lower extremes.

A comparison between the descriptive statistics of the total scores for the -U.S. group and
total scores for the +U.S. group reveals that the +U.S. group scored higher than test-takers
pertaining to the -U.S. group (see Table 8). Although the total scores obtained by either group
cover a range of 2, the scores achieved by the -U.S. group range from 3 to 5, while those
obtained by members of the +U.S. group range from 5 to 7. A comparison of the means of the
total scores between +U.S. group (6.14) and the -U.S. group (3.71) confirms this difference
between the two groups. The negative skewness of the scores obtained by the +U.S. group (-.37)
and the positive skew in the total scores distribution of the -U.S. group (.60) underscore the
extreme value analysis. In addition to the higher scores obtained by members of the +U.S. group,
the observed scores of the +U.S. population show a larger spread and variation than the total
scores obtained by the -U.S. participants. The standard deviation (1.07), the kurtosis value (-2.8),
and variance (1.14) all point to more variation in the scores and population of the +U.S. group.

Verbal Report Protocols
The analysis of the verbal reports for strategies or strategic operations employed by the
respondents revealed strategic behavior on two levels: a general, overall approach to solving an
item and further strategic operations within this general approach. Although they are examined
as two distinct phenomena here, they are interconnected insofar as the overall approach
constitutes the general framework in which further individual strategies can be observed.
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The verbal protocols revealed two distinct overall approaches.11 The first overall approach, as
illustrated in Example (1), shows that the respondent starts by reading both the prompt and all
answer options, before systematically evaluating each answer choice individually. Eventually,
the informant narrows down the answer options to two possibly correct answers (“So, it’s either
good how are you or it’s going great.”), before ultimately identifying the correct answer.
Example (1):
“On campus, Hey, buddy, how it’s, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. [laughs].
Good. How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. What about you? I’m in good health. No. If
someone says buddy to me I wouldn’t say I’m in good health. Good. How are you? Would
be a standard answer. It’s going great. What about you? Well, you have to answer in some
way so what about you could be the second part of the answer, but maybe not the whole one.
So, it’s either good how are you or it’s going great. Thanks. I’d say, I’d go for the standard
answer b.”
(Christiane, II,2)

The second overall approach, shown in Example (2), features a more immediate evaluation
of the answer options. While the informant also begins by reading the prompt, she does not read
through all answer options at once, but alternatingly reads and evaluates each choice. After
having evaluated the last answer option, the subject identifies the correct response, here by
means of her own language use (“I would say Good. How are you?”).
Example (2):
“On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Nope, definitely not.
Good. How are you? Yes. It’s going great. Thanks. Hm, sounds American, but probably not.
What about you? No. I would say Good. How are you?. Sounds like the correct response. Not
saying a lot.”
(Kate, II,2)

Both examples not only show the two different overall approaches, but they also point at the
individualized use of these approaches. The two verbal reports in Examples (1) and (2) are think-

11

Different researchers have referred to this phenomenon in different ways such as “overall plan” (Færch & Kasper,
1980) or “overall test-taking strategy” (Farr, Pritchard, & Smitten, 1990).
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alouds produced by different respondents for the same item. This individualization will be
further illustrated in the review of the respondents’ strategies within these two overall
frameworks.
In addition to the two different overall approaches, all 98 verbal reports (i.e., think-aloud
protocols produced by 14 test-takers on seven sociopragmatic items) were primarily analyzed for
strategies or strategic operations employed by the respondents. The think-aloud protocols
showed 503 cases of strategic behavior of the subjects, including repeated strategy use within
one item. These 503 instances were grouped into 24 different strategies. In accordance with
Stemmer’s (1991) tripartite typology, the 24 strategies were grouped into three categories:
‘Recall’ strategies, ‘Evaluation’ strategies, and ‘Other’ strategies (see Table 11). Of all 24
strategies, 42% (n = 10) belonged to the category of Recall strategies, 50% (n = 12) were
identified as Evaluation strategies, and 8% (n = 2) constituted Other strategies12. For a complete
list of all strategies identified, including examples and frequency of occurrence, see Appendix VI.
Table 11
Strategy Use
Strategy type
Recall
Evaluation
Other
TOTAL

Number of strategies
10 (42%)
12 (50%)
2 (8%)
24

Total number of strategic instances
169 (33.6%)
317 (63%)
17 (3.4%)
503

Recall strategies constitute strategic operations that involve the retrieval of information from
memory. Defined by Stemmer (1991, p. 350) as “strategic devices activated in order to directly
or indirectly retrieve an item,” the following ten recall strategies displayed in Table 12 were
identified in the verbal reports:

12

The strategy categories will be capitalized in order to distinguish the taxonomy from strategic behavior referred to
later on.
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Recall Strategies
Strategy

Adjacency pair*

Associations
Comparison/
reference to familiar
culture
Language

Logical reasoning/
Inferencing*
Paraphrasing*

Description of Strategy
Using the knowledge of conversation structure. According to
Conversation Analysis (Sacks et al. 1974; Goffman 1976),
utterances usually come in an adjacency pair, and the parts are
dependent upon one another for coherence. (Taguchi, 2002, p.
159)
Using associations and “what comes to mind” to explain,
evaluate and/or comment on an issue.
Relating to another culture and/or drawing comparisons
between cultures, including norms, practices, beliefs, values,
and ways of communicating.
The informant draws upon semantic, syntactic, or
morphological knowledge.
Recognizing literal meaning and working deductively toward
the implied meaning.
OR
Deriving logical conclusions from premises known or
assumed to be true.
Rephrasing the content of the text or parts thereof.

Experience*
Target culture
School
Media
Other

The informant draws upon experiences s/he had in the United
States.
The informant refers to an event or experience s/he had in
school, e.g. when s/he learned English as a foreign language.
The informant refers to something s/he has come across in the
media e.g. seen on TV, in a movie, soap etc.
The informant draws upon any form of experience other than
the categories mentioned above.

Pragmatic reasoning
Politeness
Style/register
Context
Appropriate
messaging

Speaker intention*

Translation

The informant refers to politeness in order to evaluate the
appropriateness of an utterance.
The informant draws upon knowledge of register or style in
order to evaluate the appropriateness of an utterance.
The informant draws upon contextual knowledge to assess the
appropriateness of an utterance.
The informant draws upon knowledge of how to use
appropriately certain utterances.
Understanding the function of the implicature by the speaker;
why or for what purpose the speaker made the utterance (see
Taguchi, 2002, p. 159). It also includes naming the speech act
and/or identifying the formulation that reveals sentence
function.
Translating the English into German or another language to
clarify and/or confirming the meaning.

TOTAL
Note. The asterisk marks those strategies adopted from Taguchi (2008) or Block (1986)

Total n
9 5.30%

1

0.59%

13

7.70%

12

7.10%

7

4.14%

4

2.37%

27

15.80%

19

11.24%

3

1.78%

3

1.78%

2

1.18%

83

49.11%

22

13.02%

33

19.53%

12

7.10%

16

9.47%

5

2.96%

8

4.73%

169

99.9%
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Among all recall strategies, the strategies labeled ‘Pragmatic reasoning’ and ‘Experience’
were not only the most frequently used recall strategies (i.e., they constituted 64.91% of all recall
strategies), but they were also further subdivided. Pragmatic reasoning’ was coded when an
informant referred to pragmatic knowledge such as matters of context, style, register, formality,
and/or politeness of the language used in order to assess the appropriateness of an utterance or
the correctness of an answer option. It was further divided into the four sub-groups of pragmatic
reasoning labeled ‘Pragmatic reasoning (style/register),’ ‘Pragmatic reasoning (politeness),’
‘Pragmatic reasoning (appropriate messaging),’ and ‘Pragmatic reasoning (context)’. The
following examples provide instances of the four sub-groups of pragmatic reasoning found in the
data:
Example (3):
Pragmatic reasoning (style/register)
(i.e., the informant draws upon knowledge of register or style in order to evaluate the
appropriateness of an utterance)
I’ll go for excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up please. That’s a bit unformal, but informal, but
it’s okay.
(Franziska, -U.S., II,9)

Pragmatic reasoning (politeness)
(i.e., the informant refers to politeness in order to evaluate the appropriateness of an utterance)
Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? Maybe that’s a little too
polite.
(Christiane, -U.S., II,3)

Pragmatic reasoning (appropriate messaging)
(i.e., the informant draws upon knowledge of contextual meaning of or how to use certain
utterances appropriately)
[…] he is just going to say No, I’m good. Thanks, meaning that he’s got enough.
(Kate, +U.S., II,8)
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Pragmatic reasoning (context)
(i.e., the informant draws upon contextual knowledge to assess the appropriateness of an
utterance)
Thanks, my bottle is still half full is not something people at a party would say to each other.
(Jill, +U.S., II,8)
The strategy labeled ‘Experience’ was the second most frequently observed recall strategy. It
constituted 15.8% of all recall strategies. Similar to ‘Pragmatic reasoning,’ ‘Experience’ was also
subdivided into four subgroups according to the context of the experience recalled by the
respondent: target culture experience, experience at school, experience through media, and other.
The following examples show instances of experiential recall.
Example (4):
Experience (target culture)
(i.e., the informant draws upon experiences s/he had in the United States)
No, I think it’s it’s mostly Hello I’ve I’ve seen people picking up their phones in the U.S. and
they always just say Hello and not answering by name. Just very curious.
(Jill, +U.S., II,5)

Experience (media)
(i.e., the informant refers to something s/he has come across in the media such as seen on TV,
in a movie, soap etc.)
At Danny’s. I’ve heard that somewhere in some kind of soap.
(Franziska, -U.S., II,5)

Experience (school)
(i.e., the informant refers to an event or experience s/he had in school, e.g., when s/he learned
English as a foreign language)
Okay, usually I was used to say Hi, this is Danny on the phone at school.
(Johanna, -U.S., II,5)
Evaluation strategies, the second type of strategies, were defined by Stemmer (1991) as
“strategic devices used in order to check on the appropriateness and ‘correctness’ of a retrieved
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item” (p. 353). Given that 50% (n = 12) of all strategies pertain to the category “evaluation,” this
second type constitutes the largest cluster of strategies identified in the verbal reports. Table 13
(on the next page) displays an overview of all evaluation strategies identified in the data.
Among all evaluation strategies, ‘Briefly evaluating the correctness of answer option’ (n =
69), ‘Excluding/eliminating answer option’ (n = 56), and ‘Juxtaposing two answer options’ (n =
37) were the three most frequently used by the entire sample. ‘Sound’ was further subdivided
into two distinct categories: Sound (impressionistic assessment) and Sound (categorization).
Example (5) below show instances of evaluation on the basis of how something sounds:
Example (5):
Sound (impressionistic assessment)
(i.e., the informant comments on the impression s/he has based on how an answer option
sounds)
Sorry, could you raise your voice please? Sounds weird.
(Katharina, -U.S., II,9)

Sound (categorization)
(i.e., the informant categorizes an answer option or parts thereof on the basis of how it
sounds)
It’s going great. Thanks. Hm, sounds American.
(Kate, +U.S., II,2)
The evaluation strategy ‘Heard’ (i.e., when the informant refers to whether s/he has heard an
utterance before or not) was also used rather frequently. It constituted 4.42% of all strategic
instances. Example 6 below provides two instances that show how respondents evaluated
prompts against their having heard the utterance before.
Example (6):
I never heard ‘good riddance’ so wouldn’t say that either.
(Christiane, -U.S., II,4)
No, thanks. I don’t fel like another. I guess I have heard.
(Johanna, -U.S., II,8)
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Table 13
Evaluation Strategies
Strategy
Assumptions/beliefs

Briefly evaluating the correctness of
answer option
Excluding/ eliminating answer option

Feeling/ intuition/ Sprachgefühl

Guessing
Heard

Juxtaposing prompt and answer option

Juxtaposing two answer options

Keyword (inferencing)*

Referring to own language use/ way of
speaking
Shortlist/ Opting between two answer
options
Sound

Sound (categorization)
Sound (impressionistic assessment)

Description of strategy
The informant opts for a certain answer on the
basis of beliefs and/or assumptions (e.g., on the
basis of presumed knowledge of American
English).
The informant comments very briefly, i.e. with
one to four words, on how likely s/he thinks the
answer is correct.
The informant excludes, eliminates or rules out
an answer option s/he regards as incorrect.
The informant points out an impressionistic
stance, i.e. that s/he opts for or discards
something on the basis of feeling, intuition or
Sprachgefühl
The informant chooses an answer for no
particular reason or without sufficient
information and/or support.
The informant refers to whether s/he has heard
an utterance before or not.
The informant reads successively the prompt or
parts thereof and an answer option or parts
thereof in order to evaluate and/or assess the
suitability or match of the answer option with
the prompt.
The informant reads different answer options or
parts thereof one after the other in order to
evaluate the appropriateness and/or suitability of
the answer options.
The informant identifies a keyword in the text,
i.e. from the prompt and/or answer option, that
concerns him/her in any way, e.g. because it is
not known to the informant or is bothering
him/her.
The participant refers to how s/he would say or
understand something and/or react in that
situation.
The informant narrows down the answer options
to two in order to choose between the two.
The informant arrives at an assessment of the
correctness/ appropriateness/ naturalness of an
utterance by commenting on how an utterance
sounds.
The informant categorizes an answer option or
parts thereof on the basis of how it sounds.
The informant comments on the impression s/he
has based on how an answer option sounds.

TOTAL
Note. The asterisk marks a strategy adopted from Block (1986) and Taguchi (2002)

N
9

2.84%

69

21.77%

56

17.67%

15

4.73%

12

3.79%

14

4.42%

12

3.79%

37

11.67%

11

3.47%

36

11.36%

18

5.68%

28

8.83%

7

2.21%

21

6.62%

317

108.85%
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Having focused on the two main categories, evaluation and recall strategies, a third type of
strategies labeled “Other” was also identified. “Other” constitutes merely 8% of all strategic
instances and comprises two distinct strategies which were neither recall nor evaluation
processes: ‘Clarifying/structuring the task’ (n = 13) and ‘Comment on own behavior or testtaking process’ (n = 4). While the first refers to the act of pointing out or briefly describing
components of the item in order to clarify and/or structure the task, the latter strategy labels the
act of commenting on one’s own test-taking behavior. As illustrated in Examples (7) and (8),
‘Comment on own behavior or test-taking process’ appears to be a form of meta-cognitive
strategy that monitors one’s own test-taking behavior.
Example (7):
Okay, yeah. Should read more correctly.
(Jack, +U.S., II,2)

Example (8):
Also machen wir’s nach dem Ausschlussprinzip und sagen go and fire.
(So we’ll do it according to the exclusion principle and say go and fire.)
(Manuela, -U.S., II,7)
Given the low frequency of strategies labeled as ‘Other’, the primary focus will be put on Recall
and Evaluation strategies in the following as they also feature prominently among the most
frequently used strategies in the verbal reports (see Table 14 on next page).
The following findings presented below show the results for the two groups of test-takers.
Table 15 below provides an analysis of the lengths of the think-aloud verbal reports, revealing
two considerable differences between the groups. Firstly, the reports produced by informants
pertaining to the -U.S. group were on average 118.2 words longer than the protocols produced by
the +U.S. group. Moreover, the verbal reports produced by members of the -U.S. group varied
considerably more in length than the +U.S. group protocols.
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Table 14
Top 10 Most Frequently Used Strategies
Type of
strategy

Name of strategy

Total n

Proportion of strategy
occurrence

Recall

Pragmatic reasoning

83

16.50%

Evaluation

Briefly evaluating the correctness of answer option

69

13.70%

Evaluation

Excluding/eliminating answer option

56

11.10%

Evaluation

Juxtaposing two answer options

37

7.40%

Evaluation

Referring to own language use/way of speaking

36

7.20%

Evaluation

Sound

28

5.60%

Recall

Experience*

27

5.40%

Evaluation

Shortlist/Opting between two answer options

18

3.60%

Evaluation

Feeling/intuition/Sprachgefühl

15

3.00%

Evaluation

Heard

14

2.80%

Note. The asterisk marks a strategy adopted from Block (1986) and Taguchi (2002)

Table 15
Length of Verbal Protocols

Mean length of protocol
SD
Minimum
Maximum

All participants
(N = 14)
673
193.2
391
1071

(-U.S.) group
(n = 7)
732.1
217.9
391
1071

(+U.S.) group
(n = 7)
613.9
158.8
401
790

Note. Mean length of protocol involved counting all words per think-aloud report for each item.

Table 16 displays the proportions of the within-group total for each strategy type, indicating
that the +U.S. group drew upon recall strategies more frequently than the -U.S. respondents who
employed a larger number of evaluation strategies than participants with target culture
experience.

Table 16
Proportions of Within-Group Total for Each Strategy Type
Recall
Evaluation
Other

-U.S.
30.4%
66.2%
3.4%

+U.S.
37.1%
59.5%
3.4%
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Table 17 provides a more detailed focus on the number of examinees in each group adopting
a certain recall or evaluation strategy.
Table 18, the last table presented here, shows the frequency ranks of strategies by item in
order to reveal whether individual test items elicit specific strategies. Adjacency pair rule, for
instance, was primarily used to solve Item 2, in contrast to ‘Pragmatics’ which stretched across
all test items.
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Table17
Number of Examinees in Each Group Adopting the Strategy

Type of strategy

RECALL

EVALUATION

Name of strategy
Adjacency pair rule*
Associations
Comparison/reference to
familiar culture
Experience*
Target culture
School
Media
Other
Language
Logical reasoning/ Inferencing*
Paraphrasing*
Pragmatic reasoning
Politeness
Register/style
Context
Appropriate messaging
Speaker intention*
Translation
Assumptions/ beliefs
Briefly evaluating the correctness
of answer option
Excluding/
eliminating answer option
Feeling/intuition/Sprachgefühl
Guessing
Heard
Juxtaposing two answer options
Juxtaposing prompt and answer
option
Keyword (inferencing)*
Shortlist/ Opting between two
answer options
Referring to own language
use/way of speaking
Sound
Sound (impressionistic
assessment)
Sound (categorization)

TOTAL SAMPLE
-U.S. (n = 7)
+U.S. (n = 7)
(N = 14)
Raw Percentage Raw Percentage Raw Percentage
7
1
6

50.0%
7.1%
42.9%

4
0
5

57.1%
0.0%
71.4%

3
1
1

42.9%
14.2%
14.2%

7
2
2
2
5
6
4

50.0%
14.2%
14.2%
14.2%
35.7%
42.9%
28.6%

1
1
1
2
4
3
2

14.2%
14.2%
14.2%
28.6%
57%
42.9%
28.6%

6
1
1
0
1
3
2

85.7%
14.2%
14.2%
0.0%
14.2%
42.9%
28.6%

11
12
8
7
4
3
6
13

78.6%
85.7%
57.1%
50.0%
28.6%
21.4%
42.9%
92.9%

6
6
3
1
2
2
6
6

85.7%
85.7%
42.9%
14.2%
28.6%
28.6%
85.7%
85.7%

5
6
5
6
2
1
0
7

71.4%
85.7%
71.4%
85.7%
28.6%
14.2%
0.0%
100.0%

12

85.7%

6

85.7%

6

85.7%

9
6
8
11
6

64.3%
42.9%
57.1%
78.6%
42.9%

5
6
6
6
3

71.4%
85.7%
85.7%
85.7%
42.9%

4
1
2
5
3

57.1%
14.2%
28.6%
71.4%
42.9%

7
9

50.0%
64.3%

5
5

71.4%
71.4%

2
4

28.6%
57.1%

8

57.1%

4

57.1%

4

57.1%

9
8

64.3%
57.1%

6
6

85.7%
85.7%

3
2

42.9%
28.6%

5

35.7%

2

28.6%

3

42.9%
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Table 18
Strategy Observation by Test Item
(+US)

(-US)

2

3

4

5

7

8

9

2

3

4

5

7

8

9

Adjacency pair rule*

3

0

0

0

1

0

0

5

0

1

0

0

0

0

Associations

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Comparison/ reference to familiar culture

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

4

1

3

1

0

2

Experience (Target culture)

5

3

1

3

2

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Experience (School)

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

Experience (Media)

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

Experience (Other)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

2

0

0

0

Logical reasoning/inferencing*

0

0

0

1

1

2

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

Language

0

1

2

0

0

1

0

0

1

3

1

0

2

1

Paraphrasing*

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

Pragmatic reasoning

5

19

1

3

4

6

10

10

11

1

0

2

5

10

Speaker intention*

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

1

Translation

0

3

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

3

0

0

Assumptions/beliefs

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

3

3

0

1

1

Briefly evaluating the correctness of option

12

14

5

3

4

4

4

3

4

1

4

6

3

2

Excluding/eliminating answer option

9

7

4

4

3

1

12

3

3

2

3

4

2

1

Feeling/intuition/ Sprachgefühl

0

1

1

0

2

1

0

0

6

1

0

2

1

0

Guessing

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

1

2

3

2

1

1

Heard

0

0

3

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

6

2

0

Juxtaposing prompt and answer option

3

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

1

1

0

3

1

0

Juxtaposing two answer options

0

3

1

1

1

2

1

2

3

5

4

5

3

6

Keyword (inferencing)*

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

2

2

3

1

0

0

1

Referring to own language use/way of speaking

4

3

0

3

0

0

4

2

2

4

6

3

2

3

Shortlist/ Opting between two answer options

1

1

2

3

1

0

0

3

2

0

1

1

1

2

Sound (categorization)

2

0

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

Sound (impressionistic assessment)

1

3

0

0

0

0

1

0

4

2

0

6

1

2

Clarifying/ structuring the task

1

4

1

0

0

0

1

1

4

1

0

0

1

0

Comment on own behavior or test-taking process*

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

1

0
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
Research Question One: What Strategies Are Used by The Test-Takers to Answer Items that
Test Sociopragmatic Comprehension?
As presented in Appendix VI, the fine level of resolution in the coding of the data revealed a
total of 503 instances of strategy use in the verbal protocols. These 503 strategic instances were
occurrences of 24 different strategies. The 24 strategies identified in the verbal reports extend the
list of inferencing strategies reported by Taguchi (2002, p. 159) in her study on understanding
implicatures and thus add to a clearer picture of the various strategic processes test-takers draw
upon when solving items that test (socio)pragmatic comprehension.
Following Stemmer’s tripartite typology, the 24 strategies were grouped into three categories.
Among the three categories—Recall, Evaluation, and Other strategies—the predominance of
evaluation strategies in all verbal reports (i.e., they constitute 63% of all strategic occurrences in
the data) suggests an effect of the multiple choice item format on the choice of strategies. This
assumption can be substantiated if compared to the results reported by Stemmer (1991) who
investigated by means of verbal reports the strategies subjects used when solving a C-test in
French. Stemmer reported a preponderance of recall strategies over evaluative processes. Given
that a C-test does not provide a test-taker with predetermined answer options, the predominance
of recall processes appears quite plausible. In contrast to Stemmer, it appears quite reasonable
that a test consisting exclusively of multiple choice items elicits more evaluative processes given
that the multiple choice items require the subject to select the correct answer from among four
given answer options.
Among all of the recall strategies, ‘Pragmatic reasoning’ (n = 83; 49.11%) and ‘Experience’
(n = 27; 15.8%) were the most frequently observed. ‘Pragmatic reasoning’ was the only strategy
that was employed by all 14 respondents across all seven items (see Appendix VI). Furthermore,
it was the most frequently observed strategy in all verbal reports (see Table 14). Given that the
test is supposed to assess sociopragmatic comprehension, the prevalence of pragmatic recall
(context, style, register, formality, and/or politeness) suggests that the items elicit strategic
operations central to the skill they purport to measure. ‘Experience,’ as the second most
frequently observed strategy marks the retrieval of personal experiences. It was subdivided into
four subgroups according to the context of the experience recalled by the respondent: target
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culture experience, experience at school, experience through media, and other. The finding that
‘Experience’ constitutes one of the two main recall operations in the data confirms Taguchi
(2008b) who put forth that pragmatic “[c]onventions and rules are usually learned through
interactional experiences in a particular environment” (p. 428).
The recall processes observed in the data are consistent with another finding reported by
Stemmer (1991): the text of an item is often used as a retrieval cue to recall information. Having
observed that subjects always used the text around the items in the C-test for their recall
operations, Stemmer concluded that the text functioned as a trigger for the recall processes and
that the subjects activated the recall “by using as retrieval cues the item itself” (p. 300).
Illustrated in the following by means of the retrieval of experiences, Examples (9) and (10) show
that the strategic recalls observed in this study corroborate Stemmer’s findings. Subjects always
refer to a particular passage in the text, the retrieval cue, before they recall (the context of) the
experience from memory. In Example (9), the subject uses the entire distracter as a retrieval cue
in order to recall having heard the phrase at some point while watching a soap opera. Example
(10) illustrates that single words of the text can also function as the cue to retrieve experiences,
in this case an experience Mary had in the target culture, which ultimately led to the
identification of the correct answer.
Example (9)
“At Danny’s. I’ve heard that somewhere in some kind of soap.”
(Franziska, II,5)

Example (10)
“Shoot hm haben die mir ganz oft gesagt, wenn ich irgendwie ne Frage
hatte.”
(Mary, II,7)
(“Shoot hm they have said that to me pretty often when I had a question.”
(Mary, II,7))

The assumption made above that knowledge is an integral part of most strategic processing,
cannot only be upheld for recall strategies. Most—if not all—evaluation strategies also require
some knowledge component or piece of information recalled from memory that functions as a
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reference point for the act of evaluating correctness or appropriateness. While strategic acts such
as ‘Referring to one’s own language use/way of speaking’ are obviously bound to a particular
benchmark used for reference, strategic operations such as ‘Briefly evaluating the correctness of
the answer option,’ ‘Opting between two answer options,’ ‘Feeling/Intuition/ Sprachgefühl’ or
‘Sound’ require some knowledge component against which the correctness of an answer choice
can be judged. Hence, it can be concluded that (a) retrieved information is to varying degrees
present in “practically all cognitive processes” (Ericsson & Simon, 1999, p. 177) and (b) that
knowledge “provides part of the context within which a discourse is interpreted” (Kintsch, 1988,
p. 163).
For the process of interpreting and answering an item, respondents never used only one
strategy, but always employed a mixture of different strategies, corroborating the idea put forth
above that strategies are never used in isolation, but are sequential. Example (11) shows an
excerpt from the verbal report produced by Franziska for Item II,4, revealing a variety of four
strategic observations. Beginning with a section break, indicating the start of a new item, she
reads until she stumbles across the word ‘riddance’ in the first distracter. Identifying it as a
keyword, she unsuccessfully attempts to retrieve the meaning of the word before temporarily
rejecting the distracter with the unknown lexical item (“Well then, good ridence.13 What is that?
What is that word? Ridance? No, I’m not going for that one.). After the reading of the second
distracter, she briefly evaluates its correctness (Yeah, yeah?) before comparing the utterance to
the more familiar British English. Here, the evaluation strategy triggers a recall strategy for
further clarification or evaluation of the correctness of the answer option, illustrating how
strategies are intertwined with and influence one another.
Example (11):
Hm. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for Christmas. Well then, good
ridence. What is that? What is that word? Ridance? No, I’m not going for that one. Well,
then I wish you a good flight. Yeah, yeah? But it’s more like British. […]
(Franziska, II,4)

13

The respondent consistently pronounced the lexical item <riddance> as /raɪdns/. The mispronunciation is
indicated in the following through the spelling <ridence>.
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Hence, in line with Taguchi’s (2002) findings, “strategies co-occurred and interacted with each
other” (p. 162), revealing a mixture of strategies employed by each respondent for each item.
Research Question Two: Do the Strategies Differ Between the Two Groups of Test-Takers?
The second research question addresses potential differences between the two groups of
respondents. The first difference noticed between the groups, as shown in Table 8, was the
higher test scores for the subset of items obtained by members of the +U.S. group. Participants
from that group scored on average 2.43 higher and thus outperformed -U.S. respondents. The
extreme value statistics highlight the better performance of the +U.S. participants, contrasting it
with the lower scores of -U.S. respondents (see Table 10). These findings are in line with House
(1996) and Roever (2005) who both reported in their pragmatic studies, conducted with German
learners of English, that those “learners who had spent time in the target language environment
outperformed learners who did not” (Taguchi, 2008b, p. 429). Further investigation is required to
determine whether such a “contextual effect,” that is the “exposure to common situations in the
target language environment […] facilitate[s] comprehension” (ibid.), is responsible for the clear
between-group difference. To that end, a closer look will be taken at differences in strategy use.
Although the overall frequency of strategy use is relatively similar between the two groups
(47.12% of all strategic instances were observed in the reports produced by the +U.S. group,
while 52.88% were observed in -U.S. protocols), an analysis of individual strategy types suggest
some between-group differences. Table 16 shows the proportions of the within-group total for
each strategy type. The +U.S. group, for instance, used more recall strategies (37.1%) than the U.S. group (30.4%) (see Table 15). Conversely, -U.S. respondents employed a larger proportion
of evaluation strategies in their verbal reports (66.2%) than +U.S. informants (59.5%). Given that
recall strategies are to a larger degree based on knowledge as compared to the strategies
pertaining to the category ‘Evaluation,’ the findings are consistent with Byram’s idea (1997) that
“the greater the proximity and the more contacts there are, [i.e., the greater the amount of
exposure], the more knowledge of the other [culture] will be present in the interaction” (p. 36).
As both groups showed minimal differences in their respective use of strategies from the
category “Other,” a closer examination will be made of recall and evaluation operations that
stand out in terms of differences between groups.
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Table 17 above displays the number and proportions of examinees in each group who
adopted a certain strategy. In the recall category, the following strategies are examples of
strategies that featured strong between-group contrasts: ‘Pragmatic reasoning (appropriate
messaging),’ ‘Experience (target culture),’ ‘Language,’ and ‘Comparison/reference to familiar
culture.’ ‘Pragmatic reasoning (appropriate messaging),’ for example, was drawn upon by six
members (i.e., 85.7%) of the +U.S. group across six items, but only one member of the -U.S.
group (i.e., 14.2%) used it once. A similar ratio was observed with regard to the recall of
experiences. Although the overall strategy labeled ‘Experience’ was used by an equal number of
participants in both groups (n = 6), 70.4% of all instances of recalling experiences were
identified in the verbal reports of +U.S. informants, as opposed to only 29.6% in the -U.S.
protocols. While an equal proportion of test-takers from both groups (14.2%) drew upon
‘Experience (media)’ and ‘Experience (school),’ ‘Experience (target culture)’ was employed by
six +U.S. informants (i.e., 85.7%) across all six items whereas only one -U.S. participant recalled
an experience she had in the United States during a short vacation. Although her vacation was
only a short sojourn in the United States, this finding is consistent with Roever (2005) as well as
Barron (2003) who reported that “even if the time in the SL context is short, pragmatic
competence is nevertheless affected, albeit in varying ways” (p. 69).
These findings allow for two conclusions. Firstly, they speak to a stronger contextualization
on the part of the +U.S. group and thus support the claim in previous literature that the
comprehension of routine formulae is primarily memory-based and “closely associated with the
situations in which [the formulaic routines] occur” (Taguchi, 2008b, p. 429). Secondly, the
predominance of ‘Experience (target culture)’ in the +U.S. reports and the ability to quickly
identify the correct response on the basis of experiential knowledge, as illustrated in Example
(12) below, provide evidence that “experience in the host community, greatly facilitates the […]
form-function-context mappings in the comprehension of formulaic routines” (Taguchi, 2008b, p.
444).
Example (12):
Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At Danny’s.
By Danny’s. [laughs] Okay. No, I think it’s it’s mostly Hello I’ve I’ve seen people picking
up their phones in the U.S. and they always just say Hello and not answering by name. Just
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very curious.
(Jill, +U.S., II,5)

While +U.S. respondents mainly drew upon first-hand experiences, -U.S. respondents
seemed to compensate for their lack of experiential knowledge by using a strategy central to
several models of intercultural learning: they draw comparisons with and/or relate utterances to
familiar cultural contexts (Bennett, 1993; Bredella, 2004; Byram, 1997). ‘Comparison/ reference
to familiar culture’ was used by 71.4% (n = 5) of the -U.S. informants, while merely two
instances of this kind were observed in the verbal reports of one +U.S. participant. Examples (13)
and (14) below illustrate this strategic behavior:
Example (13):
Sure, shoot I know, but maybe it’s more British.
(Katharina, -U.S., II,7)

Example (14):
Sorry, well I’m sorry, this is too German. We would say Entschuldigung.
(Christiane, -U.S., II,2)

Another noteworthy difference among recall strategies is the set of processes labeled as
‘Language’. While 57.1% (n = 4) subjects pertaining to the -U.S. group drew upon semantic,
syntactic, or morphological knowledge in order to solve an item, only 14.2% (n = 1) of the +U.S.
respondents did. This difference suggests a stronger reliance on the text among -U.S. informants,
a proposition that might be substantiated by the observation that the verbal reports of the -U.S.
group were on average longer without necessarily displaying more strategies. While the verbal
reports produced by -U.S. respondents were on average 118 words longer (see Table 15), this did
not necessarily correlate to an increased use of strategic processes as evidenced by the minimal
variance in total incidences of strategy use between the two groups. Hence, the difference in
length was primarily the result of an extended re-reading of answer options and prompts—
another form of reliance on the text. Example (15) and Example (16) showcase two reports
which are fairly equal in length. However, while the majority of the verbal report provided by the
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Angelika from the -U.S. group consists of re-reading the text, the +U.S. protocol produced by
Joe only features four instances of re-reading.
Example (15):
In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come on in. What can I do for you, Steve? Excuse
me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, is this an appropriate
time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John. Do you have a minute? Do you have some time
available for me, Professor John? In front of your professor’s office. Excuse me, Sir, would
you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to
you? Excuse me, do you have a minute? Do you have some time available for me, Profe eh
Professor John? Sure, come on in. Also, you excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute?
It’s Professor, do you have some time available for me, Professor John? Drei oder vier. Do
you have some time available for me, Professor John? Passt ja, am besten. Do you have
some time available for me, Professor John? Oder Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a
minute? Eheh. Vier. Scheint mir am freundlichsten Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me
with a minute of your time? Ne, hier stört mich das Sir. Do you have some time available for
me, Professor John? Ja, vier.
(Angelika, -U.S., II,3, 210 words)

Example (16):
In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come in. What can I do for you, Steve? Excuse me,
Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time
to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Do you have some time
available for me, Professor John? Ehm, würde ich sagen, theoretisch sind die alle möglich,
weil bei allen er immer fragt, ob der Professor Zeit hat, oder ob es jetzt eine gute Zeit ist
reinzukommen. Trotzdem würd ich sagen, b geht schonmal nicht, weil an appropriate time to
talk to you das würde ja niemand sagen. Das klingt jetzt ein bisschen sehr, sehr weird. Ehm,
genauso wie a would you provide me with a minute of your time, das würde man auch nicht
sagen. Ehm, also würde ich sagen, würden Sie mir etwas Zeit bereitstellen? Das würde man
ja auch nicht sagen. Ehm, und auch d, do you have some time available for me, das is auch
klingt auch etwas seltsam formuliert, wenn man sagt, haben Sie Zeit für mich verfügbar?
Deswegen würde ich sagen, dass einfach c, eh, entschuldigen Sie hätten Sie vielleicht ne
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Minute? Okay.
(Joe, II,3, +U.S., 200 words)

Among the evaluation strategies, striking between-group differences can be reported for
those strategic operations that can broadly be categorized as impression- or intuition-based:
‘Feeling/Intuition/Sprachgefühl’, ‘Heard’, and ‘Sound (impressionistic assessment)’. Primarily
applied when participants were not certain about the correct answer, these strategies all show a
higher frequency among -U.S. students, indicating that the knowledge base among the -U.S.
students was smaller than that of the +U.S. participants. This presupposition is substantiated by
the comparison of the frequency distributions of ‘Guessing’ which marks a particularly stark
between-group contrast. While 85.7% of the -U.S. candidates used ‘Guessing’ across all items,
only one +U.S. candidate (14.2%) employed it once. Hence, the data suggest that -U.S.
participants had less knowledge about routine formulae in U.S.-American English than the
students who had been exposed to the target language environment. Therefore, -U.S. respondents
had to rely on guessing, impression and/or intuition.
To conclude, while +U.S. respondents drew more upon recall strategies, suggesting a broader
knowledge base that allowed for contextualization, -U.S. candidates showed a stronger reliance
on the text and evaluation strategies in an attempt to compensate for the lack of (experiential)
knowledge.
Research Question Three: Do the Strategies Mirror the Assumptions Underlying the Test
Construct?
The third research question addresses the central issue of construct validation, whether the
strategies and cognitive processes identified in the verbal reports reflect the assumptions and
claims made in the test construct. The construct assessed by the AESCT as a whole is
sociopragmatic comprehension which was operationalized to include the evaluation of (a)
interpretation of speech acts, (b) recognition of routine formulae/naturalness, and (c) knowledge
of phrases and idioms. As this study only collected data on a small sample of items from the
second section, some constraints need to be identified at this point. Firstly, given the limited
number of items used in this study, claims with regard to the AESCT’s overall construct validity
neither can nor will be made. Moreover, the data collected here do not allow for a hypothesis
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testing, due to the small number of respondents. However, the data and findings show patterns
that support not only the hypothesized trend outlined above, but also the central assumption
underlying all items in section two: they measure the test-takers’ ability to identify the correct
routine formulae with sensitivity to naturalness and difference in register. In the following, both
will be considered in order to “accrue empirical evidence that the ostensibly sampled processes
are actually engaged by respondents in task performance” (Messick, 1996, p. 248).
To begin with, Tables 14 and 18, featuring the top ten strategies as well as the strategy use by
test item, show that ‘Pragmatic reasoning’ was not only the most frequent, but also the sole
strategy used by all test-takers (N = 14; 100%) and across all items. This preponderance of
pragmatic recall (context, style, register, formality, and/or politeness) and sociopragmatic
knowledge suggests that the items operationalize the broader concept of sociopragmatic
comprehension as they elicit strategic operations central to the skills they are supposed to
measure.
Another, more detailed evidence for construct validity is the confirmation of the
hypothesized trend substantiated in the between-group differences. It was assumed in the test
construct that the more exposure a learner has had to target language input, the better s/he will
perform on the test. As previously outlined, the analysis revealed a clear difference in the use of
strategies between both groups of test-takers. Respondents who had lived in the target language
environment and who had thus witnessed more routine formulae in different communicative
contexts showed a greater ability to contextualize on the basis of their pragmatic and experiential
knowledge. Contrastingly, informants who had never been directly exposed to the target
language environment revealed less knowledge and a stronger reliance on text, formal aspects of
language, and intuition-based strategies. This finding corresponds to Byram (1997) who argued
that pragmatic comprehension skills are closely interconnected with knowledge, in particular
knowledge about the other linguistic code and “an awareness of the specific meanings, values
and connotations of the language” (p. 71). In line with House (1996) and Roever (1996) who also
found that “learners who had exposure to the L2 environment had much greater knowledge of
routines than unexposed learners” (Roever, 2005, p. 248), the +U.S. respondents revealed a
stronger employment of experience- and knowledge-based recall strategies than -U.S. learners.
Examples (17) and (18) below contrast two verbal reports that not only showcase the
hypothesized trends, but that also reflect the more detailed processes anticipated in the construct
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for item II,4.14 In Example (17), Franziska, a -U.S. respondent who has never been to the United
States, first stumbles across the word ‘riddance,’ revealing that she does not know the lexical
item. She then continues to read before comparing the second answer choice with another culture
and language context (“But it’s more like British.”). After relating to British English, Franziska
evaluates another distracter on the basis assumptions before she uses her own way of speaking as
a point of reference for evaluation. She then shortlists two answer options, before finally
choosing the distracter on the basis of her own way of speaking—an action anticipated in the test
specifications (see Appendix VII for a detailed listing of considerations underlying each item).
Example (17)
“Hm. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for Christmas. Well then, good
ridence [pronunciation]. What is that? What is that word? Riddance? No, I’m not going for
that one. Well, then I wish you a good flight. Yeah, yeah? But it’s more like British. Well,
then good travels! Yeah, that could be nice. Well then, have a safe trip home. Eh, I don’t
know. Hm, well then, good ridence [pronunciation]. Well, maybe it really is an American
expression. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Hm. Yeah. Yeah, that’s a hm. I’d say, well
then I wish you a good flight, but ehm an American probably wouldn’t. Well then, have a
safe trip home. Well then, good travels. Okay, I’m going I’m going for what I would
probably say. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Yeah.”
(Franziska, Item II,4)

In Example (18), Kate, an informant from the +U.S. group with 10-months of exposure to the
target language environment immediately recognizes the first answer choice ‘Well then, good
riddance.’ as a distracter shown by her immediate rejection of the answer choice which is
accompanied by a quick laughter. She then continues by shortlisting two answer options before
identifying not only the correct answer on the basis of experience in the target culture, but also
the concept behind the distracter (“That’s probably German I wish you a good flight.”).
Example (18)
“Okay. Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Hmhmhm. Well, then good riddance. No [laughs]. Well then, I wish you a good

14

Due to the limited scope of this paper, an analysis on the basis of each strategy for each item will not be
conducted. For a complete overview of all hypothesized processes per item see Appendix VII.
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flight. Well then, good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. So, it’s either Well then, I
wish you a good flight or well then, have a safe trip home. And I think the usual say to say
thing to say is have a safe trip home. The other one is probably German I wish you a good
flight. So yeah, Well then, have a safe trip home.”
(Kate, II,4)

Given that both groups were relatively equal with regard to language proficiency, but
differed in terms of exposure to the target language context, the findings confirm Roever’s (2005)
results that “knowledge of routines was mostly determined by exposure, largely independent of
proficiency level” (p. 247).
Another criterion for construct validity is to investigate whether particular items elicit certain
strategies and thus deviate from the other items. A closer look at the strategy observations by test
item (Table 18) shows that item II,3 and II,9 elicit pragmatic recalls strikingly more often than
the other items. All respondents (N = 14) used ‘Pragmatic reasoning’ 30 times for item II,3 and
20 times for Item II,9 as opposed to an average of 7.4 times in the other items. Interestingly,
these two items are those that feature a high distance/power relation between interlocutors. This
increase in pragmatic recall indicates that the +P items, high distance/power, feature less
frequent and entrenched routine formulae and demand more conceptual processing in terms of
politeness. Additionally, item II,9 is the only item for which no experiential recalls were
observed, suggesting that item II,9 needs to be revised as it appears to underrepresent the
construct in terms of routine formulae.
Another critical remark in terms of construct underrepresentation regards the testing method.
Although the overall theorized trend is reflected in the data, a general point of concern is that the
use of written paper- and-pencil MCDCTs may actually have underrepresented students’ true
knowledge of routine formulae given that the items require respondents to “read the routines,
whereas they would be more used to hearing them spoken” (Roever, 2005, p. 248). An indicator
for this underrepresentation based on the testing method is the fairly frequent observation of
‘Heard’ (i.e., whether a respondent has heard an utterance before or not). Given that ‘Heard’ was
observed 14 times in the data (n = 14), which accounts for 2.8 % of all strategic occurrences, this
concern constitutes another point for further validation research.

170
Although the current data are too few to draw any definite conclusions, the patterns and
trends revealed in the data suggest that the two primary assumptions underlying the test construct
were largely represented. There is abundance of evidence in the verbal reports that exposure to
target language context results in a higher test score due to the candidates’ ability to
contextualize. Apart from item II,9, the items also seem to represent routine formulae in low and
high distance/power contexts and elicit evaluation and assessment processes to determine the
appropriateness of the respective routine formulae in terms of naturalness and register. Hence,
the trends identified in the data suggest that the items investigated here seem to generally
represent the construct, which entails that fairly valid inferences and construct-related
interpretations can be drawn on the basis of observed scores. However, further investigations
with a larger sample of respondents are necessary to draw definite conclusions.

Limitations
In the context of this first, exploratory study into the field of strategy use in sociopragmatics
testing, several limitations about the sample, the test instrument, and the methodology used in
this dissertation need to be acknowledged. In terms of the sample, the most obvious limitations
are the gender-bias and homogeneity in the sample. Although the gender-bias roughly reflects
the ratio of male and female students enrolled in the TEFL/TESL program at the German
university, the sample is unavoidably skewed towards female participants (12 female versus 2
male respondents). This biased distribution is the result of the voluntary participation as only two
male students agreed to participate. A higher number of male participants might have resulted in
different strategy use (cf. Hobbs, 2003). Moreover, the sample can be criticized as a
“convenience sample” because it only includes university-level students who—apart from slight
differences such as their respective L1s—share a common socio-economic, educational,
geographical, and age background (see Roever, 2011). Although this “convenience sample”
represents a distinct sample of the ultimate target population for whom the test was designed, the
results of this study can only be interpreted against the background of this particular population.
No further generalizations can be made. Although common for qualitative studies, the small
number of participants ultimately presented limitations to the statistical analyses applied in this
study. A larger sample would have allowed the use of IRT and factor analysis in addition to the
descriptive statistics in order to receive a more profound picture of item performance. Moreover,
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with a larger number of participants, inferential statistics such as chi square statistics could have
been employed in order to provide further insights into between-group differences. Hence, this
study should be regarded rather exploratory in nature as definite, categorical conclusions cannot
be drawn.
In addition to constraints in terms of the sample, there is one major point of criticism, which
may ultimately lead to limitations, regarding the AESCT itself: its reliance on a native speaker
norm. Although it is “unavoidable for assessments to be benchmarked against some sort of norm,
be it a native speaker or second language user norm,” the native speaker norm in language
testing is increasingly questioned (Roever, 2011, p. 13). Along with the increase of situations in
which English is used as an international language or lingua franca, it has been argued that
during online comprehension processes in dyadic interactions speakers adapt their speech to the
situation and the interlocutor. However, although the concept of the native speaker has been
widely replaced by the intercultural or ELF speaker, sociolinguistic competence, containing
cultural aspects and features of social context and conventions cannot be conceptualized without
a target language and culture in mind. As a cross-cultural pragmatics test that measures offline
comprehension, the AESCT was designed with L1 U.S.-American English speakers from all
over the United States and is based on what can broadly be conceptualized a codified standard or
“U.S.-American English norm.” Similar to Liu (2006a, 2007), who was criticized by McNamara
and Roever (2006) for having developed his items in reference to a native speaker norm, the
AESCT can be criticized in the same way for its reliance on a narrow benchmarking sample (see
McNamara & Roever, 2006; Roever, 2011).
The final limitation to be pointed out in the context of this study concerns the think-aloud
methodology in general and the completeness of the verbal reports in particular. Although thinkaloud protocols are regarded as a very rich source of data, the question whether this method can
provide a complete picture of the cognitive processes heeded during the performance on a task
remains debatable. Especially in rather complex tasks, the participants might process too much
information at the same time and thus make decisions or judgments on what to report (Dörnyei,
2007; Gass & Mackey, 2000). This selective behavior in generating verbal reports might result in
incomplete or distorted reports (Bachman, 2004), a challenge to the veridicality, reliability, and
validity of the think-aloud protocol. Furthermore, some cognitive processes might be
unconscious or subconscious and thus not accessible and reportable through think-aloud
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methodology which again leads to an incompleteness of the think-aloud data as the data will not
contain all processes heeded (Faerch & Kasper, 1987; Zheng, 2009). Another potential risk with
regard to incomplete reports is the participant. The individual might—even if properly instructed,
trained and prompted if silences occur—unintentionally stop talking or remain silent which
automatically results in gaps in the protocol data. Therefore, a consistent, coherent, and rigorous
data collection procedure was employed. However, despite the consistent training, instructions,
and set-up surrounding the data collection procedure, Zoe’s and Jack’s respective reports differ
considerably from the protocols produced by the other respondents. Their protocols contain
fewer strategies and, in particular, very few recall operations. Hence, they have to be regarded as
incomplete. As it is highly unlikely that they did not use these strategies, it might be concluded
that—even after thorough instructions and a training session—they still felt uncomfortable
verbalizing their thoughts. More training would probably have been necessary in these two cases.
Moreover, particular instances in some reports provide clear evidence that the participants
processed too much information at the same time and thus made decisions on what to report
which in turn resulted in gaps in the reports (see Dörnyei, 2007; Gass & Mackey, 2000). For
example, this selective behavior shows in Franziska’s report for item II,4:
“Well, maybe it really is an American expression. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Hm.
Yeah. Yeah, that’s a hm. I’d say, well then I wish you a good flight”
The underlined part reveals that she heeded more information, but did not verbalize the
thought. Hence, the recall operation here could not be inferred by the researcher. This again
entails that the final list of strategies or frequency counts presented in Appendix V might actually
have to be extended in order to account for all processes that were heeded.

CONCLUSIONS

As the first of its kind, this experimental validation study investigates strategy use in
sociopragmatic testing. It constitutes a contribution to the sociopragmatic component of
pragmatics (Leech, 1983) because it centers on the test-taker’s analysis and comprehension of
utterances in sociocultural contexts (cf. Roever, 2011). While most studies in the field of
pragmatics testing have focused on the production of language, this study is one of the few
exceptions that consider the receptive process on the part of the interlocutor. As it tests and
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investigates “offline comprehension and judgment”, it constitutes a further piece of the puzzle
towards a discursive orientation of pragmatics testing (Roever, 2011, p. 8).
The current study is a contribution to the third strand within pragmatics research in general
and pragmatics testing in particular: routine formulae. Given that the items used for the
introspective study aim at assessing sensitivity to naturalness and difference in register, they
center on the recognition of formulaic routines in specific situations (see Coulmas, 1981).
Studies that can be considered predecessors are Roever (1996), House (1996), Barron (2003),
and Schauer (2009) who all reported that students, who have spent time in the target culture,
even if the sojourn was as short as five weeks, have a higher mastery of formulaic routines than
those who studied English in a foreign language context. The results of these studies are
confirmed in the context of this study as +U.S. respondents also outperformed those candidates
with few or no experience in the target language context.
Taking the analysis a step further, beyond the observed total scores and statistical analyses
thereof, the study can be regarded as finishing what Liu (2006a; 2006b) has left unanswered in
the context of the validation process of his study. He reported having used verbal reports to
examine if “test-takers drew on construct relevant knowledge […] as they worked through the
items in the test” (Liu, 2006b, p. 408). He confirmed, but did not report in further detail the
knowledge and/or strategies the test-takers drew upon. By means of verbal report methodology,
think-aloud and immediate retrospection, this study analyzed the verbal reports for strategic
operations, compiling a taxonomy of 24 strategies in three categories originally identified by
Stemmer (1991). Although Stemmer (1991) conducted her study on a C-test with French learners,
her tripartite categorization system was transferred and adopted to another testing method:
MCDCT. Hence, the original list of comprehension strategies as reported by Taguchi (2002) was
extended in this study.
Focusing on substantive validity (Messick, 1996), the processes and strategies identified
largely coincide with the theory and assumptions outlined in the test specifications: +U.S. testtakers activated and utilized personal experiences and pragmatic knowledge about discourse
formats to facilitate comprehension. Contrastingly, participants without exposure to the target
language context relied primarily on the text and intuition-based evaluation strategies to
compensate for the lack of (experiential) knowledge.
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As the results only suggest the trend hypothesized in the test construct for the second part of
the AESCT, no claims can be made whether valid inferences can be made on the basis of the
entire assessment instrument. Both of these aspects posed limitations to this study as the data
does not allow for definite claims or extrapolations about construct validity. A study conducted
in the same way with a larger sample and more test items might help to provide further insights
into the AESCT’s construct validity. Furthermore, subsequent studies may also use a larger and
more diverse sample, including for instance a sample that varies in language proficiency. A
larger, more diverse sample would allow for a detailed statistical analysis using, for example,
confirmatory factor analysis or structural equation modeling in order to investigate more or even
multiple variables at the same time and thus providing insights into possible relationships.15
To conclude, this study confirmed the general trends underlying the test construct, but also
revealed critical issues such as potential sources of construct underrepresentation which need to
be investigated further and in more detail. Moreover, the closer look at testing method once
again highlighted the limits of multiple choice items and disclosed them as a test method that
allows for the assessment of offline comprehension only, a step towards the ultimate, ideal goal
of a discursive intercultural pragmatics assessment.

15

See Purpura (1997) for a first study into that direction.
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Sociopragmatics
Test
Veronika Timpe
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Bitte lesen Sie Folgendes bevor Sie mit der Bearbeitung des Tests
beginnen!

Ziel und Aufbau des Tests
Die folgenden Multiple-choice Items stammen aus einem Test, der Ihre rezeptive
Pragmatikkompetenz in der Fremdsprache U.S.-amerikanisches Englisch testen soll.
Die Items messen folgende Fähigkeit:

Sensitivity to naturalness and
difference in register

Wie würden sich Amerikaner in
gewissen Situationen sprachlich
verhalten?

Während Sie die einzelnen Items bearbeiten, denken Sie bitte laut. Äuβern Sie alles, was
Ihnen durch den Kopf geht. Das Ziel dieser Studie ist es, die kognitiven Prozesse und
Strategies bzw. das (Erfahrungs-)wissen, auf das Sie zurückgreifen, um die Items zu
lösen, zu untersuchen.

Ihre Daten und Antworten werden vertraulich behandelt und
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ausschließlich zu wissenschaftlichen Zwecken im Rahmen meiner
Dissertation verwendet.

Sensitivity to naturalness and difference in register
Was ist die passendste und natürlichste Antwort/Aussage? Markieren Sie die richtige Antwort.
Nur eine Antwort ist jeweils korrekt.
Beispiel

Check the most appropriate and natural response/utterance.
At a reception you have talked to a young professor. After a while he has to leave
because he has to teach a class.
A: I’m sorry, but I have a class now so I gotta get going.
B: ...
No problem. It was nice to make your acquaintance. Good-bye.
No problem. It was nice meeting you. Bye.
No problem. It was a pleasure to get to know you. Bye-bye.
No problem. Good to get to know you. See you.

Please start with the test items now.
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Check the most appropriate and natural response.
On campus.
A: Hey, buddy, how’s it going?
B: ….
a)
b)
c)
d)

I’m in good health. Thanks!
Good. How are you?
It’s going great. Thanks.
What about you?

Check the most appropriate and natural response.
In front of your professor’s office.
A: …
B: Sure. Come on in. What can I do for you, Steve?
a)
b)
c)
d)

Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time?
I’m sorry. Is this an appropriate time to talk to you?
Excuse me, Dr. John, do you have a minute?
Do you have some time available for me, Prof. John?

Check the most appropriate and natural response.
Discussing travel plans.
A: What are you doing over Christmas?
B: I’m flying home for Christmas.
A: ….
a)
b)
c)
d)

Well, then. Good riddance!
Well, then. I wish you a good flight.
Well, then, good travels!
Well, then. Have a safe trip home.

Check the most appropriate and natural response.
Answering a phone call. The phone rings.
A: …
a)
b)
c)
d)

Hello?
Hi, this is Danny on the phone.
At Danny’s.
By Danny’s.
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Check the most appropriate and natural response.
You overhear two American guys talking.
A: Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
B: …
a)
b)
c)
d)

Sure. Shoot!
Sure. Go and fire!
Sure. Attack!
Sure. Go on ahead!

Check the most appropriate and natural response.
American students at a party in a friend’s house.
A: Do you want another beer?
B: …
a)
b)
c)
d)

No, I’m great. Thanks.
Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full.
No, I’m good. Thanks.
No thanks. I don’t feel like another.

Check the most appropriate and natural response.
In a lecture hall.
The professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for zou to hear what he
is saying.
A: …
a)
b)
c)
d)

Excuse me, Dr. Davis, speak up, please.
Excuse me, Dr. Davis, could you speak louder, please?
I’m sorry, could you raise your voice, please?
Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low.

Vielen Dank für Ihre Mitarbeit! 

190
Appendix II

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
1. Herzlich willkommen!
Liebe Teilnehmer/innen,
Vielen Dank für Ihre Bereitschaft zur Teilnahme an meiner Studie. Die
Beantwortung des Fragebogens wird ca. 5 Minuten in Anspruch
nehmen.
Ihre Daten werden streng vertraulich behandelt, anonymisiert und
ausschließlich zu Zwecken der wissenschaftlichen Forschung im
Rahmen meiner Dissertation verwendet.
Für Rückfragen oder Anregungen stehe ich Ihnen gern zur Verfügung:

Veronika Timpe
TU Dortmund
Institut für Anglistik & Amerikanistik
Emil-Figge-Str. 50
44221 Dortmund
Büro: R. 3.326
Tel.: 0231-7552898
Veronika.timpe@tu-dortmund.de
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
2. Sprachhintergrund
Bitte geben Sie kurz Auskunft über Ihren sprachbiographischen
Hintergrund.
1) Welche Muttersprache(n) haben Sie?
2) Welche Muttersprache(n) haben Ihre Eltern?
3) Welche Sprache(n) wurde(n) bei Ihnen zu hause gesprochen?
4) Welche Sprachen – auβer Ihrer Muttersprache(n) – haben Sie noch
gelernt (inkl. Latein, Altgriechisch und Hebräisch)?

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
3. Englischsprachiges Ausland – nicht U.S.A.
5) Haben Sie – auβer in den USA – eine zeitlang in einem
englischsprachigen Lang gelebt?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN
6) Wenn ja in welchem Land?
Mehrfachnennungen bitte mit Kommata unterteilen.

7) Wenn ja, wie lange?
Bitte geben Sie die Anzahl der Monate an.

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
4. U.S.A.-Aufenthalte
8) Waren Sie jemals in den U.S.A.?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
5. U.S.A.-Aufenthalte
9) Haben Sie schon eine Zeit lang in den U.S.A. gelebt (z.B. im
Rahmen von Schüleraustausch, Studium, Au Pair oder
Praktikum)?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
6. Leben in den U.S.A. – High-School-Austausch
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
10)Haben Sie zu Schulzeiten an einem High-School-Austausch in die
U.S.A. teilgenommen?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
7. Leben in den U.S.A. – High-School-Austausch
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
11)Wie lange war Ihr High-School-Austausch insgesamt?
Bitte geben Sie die Anzahl der Monate an.
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
8. Leben in den U.S.A. – Au Pair
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
12)Haben Sie als Au Pair in den U.S.A.?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
9. Leben in den U.S.A. – Au Pair
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
13)Wie lange war Ihr Aufenthalt als Au Pair insgesamt?
Bitte geben Sie die Anzahl der Monate an.

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
10.

Leben in den U.S.A. – Studium an einer U.S.-

amerikanischen Hochschule
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
14)Haben Sie im Rahmen eines Austauschs an einer U.S.amerikanischen Hochschule studiert?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
11.

Leben in den U.S.A. . – Studium an einer U.S.-

amerikanischen Hochschule
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
15)Wie lange war Ihr Studium an der amerikanischen Hochschule
insgesamt?
Bitte geben Sie die Anzahl der Monate an.

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
12.

Leben in den U.S.A. – Praktikum

In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
16)Haben Sie mindestens ein Praktikum in den U.S.A. gemacht?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
13.

Leben in den U.S.A. . – Studium an einer U.S.-

amerikanischen Hochschule
In dieser Kategorie geht es darum, in welchen Kontexten und wie lange
Sie schon in den U.S.A. gelebt haben.
17)Wie lange war der Aufenthal während des Praktikums in den
U.S.A. insgesamt?
Bitte geben Sie die Anzahl der Monate an.
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
14.

Leben in den U.S.A.

18)Falls Sie in den USA gelebt haben, aber nicht im Rahmen eines
High-School-Austauschs, Studiums, Praktikums oder einer Au Pair
Tätigkeit, spezifizieren Sie dies bitte.

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
15.

Reisen und kürzere Aufenthalte in den U.S.A.

In dieser Kategorie geht es ausschlieβlich um die Reisen, die Sie
unternommen haben. Dies schlieβt auch Reisen im Anschluss an
längere Auslandsaufenthalte (Studium, Praktikum in den USA etc.) mit
ein.
19)Sind Sie schon in den USA gereist (z.B. Urlaub)?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.

JA
NEIN

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
16.

Reisen und kürzere Aufenthalte in den U.S.A.

In dieser Kategorie geht es ausschlieβlich um die Reisen, die Sie
unternommen haben. Dies schlieβt auch Reisen im Anschluss an längere
Auslandsaufenthalte (Studium, Praktikum in den USA etc.) mit ein.
20)Wie lange sind Sie insgesamt in den U.S.A. gereist?
Bitte kreuzen Sie Zutreffendes an.
a) 1-2 Wochen
b) 3-4 Wochen
c) 5-6 Wochen
d) 7-8 Wochen
e) Mehr als zwei Monate
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
17.

In Deutschland: Kontakte zu U.S.-Amerikanern.

In Deutschland: In dieser Kategorie geht es um die Kontakte, die Sie
generell zu Amerikanern haben
21)Kontakte zu Amerikanern

U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
18.

Mediennutzung

In dieser Kategorie geht es um die Nutzung amerikanischer und
englischsprachiger Medien.
22)Filme und Serien
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
19.

Demographische Angaben

Zum Schluss benötige ich noch einige demographische Angaben, die
streng vertraulich behandelt und anonymisiert werden.
23)Name, Vorname

24)Ich bin ... Jahre alt.

25)Geschlecht
MÄNNLICH
WEIBLICH

26) Staatsangehörigkeit

27)Studiengang (bei Lehramt bitte auch Fächer angeben)
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U.S.A.-Erfahrungs- und Lernkontexte
20.

Vielen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme

Vielen herzlichen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme!
Ihre Daten werden streng vertraulich behandelt, anonymisiert und
ausschließlich im Rahmen meiner wissenschaftlichen Arbeit verwendet.
Sollten Sie weitere Fragen oder Anregungen haben, stehe ich Ihnen gern
zur
Verfügung:
Veronika Timpe
TU Dortmund
Institut für Anglistik & Amerikanistik
Emil-Figge-Str. 50
44221 Dortmund
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Appendix III

The professor says, “Actually, the other thing I was going to recommend is if you want
me to look at it sometime, you can give me your cover letter.”

What is another way of saying the underlined part? Circle the correct answer.
a) You need me to revise your cover letter.
b) I’m willing to review your cover letter.
c) I recommend you revise your cover letter.
d) I was going to review your cover letter.
Erika says to her fellow student, “So…let’s get together to go over the stuff we did in
class before tomorrow’s test. I know you’ll do fine.”

What is another way of saying the underlined part? Circle the correct answer.
a) I can help you prepare for the test tomorrow morning.
b) We should meet to evaluate our class tomorrow.
c) We should meet tomorrow and take the class material to the test.
d) I need you to help me study for the test tomorrow morning.
Your fellow student says, “I was wondering if you’re available on Friday night. We’re
having dinner at Applebee’s.”

What is another way of saying the underlined part? Circle the correct answer.
a) I’d like to go to Applebee’s on Friday night. Would you like to come with me?
b) Do you want to join us on Friday night after we’ve had dinner at Applebee’s?
c) Are you in town on Friday night? Applebee’s is serving dinner.
d) Would you like to come along to Applebee’s for dinner on Friday night?
The student says to the professor, “There is a good chance for me to get a travel grant.
I’d need a letter of recommendation.”

What is another way of saying the underlined part? Circle the correct answer.
a) Can you review my letter of recommendation?
b) Can you ask someone to write a letter of recommendation?
c) Can you mail my letter of recommendation?
d) Can you write me a letter of recommendation?
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Appendix IV

Names

Section II, Item 2

Joe

On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Good.
How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. What about you? Ehm, würd ich sagen,
ist b. D würde auch gehen, what about you, aber ehm man beantwortet keine
Frage mit ner Gegenfrage. Also würde er erst sagen Good und dann what
about you. Deswegen, weil das auch wieder so ne Floskel ist, How’s it going?
Good. How are you, isses halt b.

Kate

On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Nope,
definitely not. Good. How are you? Yes. It’s going great. Thanks. Hm, sounds
American, but probably not. What about you? No. I would say Good. How are
you?. Sounds like the correct response. Not saying a lot.

Jack

Check the most appropriate and natural response. On campus. Hey, buddy,
how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Nope. Good. How are you? No. It’s
good. Thanks. hmhm. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? Yeah, how are you? It’s
good. It’s going great. Thanks. Okay, yeah. Should read more correctly. What
about you? Okay.

Zoe

On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Good.
How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. What about you? Hey, buddy, how’s it
going? Good. How are you? Hm. How’s it going? It’s going great. Thanks. Ehm,
it’s either b or c, but it kind of depends on the mood. Ehm, Good, how are
you? is more like small talk. Ehm, ehm, I wanna go with b. It’s I think it’s the
most common

Mary

On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? Ehm. Answers. I’m in good health.
Thanks. Good. How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. Und what about you?
Good. How are you? Ich würde sagen Good. How are you?. Ehm, I’m in good
health. Nein, auf keinen Fall [laughs] It’s going great. Thanks. Ja, aber man
würd, also ich würd ja immer dann zurück fragen. Und ehm, da ist keine Frage
und what about you? Da ist ja gar keine Antwort. Ich würde sagen Good. How
are you? Ja.

Anne

On campus. He buddy, how it’s going? I’m in good health. Thanks. No. No
way. Good How are you? Could be. It’s going great. Thanks. Could be. What
about you? No. Not without asking. Good. How are you? It’s the way we
learned at school. It’s going great. Thanks. Depends if you want to
communicate you would say Yeah. Thanks. How are you? It’s going great.
Thanks. That was how they said it in Montevallo.
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Jill

Eh, On camps. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? [laughs] I’m good in health. Thanks.
Good. How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. What about you? Okay. Hey,
buddy, how’s it going? On campus. So. I’m good in health. Sounds too vintage.
Good. How are you? I think that’s the most often said sentence on campus.
It’s going great. Thanks. Well, hm, it’s not the average sentence which would
be two. What about you? No. Actually I think it’s always Good. How are you?

Names

Section II,Item 2

Christiane

On campus, Hey, buddy, how it’s, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. [laughs].
Good. How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. What about you? I’m in good health. No.
If someone says buddy to me I wouldn’t say I’m in good health. Good. How are you?
Would be a standard answer. It’s going great. What about you? Well, you have to
answer in some way so what about you could be the second part of the answer, but
maybe not the whole one. So, it’s either good how are you or it’s going great. Thanks.
I’d say, I’d go for the standard answer b.

Katharina

Check the most appropriate and natural response. On campus. Hey, buddy, how it
how’s it going? B I’m in good health. Thanks. Good. How are you? It’s going great.
Thanks. What about you? No it’s not what about you. Just answering first. I’m in good
health. No. Thanks. It’s too It’s not no not colloquial enough. Good. How are you? Or I
think it’s going great. Seems more colloquial because it’s buddy how’s it going? It fits to
how’s it going. It’s going great. Thanks. So, third one.

Johanna

On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Good. How are
you? It’s going great. Thanks. So, I guess the second one would be the appropriate.

Franziska

Okay. On campus. Hey, buddy. How’s it going? B I’m in good health. Thanks. Hm. Good.
How are you? Yeah, this Hey, buddy, how’s it going it’s just I don’t know it’s just eh a
formal way of saying how are you doing? So, it’s probably going to be Good. How are
you? And to say eh eh It’s going great. Thanks. That’s a bit too formal. What about you?
Yeah, could be. Hm. What about you you don’t even answer the question saying what
about you but still I’d go for Good. How are you? It’s polite, but it’s not too polite.

Angelika

Check the most appropriate and natural response. On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it
going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Good. How are you? It’s going great. Thanks. What
about you? Hm, hey, buddy how’s it going? Good. How are you? It’s going great.
Thanks. Ich würd drei nehmen. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? It goings great. Thanks.
Buddy scheint nen Freund zu sein. It’s going great. Also, die kennen sich. Passt am
besten.
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Manuela

Check the most hmmm. On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health.
Thanks. Das würde denk ich mal eher ja ne ältere Dame antworten. Das passt nicht zu
der Frage. Good. How are you? Das ist relativ neutral, würd ich sagen. It’s going great.
Thanks. What about you? Ich würd das zweite nehmen. Ach so, okay. jetzt muss ich
wieder umdenken. Ich bin ja dann der buddy von dem. So it’s going great. Thanks.
Würde auch passen vom Stil her. Aber ich entscheide mich für das Neutrale.

Sabine

On campus. Hey, buddy, how’s it going? I’m in good health. Thanks. Good. How are
you? I’m going it’s going great. Thanks. What about you? How is it going? I would I
would probably say Good. How are you? or What about you? Maybe I would says Good
for first. Good, how are you?

Names

Section II, Item 3

Joe

In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come in. What can I do for you, Steve? Excuse
me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, is this an
appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Do
you have some time available for me, Professor John? Ehm, würde ich sagen,
theoretisch sind die alle möglich, weil bei allen er immer fragt, ob der Professor Zeit
hat, oder ob es jetzt eine gute Zeit ist reinzukommen. Trotzdem würd ich sagen, b geht
schonmal nicht, weil an appropriate time to talk to you das würde ja niemand sagen.
Das klingt jetzt ein bisschen sehr, sehr weird. Ehm, genauso wie a would you provide
me with a minute of your time, das würde man auch nicht sagen. Ehm, also würde ich
sagen, würden Sie mir etwas Zeit bereitstellen? Das würde man ja auch nicht sagen.
Ehm, und auch d, do you have some time available for me, das is auch klingt auch
etwas seltsam formuliert, wenn man sagt, haben Sie Zeit für mich verfügbar?
Deswegen würde ich sagen, dass einfach c, eh, entschuldigen Sie hätten Sie vielleicht
ne Minute? Okay.

Kate

In front of your professor’s office, A is saying something blablabla, B sure, come on in.
What can I do for you, Steve? Okay. So, A is the student asking. Excuse me, Sir, would
you provide me with a minute of your time? No. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time
to talk to you? No, way too polite. Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute?
Sounds about right. Do you have some time available for me, Professor John? Hm,
okay, it’s a professor so he should probably address him as professor and not doctor,
but maybe do you have some time available for me? Hm. I would prefer excuse me,
do you have a minute, but maybe that’s too informal so okay. Do you have some time
available for me, Professor John? because he is definitely a professor and American
students call everybody professor.
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Jack

Check the most [mumbling]. In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come on in.
What can I do for you, Steve? Your professor’s office. So and so, would you provide
me with a minute of your time? Somewhat formal. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate
time to talk to you? Less formal. Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Even
less. Do you have some time available for me, Professor John? Hm. Hm. I’m in front in
come on in. What can I do for you, Steve? Excuse me, Sir. I’m sorry, is this an
appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, you have a minute? Yeah.
You have some time available? No.

Zoe

In front of your professor’s office. Eh, sure, come on in. What can I do for you, Steve?
Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry. Is this an
appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute. Yeah,
it’s c. Feels the most natural.

Mary

And, in front of your professor’s office. Sure, come on in. What can I do for you,
Steve? Answers. Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time?
Nein. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to you? Eh, ne. Excuse me, Doctor
John, do you have a minute? Do you have some time available fo avai available for
me, Professor John? Ehm, ich würde sagen, excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a
minute? Weil das erste mit Sir das ist ja ne das ist’n bisschen altmodisch und das muss
schon ein sehr, sehr alter Mann sein. Und ne. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to
talk to you is auch nen bisschen für so für so ne einfache Frage ein bisschen zu
förmlich. Do you have some time available Professor? Hm, ne, ich würde sagen,
excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute ist das unförmlichste.

Anne

In front of your professor’s office. He’s What would you say? He is answering. Sure,
come on in. What can I do for you, Steve? It’s a professor so you have to be more
nicer than with your students and more official. Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me
with a minute of your time? I think that is too much. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate
time to talk to you? Hm. Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Hm. Do you
have some time available available for me, Professor John? In front of your professor’s
office. Excuse me, Sir? No. They were not this is too polite. I’m sorry is this an
appropriate time to talk to you? You wouldn’t say I’m sorry. Excuse me, do you have a
minute? I think this is it cause it’s still polite, but not too polite and they wouldn’t start
just with do you have some time available for me. They would just say excuse me
before.
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Jill

In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come on in. What can I do for you, Steve? Ah,
okay. Eh, excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute [laughs] of your time?
Eh, that’s too polite I think. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to you? Might
be true. Eh, excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Possibly. Do you have
some time available for me, Professor John? Hmmmm. Professor’s office. Doctor
Professor okay. Would you provide me with a minute of your time? I think no that’s
not the one. It’s too polite. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to you? No,
you should address the teacher. So it’s either three or four. Excuse me, Doctor John,
do you have a minute? Do you have some time available for me, Professor John? I
think it’s three. Excuse me, do you have a minute? I think American professors are
very very nice and if their door is open you almost always can come in so it’s three.

Names

Section II, Item 3

Christiane

In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come in. What can I do for you, Steve? Excuse
me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, ehm, is is this an
appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Do
you have some time available for me, Professor John? Okay. This is difficult because it
is sounds quite appro because everything sounds quite okay. Excuse me, Sir, would you
provide me with a minute of your time? Maybe that’s a little too polite. I’m sorry, is
this an appropriate time to talk to you? It’s Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a
minute? Ehm, do you have some time available? Okay. So, what is it? Excuse me, Sir,
would you provide me with a minute of your time? Sorry, well I’m sorry, this is too
German. We would say Entschuldigung, but I think I’m sorry. And you should also say
for what, but is this an appropriate term? No, I don’t think so. Excuse me, Doctor John,
ehm yeah, you would say excuse me instead of I’m sorry. Excuse me, Doctor John, do
you have a minute? Do you have some time available for me, Doctor eh Professor
John? Well, in Germany we would say Professor Doctor what is but it’s very typical for
German people. Ehm, excuse me, Sir, would you provide me. Excuse me, Doctor John,
do you have a minute? Do you have some time available for me, Professor? Well, I
would say c or d. Professor’s office Well, we don’t know if he’s a doctor. Do you have
some time available? Well, because we don’t know if he’s a doctor I would say it’s d
because professor can also can just mean lecturer in English, I think.
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Katharina

In front of your professor’s office, A and then B. Sure come on in. What can I do for
you, Steve? Excuse me Sir, would you like would you No it’s not Sir. Because it’s Steve
and so it’s a Vorname, first name. He says would you provide me with a minute of your
time? No. Eh, I’m sorry is this an appropriate time to talk to you? No, it’s also again
ehm yeah zu abgehoben, zu formell. Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute?
Doctor John? Hm. Do you have some time available for me, Professor John? Sure, come
on in. What can I do for you Steve? Okay, so the professor hm. Ehm. Excuse me, Doctor
John have. No, I think it’s not Doctor John then. Professor? Professor John? Might be
professor John more than Doctor John. I’m sorry is this an appropriate time to talk to
you? Question. Is this an I’m sorry. Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute
of your time? Maybe. Yes. First one maybe, because it’s more formal. Yeah, first one.

Johanna

Ehm, in front of your professor’s office. So, here it shall be the first sentence, I guess.
Sure, come on in. What can I do for you, Steve? So the question must be, excuse me,
Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? Okay, this sound a little bit too
overdone. And I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to you? No, not really.
Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Do you have sometime available?
Okay, it’s rather, the excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute because that’s not
so weird.

Franziska

Okay. In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come in. What can I do for you, Steve?
Excuse me Sir, hmhmhm, would you provide me with a minute of your time? No, I
don’t know this just seems too sss I don’t know. This is too formal, but in a way. It’s a
professor’s office. I have no idea. I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to you?
Hm, yeah, probably that would be better. It’s not so formal but still. Excuse me, Doctor
John, do you have a minute? I don’t know what you do in the U.S.. Do you speak to
people saying Doctor John or what do you do? Ahh. Do you have some time available
for me, Professor John? Hm. Sure, come in. What can I do for you? Do you have some
time available for me, Professor John? I’m sorry, is this? I don’t think I don’t think it’s
so hm ja polite so I’m probably just going to say I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to
talk to you?

Angelika

In front of your professor’s office. Sure, come on in. What can I do for you, Steve?
Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, is this an
appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John. Do you have a minute? Do
you have some time available for me, Professor John? In front of your professor’s
office. Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m sorry, is
this an appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, do you have a minute? Do you have
some time available for me, Profe eh Professor John? Sure, come on in. Also, you
excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? It’s Professor, do you have some time
available for me, Professor John? Drei oder vier. Do you have some time available for
me, Professor John? Passt ja, am besten. Do you have some time available for me,
Professor John? Oder Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Eheh. Vier.
Scheint mir am freundlichsten. Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of
your time? Ne, hier stört mich das Sir. Do you have some time available for me,
Professor John? Ja, vier.
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Manuela

Ehm, in front of your professor’s office. Sure come on in. What can I do for you, Steve?
Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? Eh, I’m sorry, is this
an appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute? Do
you have some time available for me, Professor John? Also, ich denke, das dritte. Alles
andere hört sich sehr übertrieben an. Das kommt jetzt natürlich drauf an, was die für’n
Verhältnis haben und wie so ehm, die Autorität ist. Also, aber, da es in Amerika ist,
würd ich sagen, ehm, dass nicht, wie was zum Beispiel in Japan oder so diese
Unterschiede zwischen Professor und Student also dass da so Riesenautorität irgendwie
ist. Deshalb würde ich einfach nehmen, Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a minute?
Ah, Moment, das is’ n Professor, ja? Ob der Titel jetzt richtig ist, ist die Frage. Hier steht
einmal Professor John und einmal Doctor John. Also, nen falschen Titel zu nennen, wäre
ein No Go, ginge gar nicht. Ehm, aber would you provide me with a minute of your
time, würde ich niemals sagen. Ehm, I’m sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to
you? Ehm, find ich zu indirekt. Also, ich würd ich denk mal, man kann das ruhig direkter
formulieren. Ich gehe jetzt mal davon aus, dass das vielleicht einfach nur ein
Druckfehler ist mit dem Doktor und kreuze das an.

Sabine

In front of your professor’s office. And the answer is sure, come in. What can I do for
you, Steve? Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a minute of your time? I’m
sorry, is this an appropriate time to talk to you? Excuse me, Doctor John, do you have a
minute? Do you have some time available for me, Professor John? Well, I think that’s
kinda hard because all this answers sound like in a way appropriate. So when I try to
answer in the way that I would ask the question it would be like excuse me, do you
have a minute for me? Ja.
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Joe

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Well then,
good travels! Well then, have a safe trip home. Ehm, auf den ersten Blick auch alle
möglich. Also, good travels wahrscheinlich nicht, weil das bisschen sehr allgemein ist.
Ehm, good riddance, passt auch nicht. Ehm, also entweder b oder d. Also, er fliegt
nach Hause. Deswegen würde gehen I wish you a good flight, man wünscht jemandem
einen guten Flug. Oder Have a safe trip home, ich würde aber sagen, dass dadurch,
dass er sagt, er fliegt nach Hause, das home schwerer wiegt als der Flug an sich und er
deswegen höchstwahrscheinlich sagen würde have a safe trip home. Also, d.

Kate

Okay. Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Hmhmhm. Well, then good riddance. No [laughs]. Well then, I wish you a
good flight. Well then, good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. So, it’s either
Well then, I wish you a good flight or well then, have a safe trip home. And I think the
usual say to say thing to say is have a safe trip home. The other one is probably
German I wish you a good flight. So yeah, Well then, have a safe trip home.

Jack

Check the most appro hmhmhm. Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over
Christmas? I’m flying home for Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Haha! Well then,
I wish you a good flight. Well then, good travels! Have a safe trip home? Is he Santa
Claus? Flying home for Christmas. As he knows so yeah. Yeah? No? Have a safe trip?
Or travel? No d. Safe trip home.

Zoe

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Well then,
good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. Hm. I’m flying home for Christmas.
Well then, I wish you a good flight. [schnalzt mit der Zunge] Well then, have a safe trip
home. Yeah, it’s d.

Mary

Ehm. Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then. Also, answers. Well then, good riddance. Well then, I wish you a
good flight. Well then, good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. Ehm, das erste
hab ich so noch nie gehört. Weiß ich auch nicht, was das heißt. I wish you a good
flight. Hm. Joa. Good travels, hab ich auch noch so ne. Aber have a safe trip home hab
ich schon oft gehört.

Anne

Discussing travel plans. What are you going What are you doing over Christmas? I’m
flying home for Christmas. Well then, good riddance. No. Well then, I wish you a good
flight. Hm. Well then, good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. Yes, this is the
last one. So the right is well then, have a safe trip home.
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Jill

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Okay, I don’t know what riddance is. But well.
Well then, I wish you a [chuckles] good flight. Well then, good travels! Well then, have
a safe trip home. Okay. Ehm, what are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Good travels!
Well then, have a safe trip home. I think it’s the fourth one ehm because eh I’ve heard
it have a safe trip home I’ve heard the sentence eh like yeah, many times before so I
think it’s the fourth one.
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Christiane

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Well then,
good travels. Well, then, have a safe trip home. Well, good travels sounds strange. I
never heard good riddance so wouldn’t say that either. Ehm, I may it would help if I
knew who the other person was. What are you doing over Christmas? Flying home for
Christmas. Well, then I wish you a good flight. Well then, have a safe trip home. I wish
you a good flight. Have a safe trip home. Wha, I really think it depends on whom you
are talking to. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for Christmas.
Well then, I wish you a good flight. Good trav. I’d say d. Don’t really know why.

Katharina

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Then A again. Well then, good riddance. Yeah, could be. Riddance. What’s
riddance again? Oh well then, I wish you you a good flight. Well then, good travels.
Well then, have a safe trip home. What are you doing over Christmas? So, travel
plans. Have a safe trip home. Good travels. Good travels? Do you say good travels? I
don’t know. I wish you a good flight. No. No. That’s not like a student. Good riddance.
Have a safe trip home. I would say well, then have a safe trip home.

Johanna

Then. Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good rid - oh my God, I can’t even pronounce that. Well then, I
wish you a good flight. Well then, good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home.
Ehm, I don’t know. I guess maybe that one you’ve can sounds like the latest things.

Franziska

Hm. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for Christmas. Well then,
good riddence [pronunciation]. What is that? What is that word? Riddance? No, I’m
not going for that one. Well, then I wish you a good flight. Yeah, yeah? But it’s more
like British. Well, then good travels! Yeah, that could be nice. Well then, have a safe
trip home. Eh, I don’t know. Hm, well then, good ridence [pronunciation]. Well,
maybe it really is an American expression. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Hm.
Yeah. Yeah, that’s a hm. I’d say, well then I wish you a good flight, but ehm an
American probably wouldn’t. Well then, have a safe trip home. Well then, good
travels. Okay, I’m going I’m going for what I would probably say. Well then, I wish you
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a good flight. Yeah.

Angelika

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance [pronunciation]. Well then, I wish you a good
flight. Well then, good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, and good travels. Good riddance. Well then, I wish you a good
flight. What are you doing over? I’m flying home for Christmas. Well then, I wish you
a good flight because the person’s flying home.

Manuela

Ehm, discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Ehm, well, good riddance. Well, then I wish you a good flight. Well, then
good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. So, wer sagt das jetzt? Wahrscheinlich
Arbeitskollegen, oder so was nehm ich mal an. Ehm, okay. Well then, I wish you a
good flight. Also, der fliegt schonmal, deshalb wäre flight also ziemlich passend. Ehm.
Er fliegt nach Hause, also müs, das letzte würde auch passen und safe trip würde ich
auch wünschen, wenn jemand fliegt, aber a good flight, denke ich, ist gängiger das zu
sagen.

Sabine

Discussing travel plans. What are you doing over Christmas? I’m flying home for
Christmas. Well then, good riddance. Well then, I wish you a good flight. Well then,
good travels. Well then, have a safe trip home. This is what I would say. Or what I
would remember as what seemed very typical American to me that they always say
like come home safe or something like that.

Names

Section II, Item 5

Joe

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At
Danny’s. Or by Danny’s. Also, by Danny’s schonmal nicht. At Danny’s auch nicht, es sei
denn es ist ein Restaurant. Also, a oder b. Entweder Hello? or Hi, this is Danny on the
phone. Ehm, gute Frage. Also, ich würde wahrscheinlich nur einfach mit Hello
antworten und dieses Hi, this is Danny on the phone klingt eher als wenn das ein Kind
sagt. Das würde wahrscheinlich eher ein Kind sagen. Erwachsene würden
wahrscheinlich eher einfach nur Hello sagen. Also, würde ich sagen a. Okay.
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Kate

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. A blablabla Hello? Hi this is Danny on the
phone. At Danny’s. By Danny’s. Well, it’s not By Danny’s. In New Zealand it could be at
Danny’s. Hi, this is Danny on the phone. No. Usually Americans will just say Hello? I
guess.

Jack

Check the most appropriate and natural utterance. Answering a phone call. The
phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At Danny’s. By Danny’s. Hm. Most
appropriate and natural. Hello. This is Danny on the phone? No. Hello.

Zoe

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At
Danny’s. By Danny’s. Ehm, [schnalzt mit der Zunge] a or b hm Hello? Yeah. It’s a.

Mary

Okay. Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone.
At Danny’s. By Danny’s. Ehm, ich würde als ich persönlich sag immer hello? einfach.
Weil ich auch nie meinen Namen sagen will, aber ich glaub Hi, this is Danny on the
phone das sag ich immer, wenn ich irgendwo anrufe. Einfach weil das freundlicher
klingt. At Danny’s und by Danny’s ist einfach eher so, wenn man irgendwo ist.

Anne

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. No. At
Danny’s. By Danny’s. I guess most people just said Hello? So Hello.

Jill

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? [chuckles] Hi, this is Danny on the
phone. At Danny’s. By Danny’s. [laughs] Okay. No, I think it’s it’s mostly Hello I’ve I’ve
seen people picking up their phones in the U.S. and they always just say Hello and not
answering by name. Just very curious.
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Christiane

Answering the phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At
Danny’s. By Danny’s. Oh God. I hate phone calls in another language. [laughs]. Don’t
know. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At Danny’s. Well, I wouldn’t say by
Danny’s. I think that is definitely wrong. At Danny’s? Nah, I wouldn’t say at Danny’s.
Hi, this is Danny on the phone. By Da. I would say Danny speaking or something like
that so. Hm, but yeah, but some pupils also say just Hello, but I don’t know. It’s a or b.
Or maybe not? I’m not sure. I just say Hello sometimes. Okay, check the most
appropriate and natural ans. At Danny’s. By Danny’s. Is Danny on the phone. Hello?
Hm, why it depends on the person. I know people who’d say almost any of that. I just
say Hello.

Katharina

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. A. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At
Danny’s. By Danny’s. By Danny’s? Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Do you
say Hello in America? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At Danny’s or By Danny’s? Don’t
know. At Danny’s. Just preposition. Preposition. At Danny’s. No. By Danny’s. No, you
don’t say By Danny’s. At Danny’s. I would say it’s Hi, this is Danny on the phone.
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That’s what people say in England actually. So, second one. Hi, this is Danny on the
phone.
Johanna

Then answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone.
At Danny’s. By Danny’s. Okay, usually I was used to say Hi, this is Danny on the phone
at school, but probably they are going to say At Danny’s or something. Hm.

Franziska

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. A Hello? No, that’s not it. That’s British. Hi
this is Danny on the phone. At Danny’s. By Danny’s. At Danny’s. I’ve heard that
somewhere in some kind of soap. So, yeah. At Danny’s. Yeah. Go for that one.

Angelika

Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At
Danny’s. By Danny’s. Hm hm. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone. At Danny’s. By
Danny’s. Nah. Hello? hab ich schonmal gehört. Hi, this is Danny on the phone. Eheh.
Hello? sagen die Amerikaner, glaub ich.

Manuela

Ehm. Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? Hi, this is Danny on the phone.
Ehm. At Danny’s. By Danny’s. Ehm, ehm, hm, mir fehlt jetzt die amerikanische ehm
Gepflogenheit. In England würde man einfach also meine Gastmutter hat einfach
Hello immer gesagt. Ich nehme mal an, dass das ähnlich ist.

Sabine

And. Answering a phone call. The phone rings. Hello? This is Danny on the phone. At
Danny’s or by Danny’s. I would say Hi this is Danny, maybe not on the phone but I
would say Hi, this is Danny.

Names
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Joe

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. Ehm, würde ich
sagen, ist a oder d. Also entweder shoot oder go ahead. Ehm, und ich würd sagen,
es ist a, weil das einfach die allgene, allgemein gültige response auf das ist. Also,
kann ich dich was fragen. Hey, klar. Schieß los. Ehm, dass man das so, dass man
einfach sagt, shoot. Also, würd ich sagen a.

Kate

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. Okay, if he’s just
going to ask a question in such an informal situation you wouldn’t use shoot or go
and fire that sounds more like interlocation or something. So, he was probably
just gonna say sure, go on ahead.

Jack

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Go and fire. Okay. Sure attack. Sure go on ahead. Shoot.

Zoe

Ehm, you overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a
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question? Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire [laughs]. Ehm. Sure, attack. Sure, go on
ahead. Hm. [schnalzt mit der Zunge] ehm, all of these are kind of weird. Hey,
Brian, can I ask you a question? I eh wanna go with a. Still less weird. It’s I guess.
Or sure, go on ahead? No. Yeah.
Mary

Ehm. You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a
question? Sure, shoot. Ja, das ist es. Shoot ist es auf jeden Fall. Das erste schon. Go
on fire. Ne. Attack. Go on ahead. Eheh. Shoot hm haben die mir ganz oft gesagt,
wenn ich irgendwie ne Frage hatte.

Anne

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can you ask you a question?
Sure, shot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, no. Sure, go on go on ahead. This is the right
one. For sure. Next one.

Jill

Okay. Ehm. You overhear two American guys talking. God! Hey, Brian, can I ask
you a question? Sure, shoot. Sure, go an fire [laughs]. Sure, attack. Sure, go on
ahead. Ehm, shoot is something I’ve heard as well and used as well too. Go and
fire is too much. Attack is not the right word. And go on ahead. Go ahead I know
it’s mostly go ahead, but I think it’s between guys. Shoot. So the first one.

Names

Section II, Item 7

Christiane

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. Oh, no. [laughs]
Oh, I don’t know. Hey, Brian, can I? Sure, shoot? No. Go and fire? Go attack.
Sure, attack. Go and fire. Sure, go on ahead. Go on ahead. Well, so, oh God. I
don’t know. Ehm, I think shoot sounds strange. Sure go and fire. Attack. Attack
sounds strange too. Go on ahead might be a little too formal. Go and fire.
[laughs] Sounds funny too. Go on ahead. Can I ask you a question? Go an fire.
Sure shoot. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. Go on ahead. Go and fire. I would
say go and fire. I don’t know why.

Katharina

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Then B. Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. So, it’s not
I think it’s not attacking. Sure, shoot I know, but maybe it’s more British. Go and
fire. I have never heard go and fire. Go on ahead. No, or go on ahead? Sure is eh
shoot. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question? I think it’s shoot. Two American guys
talking. Shoot. Go on ahead. Yeah, so sure shoot.

Johanna

Then. You overhear two American guys talking, Hey, Brian, can I ask you a
question? Sure, shoot. I think that’s the one.
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Franziska

So, you overheard two American guys talking. Hey Brian, can I ask you a
question? Sure shoot. [laughs] Okay, I’ve heard that expression. Sure, go and
fire. I’ve never heard that. Sure, attack. Eh, no, no no no no no. Sure, go on
ahead. No, that is also odd. I’ll just go for sure shoot. I’ve heard that before. The
other ones I haven’t heard. Hm.

Angelika

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. Hm? Hey,
Brian, can I ask you a question? Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure,
go on ahead. Go on ahead? Sounds odd. Attack. Eheh. Passt irgendwie nicht. Go
on and fire. Sure, schieß los. Sure, shoot. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Vielleicht. Go on ahead. Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Weiß ich
nicht. Sure, attack klingt komisch. Sure, go on ahead. Go on ahead könnte sein.
Sure shoot passt am besten. Schieß los. Ja.

Manuela

Ehm, you overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a
question? Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure attack. Go on ahead. Okay. Shoot
ist wahrscheinlich ne Interferenz mit dem Deutschen schieß los. Das glaub ich
nicht. Ehm. Sure go and fire. Attack auf gar keinen Fall. Go on ahead. Go ahead
würde ich sagen, aber nicht go on ahead. Also machen wir’s nach dem
Ausschlussprinzip und sagen go and fire.

Sabine

You overhear two American guys talking. Hey, Brian, can I ask you a question?
Sure, shoot. Sure, go and fire. Sure, attack. Sure, go on ahead. Well, I can
remember to have heard this before in a context like that so. Go on fire and
attack just doesn’t sound too good to me and go on would be something that I
would probably say, but sure shoot sounds more American so in this part I would
decide between one and four and I would go for number for number one.

Names

Section II, Item 8

Joe

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, my bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No thanks. I
don’t feel like another. Das ist c. No, I’m good. Thanks, weil man das einfach so sagt,
weil ich es halt weiß.

Kate

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Sounds good to me. Thanks, but my bottle is still half full. Hm. No. No,
I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks I don’t feel like another. Hm, I guess I don’t feel like
another would also work, but if it’s just very informal polite and they don’t know each
other, he is just going to say No, I’m good. Thanks, meaning that he’s got enough.
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Jack

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. No, I’m good. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. No, thanks.
I don’t feel like another. I’m good.

Zoe

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks I
don’t feel like. Yeah, it’s c. No, I’m good. Thanks.

Mary

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks.
I don’t feel like another. Ehm, würde ich sofort No, I’m good. Thanks. sagen. Das das
habe ich schon so oft in irgendwelchen Filmen gehört und ehm I’m great ist’n bisschen
too much. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full ist auch nen bisschen umständlicher
Weg zu sagen, Weg zu sagen, dass man noch was hat. No thanks. I don’t feel like
another. I’m good. Thanks.

Anne

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Hm. Thanks, but my bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No I’m
good. Thanks should be the right one. So, no, I’m great. Thanks. No, I’m good. Thanks.
No, thanks. I don’t feel like another. Do you want another beer? No, thanks. I’m good.
Yeah.

Jill

Ehm, American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer?
No, I’m great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No,
thanks. I don’t feel like another. Okay. So, I think no I’m great is not referring to really
wanting another beer or not. Thanks, my bottle is still half full is not something
people at a party would say to each other. I think No, I’m good. Thanks is the most
appropriate answer here and the fourth answer I don’t really feel like another maybe
but I think I’m good is already indicating that he or she doesn’t want another beer. So
it’s three.
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Christiane

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks.
I’m I don’t feel like another. No, I’m great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half
full. No, that’s really strange at a party. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks. I don’t feel
like another. I’d say No, I’m great. Thanks. I’m not sure why.
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Katharina

American students at a party in a friend’s house. American students party. Do you
want another beer? B says, No I’m great thanks. Thanks my bottle eh but my bottle’s
still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks. I don’t feel like another. I don’t feel
like another. Sounds weird. Do you want another beer. No I’m good. Thanks, but my
bottle’s still half full. I think you don’t say that. No, I’m great. I’m good. Yeah, I think
it’s no I’m good. Thanks. That’s what you say.

Johanna

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. Maybe too much details. Too
many details. Then. No, I’m good. Thanks. Eh. No, thanks. I don’t feel like another. I
guess I have heard No, I’m good. Thanks. One at a time.

Franziska

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, I’m
good. I’ve heard. That’s more American. The other ones that’s I don’t know it’s
something I’ve heard on television or somewhere. I don’t know. It just appears
natural. No, thanks. I don’t feel like no that’s too formal.

Angelika

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks. I
don’t feel like another. At a party sss. At a party also no, great thanks. Thanks, but my
bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks. I don’t feel like another. Hm.
No, I’m great thanks. No, thanks. I don’t feel like another. Eheh. No, I’m good. Thanks.
Oder no, I’m great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. Eheh. Kreuze an no,
I’m great. Thanks. Eh. passt am besten zur Party No, I’m great. Thanks. Die feiern ja.

Manuela

Ehm, American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer?
No, I’m great. Thanks. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. No I’m good thanks. No,
thanks. I don’t feel like another. Ehm. No I’m great. Thanks. Also, Ablehnung und dann
aber danken. Wäre erstmal höflich. Thanks, but my bottle’s still half full. Ehm. No, I’m
good. Thanks. No, thanks. I don’t feel like another. Hm. Würd ich jetzt keins komplett
von ausschließen. Ehm. No, I’m great. Nja, aber I’m great? Würde ich auch nicht
sagen. No I’m good. No I’m great. Also zwischen eins und drei. Ehm. I’m good würd ich
aber nicht sagen. I’m great? I feel good, aber nicht. Okay.

Sabine

American students at a party in a friend’s house. Do you want another beer? No, I’m
great. Thanks. Thanks, my mo bottle is still half full. No, I’m good. Thanks. No, thanks.
I don’t feel like another. During my time in Chicago I’ve heard a lot that people said.
No, I’m good so I would go for this.
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Joe

In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Das ist es
wahrscheinlich schonmal nicht [laughts shortly]. Es sei denn, wenn ich unfreundlich
wäre. Excuse me, Dav, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? I’m sorry, could
you raise your voice? Ist es auch nicht. Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Ehm, also,
sowohl, also d ist ein wenig beleidigend. Das ist es wahrscheinlich nicht. Could you
raise your voice is ja auch nicht die richtige Art und Weise das auszudrücken und klingt
auch etwas unfreundlich, das so zu sagen. Ehm, und speak up klingt auch nicht, ist
auch nicht die ehm appropriate way of saying it. Ehm, deswegen würde man einfach
sagen b, also können Sie bitte lauter sprechen. Okay.

Kate

In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. So, I might say something. Excuse me, Doctor Davis,
speak up, please. No, that sounds a little rude. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you
speak louder, please. That’s possible. I’m sorry, could you raise your voice, please?
No. Don’t think so. Raising your voice has different implications. Excuse me, Sir, your
voice is too low. No, that’s also impolite and rude. So, it’s probably Excuse me Doctor
Davis, could you speak louder, please? It’s also a question.

Jack

In a lecture hall. The professor is giving who is giving a lecture does not speak loud
enough for you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up please.
Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder please? The professor who is giving a
lecture. I’m sorry, could you raise your voice, please. Hm. Excuse me, Sir, your voice is
too low. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder please? Your voice is too
low is ehm more, if not most appropriate.

Zoe

In a lecture hall, the professor who is giving the lecture doesn’t speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse me,
Doctor Davis, could you speak louder please? I’m sorry, could you raise your voice?
Excuse me, your voice is too. Yeah, it’s ehm b. Could you speak louder please?

Mary

In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. Ehm, excuse me Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse
me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? I’m sorry, could you raise your
voice please? Excuse me Sir, your voice is too low. Ehm, eh, Sir, würd ich wieder nicht
nehmen. I’m sorry, could you raise your voice? Ne, auch nicht. Ehm. Excuse me,
Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Ehm, würde ich ja speak up würd ich immer sagen
eigentlich ehm würde ich auch eigentlich dann also ich würde die zweite Frage
nehmen. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak up, please? So würd ich das sagen.
Hier ist es speak louder, aber ich würde trotzdem sagen louder ist noch die
freundlichere Version. Speak up please ist ehm pf ne das würde ich nicht mal zu nem
Mitstudenten sagen. Ich würd immer ehm could you davor setzten.
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Anne

In a lecture hall, the professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. I would say can you speak up, please? Excuse me,
Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder
please? I’m sorry, could you raise your voice please? Excuse me Sir, your voice is too
low. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. That would be speak up, but it would
be not polite enough to talk to a professor. Can you please speak up? Or could you
please? Your voice is too low. No. I’m sorry could you raise your voice, please? Excuse
me, I’m sorry? No, noone would say that. So, excuse me speak up please is not polite
enough, but excuse me, Doctor Davis could you speak louder, please? Yes, this will be
it.

Jill

In a lecture hall, the professor who is giving the lecture does not speak loud enough
for you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse
me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder please? I’m sorry, could you raise your
voice, please? Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Okay, I don’t think it’s the first
one because speak up please I think it’s too ehm too impolite. The second one Excuse
me Doctor Davis, could you speak louder please? I think that’s that’s the one. Ehm so
he’s addressing the professor by his name. He is saying excuse me and he’s ehm
politely asking the question. I’m sorry, could you raise your voice is wrong because
when you raise your voice you are most often in an argument and ehm so the fourth
one Excuse me your voice is too low. I think it’s the right eh way to ehm express what
he wants. So, it’s number two. Okay.
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Christiane

In a lecture hall the professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse me,
Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? I’m sorry, could you raise your voice,
please. Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Okay. Who’s giving a lecture does not
speak loud enough for you to hear what he is saying. Speak up, please. Wouldn’t you
say could you or something like that? Could you speak louder, please? Yeah, so could
you raise your voice, please? Your voice is too low. Well I would say, it’s either b or d, I
don’t know. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? Speak louder
please. Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Well, that sounds like an I don’t know the
word what. [laughs] Problem who’s at the profe I would say number two because it’s
more polite. Don’t know.
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Katharina

In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a lecture doesn’t speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. In a lecture hall. A. Excuse me, Mr. Davis, speak up,
please. Excuse me, Mister Davis, could you speak louder, please? Sorry, could you raise
your voice please? Sounds weird. Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Your voice is too
no, I think you don’t say that. Excuse me, Mister Davis, could you speak louder? Excuse
me, Mister Davis, speak up, please. This is, eh might be not not eh not kind enough to
say speak up. Maybe a question is better. Could you speak louder, please? Could you or
maybe I’m so but I think you say excuse me. So I’ll take ones with excuse me. Then the
first one. Excuse me, Mister Davis speak up, please. Yes, I’m sorry is you don’t say I’m
sorry. Could you raise your voice. Excuse me, Sir, your voice. Yeah, first one. Excuse me,
Mister Da Doctor Davis, speak up, please.

Johanna

And then. In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving the lecture does not speak loud
enough for you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please.
Could you speak louder please? I’m sorry, could you raise your voice please? Excuse
me, Sir, your voice is too low. So rather the positive answer I think which should be
then could you speak up?

Franziska

Okay. In a lecture hall, the professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud
enough for you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please.
Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? I’m sorry, could you raise
your voice, please? Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Hm, the professor who’s okay,
excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, could you speak
louder? Could you speak louder is I don’t know too British. I’m sorry, could you raise
your voice, please? Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Oh, my God. Do you say
excuse me, excuse me I don’t know. Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. I’ll go for
excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up please. That’s a bit unformal, but informal, but it’s
okay.

Angelika

In a lecture hall, the professor who is giving the lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Excuse me,
Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? I’m sorry, could you raise your voice,
please? Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Also, ich würd zwei nehmen. Excuse me,
Doctor Davis, could you speak louder, please? Ehm, hört sich am freundlichsten an.
Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please. Eheh. Could you speak up is am
freundlichsten. Ja.

Manuela

Ehm. In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough
for you to hear what he is saying. Ehm. Excuse me, Doctor Davis, speak up, please.
Excuse me, Doctor Davis could you speak louder, please? I’m sorry, could you raise
your voice, please? Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Ehm, okay. Das erste in der
umgekehrten Form, denke ich, könnte man das sagen zu nem Studenten, aber so rum in
der Konstellation fände ich es jetzt ein bisschen unhöflich. Ehm, could you speak louder
please? Ehm, denke ich wäre okay. Es ist erst das excuse me davor. I’m sorry, could you
raise your voice please? Your voice is too low würde ich ausschließen. Ich würde das
Zweite nehmen. Could you speak louder please? Ja.
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Sabine

In a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a lecture does not speak loud enough for
you to hear what he is saying. Excuse me, Mister Davis, speak up, please. Excuse me,
Mister Davis, could you speak louder please? I’m sorry, could you raise your voice,
please? Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low. Well, what I would have said is excuse me
please, could you speak up please. Ehm. Speak up please is a little bit too how will I say
demanding something. I would go for the more polite form and say something like I’m
sorry, could you raise your voice please? This is something what I sometimes say to my
students but maybe pretty German.
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Appendix V

TYPE OF
STRATEGY

NAME OF STRATEGY

DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE

Recall

Adjacency pair rule*

what about you, aber
ehm man beantwortet
keine Frage mit ner
Gegenfrage. Also
würde er erst sagen
Good und dann what
about you.

Recall

Associations

Using the knowledge of
conversation structure.
According to Conversation
Analysis (Sacks et al. 1974;
Goffman 1976), utterances
usually come in an
adjacency pair, and the
parts are dependent upon
one another for coherence.
(Taguchi, 2002, p. 159)
Using associations and
“what comes to mind” to
explain, evaluate and/or
comment on an issue.

Recall

Comparison/reference to
familiar culture

Recall

Experience*

Target culture

School

Media

Relating to another culture
and/or drawing
comparisons between
cultures, including norms,
practices, beliefs, values,
and ways of
communicating.
The informant refers to
personal experience a) to
explain, extend and clarify
content; b) to evaluate the
veracity of content; and c)
to react to content (cf.
Block, 1986, p. 472)
The informant draws upon
experiences s/he had in the
United States.
The informant refers to an
event or experience s/he
had in school, e.g. when
s/he learned English as a
foreign language.
The informant refers to
something s/he has come
across in the media e.g.
seen on TV, in a movie,
soap etc.

Have a safe trip home?
Is he Santa Claus?
Flying home for
Christmas. As he knows
so yeah.
I’m sorry, this is too
German. / Well, in
Germany we would say
Professor Doctor what
is but it’s very typical
for German people.

That was how they said
it in Montevallo.
Good. How are you?
It’s the way we learned
at school.

At Danny’s. I’ve heard
that somewhere in
some kind of soap.
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Other

Recall

Language

The informant draws upon
any form of experience
other than the categories
mentioned above.
The informant draws upon
semantic, syntactic, or
morphological knowledge.

I know people who’d
say almost any of that.

No it’s not Sir. Because
it’s Steve and so it’s a
Vorname, first name.
Ehm, würde ich sagen,
theoretisch sind die alle
möglich, weil bei allen
er immer fragt, ob der
Professor Zeit hat, oder
ob es jetzt eine gute
Zeit ist reinzukommen.

Recall

Logical reasoning/
Inferencing*

Recall

Paraphrasing*

Recall

Pragmatic reasoning

Politeness

Recognizing literal meaning
and working deductively
toward the implied
meaning.
OR
Deriving logical conclusions
from premises known or
assumed to be true.
Rephrasing the content of
the text or parts thereof.
The informant refers to
pragmatic knowledge such
as matters of context, style,
register, formality, and/or
politeness of the language
used in order to assess the
appropriateness of an
utterance or the
correctness of an answer
option.
The informant refers to
politeness in order to
evaluate the
appropriateness of an
utterance.

Well then, I wish you a
good flight because the
person’s flying home.
Well, because we don’t
know if he’s a doctor I
would say it’s d
because professor can
also can just mean
lecturer in English, I
think.
know it’s just eh a
formal way of saying
how are you doing?
Excuse me, Sir, your
voice is too low. No,
that’s also impolite and
rude.

Excuse me, Sir, would
you provide me with a
minute of your time?
Maybe that’s a little
too polite.
I’m sorry, is this an
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appropriate time to
talk to you? No, way
too polite.

Register/style

Context

Appropriate messaging

The informants draws upon
knowledge of register or
style in order to evaluate
the appropriateness of an
utterance.

The informant draws upon
contextual knowledge to
assess the appropriateness
of an utterance.

The informant draws upon
knowledge of how to use
appropriately certain
utterances.

I’m in good health. No.
Thanks. It’s too It’s not
no not colloquial
enough.
It’s going great.
Thanks. That’s a bit too
formal.
Thanks, my bottle is
still half full is not
something people at a
party would say to
each other.
I’m sorry, could you
raise your voice is
wrong because when
you raise your voice
you are most often in
an argument
Deswegen, weil das
auch wieder so ne
Floskel ist,
Ehm, ehm, I wanna go
with b. It’s I think it’s
the most common.
I’m sorry, is this an
appropriate time to
talk to you? No, you
should address the
teacher.
I think I’m good is
already indicating that
he or she doesn’t want
another beer.
No, I’m good. Thanks,
weil man das einfach
so sagt, weil ich es halt
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weiß.

Recall

Speaker intention*

Recall

Translation

Evaluation

Assumptions/
beliefs

Evaluation

Briefly evaluating the
correctness of answer option

Understanding the function
of the implicature by the
speaker; why or for what
purpose the speaker made
the utterance (see Taguchi,
2002, p. 159). It also
includes naming the speech
act and/or identifying the
formulation that reveals
sentence function.
Translating the English into
German or another
language to clarify and/or
confirming the meaning.
The informant opts for a
certain answer on the basis
of beliefs and/or
assumptions (e.g. on the
basis of presumed
knowledge of American
English).
The informant comments
very briefly, i.e. with one to
four words, on how likely
s/he thinks the answer is
correct.
The structure of the
strategy may look as
follows:
Reading answer option + 1-

Excuse me Doctor
Davis, could you speak
louder, please? It’s also
a question.

Sure shoot passt am
besten. Schieß los. Ja.

[…] but probably they
are going to say At
Danny’s or something.
/ Hello? sagen die
Amerikaner, glaub ich.

Excuse me, Doctor
Davis, could you speak
louder, please. That’s
possible./ What about
you? Yeah, could be.
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4 word comment (+
comment and/or reasoning)

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Excluding/
eliminating answer option

The informant excludes,
eliminates or rules out an
answer option s/he regards
as incorrect.
Feeling/intuition/Sprachgefühl The informant points out an
impressionistic stance, i.e.
that s/he opts for or
discards something on the
basis of feeling, intuition or
Sprachgefühl.
Guessing
The informant chooses an
answer for no particular
reason or without sufficient
information and/or
support.
Heard
The informant refers to
whether s/he has heard an
utterance before or not.

Evaluation

Juxtaposing two answer
options

Evaluation

Juxtaposing prompt and
answer option

The informant reads
different answer options or
parts thereof one after the
other in order to evaluate
the appropriateness and/or
suitability of the answer
options.
The informant reads
successively the prompt or
parts thereof and an
answer option or parts
thereof in order to evaluate
and/or assess the suitability
or match of the answer
option with the prompt.
Thereby, the order can
vary:
a) (parts of the) prompt +
(parts of the) answer

in good health. Thanks.
Nope.

Yeah, it’s c. Feels the
most natural.

I’d say d. Don’t really
know why.

Well, I can remember
to have heard this
before in a context like
that so.
Yeah, so could you
raise your voice,
please? Your voice is
too low.

Do you want another
beer? No, thanks. I’m
good. Yeah.
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options
OR
b) (parts of the) answer
options + parts of the)
prompt

Evaluation

Keyword (inferencing)*

The informant identifies a
keyword in the text, i.e.
from the prompt and/or
answer option, that
concerns him/her in any
way, e.g. because it is not
known to the informant or
is bothering him/her.

Yeah, could be.
Riddance. What’s
riddance again?

Evaluation

Shortlist/ Opting between two
answer options

The informant narrows
down the answer options to
two in order to choose
between the two.

Evaluation

Referring to own language
use/way of speaking

Evaluation

Sound

The participant refers to
how s/he would say or
understand something
and/or react in that
situation.
Informant arrives at an
assessment of the
correctness/
appropriateness/
naturalness of an utterance
by assessing the way an
utterance sounds. There are
two subcategories of sound.
The informant comments
on the impression s/he has
based on how an answer
option sounds.
The informant categorizes
an answer option or parts
thereof on the basis of how
it sounds.

Ehm, it’s either b or c .
/ So, it’s either Well
then, I wish you a good
flight or well then,
have a safe trip home.
This is something what
I sometimes say to my
students

Sound (impressionistic
assessment)

Sound (categorization)

Go on ahead? Sounds
odd. / Sorry, could you
raise your voice
please? Sounds weird.
It’s going great.
Thanks. Hm, sounds
American.
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Other

Clarifying/ structuring the task

Other

Comment on own behavior or
test taking process*

The informant points out or
briefly describes
components or parts of the
item/task or what s/he is
supposed to be doing in
order to clarify and/or
structure the task for him/herself.
The informant describes or
indicates his/her awareness
of the components of the
process (cf. Block, 1986, p.
473) and points out what
s/he is doing.

in front of your
professor’s office. So,
here it shall be the first
sentence, I guess.

Aber ich entscheide
mich für das Neutrale.
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Appendix VI

LIST OF STRATEGIES IDENTIFIED FROM THINK-ALOUD
PROTOCOLS
Type of
strategy

Name
of strategy

NUMBER OF EXAMINEES IN EACH GROUP ADOPTING THE
STRATEGY

Number of
Freitems
Total
quency
featuring frequenc
of
occurrenc
y of
strateg
e of
strategy
y
strategy
(-U.S.)
N=7

n

Frequency
of
Total
strateg
sample
y
(+U.S.)
n
n(-U.S.) (+U.S.) (N = 14)

-U.S. group

+U.S. group

(n = 7)

Recall

Adjacency
pair rule*

2,7

9

Raw
5

Raw
4

Raw
7

%
50%

Examinees
Raw
Item II,2:
4
Christiane (1),
Katharina (2),
Franziska(1),
Sabine(1)

Recall

Associations

4

1

0

1

1

7.1% X

Recall

Comparison/
reference to
familiar
culture

3,4,5,7,9,

13

11

2

6

42.9
%

Item II,3:
Christiane (3)
Manuela (1)
Item II,4:
Franziska (1)
Item II,5:
Katharina (1)
Franziska (1)
Manuela (1)
Item II,7:
Katharina (1)
Item II,9:
Franziska (1)
Sabine (1)

%
57%

(n = 7)
Examinee
s
Item II,2:
Joe (1),
Mary (1),
Anne (1)
Item II,7:
Joe (1)

Raw
3

%
42.9
%

0

0%

Item II,4:
Jack (1)

1

14.2
%

5

71.4
%

Item II,4:
Kate (1)
Item II,5:
Kate (1)

1

14.2
%
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Recall

Experience*

2,3,4,5,7,8

27

8

19

Target culture

2,3,4,5,7,8

19

2

17

7

50%

Item II,4:
Sabine (1)
Item II,8:
Sabine (1)

1

14%

School

2,5

3

2

1

2

14.3
%

Item II,2:
Johanna (1)
Item II,5:
Johanna (1)

1

Media

5,8

3

2

1

2

14.3
%

Other

5

2

2

0

2

14.3
%

Item II,5:
Franziska (1)
Item II,8:
Franziska (1)
Item II,5:
Christiane (1)
Manuela (1)

6

85.7
%

14.2
%

Item II,2:
Zoe (1)
Anne (1)
Jill (2)
Item II,3:
Kate (1)
Anne (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,4:
Kate (1)
Anne (1)
Item II,5:
Kate (1)
Anne (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,7:
Mary (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,8:
Joe (1)
Zoe (1)
Anne (1)
Item II,2:
Anne (1)

1

14.2
%

1

14.2
%

Item II,8:
Mary (1)

1

14.2
%

2

28.6
%

X

0

0%
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Recall

Language

3,4,8,5,9

12

9

3

5

35.7
%

Item II,3:
Katharina (1)
Item II,4:
Angelika (1),
Manuela (2)
Item II,5:
Katharina (1)
Item II,7:
Manuela (1)
Item II,8:
Johanna (1)
Manuela (1)
Item II,9:
Manuela (1)

4

57%

Item II,3:
Joe (1)
Item II,4:
Joe (2)

1

14.2
%

Recall

Logical
reasoning/
Inferencing*

2,3,5,7,8

7

3

4

6

42.9
%

Item II,2:
Angelika (1)
Item II,3:
Christiane (1)
Item II,5:
Manuela (1)

3

42.9
%

Item II,5:
Joe (1)
Item II,7:
Kate (1)
Item II,8:
Kate (1)
Jill (1)

3

42.9
%

Recall

Paraphrasing*

2,4,8,9

4

2

2

4

28.6
%

Item II,2:
Franziska (1)
Item II,8:
Manuela (1)

2

28.6
%

Item II,4:
Joe (1)
Item II,9:
Jill (1)

2

28.6
%

Recall

Pragmatic
reasoning

2,3,4,5,7,8, 83
9

37

46

14

100
%
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Politeness

2,3,8,9

22

10

12

11

78.6
%

Item II,2:
Franziska (1)
Item II,3:
Christiane (1)
Franziska (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II,8:
Manuela (1)
Item II,9:
Christina (1)
Katharina (1)
Johanna (1)
Angelika (1)
Manuela (1)

6

85.7
%

Item II,3:
Kate (1)
Anne (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,9
Joe (1)
Kate (1)
Mary (1)
Anne (1)
Jill (1)

5

71.4
%

Register/style

2,3,4,5,7,8, 33
9

21

12

12

85.7
%

Item II,2:
Katharina (2)
Franziska (2)
Manuela (3)
Item II,3:
Katharina (2)
Johanna (1)
Franziska (2)
Manuela (1)
Item II,4:
Katharina (1)
Item II,7:
Christina (1)
Item II,8:
Franziska (1)
Item II,9:
Christiane (1)
Katharina (1)
Franziska (1)
Manuela (1)
Sabine (1)

6

85.7
%

Item II,3:
Kate (1)
Jack (3)
Mary (4)
Ane (1)
Item II,5:
Joe (1)
Item II,7:
Jill (1)
Item II,8:
Kate (1)

6

85.7
%
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Recall

Context

3, 5, 7, 8,

12

5

7

8

57%

Item II,3:
Manuela (2)
Item II,8:
Christiane (1)
Angelika (2)

3

42.9
%

Appropriate
messaging

2,3,4,7,8,9

16

1

15

7

50%

Item II,2:
Christiane (1)

1

14.2
%

Speaker
intention*

2,3,9

5

3

2

4

28.6
%

Item II,2:
Franziska (1)
Item II,3:
Katharina (1)
Item II,9:
Katharina (1)

2

28.6
%

Item II,3:
Kate (1)
Anne (1)
Item II,5:
Joe (1)
Mary (1)
Item II,7
Kate (1)
Item II,8:
Jill (1)
Item II,9:
Jill (1)
Item II,2:
Joe (1)
Kate (1)
Zoe (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,3:
Joe (1)
Anne (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,4:
Kate (1)
Item II,7:
Joe (1)
Item II,8:
Joe (1)
Kate (1)
Mary (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,9:
Joe (1)
Kate (1)
Item II,3:
Mary (1)
Item II,9:
Kate (1)

5

71.4
%

6

85.7
%

2

28.6
%
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Recall

Translation

Evaluation Assumptions/
beliefs

3,7,9

8

3

5

3

21.4
%

Item II,7:
Angelika (2)
Manuela (1)

2

28.6
%

Item II,3:
Joe(3)
Item II,7:
Joe (1)
Item II,9:
Joe (1)

1

14.2
%

2,4,5,8,9

9

9

0

6

42.9
%

Item II,2:
Johanna (1)
Item II, 4:
Franziska (2)
Manuela (1)
Item II,5:
Christiane (1)
Johanna (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II,8
Katharina (1)
Item II,9:
Katharina(1)

6

85.7
%

X

0

0%
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Evaluation Briefly
2,3,4,5,7,8, 69
evaluating the 9
correctness of
answer option

23

46

13

92.9
%

Item II,2:
Katharina (1)
Franziska (2)
Item II,3:
Katharina (1)
Johanna (1)
Angelika (2)
Item II,4:
Katharina (1)
Item II,5:
Katharina (1)
Franziska (1)
Angelika (2)
Item II,7:
Christiane (1)
Katharina (1)
Angelika (4)
Item II,8:
Angelika (2)
Manuela (1)
Item II,9:
Angelika (1)
Manuela (1)

6

85%

Item II,2:
Kate (3)
Jack (2)
Zoe (1)
Mary (1)
Anne (4)
Jill (1)
Item II,3:
Kate (2)
Jack (5)
Mary (2)
Anne (2)
Jill (3)
Item II,4:
Kate (1)
Jack (1)
Anne (3)
Item II,5:
Kate (1)
Jack (1)
Anne (1)
Item II,7:
Mary (3)
Anne (1)
Item II,8:
Kate (2)
Anne (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,9:
Joe (1)
Kate (2)
Anne (1)

7

100%
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Evaluation Excluding/
eliminating
answer option

2,3,4,5,7,8, 56
9

18

38

12

85.71 Item II,2:
%
Christiane (1)
Katharina (2)
Item II,3:
Katharina (1)
Johanna (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II,4:
Christiane (1)
Franziska (1)
Item II,5:
Katharina (1)
Franziska (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II, 7:
Katharina (1)
Fraziska (2)
Manuela (1)
Item II,8:
Angelika (2)
Item II,9:
Manuela (1)

6

85%

Item II,2:
Kate (3)
Jack(2)
Mary (1)
Anne (2)
Jill (1)
Item II,3:
Joe (3)
Kate (2)
Mary (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,4:
Joe (2)
Kate (1)
Anne (1)
Item II,5:
Joe (2)
Kate (2)
Item II, 7:
Mary (2)
Jill (1)
Item II,8:
Kate (1)
Item II,9:
Joe (4)
Kate (2)
Mary (2)
Anne (2)
Jill (2)

6

85%
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Evaluation Feeling/
intuition/
Sprachgefühl

3,4,7,8

15

10

5

9

64.3
%

Evaluation Guessing

2,3,4,5,7,8, 12
9

11

1

6

42.9
%

Item II,3:
Christiane (1)
Johanna (1)
Franziska (2)
Angelika (2)
Item II,4:
Sabine (1)
Item II,7:
Johanna (1)
Franziska (1)
Item II,8:
Franziska (1)
Item II,2:
Sabine (1)
Item II,3:
Franziska (1)
Item II,4:
Christiane (1)
Johanna (1)
Item II,5:
Angelika (1)
Johanna (1)
Manuela (1)
Item II,7:
Chrstiane (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,8:
Christiane (1)
Item II,9:
Christiane (1)

5

71.4
%

Item II,3:
Zoe (1)
Item II,4:
Joe (1)
Item II,7:
Zoe (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,8:
Mary (1)

4

57.1
%

6

85.7
%

Item II,7:
Zoe (1)

1

14.2
%
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Evaluation Heard

4,5,7,8

14

10

4

8

57.1
%

Evaluation Juxtaposing
two answer
options

2,3,4,5,7,8, 37
9

28

9

11

78.6
%

Item II,4:
Christiane (1)
Item II,5:
Angelika (1)
Item II,7:
Katharina (1)
Franziska (4)
Sabine (1)
Item II,8:
Johanna (1)
Franziska (1)
Item II,2:
Christiane (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II,3:
Christiane (3)
Item II,4:
Christiane (1)
Katharina (2)
Angelika (2)
Item II,5:
Christiane (4)
Item II,7:
Christiane (2)
Katharina (1)
Angelika (2)
Item II,8:
Christiane (1)
Angelika (1)
Manuela (1)
Item II,9:
Christiane (1)
Katharina (1)
Johanna (1)
Franziska (2)
Manuela (1)

6

85%

Item II,4:
Mary (2)
Jill(1)
Item II,7:
Jill (1)

2

28.6
%

6

85.7
%

Item II,3:
Jack (2)
Jill (1)
Item II,4:
Jack (1)
Item II,5:
Jack (1)
Item II,7:
Mary (1)
Item II,8:
Mary (1)
Anne (1)
Item II,9:
Jack (1)

5

71.4
%
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Evaluation Juxtaposing
prompt and
answer option

2,3,4,7,8

12

8

4

6

42.9
%

Item II,2:
Angelika (2)
Item II,3:
Katharina (1)
Item II,4:
Angelika (1)
Item II,7:
Christiane (2)
Angelika (1)
Item II,8:
Katharina (1)

3

42.9
%

Item II,2:
Joe (1)
Zoe (2)
Item II,8:
Anne (1)

3

42.9
%

Evaluation Keyword
(inferencing)*

2,3,4,5,9

11

9

2

7

50%

Item II,2:
Christiane (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II,3:
Katharina (1)
Angelika (1)
Item II,4:
Katharina (1)
Johanna (1)
Franziska (1)
Item II, 5:
Katharina (1)
Item II,9:
Franziska (1)

5

71.4
%

Item II,4:
Jill (1)
Item II,9:
Mary (1)

2

28.6
%

Evaluation Shortlist/
Opting
between two
answer
options

2,3,4,5,7,8, 18
9

10

8

9

64.3
%

Item II,2:
Zoe (1)
Item II,3:
Jill (1)
Item II,4:
Joe (1)
Kate (1)
Item II,5:
Joe (2)
Zoe (1)
Item II,7:
Joe (1)

5

71.4
%

Item II,2:
Christiane
(1)
Katharina
(1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,3:
Christiane
(1)
Angelika
(1)
Item II,5:
Christina
(1)

4

57.1
%
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Evaluation Referring to
own language
use/way of
speaking

2,3,4,5,7,8, 36
9

23

13

8

57.1
%

Evaluation Sound

2,3,4,5,7,8, 28
9

17

11

9

64.3
%

Item II,2:
Christiane (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,3:
Manuela (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,4:
Franziska (2)
Manuela (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,5:
Christiane (5)
Sabine (1)
Item II,7:
Christiane (1)
Manuela (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,8:
Manuela (1)
Item II,9:
Sabine (3)

4

57.1
%

6

85%

Item II,7:
Sabine (1)
Item II,8:
Manuela
(1)
Item II,9:
Christina
(1)
Katharina
(1)
Item II,2:
Kate (1)
Mary (3)
Item II,3:
Kate (1)
Mary (2)
Item II,5:
Joe (1)
Mary (2)
Item II,9:
Mary (2)
Anne (1)

4

57.1
%

3

42.9
%
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Other

Sound
2,3,4,7,8,9
(impressionistic
assessment)

21

15

6

8

57.1
%

Sound
2,5,7,9
(categorization)

7

2

5

5

35.7
%

Clarifying/
2,3,4,8,9
structuring the
task

13

6

7

8

57.1
%

Item II,3:
Christiane (1)
Johanna (1)
Manuela (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,4:
Christiane (1)
Johanna (1)
Item II,7:
Christiane (3)
Angelika (2)
Sabine (1)
Item II,8:
Katharina (1)
Item II,9:
Angelika (1)
Katharina (1)
Item II,7:
Sabine (1)
Item II,9:
Christiane (1)

6

85%

Item II,2:
Kate (1)
Item II,3:
Joe (2)
Kate (1)
Item II,8:
Joe (1)
Item II,9:
Joe (1)

2

28.6
%

2

28.6
%

3

42.9
%

Item II,3:
Christiane (1)
Katharina (1)
Johanna (1)
Sabine (1)
Item II,4:
Manuela (1)
Item II,8:
Katharina (1)

5

71.4
%

Item II,2:
Kate (1)
Jill (1)
Item II,5:
Joe (1)
Item II,7:
Kate (1)
Item II,9:
Kate (1)
Item II,2:
Mary (1)
Item II,3:
Mary (1)
Kate (2)
Anne (1)
Item II,4:
Mary (1)
Item II,9:
Kate (1)

3

42.9
%
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Other

Comment on
own behavior
or test taking
process*

2,7,8

4

3

1

3

21.4
%

Item II,2:
Manuela (1)
Item II,7:
Manuela (1)
Item II,8:
Angelika (1)

2

28.6
%

Item II,2:
Jack(1)

1

14.2
%
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Appendix VII

No.
2

Item
Check the most appropriate and natural response.

Theorized processes
low distance marked by “buddy”

On campus.
A: Hey, buddy, how’s it going?
B: ....

Distracters:
a) too high register, too formal style
b) too enthusiastic without more context
c) a short answer usually required in this discourse routine is missing

a)
b)
c)
d)

l’m in good health. Thanks!
Good. How are you?*
lt’s going great. Thanks.
What about you?

Exposure (+) ...
- ... will most likely recall experiences and thus choose the standard and
routinized answer b)
Exposure (-) ...
- ... without experiential knowledge will either choose an option on the basis
of pragmatic knowledge
- ... may choose c) or d) given that those two options sound “easy
going” -an oftentimes associated stereotype with U.S. Americans
- ... in case they also Iack pragmatic knowledge about this form of
greeting completely, they might opt for the distracter a) which taps into the
idea that Germans who have never experienced
this US-American form of greeting oftentimes mistakenly assume
that it constitutes an interrogation for their well-being; moreover, this
distracter is off as it marks the wrong style and register
- ...may also guess
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3

Check the most appropriate and natural utterance.

high distance (professor student) indicated by location marker “professor’s
office”

ln front of your professor’s office.
A: ...
B: Sure. Come on in. What can I do for you, Steve? Distracters:
a) too formal, additionally marked by the “Sir”
a) Excuse me, Sir, would you provide me with a
b) l’m sorry marks an apology, i.e. it is not totally appropriate for this context
minute of your time?
d) too formal; additionally marked by the title “Professor”
b) l’m sorry. ls this an appropriate time to talk to
you?
c) Excuse me, Dr. John, do you have a minute? *
Exposure (+) ...
d) Do you have some time available for me, Prof. - ... will most likely recall experiences that oftentimes professors will be
John?
addressed as ‘Doctor’ rather than ‘Professor’ which marks the German
form of address
Exposure (-) ...
- ... will probably draw upon their own experiential background in German
academia in which it would be extremely impolite to address a professor
with the title “Doctor”
- ... will most likely opt for one of the more formal options such as a) or d)
- ... might settle for the polite, and moderately formal option b)
- ... will probably view c) as too colloquial to talk to a professor

243
4

Check the most appropriate and natural response.

low distance, no markers

Discussing travel plans.
A: What are you doing over Christmas?
B: l’m flying home for Christmas.
A: ....

Distracters:
a) Attempt to make it sound like a casual leave-taking b) Translation of
German
c) Attempt to make it sound like a casual leave-taking

a)
b)
c)
d)

+U.S....
-... will have heard or experienced the highly routinized greeting
-...might not know the phrase “good riddance”

Well, then. Good riddance!
Well, then. I wish you a good flight.
Well, then, good travels!
Well, then. Have a safe trip home.*

-U.S....
-... will not know the phrase “good riddance”
-... will most likely opt for b) on the basis of their own language use or
because of semantic knowledge
- ...will settle for options a) or c) because they sound “easy
going” which is stereotypically associated with U.S.-American speech
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5

Check the most appropriate and natural utterance.
Answering a phone call. The phone rings.
A: ...
a)
b)
c)
d)

Hello?*
Hi, this is Danny on the phone.
At Danny’s.
By Danny’s

low distance, no markers

Distracters:
b) Appears to be similar to the formal answering “This is ... speaking.”
c)rather formal, appropriate for restaurant employers or personnel
answering a call
d)Sounds like a formal way of answering the phone in German
Exposure (+)
-... will draw upon experiences, i.e. they have seen people/heard
U.S.-Americans answer that way

Exposure (-)
-...will most likely Iack the experience and rely on other strategies
-...might be confused by the prepositions in c) and d) given that both
utterances in English are phonologically similar to German phone greetings
7

Check the most appropriate and natural utterance.

low distance, marked by the colloquially used word ‘guys’!

You overhear two American guys talking.
A: Hey Brian, can I ask you a question?
B: ...

Distracters:
b)Taps into the same metaphorical concept as ‘shoot’
c) Taps into the same metaphorical concept as ‘shoot’
d) Plays with ‘Go ahead.’

a)
b)
c)
d)

Sure. Shoot!*
Sure. Go and fire!
Sure. Attack!
Sure. Go on ahead!

Exposure (+) ...
-...will have knowledge about this routine formula and identify a)
as the correct response on the basis of experience
Exposure (-) ...
-... might opt for any of the three distracters
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8

Check the most appropriate and natural response.

low distance, indicated by “students” and location marker “at a party”

American students at a party in a friend’s house.
A: Do you want another beer?
B: ...

Distracters:
a)Similar to the correct answer c), but more exaggerated in tone oftentimes
stereotypically associated with American speech b)too formal for context
d)Too formal and extended an answer than fit for the context

a)
b)
c)
d)

9

No, l’m great. Thanks.
Thanks, but my bottle’s still half
No, l’m good. Thanks.*
No thanks. I don’t feellike another.

Exposure (+) ...
-...will have experienced the correct routine for rejecting an offer in various
target language settings

Exposure (-) ...
-... will most likely draw upon assumptions or believes they have about
these contexts
Check the most appropriate and natural utterance. high distance, marked by ‘professor’ as interlocutor
ln a lecture hall. The professor who is giving a
lecture does not speak loud enough for you to
hear what he is saying.
A: ...
a) Excuse me, Dr. Davis, speak up, please.
b) Excuse me, Dr. Davis, could you speak louder,
please?
c) l’m sorry, could you raise your voice, please?
d) Excuse me, Sir, your voice is too low.

Distracter:
a) lnappropriate style and register, too commanding and thus impolite;
rather said by professor to student
c) Raining one’s voice is associated with an angry tone, different
connotation
d) too formal in style, additionally marked by ‘Sir’
Exposure (+) ...
-...will have experienced a communicative Situations that was
similar to this context; identify the correct style and register on basis of
experience
- Exposure (-} ...
-...might opt for the option they have heard frequently in German classrooms
a)
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-...might choose c) or d) on the basis of formal aspects they believe tobe
more appropriate for talking to a professor

