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Abstract

Pragmatic testing depends on a variety of factors that can impact its dependability. This study intended to
examine these factors using a two-phase approach. The first phase examined the impact of test methods,
items, raters, and test-takers' characteristics on the variance in pragmatic test scores using generalizability
theory, and the second phase explored potential rater bias using the Many-Facet Rasch model. Two test
types, including a Written Discourse Completion Test (WDCT) and a Discourse Self-Assessment Test
(DSAT), were administered to 110 English language students (98 female, 12 male) aged 17-24 at Vali-e-Asr
University of Rafsanjan. Four raters scored the WDCT by using a standardized rubric developed by Lui
(2004). The DSAT was self-assessed by test takers based on the same rubric. The findings revealed no
significant difference between the WDCT and DSAT test types. However, items and the interaction between
items and test takers emerged as substantial contributors to the variance of the scores. This highlights the
importance of item calibration and rater training to mitigate bias in pragmatic testing. Finally, the
implications were discussed.

Keywords: Pragmatic testing, Generalizability theory, Many-Facet Rasch model, WDCT,
DSAT

The assessment of second language (L2) pragmatic competence, as with all domains of
language testing, is inherently subject to measurement error due to the complex interplay of
various influencing factors. L2 pragmatic competence refers to a learner's ability to use
language effectively and appropriately in social contexts (Yang, 2022). It encompasses the
knowledge and skills required to understand and produce communicative acts (e.g., requests,
apologies, refusals), to interpret meaning beyond the literal level (e.g., implicature), and to
navigate discourse in a way that is sensitive to social variables such as power, distance, and
imposition (Kecskes, 2014; Taguchi, 2011, Sitorus, 2025).

* Review History:
Received: 01/01/2025 Revised: 28/08/2025 Accepted: 27/09/2025

1. Ph.D. Candidate, Faculty of Foreign Languages, llam University, Ilam , Iran (Corresponding Author)
Reza.shahi411@gmail.com
2. Associate professor, Vali-e-asr University of Rafsanjan, Kerman, Iran, Iran; ravand@vru.ac.ir

How to cite this article:

Shahi, R. and Ravand, H. (2026). Dependability and Bias Analysis in WDCT and DSAT: An Application of Many Facet
Rasch Model and Generalizability Theory. Teaching English as a Second Language Quarterly, 45(1), 1-28.
https://doi.org/10.22099/tesl.2025.52065.3370

prs e author(s). This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
COPYRIGHTS ©2026 The author(s). This i icle distributed under th f the Creative C

Attribution (CC BY-NC 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, as long as the original authors
and source are cited. No permission is required from the authors or the publisher.



https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8757-3850
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4145-5928
https://doi.org/10.22099/tesl.2025.52065.3370
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Islamic_Azad_University,_Science_and_Research_Branch,_Tehran
mailto:Reza.shahi411@gmail.com
mailto:ravand@vru.ac.ir
https://doi.org/10.22099/tesl.2025.52065.3370

Teaching English as a Second Language Quarterly (TESLQ) 2
T (Formerly Journal of Teaching Language Skills)
Quarterly 45(1) 2026, pp. 1-28 Shahi. R, Ravand. H

ANALYZING DEPENDABILITY AND BIAS IN WDCT AND DSAT

Assessing this multifaceted construct is notoriously challenging (Shahi et al., 2025). A
variety of instruments have been developed, each with distinct advantages and limitations.
Common methods include Discourse Completion Tests (DCTs), which prompt written or
spoken responses to contextualized scenarios; role-play tasks, which elicit more spontaneous
spoken interaction; multiple-choice questionnaires that test recognition of appropriate
language; and self-assessment measures, which tap learners' metapragmatic awareness (Roever
2011; Youn, 2020). Among these, DCTs, particularly Written DCTs (WDCTs), have become
one of the most frequently utilized tools due to their practicality and efficiency in data collection
from large cohorts (Taguchi, 2018). However, their effectiveness hinges on a variety of factors,
and both relevant and irrelevant facets can contribute to score variance (Shahi et al, 2025).

One of the most significant factors affecting test score variance is test-takers'
characteristics. Test takers' proficiency level, background, and other characteristics affect their
performance (Bachman & Lynch, 1994). In addition, the design and characteristics of items
play a key role in the effectiveness of a test. The design and selection of test items directly
influence a test's ability to measure the intended construct accurately. Poorly designed items
may fail to represent the targeted skills adequately and lead to error variance in test scores
(Kumar et al., 2021). The test method can also affect the test-takers' performance. Differences
in test format can affect how people perform on the test. Such factors may alter test results and
lead to inaccurate conclusions about test takers' abilities (Akhavan Masoumi & Sadeghi, 2020;
Chappell et al., 2015).

Moreover, raters, who are responsible for scoring tests, also affect test results. Testing
should inherently strive for fairness and equity. Rater biases and their interpretation of scoring
criteria can lead to error variance (Lui, 2014; Tajeddin et al., 2020). These biases may arise
from cultural or linguistic differences that are not considered in scoring procedures (Lozano-
Reynolds et al., 2021; Ruiz, 2021). Identifying and mitigating such biases is critical for ensuring
the validity and reliability of tests. Ensuring that tests are unbiased across test takers helps
produce reliable, pragmatic tests.

In addition, the interactions between these elements are also very critical. How test-takers
interpret the task, how evaluators assess their responses, and the intrinsic properties of test items
all contribute to shaping test stability and validity. By examining these interactions, we gain
valuable insight into the broader construct of pragmatic competence and strengthen the power
of the assessment tools. This complexity underscores the importance of addressing these factors
to improve the dependability of pragmatic assessments and enhance their effectiveness in
measuring true pragmatic competence.

Pragmatic assessment has gained significant research attention due to its key role in
effective communication across diverse contexts (Azizi & Namaziandost, 2023; Toe et al.,
2020; Youn & Bi, 2019). So far, a large array of research studies has developed and validated
different test types for assessing pragmatics (e.g., Ahn, 2005; Bardovi-Harlig & Su, 2023;
Cohen, 2020; Farashaiyan et al., 2020; Fussman & Mashal, 2022; Grabowski, 2008; Liu, 2004;
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Roever, 2011; Rose, 1994; Rose & Ono, 1995; Taguchi, 2011; Wilson & Bishop, 2022; Xu &
Wannaruk, 2018; Zangoei & Derakhshan, 2021). Despite these advances, the key role of these
effective factors and their interactions has not been fully investigated.

Existing research acknowledges the influence of individual factors (Roever, 2013; Youn &
Brown, 2013), rater variability (Alemi & Rezanejad, 2014; Brown,1995; Choen, 2020;
Derakhshan et al., 2020; Dabbagh & Babaii, 2021; Li et al., 2023; Liu & Xie, 2014; Sydorenko
etal., 2014; Taguchi, 2011; Sonnenburg-Winkle et al., 2020; Tajeddin & Alemi, 2014; Walters,
2007; Li et al., 2019; Su & Shin, 2024; Youn, 2015), test item design (Cordier et al., 2019;
Roever, 2008; Timpe-Laughlin & Choi, 2017), and the interplay between these elements
(Brown & Ahn, 2011; Han, 2021). Despite this knowledge, a crucial gap exists. We lack a
comprehensive understanding of how these factors interact and how methodological variations
within the DCTs (e.g., Written DCT vs. Discourse Self-Assessment) impact test-taker
performance and ultimately, the dependability of the DCT in measuring pragmatic competence.

This study intended to address the gap by investigating the impact of test takers, rater bias,
test items, and their interactions on the dependability of the DCT tests. WDCT and DSAT are
the most common DCT formats. They are widely used tests for pragmatic testing; however,
their effectiveness, as mentioned before, hinges on various factors. These factors can potentially
compromise the validity and reliability of the tests. This study intends to provide a
comprehensive understanding of how these factors affect test results in pragmatic testing by
using innovative statistical methods, including Generalizability Theory and the Many-Facet
Rasch Model. In addition, this study intends to offer insights into optimizing the assessment of
pragmatic competence in the English language as a Foreign Language (EFL) context.

G-theory and Many-Facets Rasch Model

Classical Test Theory (CTT) provides primary approaches to reliability estimation that rely
on quantifying measurement error and addressing related problems within specific testing
contexts (Steyer, 2001). However, CTT's inherent limitation lies in its inability to account for
the complex interactions among these error sources (Khodi, 2021). Researchers have begun
using innovative statistical models to address the complex nature of testing and the limitations
of CTT in capturing the multifaceted nature of test performance (Wolcot et al., 2022). G-theory
and Many-Facets Rasch Model (MFRM) offer complementary methods that overcome these
limitations (Anthony et al., 2023). G-theory excels at pinpointing the sources of measurement
error, such as examinee background, rater bias, and item difficulty (Han, 2021). By quantifying
these components, G-theory elucidates their influence on test reliability. Notably, G-theory's
capacity to simultaneously assess multiple sources of variation within a single analysis
distinguishes it from CTT (Khodi, 2021).

MFRM builds upon G-theory to statistically examine the impact of different 'facets' on test
scores (Gordon et al., 2021). This allows researchers to identify these factors and understand
how they influence test scores. In contrast to CTT, MFRM operates within a scaling framework,
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aiming to place all facets of the measurement process on a single latent scale (Engelhard &
Wind, 2017). MFRM focuses on deriving linear measures of examinee performance that are
adjusted for rater and task effects (Iramaneerat et al., 2008). This makes it possible to identify
misfitting elements, including rater bias (Li et al, 2021; Lynch & McNamara, 1998). By
controlling rater effect, MFRM provides unbiased estimates of examinee ability. As a result,
decisions based on MFRM are more objective and impartial.

Both G-theory and MFRM provide distinct approaches to conceptualizing and controlling
the impact of various facets (Anthony et al., 2023; Engelhard & Wind, 2017; Han, 2021).
However, combining GT with MFRM offers a more comprehensive and powerful statistical
framework for better assessment procedures. By combining the strengths of both models,
organizations can effectively use data analysis results to select qualified candidates, refine
evaluation processes, and optimize rater training (Li et al., 2021). This integrated approach has
enormous potential to advance the development of robust and informative pragmatic
assessments.

Literature Review

Following the groundwork laid by Hudson et al. (1992) with their six pragmatics test types,
a large body of research has explored and validated various tests across diverse contexts. These
tests have been translated and adapted for different languages. Yamashita (1996) confirmed that
the majority of the tests are effective for Japanese as a Second Language (JSL) learners, except
the Multiple-Choice Discourse Completion Test (MDCT). Enochs and Y oshitake-Strain (1999)
found issues with the Written Discourse Completion Test (WDCT) and MDCT when
administered to Japanese EFL learners. Brown (2001) further examined the tests and compared
them across JSL and EFL contexts. He reported that all test types showed reliability in the JSL
context, except WDCT and MDCT. In another study, Ahn (2005) generated Korean versions
of various tests and evaluated their effectiveness. Similar results were found by Ahn (2005) for
the Korean as a Foreign Language (KFL) context.

DCTs are among the most popular tests for assessing pragmatic knowledge in EFL contexts
(Taguchi 2018). As a result, DCTs have been used in various contexts to collect data in many
research studies (e.g., Budeng & Merza, 2023; Hernandez, 2018, 2021; Herndndez &
Boero,2018; Saleem et al., 2022; Namaziandost et al., 2020; Taguchi et al., 2016). In addition
to traditional DCTs, a few studies have developed alternative DCT types, such as self-
assessment DCTs. Liu (2004) developed a Discourse Self-Assessment Test (DSAT) for
Chinese EFL learners and found it to be highly reliable. Brown (2008) included role-play self-
assessment alongside other tests and found it effective for measuring KFL learners' pragmatic
knowledge. While WDCTs are well-established, DSAT has not been extensively investigated.
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Rater Studies

Investigating the impact of Raters on test scores has been the subject of a large array of
research studies in the field of pragmatic testing. Taguchi (2011) noted that native speaker raters
differ in their evaluations of speech acts, influenced by their cultural backgrounds and personal
norms. This can lead to inconsistency in test results. Sonnenburg-Winkler et al. (2020) found
that raters from different linguistic backgrounds showed variability in their assessments of
pragmatic performance. This indicates that language background affects scoring patterns. Li et
al. (2019) reported that rater variability affects the reliability of pragmatic test scores due to
differences in interpretation, proficiency levels, and speech acts.

In addition, studies have consistently demonstrated that raters can introduce bias into the
scoring process, leading to unreliable and potentially unfair results (Liu & Xie, 2014; Tajeddin
& Alemi, 2014; Youn, 2007). Zhai et al. (2021) reported that judgments of severity and rater
scoring sensitivity can significantly affect the validity of constructed-response assessments,
particularly in information-rich contexts. In another study, Liu and Xie (2014) found significant
differences in rating severity between raters. They reported a general tendency towards severity.
In addition, some studies investigated the role of rater training in mitigating rater effects.
Tajeddin and Alemi (2014) found that rater training can improve non-native teachers' rating
accuracy. Moreover, Rossi and Brunfaut (2020) emphasize the importance of training and
monitoring raters to mitigate variability, suggesting that communal rating sessions can enhance
reliability.

While rater effects have been a primary focus in pragmatic assessment research, a broader
range of factors can significantly influence test scores. These factors include test-taker
characteristics such as anxiety and cultural background (Roever, 2013; Youn & Brown, 2013).
In addition, rating scales can affect test results, requiring careful development and validation
(Chen & Liu, 2016; Derakhshan et al., 2020; Li et al., 2019; Youn, 2015). Furthermore, the test
items should efficiently measure the intended pragmatic skills, may have an impact on the test
results (Cordier et al., 2019; Roever, 2008; Zhai et al., 2021), and the selected test method can
also play a role (Bardovi & Hartford, 1993; Rose, 1995; Youn, 2015). Moreover, the lack of
clarity in the construct definition of pragmatic knowledge can be problematic and lead to
inconsistencies in testing and test interpretation (Beltran, 2019).

Overall, three limitations were identified in the literature on pragmatic assessment. First,
few studies have explicitly utilized innovative statistical methods to evaluate the impact of
effective factors on WDCT and DSAT. Second, the dependability of DSAT has been
understudied. Third, relatively few studies have investigated the impact of test methods and
non-native raters on pragmatic assessments.

This Study
While the DCTs are popular tests for assessing pragmatic competence, their effectiveness
depends heavily on different effective factors that can compromise their validity and reliability.
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Existing research acknowledges the impact of test takers' individual characteristics, rater
variability, test item design, and the interplay between these elements. However, a crucial gap
exists in comprehending how these factors interact and how methodological variations (written
vs. spoken delivery, contextual framing) affect test-taker performance. This study aims to fill
the gap by examining the contributions of test-takers, raters, test items, and their interactions to
the dependability of the WDCT and DSAT formats, using the Many-Facet Rasch model and
generalizability theory. By applying these statistical models to comprehensively investigate
these factors, the study seeks to provide valuable insights into optimizing the assessment of
pragmatic competence in language testing contexts. To this end, the following research
questions were posed:

To what degree do examinees, raters, item, and their interactions contribute to the dependability
of WDCT and DSAT pragmatics tests?

What is the effect of the test method on test-takers' performance?

Is there any significant bias between the interactions of the different variables?

Method
Participants

The participants of this study were 110 English language students (98 female, 12 male)
aged 17-24 (M = 20.2, SD = 1.6). A convenience sampling method was employed to recruit
participants from the population of undergraduate English translation and literature students at
Vali-e-Asr University of Rafsanjan (VRU). All participants had completed at least two
semesters of study at VRU and had studied English for approximately five years before
attending university. Their English proficiency could be rated as intermediate.

Four raters with at least 6 years of language-teaching experience were invited to score the
tests. The raters were MA students in English teaching at Rafsanjan University. Two of them
were female (A and B), and two of them were male (C and D). All raters have taught English
in high schools. This demonstrated their expertise in evaluating student language skills. While
teaching experience in high schools may not directly reflect their capability in pragmatic test
ratings, it shows they are proficient enough to understand the nuances of language use and
communication. All participants provided written informed consent before data collection
began. We ensured strict adherence to ethical principles, including maintaining participant
anonymity, to prevent any potential issues.

Instruments

This study employed two test formats to assess pragmatic competence: the Written
Discourse Completion Test (WDCT) and the Discourse Self-Assessment Test (DSAT) (detailed
descriptions in Appendix A). Both tests used six identical request situations. The WDCT,
adapted from Rose (1992), presented these situations and required participants to write
appropriate responses (e.g., requesting someone to turn down loud music). The DSAT followed
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the WDCT prompts, but participants then rated the quality of their own responses using a
provided 5-point scale based on specific criteria. To ensure the tests were suitable, we consulted
experts and conducted a pilot study with a small group of participants to identify potential
issues. The pilot study was conducted with a separate group of 15 participants who shared
characteristics similar to those of the main study participants. Feedback from the pilot
participants indicated that the instructions and scenarios were clear and comprehensible.
However, the pilot revealed that the original time allotted for the WDCT (60 minutes) was
insufficient for most participants to complete their responses thoughtfully. Consequently, the
WDCT time limit was extended to 90 minutes for the main study.

A standardized rubric adapted from Lui (2004) was utilized to score WDCT and DSAT
(Appendix B). This rubric included five key components, each rated on a 5-point scale ranging
from 1 (no evidence of the knowledge) to 5 (complete knowledge of the component).

Data Collection

In a single session at VRU, 110 students were invited to complete both tests. First, test
takers were asked to complete the WDCT in 90 minutes. Prior to beginning the test, participants
were provided with a brief explanation of the concepts of social power, politeness, and
directness. This was done to ensure that they were aware of the cultural and social factors that
can influence the appropriateness of requests. They were asked to put themselves in each
situation and write down what they think they would do or say. Since all the items measured
the request speech act, students were asked to consider the situation and try to make the assumed
interlocutor accept the request. To clarify how to complete the tests, students were provided
with a Persian example. Next, test takers were asked to do DSAT in 30 minutes. They were
asked to assess their own answers for each item using the rating rubric provided (adapted from
Lui, 2004; see Appendix B). An explanation of how to score themselves using the 5-point scale,
considering grammatical aspects, social power, politeness, and directness, was also provided.
To ensure comprehension, the rubric's key criteria (grammatical accuracy, awareness of social
power, politeness, and directness) were explained in Persian. Test takers were instructed to read
their own written response from the WDCT for each item and then rate its quality on a 5-point
scale using the defined criteria.

After administration, tests were scored by four raters separately by using the same rubric.
Each rater scored all 110 test-takers' responses to all 6 items on the WDCT, resulting in a fully
crossed design in which every response was rated by every rater. This amounted to 110 students
x 6 items = 660 individual responses per rater. The raters worked independently and were
blinded to each other's scores. The order of the test papers was randomized for each rater to
prevent order effects. Scoring was conducted over two weeks to avoid rater fatigue. Then scores
were collected and entered into an Excel file to organize the data. Finally, data were exported
to the EDUG and FACET software programs for analysis of the impact of the aforementioned
factors.
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Data Analysis

Given the multifaceted nature of pragmatic testing and its susceptibility to various factors,
this study employed innovative statistical analyses to ensure measurement precision and assess
the effects of multiple factors on participant performance. Generalizability Theory (G-Theory),
implemented in the EDUG software, was used to estimate test reliability and explore the impact
of various factors on test scores. In addition, the Rasch Multi-Facet Model, implemented in the
FACET software, was employed to analyze raters' bias and the interactions among facets,
providing a comprehensive understanding of their effects on test scores.

To measure the effects of test takers, raters, items, and the test method on students'
performance, multiple generalizability studies (G studies) were conducted. The first G study
was related to the WDCT test. It included three facets: persons, raters, and items. In this G
study, all facets were fully crossed, meaning all test takers tried all items, and all raters scored
all test takers' answers. In this study, 'persons' was the differentiation facet or object of the
study, and 'raters' and 'items' were the instrumentation facet. The second G study was conducted
to measure the impact of person and item on test takers' performance on DSAT. This G study
was a two-factor study in which 'person’ was the differentiated factor and the item facet was the
instrumentation facet. The final G study was conducted to measure the test method effect. In
this G study, items were nested within method and crossed with test takers. Additionally,
FACETS software was used on three separate occasions to examine potential rater bias within
each test method and its interactions.

Results

EDUG analysis
Estimated variance components
Two different generalizability studies (G study) were conducted to assess the variance

components contributing to scores on the WDCT and DSAT. The first G study examined the
WDCT, assessing the relative influence of test-takers, raters, and test items on scores. In this
analysis, test takers were the object of the study, while raters and items were considered facets.
The second G study focused on the DSAT, investigating the variance components attributable
to persons and items. Here, persons were again the object of the study, and items were
considered the facet. The G studies for each method are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Component variance
Source WDCT DSAT
SS VC % SS VC %
P 642.39545 0.20866 17.1 317.33333 0.39981 40.5
R 188.11667 0.06733 5.5 - -
| 113.83182 0.04973 41 44.03030 0.07540 7.6
PR 849.71667 0.38669 31.7

Pl 482.66818 0.22141 18.1 279.30303 0.51248 51.9
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Source WDCT DSAT
RI 17.03788 0.00780 0.6 - -
PRI 455.12879 0.27837 22.8 - - -
Total 2748.89545 100 640.66667 100

Coef GRE 0.85 0.82
Coef G AB 0.82 0.80
AbsoluteE V 0.04519 0.09798
Relative E V 0.03690 0.08541
Absolute SE: 0.21258 0.31302
Relative SE: 0.19210 0.29226

Note:

Coef_G RE: G-coefficient for relative decisions
Coef_G AB: G-coefficient for absolute decisions
Relative EV: Relative Error Variance

Absolute EV: Absolute Error Variance

Estimated component variance (\VCs) for each facet and their interactions are presented in
the "VC" column of the table. In addition, the percentage contributions of each facet and
interaction are presented in the "%" column. The analysis of the main facets in the WDCT
(person [P], raters [R], and items [1]) revealed that the person facet contributed the most (17.1%)
to the total variance in scores. The rater facet (5.5%) had the second-highest contribution,
followed by the items facet (4.1%), which had the smallest contribution.

Beyond the main effects, the interaction between persons and raters emerged as the most
significant variance component in the WDCT, accounting for 31.7% of the total variance in
scores. This indicates that raters' evaluations of participants' performance can vary depending
on the specific participant being assessed. The interaction of persons, raters, and items (22.8%)
also contributes substantially to the variance. This three-way interaction suggests that the
impact of a particular item on a test-taker's score may depend on the interaction between the
test-taker and the rater. The interaction between persons and items (18.1%) is another
noteworthy component, highlighting that some items may elicit different performances from
different participants. Finally, the interaction between raters and items has the smallest
contribution (0.6%), indicating that the raters' evaluations are relatively consistent across items.

In the DSAT analysis, the person facet (test-takers) again emerged as the primary source of
variance in scores, accounting for 40.5% of the variance, compared to items (7.6%). Examining
the interactions among the facets in the DSAT, the only possible interaction accounted for the
most significant contribution to the total variance, with 51.9 percent of the total contribution. A
key observation is the difference in person variance between the two methods. The person facet
contributed substantially more to the variance in DSAT scores (40.5%) than to that in WDCT
scores (17.1%). The item facet contributed relatively little in both methods, accounting for 4.1%
and 7.6% of the variance in WDCT and DSAT scores, respectively. The person-item interaction
is the most significant contributor to the DSAT and also makes a significant contribution to the
WDCT. Whereas, generally speaking, a higher proportion of variance attributable to the person
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facet is preferable, this study found a high contribution of the person-item interaction that may
have reduced the relative contribution of the person facet.

G theory emphasizes the importance of analyzing variance components and measurement
error to understand the dependability of scores. However, it also offers a generalizability
coefficient (G coefficient) that serves a similar purpose to the reliability coefficient in classical
test theory (Richard et al., 2009). Building upon CTT, G theory differentiates between relative
and absolute G coefficients (Karami, 2010). Relative G coefficients are particularly relevant for
norm-referenced tests, where the primary focus is on a test taker's position compared to the
entire group (Karami, 2010). In this study, the aim is to assess participants' relative standing,
making the relative G coefficient the appropriate choice. This coefficient indicates the degree
to which the participants' relative positions within the group are generalizable across different
testing situations.

The relative G coefficient is calculated by dividing the estimated variance component
attributable to persons by the total variance (Karami, 2010). This coefficient indicates the
proportion of the total variance that can be attributed to true differences between participants.
A higher relative G coefficient suggests that the test is more dependable in assessing individual
differences. Following Cardinet et al. (2010), G confection values exceeding 0.8 are considered
acceptable. In this study, both the absolute and relative G coefficients fall within the acceptable
range.

Test Method G Study
The final G study was conducted to assess the test method's contribution to score variance

specifically. In this design, persons were the differentiating facet, representing the universe of
interest for generalization. The test method and items were considered instrumentation facets,
which could contribute to the error variance. Importantly, items were nested within the test
method. The test method itself was a fixed facet, meaning we were not interested in generalizing
its influence. This design isolates the impact of the test method on scores by controlling for
variation across items within each method.

Table 2 presents the ANOVA results. As the table shows, the highest contribution to the
score variance, about 46.3%, comes from the interaction of all facets (represented in the table
as PI: M). The main facets analysis shows that the person facet makes the largest contribution,
and the test method makes the smallest.

Table 2

Test method variance
Source SS VC %
P 369.73030 0.23915 21.2
M 3.10303 -0.01325 0.0
I:M 101.73333 0.08774 7.8
PM 239.73030 0.27952 24.8
PI:M 569.26667 0.52226 46.3

Total 1283.56364 100%
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G- study table (see Table 3) provides the variance components and their contributions. The
first column lists the sources of variance, the second column shows their contribution to the
true variance (universe score), and the third column indicates components that do not contribute
to either true or error variance. The fourth and fifth columns show the relative contributions of
each component to the relative error variance. The last two columns display their contributions
to the absolute error variance. Interactions between a focal element (persons, in this case) and
a fixed facet (test method) are excluded from the error variance calculations. These interactions
are presented in parentheses to show that they do not contribute to either relative or absolute
error.

The table reveals that the interaction between person (P) and item (I) within method (M),
shown as PI:M, accounts for the highest contribution (100%) to the error variance.

While the interaction of person (P) and item (I) within method (M) dominates the relative
error variance, the absolute error variance presents a different picture. In this case, the
interaction of person (P), method (M), and item (I), denoted by P:M:l, has the greatest
contribution (85.6%). The second-largest contributor to the absolute error variance is the
interaction between item and method (I:M), at 14.4%. Despite the above-mentioned findings,
the high relative and absolute G coefficients suggest that the test scores have good
generalizability.

Table 3
G- Study
Absolute Relative Source Differ- Source
% error % error of entiation of
absolute  variance relative variance variance variance variance
.......... 0.23915 p
0.0 (0.00000) [ 4+ S o A
14.4 o.co732 . M
0.0 (0.00000) 0.0 (0.00000) PM ..
85.6 0.04352 100.0 0.04352 Pi:M
100% 0.05083 100% 0.04352 0.23915 Sum of
variances
Absolute SE: 0.22546 Relative SE: 0.20862 0.48903 gta’.‘d"’.“d
eviation
0.85 Coef_G relative
0.82 Coef_G absolute
Bias analysis

The interaction among the study's facets, particularly raters and others, is presented in this
section. Rater bias, where scores assigned to a student may deviate from expected values, was
investigated. In order to identify and quantify significant biases, four bias analyses were
conducted.
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Rater bias across test takers in WDCT

The results of the bias analysis, focusing on interactions between raters and test-takers'
ability, are presented in separate tables for each rater. These tables list only rater-candidate
interactions that exhibited significant bias. In other words, they only include interactions where
the z-score values are outside the range of £2.0. Out of a total of 440 interactions (from four
raters and 110 test takers; 4 x 110 = 440), 74 exhibited significant bias. Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7
present the bias reports for these interactions between raters and test-takers.

In each table, the first two columns (1 and 2) display the rate numbers and labels in the
facet analysis. The third column indicates the number of test-takers. The subsequent five
columns present: 1) the total observed scores given by each rater (column 4), 2) the total
expected scores for each rater (column 5), 3) the bias size in logits (column 6), 4) the estimated
standard error (column 7), 5) the z-scores (column 8), and 6) the infit values (column 9).

The results showed some distinct bias patterns in the four raters' assessment of the
examinee's abilities. All raters showed different biases across levels of examinee ability; some
assigned higher scores than their average, while others assigned lower scores than expected.
This shows complex and idiosyncratic bias patterns across the four raters and underscores the
highly individualized nature of rater effects in this study. However, rater B's scoring was
particularly more erratic, as evidenced by the most extreme biases in both directions (e.g., a
severity bias of +4.56 logits for test-taker 37 and a leniency bias of -2.28 logits for test-taker
217, the latter with a z-score of -5.65). Furthermore, Rater B's significant biases were frequently
associated with low infit values (e.g., 0.1), indicating an overly deterministic and inconsistent
application of the rubric, which differed from that of the other raters.

Table 4
Bias of rater A across test takers
Rater label Test takers —Observed_score Expected score  Biassize error Zscore Fit

1 A 27 30 22.40 3.72 1.69 221 1
1 A 70 30 22.65 3.68 1.70 2.16 1
1 A 71 30 23.15 3.61 1.74 2.07 1
1 A 54 26 19.66 1.66 .59 2.83 13
1 A 57 27 21.66 1.57 .65 242 4
1 A 67 24 1.841 1.33 .52 2.55 1
1 A 63 24 31.41 -.99 47 -2.12 .6
1 A 82 17 122.67 -.38 19 -2.01 5
1 A 83 17 21.66 -1.5 47 -2.25 T
1 A 88 12 16.90 -1.10 .50 -2.21 1
1 A 79 19 23.6 -1.11 47 -2.34 1.08
1 A 37 12 17.15 -1.15 .50 -2.32 8
1 A 38 15 20.91 -1.30 47 -2.79 1
1 A 8 136 152.17 -.60 19 -3.16 .6
1 A 28 12 21.42 -2.11 .50 -4.23 !
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Table 5
Bias of rater B across test takers
rater label Test Observed Expected Bias size error Z score fit
takers score score
2 B 37 30 19.29 4.56 1.78 2.57 1
2 B 18 30 22.16 3.77 1.67 2.25 1
2 B 38 30 22.86 3.65 1.72 2.12 1
2 B 36 30 23.32 3.58 1.76 2.04 1
2 B 66 30 23.32 3.58 1.76 2.04 1
2 B 82 30 23.32 3.58 1.76 2.04 1
2 B 86 30 24.21 3.00 1..50 2.01 1
2 B 34 24 19.29 1.14 52 2.18 1
2 B 89 24 19.29 1.14 52 2.18 1
2 B 106 16 20.05 -.99 A7 -2.13 3
2 B 103 13 18.29 -1.16 48 -2.41 15
2 B 6 20 24.87 -1.22 48 -2.56 5
2 B 26 18 23.32 -1.24 A7 -2.65 1
2 B 28 18 23.32 -1.24 A7 -2.65 1
2 B 95 12 18.54 -1.46 50 -2.93 6
2 B 69 15 21.69 -1.49 A7 -3.18 4
2 B 24 12 20.85 -1.98 .50 -3.97 1
2 B 27 12 24.21 -2.28 .50 -5.65 1
Table 6
Bias of rater C across test takers
rater label Test Obseryed Flaguler Bias size error Z score fit
takers score score
3 C 29 30 16.32 5.00 1.61 3.10 A
3 C 69 25 16.84 1.96 .55 3.58 5
3 C 102 22 13.81 1.83 49 3.72 6
3 C 55 23 15.81 1.63 50 3.24 5
3 C 28 24 18.68 1.27 52 2.44 1
3 C 103 19 13.33 1.25 A7 2.64 1.2
3 C 105 21 16.07 1.09 48 2.27 7
3 C 104 22 17.62 .99 49 2.02 7
3 C 1 20 15.56 .98 48 2.05 3
3 C 95 18 13.57 97 A7 2.07 6
3 C 52 12 16.58 -1.03 50 -2.07 1
3 C 35 12 16.84 -1.09 50 -2.18 1
3 C 54 12 16.84 -1.09 50 -2.18 1
3 C 70 15 20.03 -1.10 A7 -2.36 1.1
3 C 85 12 17.01 -1.14 50 -2.29 1
3 C 53 12 17.89 -1.32 50 -2.64 1
3 C 38 12 18.15 -1.37 .50 -2.75 1
3 C 26 12 18.68 -1.49 .50 -2.99 1
3 C 66 12 18.68 -1.49 .50 -2.99 1
3 C 57 12 18.95 -1.55 .50 -3.11 1
3 C 24 12 20.85 -1.98 .50 -3.97 1
3 C 25 12 21.42 211 50 -4.23 1
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Table 7
Bias of Rater D across test takers
rater label Test Observed Expected Bias size error Z score fit
takers score score
4 D 26 30 20.59 4.00 1.57 2.55 A1
4 D 28 30 20.59 4.00 1.57 2.55 A1
4 D 25 28 23.17 1.69 .76 2.22 1.9
4 D 110 24 17.03 1.63 52 3.13 A1
4 D 27 37 21.61 1.58 .65 2.44 1.6
4 D 56 23 18.04 1.15 .50 2028 2
4 D 92 18 22.13 -.94 A7 -2.01 1
4 D 36 16 20.59 -1.01 A7 -2.18 2
4 D 30 20 24.21 -1.03 A48 -2.17 5
4 D 72 23 26.85 -1.18 .50 -2.35 A1
4 D 69 13 18.80 -1.28 A8 -2.65 1
4 D 32 18 24.21 -1.48 A7 -3.16 N
4 D 31 18 24.47 -1.55 A7 -3.32 1
4 D 64 17 23.69 -1.55 A7 -3.34 1
4 D 81 18 24.74 -1.63 A7 -3.48 .3
4 D 70 14 21.87 -1.75 A7 -3.71 .6
4 D 71 12 22.39 -2.35 50 -4.70 6

Raters across items

Table 8 presents the bias calibration report for the raters and items in the WDCT. All rows
are organized by the z-score. There were 24 interactions analyzed (4x6= 24). The table lists
rater (column 1), items (column 2), the total observed and the total expected score (columns 3
and 4), the bias size in logit (column 5), the estimate of the error (column 6), z-scores (column
7), and fitness (column 8). Following the standard convention of using a z-score of +2.0 to
identify significant bias, only one interaction exhibited a significant bias. This involved the first

rater and the second item.

Table 8

Raters' bias over items in WDCT
rater items Observed Expected Bias size error Z score fit

score score

1 2 437 415.36 .33 13 2.61 g
3 3 326 312.22 A7 A1 1.52 1.0
2 6 420 408.51 16 A2 1.36 1.1
1 1 432 422.43 14 A2 1.16 .8
2 3 405 398.23 .09 12 .79 1.3
3 4 338 332..43 .07 A1 .62 .8
1 4 413 409.03 .06 A2 A7 .8
3 5 335 331.37 0.4 A1 40 v
2 5 418 415.18 .04 A2 34 1.2
2 2 408 405.84 .03 12 .25 8
4 4 368 366.79 .02 A1 14 1.0
4 6 359 358.35 .01 A1 .07 9
1 4 385 385.59 -.01 A1 -.07 .8
3 6 323 323.73 -.01 A1 -.08 .8
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rater items Observed Expected Bias size error Z score fit
score score

4 5 365 365.76 -01 A1 -.09 8

1 5 375 380.59 -.07 A1 -.64 1.1
3 1 374 380.67 -.09 A1 -76 1.1
2 4 410 416.09 -.09 12 -73 1.2
4 3 340 347.07 -.09 11 -.79 1.3
2 1 446 452.64 -11 13 -.86 1.0
2 2 442 449.97 -13 13 -1.02 9

1 6 362 373.35 -14 A1 -1.29 1.0
1 3 345 358.45 -17 A1 -1.52 15
3 2 358 373.61 -.20 A1 -1.77 1.0

Test takers as raters across items in DSAT
This part examines the interaction of the test takers' leniency with item difficulty to show

how harshly or leniently items are scored in the DSAT. Table 9 lists the significant bias
interactions between raters and items in DSAT. Columns 1and 2 show test-takers' ID and the
items. Columns 3 and 4 present the total observed score and the total expected score,
respectively. Column 5 displays the bias logit, representing the magnitude of the difference
between the observed and expected scores. Column 6 contains the standard error of the estimate
of bias. Column 7 contains the z-scores calculated from the estimates of bias in column 6. A
negative z-score of less than -2.0 would indicate that this rater has rated this candidate more
leniently than his/her pattern of rating other candidates. Similarly, a positive z-score of greater
than +2.0 would indicate that this rater has rated this candidate more harshly than other
candidates.

Table 9
Student bias over items

Test items Obsgryad Bxpsttad Bias size error Z score fit
taker score score i

106 6 4 2.19 3.78 1.42 2.67 .0
17 4 4 2.54 3.07 1.42 2.17 1.0
87 6 2 3.35 -2.86 1.42 -2.01 0
11 2 2 3.40 -2.97 1.42 -2.09 .0
69 6 2 3.52 -3.21 1.42 -2.25 0
6 4 3 4.50 -3.21 1.50 -2.14 .0
24 4 3 4.50 -3.21 1.50 -2.14 .0
27 4 3 4.50 -3.21 1.50 -2.14 .0
29 4 3 4.50 -3.21 1.50 -2.14 .0
25 4 3 4.50 -3.21 1.50 -2.14 .0
89 2 3 4.55 -3.34 1.50 -2.23 0
20 6 2 3.69 -3.55 1.42 -2.50 0
13 4 1 3.19 -3.77 1.71 -2.20 .6
13 1 2 3.87 -3.90 1.42 -2.74 .0
99 1 3 4.74 -4.04 1.50 -2.69 .0
7 4 2 4.07 -4.30 1.42 -3.03 .0
78 4 1 3.35 -4.46 1.89 -2.37 4
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The interaction of test takers and the test method
Table 10 presents the results of the bias analysis for the interaction between test methods

and test-takers. There were 220 total interactions from the two methods and the test takers. Here
again, the table lists the significant biases. The first and second columns indicate the test type
and the number of test-takers, respectively. Columns three and four present the total expected
scores and the total observed scores, respectively, summed across the test takers (N = 110) and
the six items for each test. The average difference between the total observed and expected
scores (column 5) is calculated by dividing the difference by 660 (110 test takers x 6 items). In
addition, column 6 presents the bias logit, which indicates the size of the residuals, and column
7 presents the standard error of the estimate. Column 8 contains the z-scores. Following the
usual conventions concerning z-scores, only those that are outside the range of -2.00 to +2.00
are statistically significant. Column 9 presents the infit mean square, which indicates the
consistency of the observed bias pattern. As shown in the table, there were 22 significant biases,
of which 11 are related to DSAT and 11 to the WDCT. In most interactions, test takers appeared
to find the DSAT easier than the WDCT; however, in some cases, test takers' scores on the
DSAT were lower than on the WDCT, suggesting that they underestimate their own ability and
score themselves harshly. But in general, most test takers overestimated their ability and
assigned themselves higher scores in DSAT.

Table 10
Interaction of test method and test takers
method Test Observed PP Bias size error Z score fit
takers score _score 3
2 28 30 21.31 4.00 1.49 2.68 1
1 71 30 23.74 3.64 1.72 2.11 1
2 29 28 23.27 1.84 79 2.34 1.9
2 23 26 20.82 1.56 62 2.52 1.8
2 88 25 19.34 1.56 58 5.69 1.4
2 22 27 22.78 1.45 .68 2.14 15
1 96 24 18.66 1.39 55 2.52 1
1 31 26 21.70 1.33 62 2.15 1.1
1 109 23 18.15 1.21 53 2.27 6
2 38 24 19.84 1.12 55 2.02 1.3
1 22 18 22.21 -1.02 A7 -2.19 2.1
2 109 14 18.85 -1.03 46 -2.25 5
2 31 18 22.29 -1.05 A7 -2.23 7
1 23 15 20.18 -1.13 45 -2.50 5
2 96 14 19.34 -1.14 46 -2.50 0
1 29 18 22.72 -1.17 A7 -2.49 1
1 88 13 18.66 -1.20 A7 -2.57 5
1 19 18 23.74 -1.46 A7 -3.12 1
1 47 18 23.74 -1.46 A7 -3.12 1.1
2 70 19 24.74 -1.55 48 -3.24 3
2 71 18 24.25 -1.62 A7 -3.46 4
1 28 12 20.69 -1.90 A8 -3.96 2
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Discussion

The current study aimed to provide a comprehensive understanding of how these factors
affect pragmatic test knowledge by applying G Theory and MFRM. Regarding the first research
question, the analysis of variance components yielded unexpected results. In contrast to our
expectations, the magnitude of variance attributable to interactions is higher than that of persons
(test takers). Typically, the person facet is expected to account for the largest portion of the
variance in test scores, as seen in Brown and Ahn's (2010) study on variance components in
pragmatic assessment. They reported that the person was the greatest contributor. The present
study, however, does not fit this pattern. Although the person facet (test taker ability) was a
substantial source of variance in both tests, accounting for 17.1% of the score variance in the
WDCT and 40.5% in the DSAT, in the WDCT, the interaction between persons and raters
(PXR: 31.7%) and the three-way interaction between persons, raters, and items (PxRxI: 22.8%)
were the largest contributors to variance. This suggests that scoring was highly dependent on
which rater evaluated which test taker on which item. Furthermore, the person-item interaction
(PxI) was also a significant contributor in both tests (WDCT: 18.1%; DSAT: 51.9%). The
prominence of these interaction effects, particularly Px1 in the self-assessed DSAT, underscores
the complex nature of individual differences in test performance. It suggests that a test-taker's
performance is not just a function of their overall ability but is also significantly influenced by
their specific interaction with particular test items. This highlights the need for careful item
design and calibration to ensure they function consistently across different learners.

Although this was an unexpected pattern in the variance components, the G-coefficients
demonstrated acceptable reliability for both DSAT and WDCT in measuring the pragmatic
knowledge of EFL learners. This finding of the current study aligns with previous research by
Bachman & Palmer (1982), Budeng & Merza (2023), Hudson et al. (1992), Lui (2004), Saleem
et al. (2022), and Yamashita (1997). However, some studies showed concerns about the
reliability of DCTs and highlighted the need for further exploration of factors influencing DCT
reliability (e.g., Brown, 2001; Enochs & Yoshitake-Strain, 1992)

In addition, the findings showed that the WDCT is more reliable than the DSAT. This
finding is not in line with those of Brown & Ahn (2011) and Lui (2004). They found that self-
assessment tests are more dependable than WDCTs or other DCT types. Furthermore, Brown
& Ahn (2011) reported higher validity for self-assessment tests compared with other DCTSs,
whereas this study suggests that the WDCT (not a self-assessment test) is more reliable than
the DSAT.

Contextual variations, differences in participant characteristics, task design, and testing
conditions may account for this divergent finding. This shows that the factors that affect
pragmatic test effectiveness may vary across contexts and participants. These discrepancies
underscore the importance of considering the effects of contextual, cultural, and personal
factors on the effectiveness of different DCT tools.
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Regarding the second research question in the current study, the single-facet analysis
showed no significant test-method effect. This finding contributes to a complex and somewhat
divided body of literature. However, it contrasts with other studies that, using similar
traditional methods, did find significant differences between test methods (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig
& Hartford, 1993; Rose, 1994; Rose & Ono, 1995).

However, the current study is in line with other research studies that utilized traditional
statistics and did not identify significant method effects (e.g., Billmyer & Varghese, 2000;
Enochs & Yoshitake-Strain, 1992; Rose & Neg, 2001; Rose, 1995). However, the result
contrasts with some studies that used traditional statistical methods and reported significant
method effects (e.g., Bardovi & Hartford, 1993; Bardovi-Harlig, 2023; Mohammad Hosseinpur
et al, 2021; Rose, 1994; Rose & Ono, 1995). This suggests that the choice of statistical method
may influence the detection of test-method differences in DCT research.

The G-study results provide a more nuanced understanding that helps contextualize these
mixed prior findings. While the test method facet itself (M) made a negligible contribution to
the total variance (0.0%; Table 2), its interactions with other facets, particularly the person-
method-item interaction (Pl: M), were substantial. This suggests that the choice of method
alone may not systematically alter scores for all test-takers on all items, which is why some
studies find no main effect. However, the significant interaction effects indicate that the method
can influence scores in complex, unpredictable ways depending on the specific person and item
involved. This interaction effect could be a source of the inconsistency in the literature, as its
impact might be masked or revealed differently depending on the specific sample of test-takers
and items used in a given study, as well as the statistical power of the analysis.

The bias analysis examined interactions among all variables (test method, test taker, item
difficulty) and revealed potential rater biases. The result indicated that there was no consistent
pattern of rater bias across test takers. Similarly, Youn's (2007) findings revealed that raters'
tendency to score did not systematically favor or disfavor some test takers regardless of their
ability level. By contrast, Liu (2014) found a different pattern of systematic bias, in which raters
granted more lenient scores to lower-scoring test takers. This study again found a different item
bias pattern: in the majority of instances, test takers scored themselves more leniently on the
DSAT compared with the WDCT. Yet, in some instances, test takers' DSAT scores were lower
than their WDCT scores, indicating that they underestimated their own abilities and rated
themselves more harshly. Overall, the majority of test takers overestimated their abilities,
assigning themselves higher scores on the DSAT. This highlights the importance of item
difficulty calibration to mitigate bias in self-assessment tests. In addition, regarding
inconsistencies between raters across and within test methods, in line with previous studies
(Kang et al., 2019; Neiriz, 2023; Taguchi & Li, 2020), this study suggests rater training to
address these issues and enhance test reliability.
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Conclusion

This study aimed to detect the effects of test types on students' performance and to
determine the variability within each test method, including items, raters, and test takers. The
second aim of this study was to detect the potential bias across different facets. The EDUG
software analysis indicated that the test type, that is, WDCT versus DSAT, accounted for very
little variance in the total error variance. That would thus suggest that both tests may be equally
effective and valid for assessing EFL learners' pragmatic knowledge. This undermines the
necessarily implicit assumption that differently formatted DCTs vyield different results,
underscoring the importance of considering the broader context in which these tests are applied.
However, large contributions to the error variance came from items and their interactions with
test takers, indicating that item quality and its fit with test-taker characteristics warrant further
investigation to achieve an accurate assessment. Also, the facet analysis revealed a bias pattern
regarding item difficulty.

This study contributes to the field of pragmatic assessment by challenging conventional
assumptions about test-method effects and rater behavior. This study suggests that factors such
as items and the interaction between test-takers and test items play a more significant role than
previously understood. Future research should focus on exploring these factors in greater detail.
Addressing these issues can improve the reliability and validity of pragmatic assessments and
yield more accurate test results.

This study has implications for teachers and researchers. The significant rater bias
identified suggests that rater training should be enhanced with psychometric tools such as the
Many-Facet Rasch Model to provide raters with personalized feedback on their unique
severity/leniency patterns, thereby mitigating unwanted score variance. Furthermore, the
substantial person-item interaction variance underscores the critical need for rigorous piloting
and psychometric calibration of test items to ensure they function consistently across learners,
a step crucial to improving test reliability. The tendency of learners to overestimate their ability
on the self-assessment (DSAT) suggests it may be better used as a metacognitive classroom
tool to raise pragmatic awareness rather than for high-stakes assessment. Methodologically, this
study demonstrates the superior utility of Generalizability Theory and MFRM over traditional
statistics for providing a nuanced understanding of the multifaceted sources of measurement
error in pragmatic assessment. Future research should focus on identifying the features of items
that cause erratic performance, implementing and evaluating the efficacy of refined rater
training protocols, and applying this robust analytical framework to other pragmatic test
formats.

This study has three main limitations. First, the study might have been limited by the lack
of item-difficulty analysis. Second, the small number of raters and the use of only two test
methods might have constrained the generalizability of the findings. A larger sample of raters
and different test methods could provide a more comprehensive understanding of the issue. A
further limitation concerns the profile of the raters. While the four raters had substantial
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experience (a minimum of 6 years) in English language teaching, they did not receive specific
training in assessing pragmatic competence prior to this study. Their expertise was rooted in
general language teaching at the high school level, which may not have fully equipped them to
evaluate the nuanced aspects of pragmatic appropriateness, such as politeness strategies,
situational context, and cultural conventions. This lack of specialized rater training could have
introduced an additional, unquantified source of variance into the WDCT scores, potentially
affecting the severity/leniency patterns and the consistency of their application of the scoring
rubric. Consequently, the significant contribution of rater facets and their interactions (e.g., the
31.7% variance from the person-rater interaction in the WDCT) may be partly attributable to
this inexperience in pragmatic assessment. This underscores the importance of dedicated rater
training in pragmatic research to enhance scoring reliability and reduce measurement error.
Future studies would benefit from employing raters with specific training in pragmatics
assessment to isolate the effects of test and item design more precisely.
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Appendix A: Pragmatic Tests

DSAT
Name: ......ooovvvviiiiiiinnn..
Below are six situations. Score yourself based on the scales that were provided after each item.

1  You are trying to study in your room and you hear loud music coming from another student's room
down the hall. You don't know the student, but you decide to ask them to turn the music down. What
would you say?

YOU:

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad < > very good
1 2 3 4 5

2 You missed class and need to borrow a friend's notes. What would you say?

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad < > very good
1 2 3 4 5

3 You need a ride home from school. You notice someone who lives down the street from you is also at
school, but you haven't spoken to this person before. You think they might have a car. What would you
say?

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad < > very good
1 2 3 4 5
4  Astudent in the library is making too much noise and disturbing other students. A librarian decides to ask the

student to quiet down. What will the librarian say?
LIBRARIAN:

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad < > very good
1 2 3 4 5
5  Your term paper is due, but you haven't finished it yet. You want to ask your professor for an extension. What

would you say?
YOU:

How well do you think that you answer this question?

Very bad < > very good
1 2 3 4 5
6 A professor wants a student to present a paper in class a week earlier than scheduled. What would the
professor say?
PROFESSOR
How well do you think that you answer this question?
1 2 3 4 5
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WDCT Questionnaire

Name: ......oovviiiiiiiiiiinn,

Below are six situations. Read the description of each situation and write down either what you
would say in that situation or what you think the person in the situation would say.

1

You are trying to study in your room, and you hear loud music coming from another student's room
down the hall. You don't know the student, but you decide to ask them to turn the music down. What
would you say?

YOU:

You missed class and need to borrow a friend's notes. What would you say?

You need a ride home from school. You notice someone who lives down the street from you is also at school,
but you haven't spoken to this person before. You think they might have a car. What would you say?

YOU:

A student in the library is making too much noise and disturbing other students. A librarian decides to ask the
student to quiet down. What will the librarian say?

LIBRARIAN:

Your term paper is due, but you haven't finished it yet. You want to ask your professor for an extension. What
would you say?

YOU:

A professor wants a student to present a paper in class a week earlier than scheduled. What would the
professor say?
PROFESSOR:
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Appendix B: Scoring Rubric

Grade Criteria
5 — Correct speech act is elicited.
(Demonstrates | — Expressions and wording are completely appropriate.
excellence) — The amount of information given is completely
appropriate.
- Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are
completely appropriate.
4 Correct speech act is elicited.
(Demonstrates | — Expressions and wording are mostly appropriate.
good command | — The amount of information given is appropriate.
with only limited | — Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are
difficulties) mostly appropriate.
3 — Correct speech act is elicited.
{(Demonstrates | — Expressions and wording are generally appropriate.
adequate — The amount of information given is generally
command with appropriate.
some weakness) | — Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are
generally appropriate.
2 — Intended speech act is vaguely implied but may cause
(Falls below misunderstanding.
expectations) — Expressions and wording are non-typical but still
acceplable.
=~ The amount of information given is inappropriately
much or little but still acceptable.
— Levels of formality, direciness, and politeness are not
very appropriate but still acceptable.
1 — Incorrect speech act or no speech act is elicited.
(Unacceptable) | — Expressions and wording are not appropriate.

The amount of information given is either too much
or too little.
Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are not
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