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ABSTRACT 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A SOCIOPRAGMATIC TEST FOR 

ACADEMIC EFL CONTEXT 

 

 

ÇELİKBAŞ, Mehmet 

Ph.D., The Department of English Language Teaching 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Çiler HATİPOĞLU 

 

 

April 2025, 251 pages 

 

This doctoral dissertation focuses on the development and validation of a 

sociopragmatic assessment tool for English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners in 

Turkish academic contexts. Addressing the gap in pragmatic competence assessment, 

particularly in EFL settings, the study employed an argument-based validation 

framework to ensure the relevance, reliability, and applicability of the test. Through 

extensive item development and validation processes, the study identified common 

speech act situations among university students and professors, transforming them into 

both receptive and productive test formats. The tool was piloted across different 

proficiency levels, and a customized rubric was developed to evaluate sociopragmatic 

performance. Validation included item analysis, reliability testing, and expert 

evaluations, resulting in a refined, context-specific test. The findings contribute to the 

field by offering a practical, scalable tool for assessing sociopragmatic competence, 

facilitating formative evaluation, and supporting curriculum development. As one of 

the pioneering studies in Turkish EFL settings, this research provides valuable insights 

and a framework for future investigations in pragmatic test development. 

 

Keywords: Validation, Sociopragmatic Competence, Pragmatic Assessment  
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ÖZ 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A SOCIOPRAGMATIC TEST FOR 

ACADEMIC EFL CONTEXT 

 

ÇELİKBAŞ, Mehmet 

Doktora, İngiliz Dili Öğretimi Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Çiler HATİPOĞLU 

 

Nisan 2025, 251 sayfa 

 

Bu doktora tezi, Türkiye’deki akademik bağlamda Yabancı Dil olarak İngilizce 

öğrenenler için sosyopragmatik bir testin geliştirilmesi ve geçerlenmesine 

odaklanmaktadır. Özellikle, Yabancı Dil olarak İngilizce bağlamında pragmatik 

becerileri ölçmeye yönelik mevcut boşluğu doldurmayı amaçlamakta ve testin 

uygunluğu, güvenirliği ve uygulanabilirliğini sağlamak için argümana dayalı 

doğrulama çerçevesini kullanmaktadır. Detaylı ve kapsamlı soru geliştirme ve 

geçerleme süreçleri doğrultusunda, üniversite öğrencileri ve öğretmenleri arasındaki 

yaygın söz edim durumları belirlenmiş ve bu durumlar, hem kavrayış hem de üretim 

becerilerini ölçen sorulara dönüştürülmüştür. Test, farklı yeterlilik seviyelerinde pilot 

çalışmalara tabi tutulmuş ve sosyopragmatik performansı ölçmek amacıyla özel olarak 

tasarlanmış bir rubrik geliştirilmiştir.Geçerleme süreci; madde analizi, geçerlik 

incelemeleri ve uzman değerlendirmeleriyle titizlikle yürütülmüş ve bağlama uygun, 

güvenilir bir test ortaya konmuştur. Elde edilen bulgular, pratik ve ölçeklenebilir bir 

değerlendirme aracı sunarak biçimlendirici değerlendirmeyi kolaylaştırmakta ve 

müfredat geliştirme süreçlerine katkı sağlamaktadır. Türkiye’de Yabancı Dil olarak 

İngilizce alanında gerçekleştirilen ilk çalışma olması nedeniyle, gelecekteki pragmatik 

test geliştirme araştırmaları için önemli bir çerçeve ve değerli içgörüler sunmaktadır.

  

Anahtar Kelimeler: Geçerleme, Sosyopragmatik Beceri, Pragmatik Ölçme  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

In this chapter, the theoretical background of the study is given with fundamental 

research studies on pragmatic assessment and validation. This is followed by the 

purpose of the study explaining the departure point and path of the research. Next, the 

significance of the study is explained with gaps in literature. Lastly,  research questions 

for each stage of the validation process are listed. 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Pragmatic competence is an integral part of language learning. Its importance is 

reflected in well-known communicative competence models (Bachman, 1990; 

Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010; Canale 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980) and in the 

Common European Framework of Reference (2020, p. 137). However, it is 

underrepresented in high stakes tests such as proficiency exams (Roever, 2011). 

Therefore, there has been a growing interest in the assessment, test development and 

validity for this competence. 

Based on Searle’s (1969, 1975) work on speech acts, early studies of L2 pragmatics 

testing focused on single utterances of certain speech acts. For example, Beebe et al 

(1990) assessed speech act of refusals. A DCT with ten single-turn items was used so 

there were no items addressing the extended discourse. Pragmatic concepts such as 

power were also treated as static and pre-determined notions rather than dynamic. A 

boss was innately accepted as having a higher power than an employee whereas two 

colleagues were considered to have equal power levels. However, in real life, the 

power variable may be much different from these assumptions. Although such studies 

paved the way for the future of pragmatic assessment, there were certain limitations 

that needed to be addressed. 
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One of the earliest tests with comprehensive validation procedures, Roever (2006) 

developed a test of pragmalinguistic competence that measured implicatures and 

routines. Based on Messick’s (1989) views on validity, he devised a web-based 

multiple choice format test. The study acknowledged that it only measured offline 

knowledge and there was a need for further studies measuring online pragmatic 

knowledge. Still, the evidence for construct validity and results showed that 

pragmalinguistic knowledge could be tested in a practical was while ensuring the 

reliability at the same time. 

Walters (2007), Grabowski (2009), Youn (2013) and Ikeda (2017) attempted to 

challenge the offline nature of the previous pragmatic assessments by employing 

comprehensive validation procedures to develop tests with role-play tasks. Walters 

(2007) designed a conversation analysis-informed test (CAIT). Rather than employing 

speech act theory, he argued that conversation analysis provided a better foundation 

for interaction. The assessment explored the sequential organization of interaction. 

Grabowski (2009) aimed to address three issues: 1- the need for more sophisticated 

statistical tools by using Multi-Faceted Rasch Measurement (MFRM), 2- lack of 

highly contextualized tasks by using reciprocal and communicative role-plays, 3- the 

problem of construct underrepresentation by integrating grammatical and pragmatic 

dimensions of language in both the test and the rubric.  

While Grabowski (2009) specifically focused on the construct validity, Youn (2013) 

and Ikeda (2017) conducted a more comprehensive validation using the argument-

based framework (Kane, 2006; Chapelle, 2008). Youn (2013) performed a large-scale 

needs analysis and developed role-play tasks to assess pragmatics in interaction with 

a basis of task-based language assessment. Ikeda (2017) developed discursively-

oriented monologue and dialogue role-plays to measure a broader pragmatic ability 

beyond speech acts. Both studies also provided score interpretations. 

With an innovative approach to question types, Roever et al (2014) developed a web-

based test of sociopragmatics. While maintaining practicality of the test, different item 

types aimed to measure various aspects of sociopragmatics such as judgement of 

politeness, recognition of discourse structures and participation in extended 

conversations. 
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Although testing pragmatics has been recognized as a vital necessity by various 

studies, the area is still in the developmental stage since these tests have not been used 

in practice yet. Also, studies mentioned above were conducted in ESL contexts, 

pointing to a bigger gap in EFL contexts. However, each attempt has contributed to 

notions of test development, practicality and validation procedures, a crucial step 

towards actual utilization of an assessment measure. 

1.2. Purpose of the Study 

This study aimed to develop and validate a sociopragmatic assessment tool using 

argument-based validation framework (Kane, 2006; Chapelle, 2008; 2021) to ensure 

its relevance, reliability and applicability in EFL contexts. More specifically, it aimed 

to develop a practical instrument to measure receptive and productive sociopragmatic 

abilities within limited and extended discourses of daily academic settings in Turkish 

university context. 

Based on the validated and suggested procedures proposed by previous studies, it tried 

to employ the practices that were best suited to the target domain and aims of the test. 

To ensure authenticity of test tasks, exemplar generation (Liu, 2006) was used. To 

capture different aspects of sociopragmatic competence in a practical way, the 

question types validated by Roever et al (2014) were adapted.  To produce a valid 

assessment rubric, scale development procedures of Chen and Liu (2016) were 

followed. 

Since this was the first comprehensive validation study of EFL sociopragmatic 

competence in Turkish context, one main goal of the study was to act as a guide for 

further studies. Even if the domains or tested constructs may differ, the validation 

procedures and test development practices can serve as a beacon. 

Another key purpose of the study was to provide learners and educators with an 

assessment tool that could be used for low-stakes purposes such as awareness raising, 

formative assessment and self-evaluation. The results of the test can inform learners, 

educators or course designers about the future steps to be taken for the development 

of sociopragmatic competence. This aligns with the principles of Assessment for 

Learning (AFL), which emphasize the role of feedback and diagnostic insights to 
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support learner development rather than solely evaluate outcomes. As Aryadoust and 

Riazi (2017) argue, such assessment tools can foster learner autonomy and guide 

targeted instruction when integrated meaningfully into the curriculum. 

1.3. Significance of the Study 

This study fills a crucial gap in sociopragmatic assessment by developing and 

validating a tool tailored specifically for university-level EFL learners in the Turkish 

context. Its significance lies in being the first to implement a comprehensive validation 

process within this setting, ensuring the representation of Turkish population in 

literature. In addition, EFL learners have more difficulties in pragmatic comprehension 

compared to ESL learners and learners with study abroad experience (Taguchi, 2011a). 

Therefore, it is also crucial to provide a pragmatic assessment tool for the EFL context. 

Previous research has highlighted the limitations in their ability to capture the target 

domain (i.e., Roever et al, 2014). While Youn (2013) solved this with a needs analysis, 

this study preferred exemplar generation and likelihood investigation to address this 

issue. The results showed that the test achieved good coverage of the target domain. 

In addition, this study explored a different domain from the previous research. First, it 

explored an EFL context. Although Liu (2004) studied Japanese EFL context, its focus 

was only on two speech acts (requests and apologies) rather than a broader concept of 

sociopragmatics.  

Among the ESL context research, a study with a similar domain was Ikeda (2017) 

which explored a university setting. However, it focused only on academic 

interactions, excluding possible daily conversations among university students. 

Likewise, Youn (2013) aimed to explore the English for academic purposes (EAP) 

aspect of the domain. In other respects, Roever et al (2014) focused on everyday social 

settings while Grabowski’s (2009) target domain was everyday situations. To 

conclude, the current study was the first study to explore both daily and academic 

scenarios in a university setting in EFL context. 

Moreover, the study contributes to the preparation of learners for global citizenship by 

equipping them with sociopragmatic skills necessary for effective communication in 

international academic and professional settings. As English increasingly serves as a 
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lingua franca, particularly in the higher education context, sociopragmatic competence 

plays a crucial role in fostering collaboration and understanding across cultures 

(House, 2009). This test bridges the gap between theory and practice by providing a 

practical, scalable tool for evaluating these competencies in real-world scenarios. 

The rubric development in this study followed rigorous validation procedures, 

integrating multiple established methods. The criteria for the rubric were derived from 

authentic performance data (Fulcher, 1987; 2010), ensuring alignment with real-world 

language use. Consistent with the literature emphasizing its reliability in pragmatic 

assessment (Li, Wen, Li, Feng, & Lin, 2023), an analytical rubric was developed to 

enhance scoring precision.  

This tailormade rubric not only provides a framework for evaluating sociopragmatic 

competence of this test but also serves as a practical guide for creating similar 

assessment tools. Additionally, the study involved a number of raters (16) to obtain 

more data on how different raters use and interpret the rubric. Sparse paper distribution 

with overlapping performances facilitated comprehensive inter-rater reliability 

analysis, enabling more accurate comparisons of rater consistency (Wind & Ge, 2021). 

Finally, as one of the first attempts to develop such an assessment tool in the Turkish 

context, this study serves as a preliminary guide for future research. Its methodology 

and findings can inform the development of similar tools in other contexts, 

contributing to the broader field of sociopragmatic assessment and promoting the 

integration of pragmatic competence into language education curricula worldwide. 

The validated tool developed in this study offers language educators a practical and 

reliable instrument for assessing sociopragmatic competence, bridging the gap 

between theoretical constructs and real-world applications. 

1.4. Research Questions 

Guided by Kane's (2006) and Chapelle’s (2008; 2021) argument-based approach to 

validation, the research questions are structured around six key validity inferences: 

domain description, evaluation, generalization, explanation, extrapolation and 

utilization.  
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Each inference is explored through a main question and associated subquestions, 

ensuring a comprehensive investigation of the test's ability to measure and reflect 

learners' sociopragmatic competence. 

1.4.1. Domain Description 

Main Question 1: To what extent does the test content reflect the sociopragmatic 

demands of university-level academic EFL contexts? 

1.1 How accurately do the test scenarios represent sociopragmatic interactions in 

academic settings? 

1.2 Are the tasks contextually appropriate and free from irrelevant content? 

1.3 Does the test include both receptive and productive components of sociopragmatic 

ability? 

1.4.2. Evaluation 

Main Question 2: To what extent do the scoring procedures accurately reflect test 

takers' sociopragmatic ability? 

2.1 Are the scoring rubrics clear and comprehensive? 

2.2 Do the scores align with the intended construct of sociopragmatic ability? 

2.3 How consistent are the scoring outcomes across different administrations? 

1.4.3. Generalization 

Main Question 3: To what extent are the test scores reliable across raters and tasks? 

3.1 How internally consistent are the test items? 

3.2 Are the ratings consistent across different raters? 

1.4.4. Explanation 

Main Question 4: To what extent can test takers' performance be attributed to their 

sociopragmatic ability in academic contexts? 

4.1 What is the relationship between test takers’ proficiency levels and their 

sociopragmatic performance? 

4.2 How do individual components of the test contribute to the overall construct 

measurement? 
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4.3 Does the internal structure of the test scores align with theoretical expectations of 

sociopragmatic competence? 

1.4.5. Extrapolation 

Main Question 5: To what extent do the test scores reflect real-life sociopragmatic 

performance in academic EFL settings? 

1.4.6. Utilization 

Main Question: How can the test scores be utilized for academic decision-making 

purposes? 

6.1 How can the test inform teaching practices and curriculum development? 

6.2 What are the potential consequences (positive or negative) of using this test for 

academic evaluations? 

While the first five inferences — domain description, evaluation, generalization, 

explanation and extrapolation — were supported by data and analysis collected 

through the test development and validation process, the sixth inference, utilization, 

remained speculative. Since the test had not yet been implemented in real-world 

contexts, no empirical data was available to directly address the questions related to 

test use and its consequences. Instead, potential answers to these questions were 

explored through a discussion of the results from the previous inferences. By drawing 

on the validity evidence established for the earlier inferences, this study provided 

reasoned projections about how the test could be utilized effectively and its possible 

implications for academic context. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

This chapter starts with an overview of pragmatics literature providing details on 

content of and context in pragmatics. Next, it presents literature on the assessment of 

pragmatic competence by explaining research designs and tools, rubric development 

and current issues. Finally, it explains the theoretical framework for validity by 

showing its historical development and its role in language testing as well as 

pragmatics research. 

2.1. Overview of Pragmatics 

Pragmatics is commonly defined as language use in context (Kasper and Ross, 2013). 

However, it contains more depth and complexity. Crystal (1997, p. 301) provides a 

more detailed definition: “the study of language from the point of view of users, 

especially of the choices they make, the constraints they encounter in using language 

in social interaction and the effects their use of language has on other participants in 

the act of communication”. There are several key points in the definition that capture 

the construct. First, it emphasizes the perspective of language users. It means that 

language is more than rules and includes people’s way of interpretation. Secondly, it 

highlights the interactive nature of language. In social interactions, meaning is co-built 

by interlocutors and affected by their linguistic and pragmatic choices. Also, 

pragmatics focuses on the hearer. In other research areas such as syntax studies, the 

focus may be on the accuracy of language. However, pragmatics elaborate on the effect 

of a certain utterance on the hearer even if there are not any accuracy issues. Even 

though certain key points are included in this definition, pragmatics as an area of 

research consists of a wide variety of purposes, perspectives, methods and components 

which cannot be covered by a single-sentence definition. 
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In terms of assessment domain of pragmatics, there has been a shift from rationalist 

approaches to discursive approaches (Youn & Bogorevich, 2019). Earlier studies with 

rationalist approaches had pragmatic variables which were pre-determined by 

researchers. In Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz (1990), for example, there are 

situations that include interlocutors with different power relations. To illustrate, friend-

to-friend conversations are all regarded as equal power situations. However, discursive 

approaches recognize that each conversation carries its social variations which are 

built jointly by interlocutors in turns (Kasper, 2006). This fundamental difference is 

important in the development and validation of assessment tools because it affects all 

steps of the methodology employed in creating a new test battery. 

The following section explores pragmatics as a research area and pragmatic 

assessment in more detail. 

2.1.1. Content of Pragmatics 

The most studied component of pragmatics research is speech acts. Yule (1996) 

defines it as “actions performed via utterances”. It has its roots in philosopher J. L. 

Austin’s lectures at Harvard University. Austin’s (1962) How to Do Things with 

Words is the foundation of speech act studies. It defined three levels of a speech act: 

locution, illocution and perlocution. Locution refers to the literal meaning of words in 

an utterance. For example, the sentence “finish your meal” refers to eat all the food in 

a plate. However, pragmatics generally focuses on the illocution which points to the 

intended meaning. In this example, it can possibly be a command, request or a 

reminder. This will depend on the context and the interlocutors. Perlocution is the 

effect of the utterance. If this sentence were to be a command, possible perlocutions 

can be performing the command or refusal. 

Another area of study within pragmatics is implicature. Grice (1975) states that when 

people communicate, they assume conversational cooperation which is explained in 

maxims of quality, quantity, relevance and manner. Speakers can either abide by or 

break these maxims. Breaking the maxims can happen in two ways. If maxims are 

broken covertly, it means they are violated and this does not comply with 

conversational cooperation. If interlocutors are all aware that a maxim is broken, it is 
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flouted. By flouting, the speaker conversationally cooperates and leads the hearer to 

infer the implied meaning. For example, answering “Does a monkey like banana?” to 

the question “Do you like chocolate?” is only meaningful if speakers both know 

monkeys love bananas. The meaning created through flouting is an implicature. 

Implicatures also show the importance of context in pragmatic research. Another 

component pointing to the importance of context is deixis. It is a grammatical feature 

which is directly connected to the context of the utterance (Levinson, 1983, p.54). 

What a time expression like “tomorrow” or a location expression like “here” indicates 

can only be identified if the context of the conversation is known. 

Extended discourse, mainly the focus of Conversation Analysis (CA), is another 

research area of pragmatics. It focuses on how a conversation is managed and 

accomplished by interlocutors as well as other parts like topic shifts, opening and 

closing, turn-taking and introducing (Schegloff, 2007). Rather than isolated sentences 

or turns, CA employs a different methodology than that of common speech act 

research. The present study aims to work on speech acts and extended interaction in 

order to include both speech act and CA research perspectives. Although the focus or 

the content of research can differ in pragmatics research, the majority of the studies 

attach a major importance to context. 

2.1.2. Context in Pragmatics 

In social interaction, the role of context in the development of communication is 

immense. In the interpretation of variables involved in a social context, one of the 

major contributions is Goffman’s (1967) concepts of positive and negative face. They 

explain how speakers want to be valued and belong to a group in addition to their 

desire to be free of any constraint or control. When a hearer’s face wants are conflicted 

with the speaker’s goals, there is a possible face threat. This possibly negative situation 

is enhanced by politeness. 

Based on Goffman’s (1967) ideas, Brown and Levinson (1987) developed a politeness 

framework which has become the core of social context analysis in many pragmatics 

research studies. According to this framework, speakers adjust their level of politeness 

based on power, social distance and degree of imposition. 
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Power is about how much control an interlocutor has over the behaviors of the other. 

The power relationship between interlocutors is generally referred as higher or lower 

power. In most cases, speakers with higher power are bosses compared to their 

employees or professors compared to their students. Interlocutors with lower power 

status are expected to be more polite while speaking with interlocutors with higher 

power. The politeness here is seen as a compensation for the difference in status. 

Social distance refers to the closeness levels of interlocutors. People who are well- 

acquainted have low social distance with each other when compared to the ones who 

don’t know each other well. Factors such as age groups can also impact social distance. 

According to Wolfson (1983), the most politeness is required at medium level social 

distance. The reason behind is that low social distance situations do not require a high 

level of politeness because the relationship is strong and conversation maintenance is 

not very important in high social distance situations. However, at medium level, the 

relationship is not clearly established so people tend to maintain the relationship. This 

maintenance requires more politeness. 

Imposition can happen on the hearer’s or speaker’s side. It can be the burden hearer is 

willing to carry when accepting a request or hearer puts on the speaker when refusing 

an invitation. The degree of imposition heavily depends on the context. Asking for 

help with homework can be low or high imposition on the hearer depending on time 

constraints or the amount of work. 

Despite the wide influence and contribution of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) 

politeness theory, there has also been criticisms. The first one is about its goal-oriented 

approach. It considers each interaction as a means of reaching a desired result by 

adjusting the politeness level. This may not be the case in every situation or other 

cultures. To illustrate, Ide (1989) states that it is imperative to clearly state the social 

relationship in Japanese and politeness is not necessarily a strategic tool to achieve a 

goal. The other criticism comes from CA. It points out that politeness theory ignores 

the internal context of the conversation which is in constant creation as new utterances 

are added and can only be interpreted by analyzing the sequential nature of the 

conversation (Heritage, 1984). CA also criticized the deterministic nature of politeness 
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theory by stating that social language use cannot be explained by a couple of factors 

because it is more complicated (Roever et al., 2014). 

In this study, the social context of interactions will include various settings in a 

university environment such as professor’s office or a classroom. The context analysis, 

especially for the extended discourse, will not specifically look at three components 

of the politeness theory but rather employ the perspective of CA that context is co-

created by interlocutors in interaction. 

2.2. Assessment of Pragmatic Competence 

2.2.1. Research Designs and Tools in Pragmatic Assessment 

Research designs in pragmatics research generally follow cross-cultural or 

interlanguage pragmatic research streams (Trosborg, 2010). Cross-cultural pragmatic 

research collects information about native speakers of two speech communities. This 

data allows researchers to draw comparative conclusions. These kinds of studies may 

have different research focus. They may look at how different cultures perform speech 

acts differently or they may focus on pragmatic aspects such as hedging, directness or 

formality. Interlanguage pragmatic research looks at the relative pragmatic orientation 

or development of learners when compared to their native language. They can employ 

longitudinal or cross-sectional designs. In longitudinal design, the same learners are 

observed over time to analyze their development of pragmatic development and the 

variables involved in the process. In cross-sectional design, learners from different 

levels of proficiency or backgrounds are analyzed to see how pragmatic development 

occurs among levels. Both research designs employ various data collection tools for 

their specific purposes. 

DCTs are widely used in pragmatics research. It is typically made up of a situational 

prompt that explains the context and ask the participant to perform a speech act 

generally in a single sentence. However, they have been heavily criticized. DCTs carry 

issues with content and structure. Golato (2003) found that what participants provide 

in a DCT and what they actually say in a real-life situation can be different. Also, a 

DCT requires an answer whereas participants may wish to stay silent in such a 

situation (Rose and Ono, 1995). A widely used speech act of refusal DCT by Beebe 
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et. al. (1990) requires learners to imagine themselves as owner of a bookstore or a 

company manager, which may not be realistic situations for L2 students. On the side 

of structural issues, each DCT has a single or multiple lines below the situations. This 

may direct the participant to either fill in all the long space provided or shorten their 

answers in a short space provided. The situations also may provide little context or the 

details may cause an imposition on the answers (Yoon and Kellogg, 2002). Despite 

the criticisms that go beyond the ones mentioned here, they are still common in 

research studies. The biggest reason is that DCT items allow researchers to manipulate 

variables such as power, elicit target pragmatic utterances, study on large samples, 

prepare a digital version of items and score in a practical way (Roever et al., 2014). 

Boxer and Cohen (2004) also state that DCTs make it easy to capture rarely occurring 

speech and makes comparative analysis of data from multiple languages possible. 

Some studies attempted different modifications to tackle the issues. Billmyer and 

Varghese (2000) tried to use longer situations to provide more context and detail. 

Roever (2006) made use of rejoinders whereas Yoon and Kellogg (2002) used pictorial 

context to gather more elaborate utterances. 

In the last decade, the change on DCTs was more on methodology rather than data 

collection tool itself. Earlier studies like Beebe et. al. (1990) and Blum-Kulka et al. 

(1989) depended solely on a DCT to collect data. The main pragmatic assessment 

focus of these research studies was linguistic forms and strategies used by participants. 

However, recent studies use DCTs generally to validate assumptions or conclusions 

along with other means of data collection.  

The following comparison shows how earlier and recent studies have utilized DCT 

data. The request DCT in Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) analyzed utterances and realization 

strategies of participants. Sell et al. (2018) used the request DCT from this study. 

However, they used a modified version of the analysis from the original study to 

perform a more detailed functional analysis. By creating a corpus from the same data, 

they also conducted a lexical analysis that compared lemmas by native speakers and 

L2 learners. The study had a longitudinal design with pre- and post-tests. They 

concluded that using both quantitative and qualitative methods resulted in a more 

comprehensive and detailed analysis which not only explores pragmatic competence 

but also the performance of L2 learners. 
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DCTs can also be turned into a multiple choice (MC) format by creating options. 

MCDCT makes it easy to score and test large samples. Although it brings about other 

issues like validation (to be discussed later), it is an economical and practical way of 

assessing L2 pragmatics. One example of a valid pragmatic test that consists solely of 

MCDCT is the American English Sociopragmatic Comprehension Test which 

measures measuring speech acts, routines and culture-related vocabulary (Timpe-

Laughlin & Choi, 2017). Multiple choice format does not require production from test 

takers. Therefore, it is evident that pragmatic assessment tools that make use of this 

format are limited to assessing receptive pragmatic skills. 

Another common data collection tool from earlier studies is role-plays. Role-plays 

allows researchers to simulate a social interaction with aims to analyze social variables 

that exist between interlocutors (Taguchi and Roever, 2017). Similar to DCTs, role-

plays are also modified in recent research approaches and how the data is analyzed. 

Ghavamnia et al. (2018) made use of closed role-plays by making students leave a 

voice mail that included a suggestion. Although this may provide more naturalistic 

data than written form of DCTs, almost all social interactions normally include 

multiple interlocutors. Therefore, open role-plays provide data that is closer to real-

life. In another example, Al-Gahtani and Roever (2012) examined speech act of 

request by L2 learners in role-play situations. It allowed them to gather longer 

conversation data. Making use of CA, they were able to analyze the speech sequences 

and how they were co-constructed. Since it takes time and effort to administer and 

analyze role-plays, it is difficult to administer them to large samples and include a 

variety of different pragmatic components (Rylander et al., 2013). 

In an effort to collect naturally occurring data, researchers have also used field notes. 

These notes can be taken by participants or the researcher. In Shively (2011), L2 

learners of Spanish took notes of their interactions in service encounter situations by 

completing a form. She was able to analyze openings, requests and long-term 

development of participants with a socialization approach. In order to enrich the data, 

Ishiara and Cohen (2010) advise taking notes of bodily expressions such as gestures, 

contextual factors like the setting and social variables of distance or power issues. A 

game changer for data collection tools has been the advances in technology. It has 
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provided new methods and ease-of-use. In attempts to develop tests of pragmatic 

assessment, researchers have started developing online test batteries which are easy to 

score and administer. One such test was developed by Roever et al. (2014). The test 

required participants to judge pragmatic appropriateness of conversations, fill in DCT 

conversations and justify dialogue choices. In addition to practicality, online pragmatic 

tests provide accessibility and data from larger samples. 

As an alternative to field notes, technology provided other means of collecting 

naturally occurring data. One way is to record audios or videos of real-life interactions. 

Shively (2016) used audio recordings of L2 learners in a study abroad context. The 

students were not instructed to perform certain speech acts or talk about certain topics. 

They recorded their conversations with host families and peers. These kinds of data, 

especially if it is video recorded, are so rich in content that they allow researchers to 

investigate multiple perspectives and focus on various aspects of speech. Shively 

(2016) explored how learners’ speaker and listener assessments developed over the 

course of their study abroad. The data enabled the researcher to comment on attitudes, 

affective stand and position of participants towards their environment in terms of 

vocabulary, grammar, sequences and frequencies.  

Another kind of naturally occurring data can be obtained from sources that everyone 

uses in their everyday lives. These can be social media, online meetings or even online 

games that include natural interaction. One advantage of this type of data is that it is 

not produced for or directed by research purposes. In the research by Shively (2016), 

the data were naturalistic but still the participants knew they were being recorded for 

research. An example study with naturally occurring data was conducted by 

Cunningham (2017) that studied the pragmatic appropriateness of request production 

between L1 and L2 speakers of German in online conferences. He analyzed how 

grammaticality and discourse management contributed to their use of requests with 

native speakers. One major advantage of using naturalistic data is to be able to observe 

the effect of the interaction on the participants (Bardovi-Harlig, 2010). This is not 

possible in DCTs or closed role- plays. 

Technology also brought enhancements to how the context is provided in data 

collection tools. DCTs and role-plays present a situational prompt to participants. 
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Recent studies made use of different media to provide better context that is not possible 

with words only. For example, Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015) created DCT scenarios 

using audio and pictures. Yoon and Kellogg (2002) also used cartoons in DCTs and 

reported to obtain more elaborate language from participants. In another interesting 

study, Sykes (2013) used a multi-player online game in which participants had to 

apologize for some of the mistakes in the game. The game contributed to their learning 

of the target speech act in role-play situations and DCT prompts were presented to the 

learners as in-game scenarios. In another study, Rylander et al. (2013) presented videos 

containing different speech act situations and asked L2 learners to recognize what type 

of actions were being performed. They aimed to measure pragmatic receptive skills 

and awareness of learners by providing context-rich input. 

2.2.2. Rubric Development for Pragmatic Assessment 

In rubric development process for the assessment of pragmatics there are several main 

considerations. The first is about the structure of the rubric: holistic vs analytical. 

Among the studies that compared holistic and analytical rubrics in pragmatics, 

consensus is in favor of analytical rubrics. For example, Walters (2007) went through 

a meticulous development process based on conversation analysis but the resulting 

reliability was not at desired level. Roever et al (2014) also made use of a holistic 

rubric because of its practicality. Their study yielded favorable findings in terms of 

inter-rater reliability. However, they only had two raters in an ESL context. The results 

may change when the same methodology is applied in an EFL context with a higher 

number of raters.  

In comparison studies, Barkaoui (2010) suggested that raters paid closer attention to 

various criteria in the rating scale with an analytical rubric. Also, raters were found to 

be more self-consistent. In another comparative study, Li et al (2023) found that 

analytic marking produced higher reliability and more precise measurement. The raters 

also paid more balanced attention to the rating criteria in scoring. Although they stated 

that holistic scoring is more practical because it requires less resources for rater 

training and scoring, analytical marking provided better assessment quality. Overall, 

analytical marking is recommended by comparative studies because of its reliability 

and quality.  
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Another consideration is about the native speaker norms. The most common method 

is to obtain scores from native speakers on preconstructed rating criterion and these 

scores are analyzed for inter-rater agreement (Taguchi and Lee, 2020). However, this 

approach has been challenged by various studies. The main reason is that native 

speaker raters do not constitute a uniform group because their perceptions and 

interpretations of appropriateness, politeness and formality in pragmatic performance 

can significantly differ depending on the distinct community norms and cultural 

expectations that shape social interactions and communicative events in their 

respective cultures (Taguchi, 2011b). Tajeddin and Alemi (2014) also found that 

perceptions of native speakers were different in social conventions, norms and 

linguistic aspects of pragmatic assessment. Therefore, some studies also tried to 

include both native and nonnative speakers by providing extensive training (Walters, 

2007). 

The last consideration is about the content of the rubric. Fulcher, Davidson and Kemp 

(2010) define two approaches: measurement-driven and performance data-based 

method. The measurement-driven method relies on the expertise of individuals or a 

committee of experts in the target subject in focus. This way of determining criteria 

depends on analysis of literature and experience of participating experts in the field. 

Performance data-based method, on the other hand, uses collection of performance 

samples from participants. Transcription of these samples allows for identification of 

key features. This approach may provide room for flexibility in a context which is 

different from the ones studied in literature. The issue with scales that were developed 

a priori is that they define what literature or intuitions think happens rather than what 

actually happens in situations (Fulcher, 1987).  Therefore, more recent studies such as 

Chen and Liu (2016) developed rubrics based on performance of the test takers. They 

reported high levels of reliability both for the rating scale and inter-rater reliability. 

In addition to these considerations, the number of raters and the volume of papers or 

performances to be evaluated can significantly influence how a rubric is applied. In 

Roever et al. (2014), two raters assessed all the papers, ensuring consistency across 

evaluations. However, in some scenarios, it may be impractical for all raters to 

evaluate every performance. For instance, Youn (2013) involved four groups of raters 
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(12 in total) due to the role-play format of the assessment, making it infeasible for all 

12 raters to assess each performance. In such cases, a sparse distribution method can 

be employed to efficiently distribute papers among raters in larger samples. 

2.2.3. Issues in Pragmatic Assessment 

There have been numerous attempts at testing pragmatic competence but these tests 

revealed certain issues in testing of pragmatics. These are related to content, 

practicality and standards. 

In terms of content, earlier tests were limited in coverage. Their primary focus was 

speech acts and appropriateness of the utterances. In addition, they were aimed at a 

narrow target group. For example, Yamashita’s (1996) test was for native English 

speakers who were learning Japanese. When the test is so much focused on differences 

between two cultures, it may unintentionally bring forward cultural 

misunderstandings. Moreover, limited coverage of content also limits the inferences 

that can be made from the test results.  

Other contents of pragmatics such as implicatures need to be involved in a pragmatic 

test to ensure content coverage. Even when the content coverage is at satisfactory 

levels, tests also need to aim for assessment that is close to real life. In this sense, the 

interactive nature of social context cannot be overlooked. In other words, tools such 

as DCTs are not enough to measure learners’ pragmatic competence in interaction 

because they obtain offline data. Therefore, inferences about interactive ability would 

be limited. To address these issues, Grabowski (2013) developed and validated a role-

play test. It was successful in capturing interactive language use in social interaction 

while maintaining satisfactory content coverage. However, such tests bring another 

issue into the open. 

Standardization of a test provides defensible inferences. In a test full of role-plays, it 

is difficult to achieve a standard assessment since learners’ data and raters’ evaluation 

can greatly differ. However, as the tests become more standardized, they tend to move 

away from authenticity and interactive nature of communication. For example, DCTs 

are very standardized and practical tools but they are incapable of measuring 

performance in an interaction. A balance between authenticity and standardization 
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along with practicality is difficult. Therefore, test developers need to carefully consider 

the purposes, uses and target population of the test in order to decide how much of 

practicality, standardization or authenticity they can or have to compromise. 

Another issue is about the native speaker standard, also mentioned in the previous 

section about raters. First of all, native speakers are not a homogenous group. 

Therefore, even if native speaker benchmark is accepted as norm, it might be difficult 

to obtain a result that native speakers agree on. In their tests, Liu (2004) had difficulty 

in achieving native speaker agreement over multiple choice DCTs whereas Roever 

(2006) obtained a very high level of agreement.  

Another issue is about English being a lingua franca for non-native speakers whose 

native languages are different (House, 2009). There are no clear answers or solutions 

to these issues. Therefore, it is again up to the test developers to carefully consider the 

purposes of the test and what kinds of inferences they want to be able to get as a result. 

2.3. Theoretical Framework for Validity 

Validity has been a major concern in test development. The definition of validity and 

how to carry out validation research have been in constant debate and discussion.  

A test needs to meet certain demands and criteria to achieve validity. This need was 

first addressed in the 1950s. In 1954, American Psychological Association (APA) 

published Technical Recommendations for Psychological Tests and Diagnostic 

Techniques. In 1955, American Educational Research Association (AERA) and the 

National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) published Technical 

Recommendations for Achievement Tests. Later in 1966, these three organizations 

jointly prepared the first edition of the Standards for Educational and Psychological 

Testing. Known as Standards in short, the document has been periodically revised.  

The latest version was released in 2014 (AERA et al., 2014). Although it contains 

guidelines to ensure validity in test development, Standards does not provide a 

methodology to create a program for validation research. It also does not include 

references to supporting academic sources. Still, it has been widely used around the 

world for validation research. 
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In academic literature and approach to validity, the main source has been the book 

called Educational Measurement. It was first published in 1951 and later in 1971, 1989 

and 2006. Each version had a dedicated chapter to validity. 

In the first version, the validity chapter was written by Cureton (1951). He defines 

validity as “how well the test serves the purpose for which it is used” (p. 621). The 

heart of the validity is the purpose of the test. The components of validity are relevance 

and reliability. Reliability is about the size of sample of performance. Relevance 

includes empirical and logical analysis. Empirical relevance looks at the correlation of 

the test scores with the target criterion whereas logical relevance requires definition of 

the target domain and appropriate sampling of content. The problem with this approach 

is that Cureton (1951) focuses on how target behaviors can be identified and used as 

criterion measures for validation. However, this makes criterion measures 

hypothetical, which in turn provides hypothetical validity coefficient. 

 

Figure 1 Components of Validity according to Cureton (1951) 

In the validity chapter of the second edition of Educational Measurement, Cronbach 

(1971) also stated that Cureton’s (1951) approach is based on the assumption that 

proposed criterion measures are completely valid. Instead, he shifted the focus from 

the purpose of the test to test interpretations. He identified two types of evidence. The 

first one is about soundness of interpretations. In order to gather this evidence, he used 

content validity, educational importance and construct validity. The second evidence 

is about how useful scores are in decision making processes such as selection or 

placement. According to Cronbach (1971), using the phrase “validation of a test” 

causes misunderstanding. What is validated is not the test but rather “interpretation of 

data arising from a specified procedure”. Validation process is created by hypothesis 

testing. If the hypotheses are valid, it means that test taker’s performance in the testing 

procedure is an indicator of the target construct. Here, test performance provides the 
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empirical data for hypothesis testing. Since testing is a procedure, test content and 

variations need to be clearly defined. Test performance data should be gathered with 

great care and consistency. Consistency provides reliability by collecting both 

appropriate and enough amount of test performance data. Cronbach (1971) believes 

that construct validations is a never-ending process because a test score has limitless 

implications and it is impossible to validate each one. Therefore, construct validation 

is never complete. This view of construct validation still underlies the more recent 

views of validity. 

Figure 2 Cronbach’s (1971) frame of validity  

In the third edition of Educational Measurement, Messick (1989) defined validity as 

“an overall evaluative judgement of the degree to which empirical evidence and 

theoretical rationales support the adequacy and appropriateness of interpretations and 

actions based on test scores”. He criticized three validity view (content validity, 

criterion-related validity and construct validity) of Standards (1985) as an outdated 

approach that promoted choosing validities rather than treating all of them as a unitary 

concept. According to this unitary view of Cronbach (1971) and Messick (1989), the 

term “types of evidence” explains their approach better than “types of validity”. In 

Messick’s framework, construct validity is the center. Evidence related to content and 

criterion also contribute to the meaning of a score, which makes them aspects of 

construct validity. According to Messick (1989), construct is a meaningful 

interpretation of a performance which is consistent. Here also, consistency or 

reliability plays a key role because individual test scores by test takers need to be 

meaningful when combined altogether. His definition includes two functions for 

testing: test interpretation and use. These functions are justified with evidence and 

consequences by using four facets. Evidential basis consists of construct validity and 
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relevance/utility while consequential basis is made up of value implications and social 

implications. By adding consequences, Messick (1989) aims to go beyond Cronbach’s 

(1971) scientific approaches to validity by recognizing social and cultural aspects of 

test interpretation and use. He believes that test interpretations come with underlying 

theories and ideologies which need to be recognized. Thanks to his contributions to 

validity framework, it has reached a more complex and meaningful form. Later in 

1999, Standards (AERA et al) also added consequences into their chapter on validity.  

 

Figure 3 Messick’s (1989) validity framework 

The most recent validity chapter of Educational Measurement is written by Kane 

(2006). He defines validation of test interpretations and use as “to evaluate the 

rationale, or argument, for the claims being made and this in turn requires a clear 

statement of the proposed interpretations and uses”. While Messick (1989) talks about 

“empirical evidence” and “theoretical rationales” in his definition, Kane (2006) shifts 

towards a more rhetorical language. According to him, “the need for validation derives 

from the scientific and social requirement that public claims and decisions be 

justified”. Therefore, he moves from constructs to claims. His argument-based 

approach requires testers to define claims expressing the meaning of scores and 

inferences to make such claims. The tester needs to take target meanings into account 

and formulate appropriate claims. Kane’s (2006) approach is more utilitarian for test 

developers because it allows them to customize their validation process for their 

context rather than following a predetermined validation process. This approach 

consists of interpretation/use argument, research and validity argument. In the first 
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action, test developers define their target claims for the interpretation and use of test 

scores. They organize these claims into a logical chain which serves as a framework 

to gather and present evidence. The next action is to plan and conduct research to 

obtain supporting evidence for the claims. This step includes investigations such as 

explanation of test development process, analysis of content or statistical analyses like 

correlations or item analysis. All the findings are summarized in the final action, 

validity argument. It presents claims and how the supporting evidence provides basis 

for their warrants. Kane’s (2006) argument-based approach to validity enables test 

developers to create a tangible validity research process that is more fitting to their 

context and needs. 

Figure 4 Actions in Kane’s (2006) argument-based approach to validity 

In conceptualization of validity and validation research, concepts of test content, 

reliability, performance, construct, test use, values and consequences have been 

central. Table 1 provides their roles in evolution of approaches to validity based on 

Chapelle (2021, p.14-15). 

2.3.1. Validity in Language Testing 

In language testing, there are both classroom-based and large-scale tests which are 

used to make decisions on students such as failing/passing or moving to the next level. 

Since it is not possible to test the entire knowledge of students on language, testers 

produce a sample from the target domain. However, the decisions are not made about 

the sample but the whole domain. Therefore, language testing needs a thorough 

validity process as well. Although the validity framework has been updated and 

improved over the years, they consisted of frameworks and detailed discussions and 

explanations of the concepts. Test developers try to create their own path to conduct 

validity research based on these ideas and concepts. In addition, these frameworks 

have been comprehensive of all educational fields. Language testing and assessment, 

however, has its own peculiar needs and aims. Chapelle (2021) filled this gap by 

tailoring Kane’s (2006) argument-based validity framework for language testing. 
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2.3.2. Chapelle’s (2021) Argument-based Framework for Language Testing 

Argument-based Validation in Testing and Assessment (Chapelle, 2021) provides clear 

guidelines and steps with examples to produce a pathway to validation research in 

language testing. The book explains validity argument based on certain terms. These 

are summarized in parallel with Standards in Table 2 (adopted from Chapelle, 2021 

p.36).  

The book also exemplifies each step with three large-scale tests, one of which is 

TOEFL IBT. Because of its relevance to this study, examples related to TOEFL IBT 

are also presented here to provide a more tangible and clearer picture of validity 

argument framework. 

Table 2 Central terms used to express validity arguments 

 

 Standards Validity 

Argument 

Definitions 

 

General 

 

Interpretation 

and use 

 

Interpretation 

and use 

 

 

Overall statement of test purpose 

  Score Meanings General expressions denoting aspects 

of meaning 

 

 Propositions Claims General statements about 

interpretation and use 

 

  Inferences General technical terms denoting the 

steps in reasoning 

 

  Warrants Statements indicating an inference 

can be authorized in a particular 

context 

 

  Assumptions Statements clarifying what evidence 

is needed 

 

Specific  Backing Statements, paragraphs, tables, 

figures in extended descriptions of 

findings 
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Chapelle (2021) lays out six steps to validation research. These steps are also called 

inferences within the argument-based framework. 

Table 3 Domain description warrants and counterparts 

 

Domain description warrants TOEFL IBT examples 

 

Warrant(s) about the descriptions 

of the target domain and test 

domain 

 

 

The domain that the test is intended to assess is 

described appropriately for test purpose 

Warrant(s) about the 

representation of the target 

domain by the test 

The test tasks adequately represent the domain, 

as defined in the test specifications 

Warrant(s) about the relevance of 

test to the target domain 

The test is free of irrelevant content, sources of 

difficulty and cognitive demands 

Warrant(s) about quality control 

in test development 

The development process includes a high 

degree of quality control 

 

The first step is domain description. This inference somewhat corresponds to content 

validity in Messick’s (1989) unitary view of validity. The claim for domain description 

is that observations of performance are appropriate samples of the target domain. This 

claim requires four warrants, which are presented in Table 3 with their TOEFL IBT 

counterparts. 

 

Table 4 Evaluation warrants and counterparts 

 

Evaluation warrants TOEFL IBT examples 

 

Warrant(s) about 

administration conditions 

 

Test administration is carried out to ensure high 

levels of standardization and security 

Warrant(s) about the quality 

of task scoring 

The constructed responses on the speaking and 

writing tasks are rated using procedures to assure 

agreement between raters 

Warrant(s) about statistical 

quality of items 

Test tasks are selected for inclusion on the test 

based on their performance in an empirical 

investigation prior to their use 
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The second step evaluation and third step generalization are related to the consistency, 

that is reliability, of the test scores. While reliability and validity are treated as separate 

aspects of a test in Standards, reliability is a significant component of validity in 

argument-based validity framework.  Evaluation inferences are about translating test 

takers’ performance into a number which is their test score. Three warrants are 

proposed to claim that test scores accurately summarize relevant performance. 

Table 5 Generalization warrants and counterparts 

 

Generalization warrants TOEFL IBT examples 

Warrant(s) about consistency 

across test forms 

Scores for each of the four parts and for the total 

score are consistent across different forms of the 

test 

Warrant(s) about consistency 

across tasks and their 

configuration 

Total scores have a high degree of internal 

consistency reliability 

Warrant(s) about consistency 

of ratings 

The rating consistency of total scores for the 

writing and speaking sections is adequate for 

some purposes 

Warrant(s) about consistency 

across testing occasions 

Total scores are highly consistent across test 

occasions, even when different forms are used 

 

Generalization inferences are about generalizability extent of test task performances 

to all possible tasks in the target domain. It requires a precise measurement to obtain 

desired levels of generalizability. In order to claim that test scores reflect performance 

in a consistent manner, there are four warrants to be achieved. 

Table 6 Explanation warrants and counterparts 

 

Explanation warrants TOEFL IBT examples 

Warrant(s) about the 

theorized test construct 

The linguistic knowledge, processes and strategies 

required to successfully complete tasks vary in 

keeping with theoretical expectations 

Warrant(s) about theorized 

internal structure and 

processes of the test 

construct 

The internal structure of the test scores is consistent 

with a theoretical view of language proficiency as a 

number of highly interrelated components. 
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Step four, explanation and step five, extrapolation, are related to construct. 

Explanation looks at if the test actually measures what tester aims to measure. The 

claim at this step is that test scores are indicators of the intended construct. 

Table 7 Extrapolation warrants and counterparts 

 

Extrapolation warrants TOEFL IBT examples 

Warrant(s) about indicators 

of performance 

The academic language performance assessed by 

tasks accounts for other indicators of linguistic 

performance in English-medium universities 

Warrant(s) about 

performance 

The academic language performance assessed by 

tasks is comparable to the quality of linguistic 

performance on tasks in English-medium 

institutions of higher education 

 

Extrapolation is about the usefulness of the test in providing information about how 

successful test takers are in real world situations. Its claim is that test scores reflect 

samples of intended performance in the target domain. 

 

Although utilization is the last step, according to Chapelle (2021), creating a validity 

argument should start with thinking about defining use and consequences of the test 

(p. 38). Test use has been a critical part of validity framework in Cronbach (1971), 

Messick (1989) and Kane (2006). Standards also state that validity is “the degree to 

which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores for proposed uses 

of test scores” (AERA et al., 2014). Starting with Messick (1989), consequences has 

become a central concept in validity, too. Both concepts emphasize that test scores 

play a role in the end and they have both positive and negative consequences which 

need to be addressed in test development process. 

Inferences about test use and consequences need to be supported with warrants. There 

are two warrants required for consequences. One is about benefits to users. Users can 

be students who are guided or placed into appropriate study levels or teachers who 

collect information about students’ knowledge and plan their teaching accordingly. 

The other one is about benefits to society. These include more indirect effects of the 

test on society with regards to academic field studies or educational practices. Test use 
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also requires two warrants. The first one is about the intended use of the test. Since 

each test is developed for a purpose, this purpose needs to be supported. The other one 

is about how to use scores in decision making. Test developer needs to explain what a 

certain score or score range mean and what possible decisions can be made depending 

on scores. Each warrant has its own details called assumptions. Also, assumptions are 

supported with backings. Chapelle (2021) provides the example of TOEFL to show 

how claims and warrants can be structured. The summary is provided in Table 8. 

Table 8 TOEFL IBT test use and consequence inferences 

Claim for consequences: “The test 

results are used appropriately and have 

positive consequences” (Educational 

Testing Service, 2011) 

User Benefit Warrant: Students who 

obtain required English language 

proficiency scores are accepted into 

universities. 

 

Social Benefit Warrant: The test 

consists of cognitively complex and 

academic tasks, which in turn leads 

students to prepare for these kinds of 

tasks which are likely to occur in 

academic courses 

 

Claim for test use: TOEFL helps 

“admissions and placement decisions at 

English-medium institutions of higher 

education and support Englisg language 

instruction” (Educational Testing 

Service, 2011) 

Warrant for intended use: Test scores 

are useful in admission and placement of 

nonnative English speakers into 

institutions 

 

Warrant for decision making: A test 

score that is higher than a certain cut-off 

point indicates sufficient English 

proficiency level 

 

 

2.3.3. Validation Research in Tests of L2 Pragmatics 

Tests of pragmatics in literature followed either Messick’s (1989) or Kane’s (2006) 

framework of validation. The central aspect of Messick’s (1989) view of validation is 

about the construct. If the test is successful in its reflection of the construct, the scores 

from the test will be valid representations of the attributes related to the construct. The 

main aim in the validation process is to be able to achieve better construct validity. 

Messick’s (1989) view of validity proposes certain procedures to obtain different types 
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of evidence. The first one is about reliability. A test should be able to account for the 

differences in the scores of test takers and this should not be due to chance but actual 

differences. A high reliability rate supports construct validity. The second evidence is 

about how well the test echoes the construct. There are possible variables. For 

example, if the construct the test is measuring has multiple layers, the test should also 

have sections that address each layer. Leaving out some layers of the construct in the 

test will lead to underrepresentation. In this sense, including more variance than the 

construct will lead to irrelevant results. In addition to these two kinds of evidence 

which are about the test itself, Messick’s (1989) framework also requires a comparison 

with an external criterion. This comparison can be performed in different ways. For a 

language test, some possible comparisons may be among student groups with different 

proficiency levels, a group of native and non-native speakers or a control group and 

experimental group. The test results can also be compared with another test that 

measures the same construct. In addition to these quantitative analyses, the framework 

supports using complementary qualitative procedures.  

Among the previous validation studies of tests of pragmatics, Roever (2006) made use 

of Messick’s (1989) approach and developed an EFL pragmalinguistic test. He focused 

on implicatures, routines and speech acts as three components of pragmalinguistic 

competence. Therefore, he had three test subsections adhering to these components. In 

the validation process, he started with structural aspects of the test such as time 

limitations and practicality. Next, he performed internal analyses that resulted in a high 

reliability rate (Cronbach’s alpha = .91), satisfactory correlations among subsections 

of the test and a factor analysis that showed test measures different aspects of 

pragmalinguistic knowledge. For comparisons with external criteria, he compared 

differences among EFL and ESL students at different proficiency levels. He also 

compared their scores with native speakers. Also, he looked at how students’ exposure 

to target language affects their test scores. All these procedures were also supported 

with complementary qualitative evidence. 

The most widely used framework for test validation is Kane’s (2006) argument-based 

framework. Chapelle (2008) utilized this framework on the validation of TOEFL IBT. 

Following the steps from this study, both Ikeda (2017) and Roever et al. (2014) used 
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Kane’s (2006) approach and Chapelle’s (2008) steps to validity. Roever et al. (2014) 

developed a test of second language sociopragmatic knowledge for ESL students in 

Australian context. The aim was to create a highly practical test that could be 

administered over the internet and did not take more than an hour to complete. The 

final form of the test consists of four question types which are appropriateness 

judgement, appropriateness choice and correction, extended DCT and dialog choice. 

Ikeda (2017) developed a second language pragmatic performance test measuring oral 

pragmatic abilities of university students in social contexts. Tasks in this test included 

monologue and dialogue performances by students. For validity purposes, they 

performed multiple procedures. The backings corresponding to the six inferences are 

summarized in Table 9. 

Table 9 Backings of validity arguments in two tests 

 

Inference Backing 

 
Roever et al. (2014, p.114-

115) 
Ikeda (2017) 

Domain 

Description 

 

1. Description for the 

domain of “everyday 

language use”. 

2. Identification of common 

“everyday language use” 

situations 

3. Expert analysis of items 

in terms of plausibility in the 

target domain 

1. Specifying the domain 

2. Perspectives of experts on the 

domain 

Evaluation 

 

1. Piloting of items and 

modification 

2. Elimination of items with 

low discrimination 

3. Rating rubric 

development and rater  

training 

1. Piloting 

2. Rater training 

3. Checking if rating criteria 

differentiates levels 

Generalization 

1. Satisfactory internal 

consistency 

2. Satisfactory inter-item 

correlation 

3. High inter-rater reliability 

 

1. Satisfactory internal 

consistency 

2. Satisfactory correlation 

between two task types 

3. Consistency of test 

administration 
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Table 9 (Continued) 

 

Inference Backing 

 
Roever et al. (2014, 

p.114-115) 
Ikeda (2017) 

Explanation 

1. Expected 

differentiation occurred 

between groups 

2. Moderate correlations 

among sections 

3. Factor analysis 

 

1. Comparison of groups in terms 

of their pragmatic abilities 

2. Correlation between pragmatic 

ability and proficiency level 

3. Comparing groups in terms of 

task preparation time 

 

Extrapolation 

1. Test takers with higher 

scores find everyday 

living in the target 

language setting easier 

 

1. Test takers idea on the similarity 

between test performance and real 

situations 

2. Test takers reflection on test 

performance and their own 

assessment of performance 

3. The effects of test 

administration on test performance 

 

Utilization 
No backing as no current 

use of scores 

 

1. A possible cut-off point for 

university activities 

2. Expected consequences 

 

3. The use of test instruments 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

This section provides information about the research design and steps involved in the 

development and validation of the sociopragmatic competence test. It provides details 

of participants, instruments, test development, scoring and analysis of the test. 

3.1. Overview of Instruments 

This study utilized four instruments: a scenario generation survey, a likelihood 

investigation survey, a pragmatic assessment tool and an analytical rubric. This section 

gives an overview of the first three tools. Each of their development in piloting and 

actual test development stages were discussed in their own sections separately. Since 

the analytical rubric was developed only for the actual test, its development is 

discussed in 3.5.  

3.1.1. Scenario Generation Survey 

Exemplar generation methodology is a widely used procedure to produce scenarios for 

pragmatic assessment tools (Ostrom & Gannon, 1996). The Scenario Generation 

Survey included a detailed definition of speech acts with examples and ten blank 

spaces designed to elicit detailed descriptions of speech act situations. Participants 

were asked to describe interactions with both peers and professors, covering a range 

of pragmatic tasks such as requesting, apologizing and giving feedback. The survey 

aimed to gather a comprehensive set of scenarios that could form the basis of the 

pragmatic assessment tool. 

Studies such as Kasper and Ono (1995) and Liu (2004) asked participants to provide 

the most recent speech act situations that they recalled. Unlike those studies, this study 

asked participants to provide the most common speech act situations that they 
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encountered in the academic context. This change was made to ensure that the 

scenarios generated would be representative of the typical interactions that students 

experience in their daily academic life rather than isolated or less frequent instances. 

Additionally, participants were encouraged to include actual utterances used by 

themselves or their interlocutors when describing these situations so that the 

conversations in the questions could include real life sentences. 

3.1.2. Likelihood Investigation Survey 

The Likelihood Investigation Survey was developed to assess the frequency and 

likelihood of the scenarios generated in the previous stage. The collected scenarios 

were categorized by speech acts and listed accordingly. Participants were asked to rate 

the likelihood of encountering these situations in their daily academic life. To ensure 

accuracy and comprehensibility, the survey was back-translated into Turkish 

following Fowler's guidelines (2013, pp. 83-84). Participants were given the option to 

complete the survey in either English or Turkish, based on their language preference 

and comfort level. 

3.1.3. Pragmatic Assessment Tool 

The primary objective of this study was to develop a pragmatic assessment tool 

suitable for university students, necessitating a test that could be efficiently 

administered to large groups. Therefore, practicality was a crucial consideration in 

selecting the task types for the assessment tool. Therefore, the test did not include 

role-plays. Despite their advantages in providing interactional data and a more 

authentic context, role-plays require participants to act in imaginary situations and 

are significantly less practical for both administration and analysis compared to other 

tools such as DCTs (Shively, 2021). 

Test development studies, such as those by Liu (2007) and Roever (2006), 

demonstrated that a test comprising practical question types like Multiple-Choice 

Discourse Completion Tasks (MCDCTs) can achieve high validity when subjected 

to rigorous validation procedures. Thus, this study also favored practical assessment 

tools with a meticulous validation process. Among the prior validation studies of tests 
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measuring pragmatic ability, the work of Roever et al. (2014) presented a set of 

question types that balanced productive and receptive skills while maintaining the 

practicality and validity of the test. For these reasons, this study employed similar 

question types. Based on scenarios generated from the exemplar generation process, 

the questions encompass various speech acts, in both professor-student and student-

student interactions. 

The first type of question involves appropriateness judgments. Although these 

questions are commonly used, a significant challenge is the lack of consensus among 

native speakers on the appropriateness or politeness of statements (Roever et al., 

2014). These questions provide a situational prompt that outlines the context and the 

relationship between the speakers. Participants are required to evaluate the final 

utterance of a student, determining whether it is appropriate, overly polite or overly 

impolite. 

 

Figure 5 Part A Q2 appropriateness judgement 

The second type of question is a different version of appropriateness judgments. 

Appropriateness choice questions require students to evaluate whether the response 

in the conversational prompt is appropriate. If the response is considered 

inappropriate, students must provide an alternative response. While appropriateness 

judgments primarily assess the receptive knowledge of students, appropriateness 
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choice questions evaluate both receptive and productive pragmatic knowledge. In the 

case where students mark “No”, it becomes an appropriateness correction item. This 

dual assessment allows for a more comprehensive evaluation of the students' 

pragmatic competence. 

 

Figure 6 Part D Question 39 Appropriateness Choice 

These two question types focus on learners’ ability to interpret or revise single 

pragmatic utterances. However, sociopragmatic competence in academic settings 

often requires managing more extended interactions. Thus, to capture the dynamic 

and sequential nature of real-life communication, the assessment tool also includes 

item types that feature longer conversations. These tasks aim to elicit not only 

pragmatic awareness at the utterance level but also the ability to maintain coherence, 

respond appropriately across multiple turns, and demonstrate interactional 

competence within authentic academic and social contexts. This shift from isolated 

utterances to extended discourse enables a more comprehensive evaluation of 

learners’ pragmatic performance in situations that closely mirror actual language use. 

The next question type is referred to as dialog choice questions. Unlike other question 

types that provide a limited number of conversational turns, dialog choice questions 

consist of two dialogs with multiple turns. Students are asked to choose which dialog 

is more successful. One dialog features appropriate language use, effective turn-

taking and suitable politeness while the other dialog is deliberately manipulated to 
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 exhibit inappropriate levels of directness, politeness, vagueness or to include 

inappropriate behaviors such as bragging or mocking. The objective of this question 

type is to explore students' perceptions about broader discourse elements and their 

ability to judge pragmatic appropriateness in extended interactions. 

 

Figure 7 Part C Question 32 Dialog Choice 

The last type of question is extended DCTs. A pragmatic assessment that does not 

consider interactive ability would be incomplete. Given that role-plays are impractical 

and standard DCT items face significant criticism, extended DCTs present an optimal 

instrument for capturing students' interactive abilities while maintaining the test's 

practicality. This question type requires students to recognize the context and 
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understand the social action involved. Each item includes two speakers: one acts as an 

imaginary interlocutor and certain turns of the other speaker are left blank for students 

to fill in. 

 

Figure 8 Part B Question 21 Extended DCT 

3.2. Piloting 

The study was piloted on a small scale of participants and included two items from 

each question type. The purpose of this pilot test was to evaluate the feasibility of the 

instruments and conduct a preliminary analysis of the test qualities. Feedback from the 

pilot participants was used to identify any ambiguities or issues in the test items, 

ensuring clarity and appropriateness. The pilot results provided initial insights into the 

reliability and validity of the assessment tool, guiding necessary revisions before the 

main study implementation. 

3.2.1. Scenario Generation for Piloting 

To create scenarios for the test, a methodology similar to Liu's (2006) study was 

followed. Initially, the L2 Pragmatic Test Development - Scenario Generation Survey 

(Piloting version) was developed online via Google Forms, consisting of two sections 

(Appendix A). The first section provided information about the study, requested 
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participant consent and offered two examples (one student-student and one student-

professor) of speech acts that participants might have encountered in their university 

environment. The second section asked participants to describe speech acts they had 

experienced with their friends or professors, requesting as much detail as possible to 

ensure authenticity in the scenario prompts of the assessment tool. The survey was 

prepared in Turkish to allow participants to describe and detail the scenarios without 

language limitations. 

This online tool was pre-piloted with five participants who were subsequently asked 

about their experience using the tool. They all reported that the data collection tool 

was easy to understand and complete. Therefore, the remainder of the data was 

collected without altering the layout or content of the online data collection tool. 

In total, thirty participants from three different cities and four different universities 

completed the online scenario generation survey. Twenty students and ten professors 

participated, with students providing both student-student and professor-student 

interactions whereas professors only provided professor-student interactions. 

Consequently, the student sample size was larger. The details of the participants are 

presented in Table 10. 

Table 10 Information of participants taking scenario generation survey (piloting) 

University Type N of students N of professors Total 

State 10 4 14 

Private 10 6 16 

Total 20 10 30 

 

After collecting the scenarios, they were compiled into a comprehensive list, resulting 

in a total of 27 distinct speech acts. In addition to the survey, interviews were 

conducted with three professors and three students. While these interviews did not 

yield additional speech acts beyond those already identified, they provided valuable 

feedback on the existing data. Based on the insights from these interviews, the number 

of speech act situations was reduced to twenty, as the interviewees found the remaining 

seven to be relatively rare. 
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3.2.2. Likelihood Investigation for Piloting 

The final twenty scenarios were organized into an online form titled "Likelihood 

Investigation Survey for L2 Pragmatic Test Development (Piloting Version)" using 

Google Forms (Appendix B). The same group of participants was asked to rate the 

likelihood of encountering these situations in their daily university life. Since only 

eight situations were required for the pilot test, the four highest-rated student-student 

interactions and the four highest-rated student-professor interactions were selected, all 

of which received a probability rating higher than 70%. 

Subsequently, these scenarios were rewritten as context-enriched prompts. By 

incorporating additional details, the goal was to provide a clear and authentic depiction 

of the context to the test takers. Following this refinement, the eight scenarios were 

ready for use in item generation. 

3.2.3. Pragmatic Assessment Tool for Piloting 

The final form of the pilot test comprised four different question types: appropriateness 

judgments, appropriateness choices, extended DCTs and dialog choices. Two 

questions were developed for each question type, with one question representing a 

student-student interaction and the other a student-professor interaction. 

The final eight questions were reviewed by two university professors who were 

knowledgeable in testing and pragmatic research but were not involved in the initial 

question writing process. Based on their feedback, necessary modifications were made 

to the questions. The final form of the pilot test is presented in Appendix C. Detailed 

information about the final forms of these items is provided in Table 11 below: 

Table 11 Summary information of pilot test items 

Item Interaction Speech act Context 

 

Appropriateness 

Judgement 1 

 

 

Professor-Student 

 

Request 

 

Asking about grades 

Appropriateness 

Judgement 2 

Student-Student Accepting an 

Invitation 

Having coffee 

together 
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Table 11 (Continued) 

Item Interaction Speech act Context 

 

Appropriateness 

Correction 1 
 

 

Student-Student 

 

Refusal 

 

Changing seats in 

class 

Appropriateness 

Correction 2 

Professor-Student Greeting/Request Speaking before class 

Appropriateness 

Correction 1 

Student-Student Refusal Changing seats in 

class 

Appropriateness 

Correction 2 

Professor-Student Greeting/Request Speaking before class 

Dialog Choice 1 Student-Student Multiple Talking about course 

registration 

Dialog Choice 2 Professor-Student Multiple Asking for a book 

suggestion 

 

3.2.4. Test Application 

The pilot test was administered to a total of thirty participants, divided into three 

groups: native speakers, advanced EFL learners and pre-intermediate EFL learners. 

Each group consisted of ten students. The native speaker group included students from 

various universities in the USA and the UK. The EFL groups comprised students from 

a private university in Turkey, whose English proficiency levels were determined by 

a placement test validated by the testing department of the English Preparatory School. 

For practicality purposes, the test was conducted online. After reviewing several free-

to-use online test platforms that supported the question formats used in this test, 

exam.net website was identified as the most suitable platform. Participants could easily 

access the test with a student exam key without needing to register or provide personal 

information. The website supported all question formats, had a user-friendly layout, 

an intuitive monitoring window and the ability to download data in various document 

formats. Although the test duration was recorded, there was no time limit imposed, as 

the focus was on assessing competence rather than performance. Test takers were 

allowed to take as much time as needed to demonstrate their pragmatic knowledge. 
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3.2.5. Scoring in Piloting 

Appropriateness judgement and dialog choice questions were automatically scored, as 

they did not require any open-ended responses. Appropriateness choice and extended 

DCTs were evaluated by two experienced raters. Prior to the scoring process, the raters 

participated in a training session where they collaboratively assessed sample answers 

using the rubric. This training continued until the raters expressed confidence in the 

rating process and rubric application. 

To determine the allocation of points for each item, different considerations were made 

based on the complexity and length of the responses required. Appropriateness 

judgment questions, being relatively shorter and involving fewer pragmatic criteria, 

were each assigned one point. Other question types were weighted in relation to these 

questions. Appropriateness correction questions required a "yes/no" response and an 

alternative sentence if the answer was "no." For a "yes" response, one point was given. 

For a "no" response requiring an alternative sentence, two points were assigned. Dialog 

choice questions also required a simple A or B response but were more complex, 

involving the evaluation of longer interactions compared to appropriateness 

judgments, thus they were allocated two points each. Extended DCTs required the 

most production from students, with both items containing four open-ended turns for 

students to complete. Considering their complexity and following Roever et al.'s 

(2014) example, these questions were assigned three points each. Consequently, the 

maximum possible score for the pilot test was fifteen. A summary of the allocated 

scores is presented in Table 12. 

Table 12 Summary of pilot test item scores 

Item Score Section totals 

Appropriateness Judgement 1 1 
2 

Appropriateness Judgement 2 1 

Appropriateness Correction 1 2 
3 

Appropriateness Correction 2 1 

Extended DCT 1 3 
6 

Extended DCT 2 3 

Dialog Choice 1 2 
4 

Dialog Choice 2 2 

Total 15 15 
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Raters only needed to evaluate open-ended responses in the appropriateness correction 

items and both extended DCT questions. For the appropriateness correction items, 

answers were rated as either appropriate or inappropriate. However, extended DCT 

questions were more complex and required a detailed rubric. For the pilot study, the 

rubric used in Roever et al. (2014) was adopted (Appendix D). This rubric rated 

utterances on a scale from entirely unidiomatic and/or incomprehensible (zero) to 

completely idiomatic (three). After the rating process, scores were compared and the 

raters resolved any discrepancies to determine the final scores. 

3.2.6. Data Analysis and Results 

All scores were entered into SPSS v19 for statistical analysis. The initial dataset 

comprised individual question scores for each student, as well as their total scores. 

Using the compute command in the program, section scores were also calculated for 

subsequent analysis. 

The first analysis focused on the descriptive characteristics of each participant group. 

The overall mean score of the test was 10.43, with a standard deviation of 3.766. When 

comparing different participant groups, the mean scores aligned with the expected 

results. For each section, as well as the total scores, the mean scores were lowest for 

the pre-intermediate group and highest for the native speaker group. 

All students in the native speaker group achieved full points in two sections, with only 

minor point deductions in the other sections. The exam appeared challenging for the 

pre-intermediate group, as they obtained approximately 40% of the possible points 

overall. The upper-intermediate group achieved around 70% of the possible scores 

overall, indicating they were closer to the native speaker group, but there was still a 

notable difference. Overall, the mean scores from each section and the total points 

demonstrated that the pilot test results were consistent with the expected outcomes 

based on the participants' proficiency levels. 

The next analysis was reliability. The Cronbach’s Alpha level for the pilot test was at 

.761 which was close to this study’s aim of .8 level. Internal reliability analysis for 

each section was not performed since there were only two questions for each section. 
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Therefore, the results would not be a good indicator. This analysis was performed for 

the actual test. 

Table 13 Descriptive statistics of pilot test results 

Section Group Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Appropriateness 

Judgement 

Pre-intermediate 0.9 0.738 

Upper-intermediate 1.4 0.516 

Native speaker 1.9 0.316 

Appropriateness 

Correction 

Pre-intermediate 1.6 0.843 

Upper-intermediate 2.4 0.843 

Native speaker 3.0 0 

Extended DCTs 

Pre-intermediate 1.7 0.823 

Upper-intermediate 3.4 1.075 

Native speaker 6.0 0 

Dialog Choice 

Pre-intermediate 2.0 0 

Upper-intermediate 3.2 1.033 

Native speaker 3.8 0.632 

Total 

Pre-intermediate 6.2 1.033 

Upper-intermediate 10.4 2.011 

Native speaker 14.7 0.675 

 

A correlation analysis was performed in order to see the overlaps among sections 

(Table 6.5). All sections showed significant correlations with each other except for 

appropriateness judgement-appropriateness correction pair. This was interesting 

because that pair was expected to be strongly correlated since their structures are the 

most similar.  

Still, overall correlational relationship showed that sections measured similar 

competences without contradictions. Also, no correlation between sections can be 

interpreted as they did not measure the same competence. Therefore, having an 

appropriateness judgement as well as correction was useful. 

Overall analysis of the pilot test showed that it is possible to create a practical and 

reliable test for pragmatic competence. One of the strengths of this pilot study was its 

scenario generation process. It contributed greatly to the authenticity of item scenarios 

by providing and verifying real situations. Also, overall reliability and mean scores 

showed that the test differentiates among different proficiency levels. In addition, 

correlational analysis provided support for internal consistency among test sections. 
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Table 14 Section correlations 

 Appropriateness 

Judgement 

Appropriateness 

Correction 

Extended 

DCTs 

Appropriateness 

Correction 

.231   

Extended 

DCTs 

.645** .520**  

Dialog 

Choice 

.503** .383* .748** 

** significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

*   significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

3.3. Revising the Test 

The piloting stage provided useful results about the test development process and 

insights into the necessary changes about the next steps. 

3.3.1. Survey Revisions 

Several modifications were made to both the structure and the techniques employed in 

relation to the tools utilized. The online format of the L2 Pragmatic Test Development 

- Scenario Generation Survey (Piloting version) functioned effectively. However, the 

scenarios generated were repetitive and lacked the desired diversity in speech act 

situations. Although the approach mirrored that of Liu (2004), who gathered 300 

scenarios from 30 participants resulting in 57 unique scenarios, the piloting phase 

yielded only 27 distinct scenarios.  

Upon reviewing the content, it became evident that the scenarios provided by the 

professors lacked diversity, featuring exclusively professor-to-student interactions that 

were inherently similar and duplicative of those provided by the student participants. 

As a result, it was determined that involving only student participants sufficed, as the 

inclusion of professors did not expand the scenario pool. Therefore, the question 

prompting participants to identify themselves as either a professor or a student was 

removed from the actual test version of the survey, which was designed exclusively 

for students. Additionally, some students expressed a preference for responding in 

English so the test version of this survey was made available in both English and 

Turkish. 
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Further adjustments were made to the interviews conducted after the survey. While 

these interviews initially aimed to gather additional details about the scenarios and 

eliminate any potential vagueness, the collected scenarios already contained sufficient 

details and were devoid of ambiguous statements. Therefore, the post-interview stage 

was omitted in the final test version. 

For the Likelihood Investigation for L2 Pragmatic Test Development (Piloting 

Version), the major change involved how participants rated the likelihood of scenarios. 

The piloting version allowed participants to provide ratings on a scale from zero to 

one hundred, resulting in rounded numbers such as 80 and 95. These detailed ratings 

were unnecessary.  

Following the methods of previous research (Liu, 2004), the survey options were 

changed to a Likert scale ranging from 1 (lowest probability) to 5 (highest probability). 

This survey was also presented in both Turkish and English versions in response to 

feedback from the previous stage. 

3.3.2. Item Revisions 

The piloting also provided insights into the number of questions. The test in the 

piloting stage consisted of only eight questions. In contrast, similar studies by Liu 

(2004) and Roever (2006) included 36 questions, while Roever (2014) featured 33 

questions in their final versions. Anticipating the potential need to delete 

underperforming questions, the final version of the test was designed to include a 

higher number of questions to ensure a similar number of effective items. 

In terms of question types, all four proved functional and useful but some changes 

were necessary. For appropriateness judgment items, several adjustments were 

recommended by exam reviewers. Firstly, the situational prompts and conversations 

initially featured Turkish names. These were changed to generic terms such as 

"student" and "classmate" to avoid gender bias and assumptions about the closeness 

levels of the given names. Secondly, the options in the initial version were adapted 

from Roever et al. (2014). However, the term "harsh" was replaced with "rude," along 

with necessary changes to the quantifiers to improve clarity and appropriateness. The 

changes were as follows: 
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Table 15 Old and new versions of options to appropriateness judgement items 

Piloting version Test version 

Very impolite / very harsh Very impolite / rude 

Not quite polite / soft enough A little impolite / rude 

Completely appropriate Completely appropriate 

A little too polite / soft A little too polite / soft 

Far too polite / soft Far too polite / soft 

 

The extended DCT questions with four blank turns were found to be very time 

consuming for both test takers and raters. Therefore, it was reduced from four to two. 

This change was aimed to increase practicality of the test while maintaining the 

interactive nature of the question. 

3.3.3. Other Revisions 

During the piloting phase, students were grouped based on proficiency levels. The 

proficiency scores were self-reported based on their own universities’ proficiency 

exams. For the actual test development process, it was necessary to include students' 

proficiency scores to provide deeper insights into the relationship between proficiency 

and pragmatic ability. Additionally, a broader range of proficiency levels needed to be 

included. The piloting stage differentiated among three groups with significantly 

different proficiency levels. For the actual test development study, it was important to 

incorporate a wider variety of proficiency groups, such as intermediate and advanced 

learners, to capture a more nuanced understanding of pragmatic abilities across 

different proficiency levels. 

Another significant change involved the rubric. Although the rubric from Roever et al. 

(2014) was easy to use and maintained inter-rater reliability during the piloting stage, 

developing a new rubric was considered beneficial for two main reasons. First, the 

context of this test was different from that of Roever et al (2014). This study was 

conducted in an EFL context with a specific focus on daily academic language use, 

involving scenarios exclusively between students and professors. In contrast, Roever 

et al.’s (2014) scenarios included diverse contexts such as boss-employee interactions, 

service encounters and phone conversations with restaurants. These contextual 

differences could influence the assessment criteria. 
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Second, although a holistic rubric is more practical and can attain validity, an 

analytical rubric can more effectively differentiate examinees into distinct ability 

levels (Wiseman, 2012). Moreover, the raters for this study's pragmatic assessment 

tool were potentially non-native EFL teachers. An analytical rubric was found to 

provide more consistency among non-native EFL teachers, particularly those with 

limited experience in pragmatic assessment (Alemi & Motamedi, 2019). Therefore, an 

analytical rubric was developed specifically for this study to enhance reliability and 

validity in the assessment of pragmatic production. 

3.4. Test Development 

3.4.1. Validation Argument for the Sociopragmatic EFL Test 

Following argument-based approach to validation (Kane, 2006; Chapelle, 2008, 

2021), this section outlines the claims, warrants, assumptions and backings associated 

with each inference in the interpretive argument. 

Table 16 Domain description in interpretive argument  

Claim: The test tasks and items are representative of the sociopragmatic demands 

of university-level academic EFL contexts. 

Warrant 1: The test domain appropriately reflects the sociopragmatic challenges 

encountered by students in their daily academic interactions. 

 

Assumption 1: The target domain of sociopragmatic ability in an academic 

EFL context is clearly defined and aligned with real-life student experiences. 

Backing: Exemplar scenario generation 

 

Assumption 2: The test items are valid samples of the target domain. 

Backing: Likelihood investigation 

 

Warrant 2: The test development process ensures the relevance and authenticity of 

tasks and items. 

 

Assumption 1: The tasks are contextually appropriate and free from 

irrelevant content. 

Backing: Context-rich prompts 

 

Assumption 2: Task creation involved rigorous quality control to ensure 

alignment with the test’s purpose. 

Backing: Independent test reviewers 
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Table 16 (Continued) 

Warrant 3: The test encompasses both receptive and productive components of 

sociopragmatic ability. 

 

Assumption 1: The test design includes diverse question types to assess 

multiple facets of sociopragmatic competence. 

 

Backing: Integration of both receptive and productive tasks as well as short 

and long conversations. 

 

Assumption 2: The tasks reflect interactional aspects of language use in 

academic settings. 

 

Backing: Specific tasks featuring multiple turns. 

 

 

Domain Description is the first inference in the argument-based validation framework, 

establishing that the test tasks and items represent the sociopragmatic demands of 

university-level academic EFL contexts.  

The first warrant asserts that the test domain reflects the sociopragmatic challenges 

students encounter in their daily academic interactions. This is supported by the 

assumption that the target domain is clearly defined and aligned with real-life 

experiences, as evidenced by the exemplar scenario generation process.  Furthermore, 

the validity of the test items is ensured through a likelihood investigation, confirming 

that the scenarios used are representative of authentic interactions. The second warrant 

highlights the relevance and authenticity of tasks and items. Tasks are contextually 

appropriate and free from irrelevant content, supported by context-rich prompts and 

their creation involved rigorous quality control through independent reviews by 

experts.  

The third warrant ensures that the test assesses both receptive and productive 

components of sociopragmatic ability. This is achieved through diverse question types, 

such as appropriateness judgments and extended discourse completion tasks, which 

assess different facets of sociopragmatic competence. Additionally, tasks reflect 

interactional language use by featuring multiple conversational turns. These elements 

confirm that the test comprehensively represents the intended domain of 

sociopragmatic ability in academic EFL contexts. 
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Table 17 Evaluation in interpretive argument 

Claim: The test accurately translates test takers’ performance into scores that reflect 

their sociopragmatic ability. 

Warrant 1: Test administration is standardized to ensure fairness and consistency. 

 

Assumption: All participants take the test under similar conditions, 

minimizing variability caused by external factors. 

 

Backing: Uniformity in test delivery through the same website. 

 

Warrant 2: Scoring procedures are accurate and reflect the quality of the responses. 

 

Assumption 1: The scoring rubric is clear and comprehensive. 

 

Backing: Analytical rubrics supported by feedback 

 

Assumption 2: Scores align with the intended construct. 

 

Backing: Preliminary analysis of scoring procedures (e.g., mean scores, 

correlations) 

 

 

Evaluation is the second inference in the argument-based validation framework. It 

ensures that the test accurately translates test takers’ performance into scores that 

reflect their sociopragmatic ability.  

The first warrant highlights the importance of standardized test administration to 

ensure fairness and consistency. This is supported by the assumption that all 

participants take the test under similar conditions, minimizing external variability. 

Uniformity in test delivery was achieved through the use of the same online platform, 

ensuring consistent administration procedures.  

The second warrant emphasizes the accuracy of scoring procedures in reflecting the 

quality of responses. The first assumption under this warrant is that the scoring rubric 

is clear and comprehensive, a claim supported by the development and refinement of 

analytical rubrics based on pilot testing and reviewer feedback. The second assumption 

asserts that the scores align with the intended construct, which is backed by 

preliminary analyses such as mean scores and correlations, confirming the validity of 

score interpretations. These measures ensure that the test results are a reliable 

representation of test takers' sociopragmatic competence. 
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Table 18 Generalization in interpretive argument 

Claim: The test taker is likely to receive reliable scores consistently across different 

raters and test versions. 

Warrant 1: Task and rating specifications are well-defined to ensure parallel 

versions of the test can be developed. 

 

Assumption: Task and rubric development procedures are detailed and 

replicable. 

 

Backing: A step-by-step methodology for each procedure 

 

Warrant 2: Sociopragmatic ability scores for each section and the total score are 

internally consistent. 

 

Assumption: High internal consistency of the test items. 

 

Backing: Cronbach’s alpha 

 

Warrant 3: Ratings by different instructors are consistent across all test items. 

 

Assumption: Inter-rater reliability is high. 

 

Backing: Rubric training and FACETS 

 

 

Generalization is the third inference in the argument-based validation framework. It 

ensures that the test taker receives reliable scores consistently across different raters 

and test versions.  

The first warrant supports the claim that task and rating specifications are well-defined, 

allowing for the development of parallel versions of the test. This is based on the 

assumption that the task and rubric development procedures are detailed and 

replicable, as evidenced by the step-by-step methodology outlined for each procedure.  

The second warrant establishes that sociopragmatic ability scores for each section and 

the total score are internally consistent. This assumption is backed by a high 

Cronbach’s alpha value, confirming the reliability of test items.  

The third warrant ensures that ratings across different instructors are consistent. This 

is supported by the assumption of high inter-rater reliability, which was achieved 

through comprehensive rubric training and analysis using FACETS software. 
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Together, these elements validate that the test produces consistent and dependable 

scores across administrations and raters. 

Table 19 Explanation in interpretive argument 

Claim: Test taker’s high level of performance can be explained by his high level of 

Sociopragmatic ability of performing speech acts in daily academic context 

Warrant 1: Expected scores can be attributed to a construct of sociopragmatic ability 

 

Assumption 1: Performance on the sociopragmatic test correlates with 

proficiency levels. 

 

Backing: Correlation between proficiency and sociopragmatic test scores. 

 

Assumption 2: The items measure different components of the construct 

 

Backing: Factor analysis reveals items aligning with multiple 

subcomponents. 

 

Assumption 3: The scenarios and tasks authentically represent real-life 

academic interactions. 

 

Backing: Scenarios developed through surveys with students. 

 

 

Explanation is the fourth inference in the argument-based validation framework. It 

links test takers' performance to the construct of sociopragmatic ability, ensuring that 

high scores on the test are reflective of their ability to perform speech acts in daily 

academic contexts.  

The first warrant supports the claim that expected scores can be attributed to the 

construct of sociopragmatic ability. This is based on the assumption that test 

performance correlates with proficiency levels, a relationship confirmed by statistical 

analysis showing significant correlations between proficiency scores and 

sociopragmatic test results. Additionally, the test items are designed to measure 

distinct components of the sociopragmatic construct. This is supported by factor 

analysis, which reveals that the items align with subcomponents such as politeness, 

turn-taking and appropriateness.  

Lastly, the scenarios and tasks authentically represent real-life academic interactions. 

This assumption is backed by the scenario generation process, where authentic and 
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relevant interactions were identified through student surveys. Together, these elements 

validate that the test reflects the construct it is intended to measure. 

Table 20 Extrapolation in interpretive argument 

Claim: Scores reflect sociopragmatic performance that is similar to students’ actual 

performance in university EFL setting 

Warrant 1: Sociopragmatic ability in daily academic EFL context assessed by the 

test accounts for students’ oral performance in actual context 

 

Assumption 1: Performance on the sociopragmatic test is related to 

appropriate indicators of sociopragmatic ability 

 

Backing: Positive correlation between test scores and students self-

assessment 

 

Warrant 2: Test takers’ utterances in open-ended items in the sociopragmatic test is 

comparable to the content of their sociopragmatic performance in real life speech 

act situations 

 

Assumption 1: Answers on the sociopragmatic test is comparable to 

sociopragmatic performance in real life 

 

Backing: High rating by students on their similarity of answers 

 

 

Extrapolation serves as the fifth inference, linking the construct being measured to the 

target score. The first warrant states that the sociopragmatic ability assessed by the test 

in daily academic EFL contexts reflects students’ oral performance in real-life 

situations. This is based on the assumption that performance on the test is related to 

appropriate indicators of sociopragmatic ability.  

In this study, the assumption is supported by evidence of a positive correlation between 

test scores and students’ self-assessments. These self-assessments include their 

evaluations of success in analyzing situations and the perceived similarity of their 

answers to real-life interactions.  

The second warrant establishes that the utterances provided by test takers in open-

ended items of the sociopragmatic test are comparable to the content of their 

sociopragmatic performance in real-life speech act situations. The underlying 

assumption is that answers on the test align with actual sociopragmatic performance 
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in everyday contexts. This assumption is backed by high ratings from students, who 

reported that their test responses closely mirrored their real-life sociopragmatic 

behaviors. Together, these warrants support the claim that test scores reflect 

sociopragmatic performance similar to students’ actual performance in university EFL 

settings. 

Table 21 Utilization in interpretive argument 

Claim: Test scores are useful in providing information for students and teachers  

Warrant 1: Test scores provide useful and meaningful information to the students 

and teachers about test takers’ sociopragmatic ability level 

 

Assumption 1: Students and teachers are able to judge test scores and 

understand its implications for sociopragmatic ability levels 

 

Backing 1: Score descriptors 

 

Backing 2: Quality of descriptors 

 

Warrant 2: Test scores provide useful and meaningful information to the students 

and teachers about test takers’ needs in terms of sociopragmatic ability 

 

Assumption 1: Students and teachers are able to define areas of 

sociopragmatic ability that the test taker needs to improve 

 

Backing: descriptions of ability components in each section, section 

descriptors 

 

 

The sixth inference, utilization links target score to test use. The first warrant is about 

what scores mean to teachers and students. The assumption here is that students and 

teachers can understand test scores and the sociopragmatic ability they correspond to. 

This assumption can be supported by writing score descriptors that help understanding 

what level of sociopragmatic ability the scores indicate. A futher backing to this would 

be to analyze the quality of descriptors in terms of their usefulness, clarity and 

interpretability. The second assumption here is that test scores help with needs analysis 

by providing strong and weak points of students’ sociopragmatic ability. The backing 

for this is defining required abilities to get good scores from each section of the test. 

That way students and teachers can obtain informatic about areas of improvement for 

test takers. 
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The last inference in interpretive argument framework in consequence implication. It 

links test use to the intended consequence. This inference includes two warrants: user 

benefit and social benefit. The user benefit warrant is about institutions and teachers 

who will make use of test scores. The aimed positive consequence is that their 

decisions of planning, content and assessment of English proficiency will take 

sociopragmatic ability into account in the future.  

The intended social benefit warrant is that teaching practices and content in 

proficiency courses in academic EFL context will involve sociopragmatic test tasks. 

These material modifications are a result of increased awareness of teachers and using 

the materials will result in increased student awareness. The backings for the 

assumptions in the consequences inference requires a number of comprehensive 

studies on students, teachers and materials. In order to perform such studies, the test 

should be in use. Therefore, these backings are not a part of this research. 

Table 22 Consequence in interpretive argument 

Claim: The test results have positive consequences when interpreted appropriately. 

User benefit warrant Social benefit warrant 

Warrant 1: The institutions or 

teachers use the test in decisions of 

curriculum planning, teaching 

materials and assessment for the 

benefit of students and test users. 

 

Assumption 1: The test will 

have a positive washback effect on 

students’ preparation for 

proficiency. 

Backing: Studies on both 

instructors and students that show 

positive washback 

 

Assumption 2: The test will 

influence institutions or teachers in 

designing and assessing English 

proficiency of university students 

Backing: Exploration of 

how sociopragmatic ability is 

included in course curriculum, 

materials and tests 

Warrant 2: The tasks in the test will induce 

creation and use of similar materials and 

activities in EFL courses in universities.  

 

Assumption 1: Different types of 

tasks in the test, including receptive and 

productive formats with authentic contexts, 

will appear in course materials and 

teaching. 

Backing: Analysis of course 

materials and tasks that involve 

sociopragmatic receptive and productive 

tasks with authentic situations 

 

Assumption 2: There is increased 

awareness on the importance of 

sociopragmatic ability required at 

university along with english proficiency.  

Backing: Exploration (surveys, 

interviews, etc.) of students’ and 

instructors’ perspectives on sociopragmatic 

ability 
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3.4.2. Participants 

Different groups of participants took part in the study at different stages of the test 

development process. All participants of the scenario generation, likelihood 

investigation and the examination stages are Turkish undergraduate university 

students who learned English as their foreign language. The focus of the study was not 

department-specific scenarios but rather the most common scenarios for all 

departments. Therefore, students from all departments participated in these stages of 

the study to ensure inclusivity.  

The participants were chosen on a voluntary basis since the study did not specifically 

focus on a group of learners but rather the general population of university students. 

Similar studies such as Youn (2013) also used volunteer participants and did not report 

any limitations in the validity of the test. 

3.4.2.1. Participants in Scenario Generation 

As the initial stage, 31 university faculty students at English medium departments took 

the L2 Pragmatic Test Development Scenario Generation Survey (Appendix E). There 

were 19 female and 12 male students. Their ages ranged from 18 to 25 with a mean of 

20.8.   

The aim of this stage was to explore the speech act situations that they encounter in 

daily academic context. Therefore, university preparatory school students were not 

included because their exposure to this target context was very limited. One example 

limitation to their experience is that they do not have an academic advisor until they 

start their faculty. The participants were from different departments such as education, 

business and language studies. 

Considering the analysis of the pilot study and the feedback from pilot study 

interviews, scenario generation stage of the actual study did not include lecturers or 

professors. Student interviews from the piloting were all in agreement that the speech 

act scenarios they encountered during their daily academic life were mostly with their 

classmates or other students. Although they had interactions with their advisors or 

professors, the majority of the scenarios would be student to student. Therefore, 
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students provided both the student to student and professor to student speech act 

scenarios for the actual test. 

3.4.2.2. Participants in Likelihood Investigation 

As the second stage of the test development process, 64 participants who were faculty 

students at English medium departments completed the Likelihood Investigation for 

L2 Pragmatic Test Development Survey (Appendix F). There were 39 female and 25 

male students. The age range was from 18 to 28 with a mean of 21.5.  

For the same reasons mentioned for the scenario generation, English preparatory 

students and lecturers or professors were also not included at this stage of the study. 

The students from various departments were included to ensure that the final ratings 

showed scenarios which were the most common for all departments. 

3.4.2.3. Participants in the Test 

In total, 146 students took the test. The examinees came from both private and state 

universities, ensuring a diverse sample that reflected different educational contexts 

within Turkey. Their proficiency levels ranged from pre-intermediate to advanced, 

providing a comprehensive overview of pragmatic competence across varying levels 

of English proficiency. The number of participants in these groups are presented in 

table 23. 

Table 23 Proficiency distribution of test takers 

Proficiency level N. of Participants 

A2 15 

B1 19 

B2 31 

C1 61 

C2 20 

 

In addition to Turkish EFL students, the test was also checked by two native speakers 

from the USA and two native speakers from the UK. This selection was made to 

maintain consistency in linguistic norms and pragmatic usage found in the 

coursebooks used in English preparatory schools.  
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These coursebooks, published by well-known publishers such as Macmillan, Pearson, 

Oxford and Cambridge, predominantly feature American and British English. 

Including native speakers from the USA and the UK provided a relevant benchmark 

for assessing pragmatic competencies of Turkish EFL students as these varieties of 

English are most commonly represented in their educational materials. 

3.4.2.4. Participants in the Rating 

The raters for the pragmatic assessment tool included Turkish EFL teachers with 

significant experience in language testing and familiarity with pragmatic research. The 

ratings provided by Turkish teachers came from a group who were familiar with the 

specific challenges faced by Turkish EFL students. Therefore, having Turkish teachers 

as raters ensured that the ratings were in line with each other, enhancing the interrater 

reliability of the assessment. The raters helped ensure a comprehensive and valid 

assessment of the students' pragmatic competencies. All raters were chosen from 

Turkish EFL teachers because a great majority of teachers in the context that this test 

aims are Turkish teachers. All the raters had at least a master’s degree in English 

Language Teaching field. The information about the raters’ education and experience 

is provided in Table 24. 

Table 24 Rater information 

 Education (in ELT) Experience (years) in teaching 

EFL at university level 

Rater 1 PhD candidate 8 

Rater 2 MA 11 

Rater 3 MA 7 

Rater 4 PhD 7 

Rater 5 MA 12 

Rater 6 MA 5 

Rater 7  MA 10 

Rater 8 MA 12 

Rater 9 MA 8 

Rater 10 MA 15 

Rater 11 PhD candidate 19 

Rater 12 MA 11 

Rater 13 PhD 10 

Rater 14 PhD candidate 8 

Rater 15 MA 13 

Rater 16 MA 7 
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3.4.3. Instruments 

3.4.3.1. L2 Pragmatic Test Development Scenario Generation Survey 

Following the exemplar scenario generation procedures of Liu (2006), the L2 

Pragmatic Test Development Scenario Generation Survey (Test Version) (Appendix 

E) was designed to identify common speech act situations encountered by university 

students in their daily academic contexts. The survey consisted of a consent form, 

description of speech acts with examples and ten open-ended blanks for students to list 

their authentic speech act situations.  

The survey was administered online via Google Forms. It was e-mailed to faculty 

students at two state and two private universities. The survey had both Turkish and 

English versions. The students were free to choose which language they preferred so 

that they were comfortable with providing details and describing the context. The 

students were asked to think about and write about situations that occurred frequently 

with other students and their professors. They were also asked to provide as many 

details as possible such as closeness levels, status, age and gender. These requests were 

followed by two example speech acts which included very detailed context 

descriptions of a student to student and a student to professor interaction. From the 

answers to this survey, it was clear that the description and the examples provided a 

clear picture of what was expected of the participants because their answers perfectly 

described speech act situations with relevant details. A sample response is given 

below. 

Scenario Generation Survey, Participant 15, Scenario 1 

During a presentation, my external drive did not work. I tried to open 

the presentation from my e-mail. I had trouble logging into the system 

because the university’s Internet was slow. Also, I panicked because I 

could not find some letters on the keyboard and I asked for help from 

my friend. Since we were really close with my desk mate, he 

immediately came and helped me solve the problem. He is a very 

helpful and understanding person so I saw no harm in asking for help 

from him. 
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The answers from 31 participants yielded 269 responses, 225 of which were speech 

act scenarios fit to be used in the target test. To categorize these responses, they were 

analyzed for their content and the type of speech act they performed.  

The categorization was carried out so that they could be rated for their probability in 

the next stage since rating of 225 speech act scenarios would take a lot of time and 

also rating similar kinds of context was pointless. The analysis generated 47 categories 

of speech act situations. 14 of these were student to professor interactions while the 

other 33 were student to student interactions. One example of a category with a 

response is given below. 

Scenario Generation Survey, Participant 14, Scenario 1 

 

Assigned Category: Unwilling Help 

 

I make sure that I attend all lessons. I study for my exams and lessons, 

too. There was a time when I could not just put up with a classmate and 

he started missing most of the classes, especially the ones at 8:40 in the 

morning. He asked for my notes yesterday and I said I would send them 

because, unlike him, I am a good person but this situation really bothers 

me. I get angry when others effortlessly reach something I worked for 

laboriously. 

In order to avoid categories which were too broad or general, the same speech acts 

with differences in detail were classified as separate categories. For example, there 

were three invitation categories: namely, invitation to eat/drink together, invitation to 

hang out, invitation to study.  

It was possible that one of these invitation situations was common for students whereas 

the other two were not very common, or vice versa. Therefore, such speech acts with 

distinct details were treated as different categories.  

Some categories included the same interactions but with a classmate or a professor. 

Such categories were listed as separate as well. For example, greeting was mentioned 

for both types of contexts. Therefore, there were two categories as greeting a student 

or classmate and greeting a professor. 
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3.4.3.2. Likelihood Investigation Survey for L2 Pragmatic Test Development 

After finalization of the categories, the Likelihood Investigation Survey for L2 

Pragmatic Test Development (Test version) was created online via Google Forms 

(Appendix F). This survey consisted of two parts. The first part gave information about 

the study and included instructions. The second part had a list of speech act categories. 

Students were asked to rate each speech act on a Likert scale from 1 (lowest 

possibility) to 5 (highest possibility). Out of 47 speech act categories, 25 of them had 

a probability rating higher than 70 %. Out of 14 professor to student interactions, 12 

were highly rated whereas 13 out of 33 student to student interactions were highly 

rated for their probability. 

Among the high probability speech acts, five were exclusively professor to student 

interactions. These were asking professor about grades, asking for permission, 

advisory help, asking for feedback and asking for appointment. There were six 

categories that only included student to student interactions. These were thanking, 

giving advice, invitation to eat/drink together, accepting a request/promising, 

invitation to study and invitation to hang out. Seven speech acts were highly rated for 

both student to student and student to professor interactions. These were request for 

information, apologizing, asking for understanding, complaining, congratulating, 

greeting and offering help. 

3.4.3.3. Pragmatic Assessment Tool 

The item generation process made use of 25 speech act categories elicited from 

exemplar generation. Before the writing process, there were several considerations.  

Table 25 Question types matched with conversation lengths 

  Conversation Length 

  Short Long 

Skill 

Receptive 

 

Appropriateness 

Judgement 

 

Dialog 

Choice 

Productive 

 

Appropriateness 

Choice/Correction 

 

Extended 

DCT 
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First of all, there were two receptive (appropriateness judgement and dialog choice) 

and two productive (appropriateness choice and extended DCT) question types. In 

order to measure both skills, each speech act category was used to produce one 

receptive and one productive question type, making 50 questions in total. 

In deciding which receptive or productive format to use, the students’ descriptions of 

the scenarios were considered. Certain scenarios included multiple turns or long 

conversations whereas others were simply one or two turn conversations. For example, 

the following speech act description in the congratulating a classmate category only 

mentions two turns. 

  Scenario Generation Survey, Participant 24, Scenario 3 

After our presentation last week, one of my classmates 

said she liked our presentation and congratulated us. We 

are not really close but it made me happy. I thanked her. 

An example of a long conversation could be the following description in complaining 

to the professor category. 

Scenario Generation Survey, Participant 25, Scenario 1 

I told this the professor the other day. Our professor does 

not communicate with the other section’s professor. 

Therefore, the assessment is very different from each 

other. This is not fair. We work really hard while the other 

section does nothing. These courses look the same on the 

transcript. It does not say that my teacher pushed harder. 

This is not fair. 

After analyzing the lengths of these speech act categories, they were grouped into 

appropriate question types. Appropriateness judgement (receptive) and 

appropriateness correction (productive) made use of scenarios which were relatively 

short since they only required one or two turn conversations in their formats. Dialog 

choice (receptive) and extended DCT (productive) question formats required 

conversations in multiple turns. Therefore, scenarios with potentially longer 
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conversations were used in these questions. The final distribution of the question types 

and speech act categories are presented in Table 26. 

Table 26 Speech act category distribution to question types 

 App. 

Judg. 

Ex. 

DCT 

Dia. 

Chc 

App. 

Chc/corr. 

1. Asking professor about grades     

2. Asking for permission from the professor     
3. Asking for understanding from the professor     

4. Asking for feedback from the professor     

5. Asking for appointment from the professor     
6. Thanking a classmate     
7. Giving advice     
8. Invitation to eat/drink together     

9. Accepting a request/promising (unwilling help)     
10. Invitation to study     

11. Invitation to hang out     
12. Request for info from the professor (advisory 

help) 
    

13. Request for info from classmate     

14. Apologizing to the professor     

15. Apologizing to a classmate     
16. Complaining to the professor     

17. Complaining to a classmate     
18. Congratulating the professor     
19. Congratulating a classmate     
20. Greeting the professor     

21. Greeting a classmate     

22. Offering help to the professor     
23. Offering help to a classmate     
24. Asking for understanding from the professor     

25. Asking for understanding from a classmate     

 

Another piece of data utilized from Scenario Generation Survey was students’ reports 

of actual utterances in the scenarios. Their actual sentences were used in writing of the 

test items. The following scenario and test items can be given as examples. 

Scenario Generation Survey, Participant 29, Scenario 3 

We have 30 minutes to take a break in the library and leave our table 

empty. However, some students exceed this time and victimized our 

friends waiting in line. One day, the person sitting next to me left his 

desk to take a break. When he came back, an hour and a half had passed. 
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I warned the person to protect the rights of my other friends. The break 

time is only 30 minutes, but you have been gone for three times that 

time. Our other friends are waiting in line, don't make them suffer, 

please be a little more careful. 

 

Figure 9  Test Part A, Question 8, Appropriateness Judgement 

After the questions were written, they went through the same review process as the 

piloting stage by four native speakers and two university professors. The review 

process concluded some necessary final reviews before the administration process. 

One change was about the instructions of the questions. Appropriateness judgement 

items asked students’ answer with the following instruction “The student’s utterance 

is …”. The word utterance was found difficult to understand for students. Therefore, 

it was changed to response.  

Dialog choice items’ instruction was changed from “Which interaction is more 

successful?” into “Which interaction is more suitable for the given context?”. The aim 
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here was to draw students’ attention to think about the components of the conversation. 

In the same way, instruction of the appropriateness 

choice items was changed from “Are student’s sentences appropriate?” into “Is the 

student’s response appropriate for the given context?”. In addition to item instructions, 

an instruction at the beginning of each section was added.  

One final section was added to the end of the exam. Similar to Ikeda’s (2017) post 

exam questionnaire, this section involved questions on students’ awareness and self-

evaluation for further analysis of the exam. The test is provided in Appendix G. In 

addition, a sample scenario provided by a participant for each speech act category is 

provided in Appendix H. 

3.4.4. Test Administration 

Following the same steps in the piloting and applying the revisions, a new test was 

created on exam.net. This exam had two versions. Each version had its own student 

exam key. The only difference between these versions was the words professor and 

teacher. Since students in English preparatory school address their instructors as 

teacher, prep school version had all professors replaced with teacher. Relevant exam 

codes were sent to students via e-mail. 

3.5. Rubric Development 

The rubric development process was integral to establishing a reliable and valid tool 

for assessing sociopragmatic ability. The primary goal was to create an analytical 

rubric grounded in empirical evidence and aligned with established pragmatic theories. 

Following a similar approach to Chen and Liu (2016), the rubric development process 

included two phases. 

3.5.1. Phase 1: Rubric Development 

The initial phase focused on extracting grading criteria from raters and developing 

descriptors for different performance levels. Since the intended rubric was 

performance-based, the rating scale was developed using authentic learner samples 

and the judgments of experienced language teachers (Table 27). 
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Table 27 Information of raters in phase 1 of rubric development 

 Education (in 

ELT) 

Experience (years) in teaching EFL 

at university level 

Rater 1 PhD 10 

Rater 2 PhD candidate 8 

Rater 3 MA 10 

Rater 4 MA 5 

Rater 5 PhD candidate 10 

 

The first step involved creating a sample of papers produced by test takers. As shown 

in Table 23, the distribution of proficiency levels among the test takers was uneven, 

with fewer papers available from A2, B1 and C2 levels and a higher number from B2 

and C1 levels. To address this, proportional stratified random sampling was employed 

to ensure that the sample reflected the overall proficiency level distribution. Based on 

this sampling method, one paper was randomly selected from each of the three 

underrepresented levels (A2, B1 and C2), two papers from B2 and three papers from 

C1. These eight papers constituted one batch. A total of five such batches (40 papers) 

were selected and distributed among five raters, ensuring that each paper belonged to 

a different participant. 

The second step involved collecting rater comments, which served as the foundation 

for scale development. These comments provided insight into the features raters 

perceived in the performances they graded. Each rater was provided with an Excel file 

containing two columns: one for assigning grades and the other for recording 

comments. Raters were asked to evaluate each paper in terms of content and form 

using a 5-point scale, where 1 represented "very poor," 2 "poor," 3 "fair," 4 "good," 

and 5 "excellent." Additionally, they were required to write comments explaining the 

rationale behind their assigned grades.  

To eliminate potential grading biases, the proficiency levels of the papers were not 

disclosed to the raters. The ratings were subsequently analyzed to identify 

distinguishing features of each level, while the comments were utilized to develop the 

grading criteria. 

After all the raters submitted their grades and comments, the initial step involved 

coding the rating criteria. Each rater's comments were analyzed and coded to identify 
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the constructs reflected in the dimensions of content and form. For instance, a sample 

response from Participant 58 for Question 16A was analyzed as follows: 

A student is talking to a classmate. 

Classmate: What are you doing after class? We can go out and eat 

something if you want. 

Student: That would be nice but I’ve got homework I need to finish.

 Rater 3 

 Grade Comment Coding 

content 4 Conveys the message accurately; the 

content fits into the context, but a bit too 

formal in that context. 

Clarity  

Relevance 

Politeness 

form 4 Virtually no grammatical mistakes, but 

the grammatical structure used is a bit too 

formal for the context. 

Grammar 

Phrasing 

 

Once all comments were coded, the coded versions of the Excel sheets were sent back 

to the raters for verification. Each rater reviewed the assigned codes to ensure they 

accurately captured the criteria they used during grading. To resolve discrepancies and 

refine the coding, individual meetings were conducted with the raters, providing an 

opportunity for clarification and consensus on the constructs identified. The final 

codes were as follows: 

Content: Politeness, Directness, Amount of Information, Relevance, 

Clarity, Tone 

Form: Grammar, Phrasing, Word Choice 

Next, the codes were matched with constructs within the theoretical frameworks and 

pragmatic assessment literature. The content criteria emerging from rater comments—

politeness, directness, amount of information, relevance, clarity and tone—can be 

grounded in well-established pragmatic theories.  

Politeness and directness align closely with Brown and Levinson's Politeness Theory 

(1987), which describes how speakers adjust their language based on social factors 

such as power, distance, and imposition. The criteria of amount of information, 

relevance, and clarity align with Grice’s Maxims of Conversation (1975), specifically 
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the maxims of Quantity (providing the appropriate amount of information), Relation 

(maintaining relevance), and Manner (ensuring clarity). Tone, another key content 

criterion, can be linked to Speech Act Theory (Searle, 1969) and Brown and Levinson's 

framework, as it reflects the interpersonal considerations and politeness strategies 

embedded in speech acts. 

The form criteria—grammar, phrasing and word choice—also connect to established 

theories and research in pragmatic assessment. Grammar, while traditionally a 

linguistic construct, plays a supporting role in pragmatic competence by facilitating 

clarity and appropriateness. Taguchi (2011b) highlights how grammatical accuracy 

contributes to the realization of pragmatically appropriate responses, even in meaning-

focused assessments.  

Phrasing, on the other hand, relates to formulaic language and pragmatic routines 

(Kasper & Rose, 2002), which encompass pre-fabricated expressions commonly used 

in culturally and contextually appropriate communication. Studies like Takahashi 

(2010) emphasize the role of pragmatic formulas in assessing learners’ ability to 

navigate routine interactions effectively.  

Word choice, the final form criterion, reflects learners’ lexical pragmatics. The 

selection of appropriate lexical items impacts how speech acts are perceived in terms 

of politeness, tone and clarity. Research such as Félix-Brasdefer’s (2008) work on 

refusals and requests underscores how subtle variations in lexical choices can 

significantly affect the appropriateness and success of communication. Together, these 

form criteria ensure that the rubric captures the linguistic elements essential to 

sociopragmatic competence. 

After the coding process, the next step involved identifying the features that 

distinguished performance levels. To achieve this, the papers were categorized into 

five groups based on their ratings: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor and Very Poor. A 

detailed examination of the scripts revealed clear distinctions across the levels. Scripts 

categorized as Excellent or Good typically demonstrated the appropriate amount of 

information, contained minimal grammatical errors and employed more effective 

linguistic strategies, resulting in responses that were natural and contextually 

appropriate.  
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In contrast, scripts rated as Poor or Very Poor often deviated from the expected 

standards by providing either too much or too little information, exhibiting more 

frequent grammatical errors and using linguistic expressions that rendered the 

responses unnatural or, in some cases, incomprehensible. These discrepancies 

underscored the lack of pragmatically appropriate expressions necessary for effective 

communication at the lower performance levels. 

Building on the coding process and the identification of key constructs, the final step 

in phase 1 of rubric development involved creating the final analytical rubric. For the 

content criteria, descriptors were written by incorporating the two main frameworks 

underpinning this study: Grice’s Maxims and Brown and Levinson’s Politeness 

Theory.  

Each level of the rubric included one sentence reflecting the clarity, informativeness 

and relevance of responses (Gricean Maxims) and another sentence evaluating 

politeness, directness and tone (Brown and Levinson). For the form criteria, 

descriptors were created to address grammatical accuracy and the appropriateness of 

phrasing and word choice.  

To ensure the rubric captured a gradual distinction between performance levels, 

carefully selected adjectives (e.g., completely, mostly, moderately, slightly, hardly) 

were used to reflect incremental differences across levels, allowing for clear 

differentiation from Excellent to Very Poor. The final form of the rubric is provided 

in Table 28. 

Following the initial creation of the rubric, individual meetings were held with the 

raters to validate its comprehensiveness and effectiveness. During these meetings, 

raters reviewed the descriptors to confirm that all the grading criteria they had 

identified earlier were accurately reflected.  

Additionally, the raters assessed whether the rubric successfully distinguished between 

performance levels in a way that aligned with their conceptual understanding of the 

distinctions. The feedback from these validation meetings was incorporated into the 

final version of the rubric, ensuring both theoretical alignment and practical 

applicability in evaluating sociopragmatic ability. 
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Table 28 Final form of the analytical rubric 

Levels Score Content Form 

Excellent 5 

* completely clear, informative 

and relevant to the given situation 

* no grammar errors 

* display an excellent politeness 

level, directness and tone 

* display excellent word choice 

and phrasing 

Good 4 

* mostly clear, informative and 

relevant to the given situation 

* comprehensible despite few 

grammar errors 

* display a appropriate politeness 

level, directness and tone 

* display appropriate word 

choice and phrasing 

Fair 3 

* moderately clear, informative 

and relevant to the given situation 

* mostly comprehensible with 

several grammar errors 

* display an acceptable politeness 

level, directness and tone 

* display acceptable word choice 

and phrasing 

Poor 2 

* slightly clear, informative and 

relevant to the given situation 

* somewhat comprehensible due 

to frequent grammar errors 

* display limited politeness level, 

directness and tone 

* display limited word choice and 

phrasing 

Very 

poor 
1 

*  hardly clear, informative and 

relevant to the given situation 

* full of grammar errors which 

hinders comprehension 

* display poor politeness level, 

directness and tone 

* display poor word choice and 

phrasing 

 

3.5.2. Rubric Utilization 

The second phase of the rubric development process focused on implementing the 

rubric for the evaluation of learner responses. This phase involved assigning the test 

papers to raters and providing them with training to ensure consistent and accurate use 

of the rubric. The training process was designed to familiarize the raters with the 

rubric’s structure, descriptors and application criteria, enabling them to evaluate the 

content and form of test takers’ responses effectively. Through this systematic 

approach, Phase 2 aimed to validate the practicality and reliability of the rubric in real-
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world grading scenarios and to ensure consistency across raters during the evaluation 

process. 

To implement the rubric effectively and ensure inter-rater reliability, a sparse 

distribution method was applied to assign 146 papers to 16 raters. Each paper was 

evaluated by two different raters, creating an overlap necessary for reliability analysis. 

A key consideration in the distribution process was ensuring that every rater shared at 

least one common paper with each of the other 15 raters. All the paper numbers 

assigned to each rater and visualization of how the papers were distributed using the 

sparse method are provided in Appendix I. As an example, visualization of A2 paper 

distribution is provided in Table 29. 

Table 29 Distribution of A2 papers among raters 

Paper 

Num. 
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 R11 R12 R13 R14 R15 R16 

8                 
14                 

15                 

20                 

23                 

29                 

31                 

32                 

33                 

40                 

42                 

45                 

49                 

50                 

53                 

 

This design allowed for the comparison of all raters in terms of inter-rater reliability, 

ensuring a robust evaluation of consistency across raters. By using this approach, the 

workload was distributed evenly among the raters while maintaining sufficient overlap 

for meaningful reliability analysis. The systematic overlap between raters provided a 

comprehensive dataset for evaluating the reliability of the rubric and ensured that any 

discrepancies in grading could be identified and addressed effectively. 

After the assignment of papers and delivery of Excel files with the rubric, a systematic 

training process incorporating familiarization and calibration phases was 

implemented. In the familiarization phase, raters were provided with one week to 

review the rubric, practice with the papers and familiarize themselves with the grading 
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procedure. This phase aligns with Weigle (2002) and Lumley & McNamara (1995), 

who emphasize the importance of familiarization in helping raters understand the 

rubric's structure, descriptors and intended constructs. During this period, raters were 

encouraged to engage independently with the rubric and identify any potential 

challenges or ambiguities. 

Following the familiarization period, a calibration phase was conducted to align the 

raters’ interpretations of the rubric. Individual meetings were held with each rater to 

address any questions, inconsistencies or misunderstandings. These meetings ensured 

a shared understanding of the criteria and the consistent application of the descriptors 

(McNamara, 1996; Brown et al., 2005). The calibration discussions allowed raters to 

clarify specific aspects of the rubric, compare their understanding with benchmark 

interpretations and resolve uncertainties. This two-phase approach to training—

familiarization followed by calibration—provided a solid foundation for reliable and 

consistent scoring. 

3.6. Scoring 

The receptive question types of the test were automatically scored as correct (1) or 

incorrect (0) by the website. For the productive question types, the scores were 

provided by raters. Since Extended DCTs had two parts scored out of 10, their raw 

scores were out of 20. Appropriateness correction items were scored out of 10. Since 

each answer was rated by two raters, their average score was used as the final score. If 

the average score ended with .5, it was rounded up (different approaches to 

discrepancies between rater scores are discussed in the discussion chapter). The raw 

scores of each item type and section are presented in Table 30. 

Table 30 Raw scores of the test 

Item Type / Section Item count Maximum score 

Appropriateness Judgement 12 12 

Dialog Choice 13 13 

Appropriateness Choice 7 7 

Extended DCT 13 260 

Appropriateness Correction 5 50 

Receptive 32 32 

Productive 18 310 

Total 50 342 
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Following Kolen and Brennan (2014, p. 390), section weights were selected to 

maximize reliability. Kolen and Lee (2011) provided an example of this approach in a 

mixed-format test, similar to the current study. Their test included 99 multiple-choice 

items (1 point each) and 4 constructed-response items (10 points each). The raw scores 

produced a total of 139 points, with 99 points (71.2%) from multiple-choice items and 

40 points (28.8%) from constructed-response items, yielding a reliability of .915. 

However, this distribution heavily favored multiple-choice items. To reduce their 

contribution to around 50% of the total score, they experimented with different 

weights. Assigning a weight of 2 to multiple-choice scores and 5 to constructed-

response scores resulted in nearly equal contributions (198 points from multiple-

choice and 200 points from constructed-response, totaling 398), but the reliability 

dropped to .887. Assuming the test takers wanted the weight of multiple choice scores 

around 60%, they ultimately assigned a weight of 3 to multiple-choice and 5 to 

constructed-response items, resulting in 297 points (59.8%) from multiple-choice and 

200 points (40.2%) from constructed-response, out of a total of 497 points. This 

adjustment maintained a reliability of .904, very close to the original high reliability 

estimate. 

Similarly, the present test included both multiple-choice and open-ended items. The 

integer-weighted summed scores method proposed by Kolen and Lee (2011) was 

applied. Three versions of reliability analysis were conducted.  

First, raw scores were used, yielding a high reliability of .909 but revealing an 

imbalance, with receptive scores contributing only 9.4% of the total score and 

productive scores contributing 90.6%. To address this, a second analysis assigned a 

weight of 5 to receptive scores, ensuring they contributed approximately one-third 

(34%) of the total score, while productive scores remained unchanged. This adjustment 

resulted in a similarly high reliability of .904. A third analysis aimed to equalize the 

contributions of receptive and productive sections by assigning a weight of 10 to 

receptive scores, making them account for 50.7% of the total score. However, this 

approach reduced reliability to .867, lower than the second version. Given the 

cognitive complexity of productive items and the lack of guessing opportunities, it was 

considered appropriate to assign them more weight. Consequently, the scores of 

receptive items were multiplied by 5, while productive scores remained unchanged. 
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Table 31 Reliability analysis with different item weights 

Receptive  

Weight 

Receptive 

Points 

Productive 

Weight 

Productive 

Points 

Total 

Points 

Percent 

Receptive 

Points Reliability 

1 32 1 310 342 9.4 .909 

5 160 1 310 470 34 .904 

10 320 1 310 630 50.7 .867 

 

This method, widely used in mixed-format tests, ensures that sections contribute 

proportionally to the total score using straightforward and easily explainable weight 

assignments (Kolen and Brennan, 2014, p. 388). 

3.7. Data Analysis 

The website allowed automatically scored data to be downloaded as an excel file. The 

rater-scored data was added to the downloaded file. Then, it was ready to be used in 

analysis. 

A number of quantitative analyses were run using SPSS v19 to explore test reliability, 

content validity, correlations and group differences. First, corrected item-total 

correlation and Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted values were obtained to determine 

malfunctioning items. After the removal process, group differences were checked with 

ANOVA. For test-internal analyses, section correlations as well as a factor analysis 

were run.  Also, self-evaluation of awareness, real-life success and similarity were 

explored. 

In addition to SPSS, JMetrik was used to gather complementary visualization for item 

analysis. Also, FACETS was used to analyze inter-rater reliability as well as item, rater 

and test taker characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

This chapter presents the results from the administration of the sociopragmatic 

assessment tool and the analyses of its validity and reliability. The findings are 

organized according to the six inferences of the argument-based validation framework. 

4.1. Reliability 

Initially, a reliability analysis with all items was carried out. An overall reliability of 

.904 was obtained. However, there were 17 items that decreased the alpha level. 

Among these, seven were appropriateness judgement items, six were appropriateness 

choice items and four were dialog choice items. In addition, four items had low 

discrimination values although they did not decrease the overall alpha. These were Q1 

and Q6 in appropriateness judgement, Q38 in dialog choice and Q45 in 

appropriateness choice sections. 

Table 32 Item reliability 

 Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 

if Item Deleted 

Q1   Appropriateness Judgement 1 .181 .904 

Q2   Appropriateness Judgement 2 .265 .904 

Q3   Appropriateness Judgement 3 -.043 .906 

Q4   Appropriateness Judgement 4 .270 .904 

Q5   Appropriateness Judgement 5 .071 .906 

Q6   Appropriateness Judgement 6 .170 .904 

Q7   Appropriateness Judgement 7 .081 .906 

Q8   Appropriateness Judgement 8 .136 .905 

Q9   Appropriateness Judgement 9 .147 .905 

Q10 Appropriateness Judgement 10 .368 .903 

Q11 Appropriateness Judgement 11 .158 .905 

Q12 Appropriateness Judgement 12 -.114 .905 
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Table 32 (Continued) 

 

 Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 

if Item Deleted 

Q13 Extended DCT 1 .768 .898 

Q14 Extended DCT 2 .779 .897 

Q15 Extended DCT 3 .807 .898 

Q16 Extended DCT 4 .750 .898 

Q17 Extended DCT 5 .544 .900 

Q18 Extended DCT 6 .805 .896 

Q19 Extended DCT 7 .699 .898 

Q20 Extended DCT 8 .663 .898 

Q21 Extended DCT 9 .806 .896 

Q22 Extended DCT 10 .650 .899 

Q23 Extended DCT 11 .567 .901 

Q24 Extended DCT 12 .784 .896 

Q25 Extended DCT 13 .779 .897 

Q26 Dialog Choice 1 .280 .904 

Q27 Dialog Choice 2 .264 .904 

Q28 Dialog Choice 3 .404 .903 

Q29 Dialog Choice 4 .135 .905 

Q30 Dialog Choice 5 .134 .905 

Q31 Dialog Choice 6 .369 .903 

Q32 Dialog Choice 7 .291 .903 

Q33 Dialog Choice 8 .315 .903 

Q34 Dialog Choice 9 .411 .903 

Q35 Dialog Choice 10 .129 .905 

Q36 Dialog Choice 11 .096 .905 

Q37 Dialog Choice 12 .282 .904 

Q38 Dialog Choice 13 .157 .904 

Q39 Appropriateness Correction 1  .610 .899 

Q40 Appropriateness Choice 1 -.110 .905 

Q41 Appropriateness Correction 2 .365 .904 

Q42 Appropriateness Choice 2 -.209 .907 

Q43 Appropriateness Correction 3 .452 .902 

Q44 Appropriateness Choice 3 -.055 .905 

Q45 Appropriateness Choice 4 .160 .904 

Q46 Appropriateness Correction 4 .482 .902 

Q47 Appropriateness Correction 5 .576 .900 

Q48 Appropriateness Choice 5 -.138 .906 

Q49 Appropriateness Choice 6 -.001 .905 

Q50 Appropriateness Choice 7 -.135 .905 

 

 

In order to check how these items performed, JMetrik provides an item characteristic 

curve that demonstrates how ability level and expected scores interact (Meyer, 2014, 
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p. 116). The figures below present the curves of test characteristics of appropriateness 

judgement section and two of the under-performing appropriateness judgement items.  

As can be seen, the overall test characteristics curve of this section displays a gradual 

increase of scores (y axis) as the ability of persons increase (x axis). However, having 

negative discrimination values, Q3 and Q12 show an opposite pattern which clearly 

demonstrates negative discrimination in which low ability students acquired higher 

scores. 

   

Figure 10 Appropriateness judgement overall, q3 and q12 test characteristics 

As Field (2024, p.875) states, items with discrimination values lower than .30 do not 

correlate well with the overall test. As a sample, two such items were inspected 

visually with item characteristic curves as well. Although decreasing the overall 

reliability only by a small amount and having positive discrimination values, the 

reasons behind the fact that their discrimination values low is clearly shown in graphs 

below. Q7 has a fluctuating pattern, only discriminating a small proportion of high 

ability levels. Although Q5 has a gradual increase, it has a downward trend in lower 

levels. 

 

Figure 11 q7 and q5 test characteristics 
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In addition to these items which decreased the overall alpha, Q1 and Q6 were also 

omitted because of their low discrimination values. Although Q2 and Q4 also had 

discrimination values lower than .30, they were very close to the cutoff point. 

Therefore, they were kept for further analysis. 

All productive type questions, the extended DCT and appropriateness correction items 

had high discrimination values. Alpha if item deleted scores of these two sections, 

especially extended DCTs, also showed that they contributed greatly to the overall 

reliability of the test. Therefore, none of these items were deleted. 

In the dialog choice section, there were no items with negative discrimination scores. 

However, Q29, Q30, Q35 and Q36 decreased the overall reliability. In addition, Q38 

had a low discrimination value. Therefore, all of these 5 items were excluded from the 

analysis. 

The same analysis was run for Appropriateness Choice items. The graphs are presented 

in Figure 12. Except for Q45, all of them had negative item-total correlation values. 

The nonparametric curve for the test characteristic shows that this question type had 

no discriminatory function as everyone acquired similar scores close to maximum 

points regardless of their ability levels.  

The patterns of the under-performing questions in this section were similar to that of 

Q40. Although Q45 had a positive item-total correlation value in SPSS analysis, its 

curve showed that it only discriminated a small portion of the scores despite its 

increasing pattern. Overall, it was found that all appropriateness choice items were 

underperforming for this test. Therefore, the whole section was excluded. 

 

Figure 12 Appropriateness choice overall, q40 and q45 test characteristics 
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After these 21 underperforming items were excluded, reliability analysis was run 

again. The overall reliability of the test increased to .929. However, Q41 decreased the 

overall alpha even though it had an acceptable level of discrimination. 

Table 33 Item reliability without the underperforming items 

 
Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Q2   Appropriateness Judgement 2 .260 .930 

Q4   Appropriateness Judgement 4 .267 .930 

Q10 Appropriateness Judgement 10 .370 .929 

Q13 Extended DCT 1 .791 .924 

Q14 Extended DCT 2 .805 .923 

Q15 Extended DCT 3 .820 .924 

Q16 Extended DCT 4 .764 .925 

Q17 Extended DCT 5 .535 .927 

Q18 Extended DCT 6 .817 .923 

Q19 Extended DCT 7 .695 .925 

Q20 Extended DCT 8 .676 .925 

Q21 Extended DCT 9 .810 .923 

Q22 Extended DCT 10 .669 .925 

Q23 Extended DCT 11 .591 .926 

Q24 Extended DCT 12 .817 .923 

Q25 Extended DCT 13 .801 .923 

Q26 Dialog Choice 1 .273 .930 

Q27 Dialog Choice 2 .242 .930 

Q28 Dialog Choice 3 .403 .929 

Q31 Dialog Choice 6 .368 .929 

Q32 Dialog Choice 7 .275 .930 

Q33 Dialog Choice 8 .314 .929 

Q34 Dialog Choice 9 .414 .929 

Q37 Dialog Choice 12 .277 .929 

Q39 Appropriateness Correction 1  .608 .926 

Q41 Appropriateness Correction 2 .375 .931 

Q43 Appropriateness Correction 3 .450 .929 

Q46 Appropriateness Correction4 .475 .929 

Q47 Appropriateness Correction 5 .568 .927 

 

A third analysis, excluding Q41, yielded an overall alpha of .931. All 28 of the 

remaining items had acceptable discrimination scores and contributed to the overall 

reliability of the test. The final values are provided in Table 34. Only the questions in 

this table were used for subsequent statistical procedures, including group 

comparisons, factor analysis, and the investigation of the internal structure of the test.  
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Table 34 The final version of item reliability values 

 
Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Q2   Appropriateness Judgement 2 .252 .931 

Q4   Appropriateness Judgement 4 .258 .931 

Q10 Appropriateness Judgement 10 .371 .930 

Q13 Extended DCT 1 .799 .925 

Q14 Extended DCT 2 .811 .924 

Q15 Extended DCT 3 .826 .925 

Q16 Extended DCT 4 .773 .926 

Q17 Extended DCT 5 .537 .928 

Q18 Extended DCT 6 .819 .924 

Q19 Extended DCT 7 .694 .926 

Q20 Extended DCT 8 .675 .927 

Q21 Extended DCT 9 .814 .924 

Q22 Extended DCT 10 .676 .926 

Q23 Extended DCT 11 .596 .928 

Q24 Extended DCT 12 .823 .924 

Q25 Extended DCT 13 .800 .924 

Q26 Dialog Choice 1 .271 .931 

Q27 Dialog Choice 2 .246 .931 

Q28 Dialog Choice 3 .413 .930 

Q31 Dialog Choice 6 .374 .930 

Q32 Dialog Choice 7 .287 .931 

Q33 Dialog Choice 8 .311 .931 

Q34 Dialog Choice 9 .411 .930 

Q37 Dialog Choice 12 .275 .931 

Q39 Appropriateness Correction 1  .606 .928 

Q43 Appropriateness Correction 3 .443 .930 

Q46 Appropriateness Correction4 .468 .930 

Q47 Appropriateness Correction 5 .558 .929 

 

 

After the item reliability analysis, mean scores were computed for each proficiency 

level. The results are presented in Table 35. 

Table 35 Mean scores by proficiency levels 

Section 

Max. 

Score Level Mean Std. Deviation 

Proficiency 100 

A2 36.4 2.38 

B1 56.16 2.87 

B2 73.68 4.09 

C1 85.23 2.69 

C2 92.25 2.5 
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Table 35 (Continued) 

Section 

Max. 

Score Level Mean Std. Deviation 

Appropriateness 

Judgement 
15 

A2 6 4.31 

B1 6.58 4.73 

B2 7.58 3.13 

C1 10.16 3.53 

C2 10.75 3.35 

Extended DCT 260 

A2 157.2 43.87 

B1 190.89 32.42 

B2 227.26 20.63 

C1 241.2 16.02 

C2 243.9 12.17 

Dialog Choice 40 

A2 20.33 4.81 

B1 28.16 6.28 

B2 31.13 9.19 

C1 35.49 4.72 

C2 37 3.77 

Appropriateness 

Correction 
40 

A2 1.33 4.37 

B1 11.68 7.3 

B2 21.61 10.11 

C1 29.34 8.57 

C2 31.05 9.28 

Receptive 55 

A2 26.33 7.43 

B1 34.74 7.16 

B2 38.71 9.66 

C1 45.66 5.51 

C2 47.75 5.5 

Productive 300 

A2 158.53 45.72 

B1 202.58 32.91 

B2 248.87 26.05 

C1 270.54 20.38 

C2 274.95 18.15 

Total 355 

A2 184.87 48.82 

B1 237.32 38.64 

B2 287.58 30.69 

C1 316.2 22.42 

C2 322.7 19.9 

 

 

The descriptive analysis provided expected results. As the proficiency level increased, 

the mean scores of each test section increased as well. The same trend continued in 

receptive and productive total scores and also the overall total scores. Scores of lower-

level proficiency groups tended to have higher standard deviations with some 
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exceptions. The boxplot of the total scores in Figure 13 shows the distribution of scores 

among proficiency levels.  

 

Figure 13 Boxplot of total test scores by proficiency levels 

After this initial overview of the test results, further analyses were conducted within 

the validity argument framework. 

4.2. Domain Description 

The target domain for this study focuses specifically on the sociopragmatic dimensions 

of language use within academic contexts, reflecting the daily interactions that 

university students encounter. While this study aligns closely with Youn's (2013) 

exploration of academic settings, it diverges from broader investigations such as those 

by Roever et al. (2014), which addressed sociopragmatic knowledge in everyday social 

settings. 

To define "daily language use in academic contexts," the study was guided by real-life 

interactions reported by university students, forming the basis for scenario generation. 

These scenarios were selected to ensure they were both representative of the target 
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domain and reflective of common occurrences within academic life. Examples 

included professor-student interactions, peer collaborations and administrative 

exchanges. While collecting scenarios from students, special attention was given to 

ensuring that the items did not necessitate any specialized institutional knowledge. The 

scenarios and items developed for this study were intentionally designed to remain 

accessible and relevant to a diverse group of test-takers, avoiding assumptions about 

specific institutional familiarity. 

From a pragmatic perspective, the test primarily aimed to assess the sociopragmatic 

competence of students. Leech's (1983) distinction between pragmalinguistics and 

sociopragmatics provided the theoretical framework. Pragmalinguistics addresses 

linguistic tools such as implicatures and routines for expressing pragmatic meaning 

while sociopragmatics involves understanding social conventions, such as power 

dynamics, social distance and politeness norms. This framework underpinned the 

design and evaluation of test items, emphasizing the importance of both linguistic 

accuracy and cultural appropriateness. 

Acknowledging the interdependence between pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics, 

the evaluation process incorporated considerations of both domains. For instance, 

inappropriate utterances by students might stem from either linguistic limitations or 

misinterpretations of social conventions. This dual focus was reflected in the rubric 

development process where grammatical accuracy and politeness norms were integral 

to assessment criteria. Therefore, while the primary focus of the test was on 

sociopragmatics, the influence of pragmalinguistic competence was also recognized. 

This comprehensive approach ensured that the test accurately captured the 

sociopragmatic challenges university students face in academic interactions, 

contributing to an understanding of their communicative competence. 

4.3. Evaluation 

The evaluation phase of this study was structured to ensure that test scores accurately 

reflect the sociopragmatic abilities of test takers. The backings for this inference are 

description of scoring procedures, item difficulty and item discrimination analyses. As 

later explained in section 6.6, appropriateness judgement and dialog choice items were 
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automatically scored dichotomously and multiplied by five. Extended DCTs and 

appropriateness correction items were scored by raters using the analytical rubric. 

After the exclusion of underperforming items, the total score of the receptive section 

was 55 while that of the productive section was 300. The initial ratio of the receptive 

section score to the total test score was one third. However, after the exclusions, this 

ratio became one seventh. This is mainly because a high number of underperforming 

items that had to be deleted because of their low discrimination values were in the 

receptive sections. 

Item discrimination was analyzed using item-total correlation and item-section total 

correlation values. Table 36 presents the items characteristics of appropriateness 

judgement items. 

Table 36 Item characteristics of appropriateness judgement items 

 Mean SD % Item-total 

correlation 

Item-section total 

correlation 

Q2 1.47 2.287 29.4 .293 .51 

Q4 3.25 2.392 65 .3 .728 

Q10 4.08 1.948 81.6 .403 .581 

 

Since there are only three items left in this section, the inferences should be with 

caution. Still, they all had acceptable levels of correlation values with both the overall 

test and the section. In terms of difficulty, Q2 was the most difficult question for this 

sample, followed by Q4 and Q10 which were answered correctly by more than half of 

the test takers. 

Item characteristics of the extended DCT items are presented in Table 37. The items 

in this section were not difficult for students. However, the discrimination values of 

all items were very high. 

The items were also analyzed for their difficulty levels and fit statistics with FACETS 

(Linacre, 2024). To interpret the results, Green (2013, p.168) provides a good 

summary of what the terms and values mean. The measurement unit used in FACETS 

is called a logit. Measure in Model column presents the difficulty values of the items. 

The items are distributed in a continuum. The mean difficulty is zero logits. Items 

more difficult than this are given positive values and go upwards as their difficulty 
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increases. If the measure is negative, it means these items are easier than the mean 

difficulty value. As they get easier, their measure goes lower. S. E. corresponds to the 

amount of error associated with each item. Error values within ±.3 are considered 

acceptable. 

Table 37 Item characteristics of extended DCT items 

 Mean SD % Item-total 

correlation 

Item-section total 

correlation 

Q13 16.64 3.028 83.2 .819 .825 

Q14 17.05 3.549 85.3 .834 .846 

Q15 17.27 2.781 86.4 .842 .844 

Q16 17.88 2.7 89.4 .793 .835 

Q17 17.58 3.444 87.9 .583 .624 

Q18 17.27 3.54 86.4 .84 .846 

Q19 17.38 3.847 86.9 .731 .744 

Q20 16.71 4.697 82.7 .77 .794 

Q21 15.92 3.72 79.6 .837 .822 

Q22 16.85 4.074 84.3 .716 .752 

Q23 18.01 2.609 90.1 .627 .672 

Q24 17.47 3.957 87.4 .847 .889 

Q25 17.4 3.752 87 .825 .868 

 

Mean squares (MnSq) show the degree of how much an item fits to the model. While 

the expected value for this is 1.0, values between 0.5 and 1.5 are considered 

productive. Values higher than 1.5 mean that the item’s performance is unpredictable, 

which may result from good test takers answering an easy item incorrectly. If it is 

lower than 0.5, it means the item is too predictable. 

Outfit and infit mean-square values differ in how they detect unexpected response 

patterns in assessments. Outfit mean-squares are more sensitive to outliers, 

highlighting unexpected patterns that occur with items far from a test-taker's ability 

level. For example, a person might correctly answer a highly difficult item through 

guessing or benefit from a clue in the question. In contrast, infit mean-squares focus 

on inliers, capturing unexpected patterns for items close to a test-taker's ability level. 

For instance, a test-taker may incorrectly answer a question within their expected range 

due to carelessness or misunderstanding. Thus, while both infit and outfit mean-

squares are important for evaluating response quality, infit issues tend to require closer 

attention due to their subtle and destabilizing nature. 
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ZSTD (standardized z-scores) provides a statistical measure of the extent to which 

observed responses deviate from expected behavior in assessments. Values within the 

range of ±2 logits are generally considered acceptable, indicating that the observed 

variance aligns with expectations. Negative ZSTD values of -2 and higher suggest less 

variance than expected, reflecting overly predictable or consistent responses, which 

could indicate misfit. On the other hand, positive ZSTD values of +2 and higher 

indicate greater variance than expected, pointing to unpredictable behavior or overfit. 

However, if the Infit MNSQ values fall within acceptable ranges, ZSTD can typically 

be disregarded, as MNSQ provides a more reliable and less sample-size-sensitive 

indicator of fit. Thus, while ZSTD offers additional diagnostic information, its 

interpretation is secondary to that of MNSQ in most cases. 

Table 38 The FACETS statistics for extended DCT items 

 Model Infit Outfit 

 Measure S.E. MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd 

Q21 .21 .02 1.09 .8 1.23 1.9 

Q20 .11 .02 1.31 2.7 1.35 2.7 

Q13 .10 .02 .88 -1.1 1.16 1.3 

Q22 .06 .02 1.34 2.9 1.23 1.8 

Q14 .03 .02 .88 -1.1 .84 -1.2 

Q15 -.01 .03 .74 -2.5 .73 -2.3 

Q18 -.01 .03 .87 -1.2 .7 -2.5 

Q19 -.03 .03 1.44 3.6 1.13 1 

Q25 -.04 .03 1 .0 .86 -1.1 

Q24 -.05 .03 .93 -.6 .69 -2.5 

Q17 -.08 .03 1.76 5.5 1.8 4.8 

Q16 -.13 .00 .87 -1.1 .95 -.3 

Q23 -.17 .00 1.42 3.1 1.23 1.5 

 

 

The table indicates that the difficulty of items was not very different as the difficulty 

level varied within one logit with all SE values are within the acceptable range. In 

terms of model fit, most items fit the model well. Items like Q25 and Q24 show good 

fit, with Infit and Outfit MnSq values close to 1.0 and ZStd values within the 

acceptable range of ±2. These items perform predictably and align well with the 

model's expectations. All other items are also within the acceptable range both in infit 

and outfit values, except for Q17. Q17 has significantly high Infit (1.76) and Outfit 

(1.80) MnSq values with ZStd values well above 2, indicating unpredictable response 
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patterns that deviate considerably from expectations. This suggests issues like 

guessing or unclear item content, making it a candidate for revision. 

In addition to the information in this table, FACETS provides three additional values; 

separation index, reliability and root mean square error. According to Linacre (2012), 

separation index measures how well the test can distinguish between different levels 

of respondent ability or item difficulty. It essentially indicates the number of distinct 

groups (or "strata") that can be reliably differentiated by the test. A higher separation 

index indicates better differentiation between abilities or difficulty levels. Reliability 

is associated with how consistently the test ranks respondents or items. RMSE 

measures the average error in the test scores or the degree of uncertainty in ability 

estimates. It accounts for variability in the data. 

For extended DCT items, the separation index was 3.99 (5.65 strata) and the separation 

reliability was .94 with a very low RMSE of .3. Since FACETS produces one row of 

data for each test taker, providing a similar table to that of items would take up too 

much space. Therefore, detailed table is provided as Appendix J. Test taker abilities 

for extended DCT items varied from +3.32 to -.46 logits. The separation index was 

3.09 (4.46 strata) and the reliability was .91 with an even lower RMSE of .18. This 

means that this section can distinguish between 4-5 ability levels. 

FACETS provides the same information for raters. Rater characteristics are presented 

in Table 40. The measure values indicate rater severity, with positive measures 

reflecting higher severity and negative measures indicating leniency. For example, 

R10 (Measure = 0.34) is the most severe rater, whereas R13 (Measure = -0.37) is the 

most lenient. Most raters are clustered around the mean severity. SE values are also 

within acceptable levels.  

In terms of model fit, most raters align well with the model. However, MnSq values 

of R3, R13 and R15 fell above the expected level in both infit and outfit models, 

requiring further investigation. Rater reliability is discussed in 7.4. 

As all the appropriateness choice items were excluded because of their low 

discrimination and reliability values, none of them are analyzed for their item 

characteristics. 
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Table 39 FACET statistics for raters (extended DCTs) 

 Model Infit Outfit 

 Measure S.E. MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd 

R10 .34 .02 .73 -3 .83 -1.8 

R12 .21 .02 .92 -.7 1.07 .7 

R2 .21 .03 .7 -2.9 .84 -1.5 

R9 .12 .03 1.04 .3 .94 -.3 

R7 .11 .03 .92 -.5 .9 -.6 

R16 .09 .03 1.28 2.4 1.38 3.1 

R11 .09 .03 1.15 1.3 .94 -.5 

R4 .08 .02 .86 -1.2 .81 -1.5 

R6 .00 .03 1.14 1.2 1.04 .3 

R1 -.01 .03 1.46 3.3 1.44 2.8 

R8 -.08 .03 .9 -.7 .96 -.1 

R14 -.10 .03 1.2 1.4 1.35 2 

R15 -.10 .03 1.7 4.9 1.46 3.2 

R3 -.26 .03 1.92 5.3 1.55 3 

R5 -.34 .04 1.12 .8 .76 -1.4 

R13 -.37 .04 1.75 3.8 .86 -.6 

 

Item characteristics of appropriateness correction items are presented in Table 40. 

Overall, the items in this section were more difficult than the extended DCT items for 

test takers. In addition, one reason behind the low percentages was that this was a 

dependent question. Therefore, students did not get any points when they chose “yes” 

as an answer and did not provide an alternative utterance. 

Table 40 Item characteristics of appropriateness judgement items 

 Mean SD % Item-total 

correlation 

Item-section total 

correlation 

Q39 6.29 4.36 62.9 .656 .776 

Q43 5.64 4.175 56.4 .505 .69 

Q46 5.5 4.5 55 .533 .714 

Q47 5.34 4.65 53.4 .617 .707 

 

FACETS analysis of the appropriateness correction items is presented in Table 41. 

Item difficulty in this section spread a little over one logit with all values within the 

acceptable fit ranges. Separation reliability was .81 with RMSE of .02, which is within 

the acceptable range but stayed at a lower level compared to the other sections, 

possibly because of the low number of items. The separation index was 2.07 (3.09 

strata). 
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Table 41 FACETS statistics for appropriateness correction items 

 Model Infit Outfit 

 Measure S.E. MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd 

Q47 .04 .02 1.12 1.6 .94 -.3 

Q46 .02 .02 1.02 .2 .92 -.5 

Q43 .01 .02 1.02 .2 1 .0 

Q39 -.07 .02 .88 -1.4 .75 -1.8 

 

Since the same information for the test taker table is too long, it is given as Appendix 

K. Test takers’ ability levels ranged from +2.69 to -1.17 logits with a separation index 

of .89 (1.53 strata) and .44 reliability with .49 RMSE. However, 19 students had zero 

points from this section. This is because they chose “yes” and did not provide an 

alternative utterance in the open-ended part. The implication of this data is further 

explored in the discussion part. Without those extremes, the separation index was 1.42 

(2.23 strata), which still did not distinguish a variety of levels. With .25 RMSE the 

reliability was .67, which is much lower than extended DCTs, partly because of the 

low number of items. Rater characteristics for appropriateness correction items are 

presented in Table 42. Rater severity ranged from .12 to -.11 logits, which means they 

were much closer in their severity for this section compared to extended DCT items. 

Moreover, all raters fit the model with acceptable infit and outfit values. 

Table 42 FACETS statistics for raters (appropriateness correction) 

 Model Infit Outfit 

 Measure S.E. MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd 

R2 .12 .04 .59 -3.3 .64 -1.6 

R10 .10 .04 .63 -2.7 .68 -1.2 

R6 .06 .04 .73 -2.1 .67 -1.6 

R4 .04 .04 .94 -.5 .94 -.2 

R12 .02 .04 1.05 .4 .96 -.1 

R11 .02 .05 .88 -.5 .77 -.6 

R3 .00 .04 1.09 .6 .98 .0 

R14 .00 .04 1.04 .3 1 .0 

R7 .00 .04 .8 -1.5 .64 -1.1 

R15 -.02 .04 1.09 .6 1.03 .1 

R16 -.03 .04 1.02 .1 .97 .0 

R8 -.04 .05 1.24 1.6 .92 -.1 

R1 -.04 .04 1.32 2.4 .97 .0 

R13 -.05 .05 1.21 1.3 1.08 .3 

R9 -.06 .04 1.4 2.3 1.12 .5 

R5 -.11 .05 1.38 1.6 1.09 .3 
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Finally, item characteristics of dialog choice section is presented in Table 43. Most 

questions in this section were easy for students although a few questions were 

relatively more difficult. Although their discrimination levels were not strong in 

relation to the total score, they were stronger in relation to the section total score. 

Table 43 Item characteristics of appropriateness judgement items 

 Mean SD % Item-total 

correlation 

Item-section total 

correlation 

Q26 3.18 2.413 63.6 .313 .496 

Q27 3.84 2.121 76.8 .284 .37 

Q28 4.52 1.477 90.4 .436 .531 

Q31 4.11 1.919 82.2 .405 .517 

Q32 3.63 2.238 72.6 .325 .516 

Q33 4.49 1.523 89.8 .337 .507 

Q34 4.25 1.795 85 .439 .617 

Q37 4.25 1.795 85 .306 .543 

 

4.4. Generalization 

The generalization inference focuses on evaluating the reliability and consistency of 

the test scores. This section examines the internal consistency of the test. By analyzing 

the reliability coefficients and inter-item correlations, this part establishes the extent 

to which the test provides stable and dependable measures of sociopragmatic 

competence. 

Table 44 Reliability of test sections 

Section Items N α Mean inter-item 

correlation 

Appropriateness 

Judgement 

3 146 .144 .054 

Extended DCTs 13 146 .950 .604 

Appropriateness 

Correction 

4 146 .692 .362 

Dialog Choice 8 146 .576 .161 

 

The internal reliability and mean inter-item correlations of the test's sections indicate 

varying degrees of cohesion and measurement effectiveness. The Appropriateness 

Judgment section, comprising three items, yielded a Cronbach’s alpha (α) of .144 and 

a mean inter-item correlation of .054, reflecting low reliability and minimal internal 
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consistency. This suggests that the items in this section may not strongly measure the 

same underlying construct or may require revision for better alignment. 

The Extended DCTs section, with 13 items, achieved a high reliability score of .950 

and a mean inter-item correlation of .604. This indicates a high internal consistency 

and suggests that the items measure a narrow and well-defined construct, though care 

should be taken to avoid redundancy in the items. 

The Appropriateness Correction section, comprising four items, recorded a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .692 and a mean inter-item correlation of .362. These values 

indicate moderate reliability and a reasonable degree of cohesiveness among the items, 

suggesting that they effectively measure a related construct while maintaining item 

distinctiveness. 

Finally, the Dialog Choice section, which includes eight items, reported a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .576 and a mean inter-item correlation of .161. These results indicate 

relatively low reliability and weak internal consistency, implying that the section may 

benefit from further refinement to improve its cohesiveness and construct alignment. 

In summary, while the Extended DCTs section demonstrates strong reliability and 

consistency, other sections, particularly Appropriateness Judgment and Dialog 

Choice, require further development to enhance their measurement effectiveness and 

alignment with the overall construct of sociopragmatic ability. 

In terms of inter-rater reliability, the backing was provided by FACETS. Table 45 

presents exact agreement percentages for raters, comparing observed agreement (Obs 

%) with model-predicted expected agreement (Exp %) under the Rasch model 

framework. When exact agreement observed and expected are approximately equal, it 

means that the raters act independently, which is generally what is expected of raters 

(Green, 2013).  Linacre (n.d.) further explains that when observed agreement is less 

than expected, it indicates disagreement, which is often associated with untrained 

raters who may struggle to apply rating criteria consistently. If observed agreement is 

somewhat greater than expected, it means the raters produced expected ratings rather 

than contributing meaningfully to the data. This scenario is common among trained 

raters. Training often emphasizes agreement with others but the rating process requires 
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raters to maintain independence in their judgments, too. However, when observed 

agreement is much greater than expected, it signals a lack of independent rating, 

possibly due to pressure to conform or align with other raters. In extreme cases, where 

observed agreement exceeds 90%, raters are behaving like "rating machines," raising 

concerns about their contribution to the measurement model. 

Table 45 Inter-rater reliability by FACETS 

 Extended DCTs Appropriateness Correction 

 Observed % Expected % Observed % Expected % 

R1 36 29.4 64.5 45.7 

R2 22.7 20.5 53.9 38.5 

R3 29.9 24.7 63.9 36.5 

R4 20.6 20.5 59.2 42.1 

R5 31.8 26.5 69.7 51.2 

R6 23.9 26.6 43.1 32.5 

R7 28.6 27.7 51.4 44 

R8 23.9 26.6 68.1 48 

R9 22.7 20.5 53.9 38.5 

R10 31.8 26.5 52.8 47.7 

R11 15.3 17.8 52.8 47.3 

R12 16.7 26.7 66.7 41.5 

R13 38.5 39.2 73.6 51.2 

R14 36.3 29.4 62.5 44.1 

R15 36 20.6 58.3 35.8 

R16 18.4 29.4 58.3 35.8 

 

For the Extended DCTs section, most raters display observed agreement percentages 

close to or slightly exceeding their expected values. Notable examples include R1 

(36% observed, 29.4% expected) and R13 (38.5% observed, 39.2% expected), 

indicating that these raters perform within an acceptable range, reflecting either 

independent rating behavior or mild over-agreement. However, some raters, such as 

R12 (16.7% observed, 26.7% expected) and R16 (18.4% observed, 29.4% expected), 

exhibit lower observed agreement than expected, suggesting potential inconsistencies 

or difficulties in applying the rubric consistently. 

For the Appropriateness Correction section, observed agreement percentages are 

generally higher than expected, indicating a tendency toward over-agreement among 

several raters. For instance, R13 (73.6% observed, 51.2% expected) and R5 (69.7% 

observed, 51.2% expected) exhibit substantial deviations, suggesting that these raters 
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may not be fully independent in their judgments. Conversely, raters like R6 (43.1% 

observed, 32.5% expected) and R16 (58.3% observed, 35.8% expected) align more 

closely with their expected values, indicating better calibration or independent rating 

behavior. 

Overall, the data highlights a mix of rater behavior across the two sections, with certain 

raters demonstrating strong independence, while others display tendencies toward 

over-agreement or inconsistency. 

4.5. Explanation 

Explanation inference focuses on determining whether the test measures the 

underlying construct it intends to assess by evaluating how well the observed scores 

align with the expected theoretical framework. This step goes beyond reliability and 

considers the validity of the test by examining the relationships between test scores 

and external variables or criteria. 

4.5.1. Group Differences 

The first analysis was comparing different proficiency groups. A one-way ANOVA 

analysis was run for all sections and total score of the test. The results of the test of 

homogeneity of variances are presented in Table 46. 

Table 46 Test of homogenity of variances results for one-way ANOVA 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Appropriateness Judgements 2.510 4 141 .045 

Extended DCTs 9.550 4 141 .000 

Dialog Choice 4.567 4 141 .002 

Appropriateness Correction 3.480 4 141 .010 

Total score 5.466 4 141 .000 

 

The p value was below .05 for all sections and total score, which meant that the 

assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated. As Green (2013, p. 116) 

suggests, Welch’s and Brown-Forsythe’s tests were run. These tests are robust 

alternatives to traditional ANOVA that do not assume equal variances. The former 

adjusts for unequal variances by using weighted group means while the latter uses 

group medians instead of means, making it robust against outliers. 
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Table 47 Robust tests of equality of means results 

 Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 

Appropriateness Judgements Welch 7.362 4 47.062 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 7.351 4 75.924 .000 

Extended DCTs Welch 25.262 4 45.668 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 35.037 4 40.028 .000 

Dialog Choice Welch 37.462 4 48.296 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 24.375 4 84.698 .000 

Appropriateness Correction Welch 91.896 4 52.939 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 50.837 4 100.632 .000 

Total score Welch 45.522 4 45.406 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 58.342 4 51.914 .000 
a. Asymptotically F distributed. 

 

The results from both tests agreed that there were significant differences between 

proficiency groups in all sections and total score of the sociopragmatic test (p < .0001). 

The next step was to run a post hoc test to see specific group differences. According 

to Field (2024, p.591), Games-Howell procedure offers the best performance when 

sample sizes are different and the equality of population variances is doubtful. All 

results including the post hoc procedure are presented in Table 48. 

Welch's ANOVA revealed a significant effect of group level on proficiency scores, 

indicating a very large effect size, with 97.1% of the variance explained by group 

differences. Post hoc comparisons showed an expected progression of scores across 

groups from the lowest (A2) and to the highest (C2) proficiency level, highlighting 

substantial differences between all groups. 

As for sections of the sociopragmatic test, C1 and C2 groups were not significantly 

different in any of the sections or in the total score. In the appropriateness judgement 

section, A2, B1 and B2 groups did not have significant differences among themselves 

but they all significantly differed from C1 and C2 groups. This section had the lowest 

effect size, indicating that only around 19% of the variance was explained by group 

differences. The remaining variance of around 81% is accounted for by outside factors. 

In extended DCTs, A2 group had a significant difference with all levels except for B1. 

B2 and B1 group had a significant difference with all the higher levels. In dialog 

choice, A2 group had significantly differed from all other groups. While B1 had a 

significant difference with C1 and C2 groups, B2 only differed from C2 group. In the 
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appropriateness correction section and total scores, all levels had a significant 

difference except for the C1-C2 pair. 

Table 48 Games-Howell post hoc procedure results 

 

Overall, the sections and the total scores indicated significant group differences. In 

addition, post hoc comparisons highlighted a consistent trend where higher-

performing groups outperformed lower-performing groups. All sections and the total 

score had large effect size measures since η2 values higher than .14 are considered 

large (Cohen, 1988, p.285). However, while the effect size is .971 for proficiency, the 

values for the sociopragmatic test ranged from .189 to .69. The differences in variance 

between these values are accounted for by outside factors, which shows that the impact 
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of proficiency is substantial but it solely can not account for sociopragmatic 

competence. 

4.5.2. Test-internal Analyses 

Each section of the test assessed a different skill set such judging appropriateness of 

an utterance or completing a dialog with original sentences. However, all sections of 

the test aimed to test the same underlying construct, sociopragmatic competence. 

Therefore, significant correlations between all sections of the test were expected. 

Section correlations are presented in Table 49. 

Table 49 Section correlations 

 Proficiency Appropriateness 

Judgements 

Extended 

DCTs 

Dialog 

Choice 

Appropriateness 

Judgements 

.407    

Extended 

DCTs 

.776 .513   

Dialog 

Choice  

.652 .235* .581  

Appropriateness 

Correction 

.754 .315 .671 .527 

All correlations are significant at p < .0001 except * p = .004 

 

According to Cohen (1988, p. 79), a correlation coefficient of .10 is considered to be 

a small effect while .30 is medium and above .50 means a large effect. Proficiency had 

the strongest overall correlations with all other measures, highlighting its importance 

across the constructs. Similarly, extended DCTs had strong correlations with all other 

variables. Appropriateness judgements had relatively smaller correlations compared 

to other variables, indicating its relationship with the other constructs is less evident. 

4.5.3. Factor Analysis 

Traditionally, 300 cases are recommended for factor analysis. However, Tabachnik 

and Fidell (2019) proposed that a sample in the range of 100-200 is acceptable if 

communalities are at .5 value or greater and loadings are definitive. Further analysis 

suggested that the data of this study conformed to these criteria, making it a good fit 

for this flexibility.  
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The sociopragmatic test had multiple components measuring different abilities. 

Therefore, factor analysis was expected to produce several clearly distinct factors. 

The data yielded sampling adequacy of .913 from Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure, which 

is considered “marvelous” (Kaiser and Rice, 1974). Barlett’s test of sphericity was 

significant at p < .001. These results meant that the data met the assumptions of 

principal components analysis.  

Tabachnik and Fidell (2019, p. 503) state that differences in the results of extraction 

and rotation techniques are trivial in practice and differences tend to disappear after 

rotation. Still, Field (2024, p.844) suggests using direct oblimin for correlated factors. 

Since the sections and total scores correlate strongly, the factor analysis was run by 

the direct oblimin rotation. The factor extraction found six factors with Eigenvalues 

greater than 1. The scree pilot showed that the line leveled off at 3 or 4 factors as 

shown in Figure 14. 

 

Figure 14 Factor analysis scree plot 

Initially, a solution with four factors was run. However, there were only two loadings 

on factor 4. As Green (2013) stated that there should at least be three loadings on a 

factor for it to be retained. Therefore, another solution with three factors was fitted. 
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This analysis provided meaningful results, accounting for 49.63% of variance. Factor 

loadings after oblimin rotation with Kaiser normalization are presented in Table 50. 

Table 50 Factor loadings of test items 

 Component 

 1 2 3 

Q2 .469   

Q4  -.485  

Q10  -.600  

Q13 .706   

Q14 .771   

Q15 .704   

Q16 .869   

Q17 .744   

Q18 .798   

Q19 .661   

Q20 .622   

Q21 .667  .309 

Q22 .617   

Q23 .754   

Q24 .831   

Q25 .783   

Q26    

Q27  -.626  

Q28  .423 .503 

Q31   .526 

Q32  .303 .425 

Q33   .622 

Q34   .608 

Q37   .548 

Q39 .491  .320 

Q43 .478   

Q46 .382   

Q47 .460   

 

All items in the productive sections of the test, extended DCTs and appropriateness 

correction, loaded on Factor 1. Although Q21 and Q39 also loaded on Factor 3, their 

loadings were stronger in Factor 1. Interestingly, Q2 also loaded on Factor 1 while 

other appropriateness judgment items loaded on Factor 2. As for dialog choice items, 

Q26 did not load on any of the factors. Q28 and Q32 had second loadings on Factor 2 

but their loadings in Factor 3 were stronger. Q27 only loaded on Factor 2. Overall, 

dialog choice items from Q28 to Q37 loaded on Factor 3.  
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Overall results of the factor analysis showed that the test effectively differentiated 

between productive and receptive student abilities. While receptive items in two 

sections, appropriateness judgement and dialog choice, loaded on separate factors, 

productive sections loaded on the same factor, possibly suggesting that these items 

measured a common underlying construct. 

4.6. Extrapolation 

Extrapolation inference involves predicting beyond the observed data to uncover 

potential patterns, relationships or outcomes that align with the broader scope of a 

study. For this study, it relates to how the Sociopragmatic EFL Test might reflect real-

world language use and communication in academic EFL settings.  

Specifically, it involves extrapolating how students' performance on the test can 

predict their ability to perform speech acts and navigate pragmatic situations in their 

actual academic interactions with peers and professors. 

The data backing this inference comes from three post test questions in which students 

provided self-assessments. The first question asked how successful they considered 

themselves in analyzing the scenarios included in the exam. This question aimed to 

tap into their awareness.  

The second question asked how successful they considered themselves in using speech 

acts in English in real life. This question aimed to explore their success. Both questions 

were rated out of 10 (highest). The descriptive statistics of these questions by 

proficiency levels are provided in Table 51. 

Table 51 Descriptive statistics for the test takers’ receptive and productive self- 

 assessment 

 
N 

Awareness Success 

 Mean SD Min. Max. Mean SD Min. Max. 

A2 14 6.79 2.26 3 10 6.57 2.07 4 10 

B1 19 7.53 1.5 4 10 6.47 1.78 4 10 

B2 31 8.06 1.24 5 10 7.68 1.74 3 10 

C1 61 7.66 1.31 4 10 7.64 1.24 4 10 

C2 20 8.15 .93 7 10 8.1 1.48 5 10 

Overall 145 7.71 1.43   7.46 1.62   
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A key finding here is that at A2, B1 and B2 levels, awareness scores were higher than 

success scores. This may indicate that students are aware of their limitations in 

production. At C1 and C2 levels, the mean scores were almost the same between the 

two sections. Therefore, advanced proficiency levels seem like where students’ 

awareness and success are leveled. In addition, C2 students very highly rated their 

awareness with minimum score being 7.  

To look at the relationship between test taker self-assessments and actual test results, 

correlations were run with receptive, productive and total scores. The results are 

presented in Table 52. Self-assessments of awareness and success significantly 

correlated with both receptive and productive test results as well as the total scores. 

Awareness correlates weakly but significantly with test scores, implying that 

participants' self-awareness of pragmatic ability aligns modestly with actual 

performance.  

Success shows stronger correlations, particularly with receptive skills and overall 

performance, suggesting that participants’ perceived success in pragmatic tasks better 

reflects their actual performance than awareness does. Both self-assessed variables 

have a greater relationship with receptive than productive skills, possibly reflecting 

the nature of the test design or the participants' confidence in understanding rather than 

producing language. 

Table 52 Correlations between self-assessments and test results 

 Receptive Productive Total 

Awareness .209* .174* .188* 

Success .355** .247** .278** 

*p < .01, **p < .05 

 

The third question asked participants how similar their answer would be if they 

encountered the situations given in productive sections of the test in real life. This 

question aimed to explore how student performance in the test was comparable to their 

actual language use. Participants rated this item as “not similar at all (1)”, “not so 

similar (2)”, “a little similar (3)” or “very similar (4)”. Since the focus here was the 

overall similarity rather than group differences, the result for the whole sample is given 

in Table 53. 
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Table 53 Similarity of performance ratings 

 Frequency Percent 

not at all similar 0 0 

not so similar 8 5.5 

a little similar 74 50.7 

very similar 63 43.2 

 

4.7. Utilization 

As the test has not yet been implemented in real-world settings, there was no direct 

backings or empirical data to support claims related to its utilization. However, the 

findings from the other inferences—domain description, evaluation, generalization, 

explanation and extrapolation—provided valuable insights into potential applications 

of the test. These results suggest ways in which the test could be used for diagnostic, 

pedagogical and self-assessment purposes while also highlighting the steps needed to 

ensure its effective implementation in various educational contexts. By examining the 

outcomes of the validation process, this section explores the possible uses of the test 

and the considerations that should guide its application. 

The test includes a diverse range of speech acts and scenarios that reflect the 

sociopragmatic demands of daily academic settings, making it a valuable tool for 

diagnostic purposes. By assessing students’ performance across various interactional 

contexts— student-student and student-professor interactions—the test can identify 

specific deficits in their sociopragmatic knowledge, such as difficulties with 

appropriate requests, refusals or turn-taking strategies. These insights could inform 

targeted interventions such as designing training programs or workshops to address 

identified weaknesses. Additionally, the analysis of test results can serve as a 

foundation for developing or revising language curricula, integrating sociopragmatic 

components to enhance students’ overall communicative competence in academic 

environments. This diagnostic approach positions the test as a resource for fostering 

both individual learner development and broader programmatic improvements. 

In addition to its diagnostic potential, the test could serve as a self-assessment tool for 

learners, particularly in EFL contexts where opportunities to socialize in the target 

language are often limited. This lack of exposure can hinder learners’ understanding 

of target cultural norms and their ability to navigate sociopragmatic interactions 



 102 

effectively. For Turkish EFL learners, in particular, there are currently no comparable 

tools designed to provide specific feedback on their sociopragmatic competence. By 

using this test, learners could gain valuable insights into their strengths and weaknesses 

in sociopragmatic knowledge, helping them identify areas for improvement and 

fostering their ability to adapt to real-world academic interactions. This self-

assessment function would not only promote learner autonomy but also support their 

development as more effective communicators in academic settings. 

The test could also be used for formative purposes, particularly in classroom settings 

or as an awareness-raising tool for students. Within the classroom, instructors could 

integrate the test into lessons to help students reflect on their sociopragmatic abilities 

and identify areas for growth. By providing immediate feedback, the test could 

encourage students to become more conscious of their pragmatic choices and how 

these align with the norms of the target language. Additionally, it could serve as a 

resource for raising students’ awareness of sociopragmatic nuances, such as 

appropriateness, politeness levels and turn-taking strategies. 

However, the test does not have data to support its use in high-stakes decision-making 

contexts, such as admissions or placement exams. The findings suggest that while the 

test effectively measures sociopragmatic competence, additional data collection and 

analysis—particularly in a longitudinal framework—are needed to validate its use for 

such purposes. Once these steps are completed, the test could complement existing 

proficiency exams by assessing sociopragmatic competence, thereby providing a more 

comprehensive evaluation of learners beyond their linguistic knowledge. Moreover, it 

could serve a practical role in faculty-student mobility programs, such as exchange 

initiatives. When international students enter Turkish academic EFL contexts, the test 

could guide them toward necessary resources and opportunities to address potential 

gaps in sociopragmatic competence, facilitating smoother integration into the 

academic environment. This expansion of the test’s applicability highlights its 

potential as a valuable tool for both institutional and individual support in diverse 

contexts. 

The current version of the test is not suitable for gatekeeping purposes, as the scores 

lack the reliability and balance needed for such applications. The reduction of items in 
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the receptive sections during the test development process resulted in a limited number 

of items remaining, which contributed to lower reliability levels. To address this, 

applying the test to a larger sample could yield more robust data and a more balanced 

distribution between receptive and productive section scores. Another avenue for 

improvement is to revisit the low-reliability items, refining their wording, options, or 

design to enhance their effectiveness. These efforts could improve the reliability of the 

test and provide a score distribution better suited to decision-making purposes, 

potentially expanding the test’s applicability in high-stakes contexts. 

Finally, the current test development does not have score interpretations. However, it 

is a critical consideration for test use. What the scores represent in terms of learners’ 

sociopragmatic competence must be explicitly defined, as this is essential for guiding 

their appropriate use. For example, scores could indicate general proficiency in 

sociopragmatic knowledge, highlight specific strengths and weaknesses or suggest 

readiness for academic interactions in target contexts. However, these interpretations 

may vary depending on the purpose of the test. For formative classroom use, scores 

might primarily serve to provide feedback and raise awareness. In contrast, for 

diagnostic or self-assessment purposes, scores could indicate areas requiring targeted 

improvement. If the test were to be used in higher-stakes contexts, such as faculty-

student mobility or placement, detailed "can-do" statements would need to accompany 

the scores to ensure fair and meaningful interpretations. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

This chapter synthesizes the findings of the study, integrating them into the broader 

framework of the research objectives and theoretical underpinnings. The discussion is 

presented within the context of Kane’s (2006; Chapelle, 2008; 2021) argument-based 

validation framework, which guided the study's design and analysis. Each section of 

the discussion aligns with the research questions and subquestions, addressing the six 

validity inferences: domain description, evaluation, generalization, explanation, 

extrapolation and utilization. By systematically examining the evidence collected for 

each inference, this chapter provides a comprehensive analysis of the test's validity 

and explores its implications for sociopragmatic assessment in academic EFL 

contexts. 

5.1. Domain Description 

The domain description inference focuses on the alignment between the test content 

and the sociopragmatic demands of the target domain. In this study, the target domain 

is defined as the daily academic interactions of university-level EFL students, 

encompassing both student-student and student-professor communication. Developing 

tasks that accurately represent this domain is critical to ensuring the validity of the test. 

Other studies that aimed to measure the pragmatic abilities of students and 

incorporated extensive validation procedures employed various approaches to align 

their tasks with the target domain. Liu (2004) utilized exemplar generation, collecting 

real-life examples from participants to ensure the authenticity of the scenarios. Roever 

(2006) developed questions independently and supplemented them by adapting items 

from existing studies, creating a combination of original and validated content. 

Itomitsu (2009) designed tasks tailored to the target domain and sought expert 
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perspectives to confirm their relevance and accuracy. Youn (2013) conducted a needs 

analysis to identify the specific sociopragmatic demands of the domain, which then 

informed the task development process. Roever et al. (2014) relied on the intuitions of 

a panel of item writers to create their tasks, leveraging the collective expertise of the 

group. Finally, Ikeda (2017) developed the tasks independently and, similar to Itomitsu 

(2009), incorporated expert feedback to validate the content and ensure alignment with 

the target domain. These diverse approaches highlight the range of strategies available 

for crafting domain-representative tasks in pragmatic assessment. 

The decision to use exemplar generation in this study was informed by the limitations 

observed in approaches relying on expert perspectives or the intuitions of item writers. 

As reported by these mentioned studies, such methods, while valuable, can be 

influenced by the subjective experiences and biases of the experts or panel members. 

For example, expert perspectives may not fully account for the diversity of social 

interactions in the target domain, particularly when the experts are from homogenous 

sociolinguistic or cultural backgrounds.  

Similarly, relying on the intuitions of item writers risks overlooking details of real-

world interactions. These are often shaped by the writers' own assumptions rather than 

empirical evidence. For instance, Roever et al. (2014) acknowledged that their group 

of item writers consisted entirely of graduate students from an applied linguistics 

department, all of whom shared similar socioeconomic backgrounds, were from 

middle or upper-class families, lived in the same city and belonged to a similar age 

group. As a result, the experiences of individuals from diverse socioeconomic 

backgrounds, different age ranges or other regions of the country may not have been 

adequately represented in their item development process. 

In contrast, exemplar generation offers a more objective and data-driven approach. As 

highlighted in Liu's (2004) study, this method involves collecting real-life scenarios 

from participants directly engaged in the target domain, ensuring that the tasks are 

rooted in authentic and contextually relevant interactions. For the current study, this 

process not only enhanced the representativeness of the test content but also aligned 

the task design closely with the actual sociopragmatic demands of the domain. By 



 106 

grounding the test scenarios in authentic examples, exemplar generation reduced the 

risk of bias and strengthened the validity of the assessment tool. 

5.1.1. To what extent does the test content reflect the sociopragmatic demands of 

university-level academic EFL contexts? 

The development of the test content in this study was carefully designed to reflect the 

sociopragmatic demands of university-level daily academic EFL contexts. The target 

domain encompasses a range of everyday academic interactions, including peer-to-

peer communication and student-professor exchanges, which require varying degrees 

of sociopragmatic competence. The test tasks were created to capture these 

interactions by focusing on common speech acts, all of which are critical for successful 

communication in academic settings. This alignment ensured that the test content 

remained relevant and authentic to the sociopragmatic challenges students 

encountered in their daily academic lives. 

 

To ensure the test content accurately reflects the target domain, the exemplar 

generation process provided authentic, real-life academic scenarios directly from 

participants, avoiding the potential biases of relying solely on expert intuition. These 

scenarios were further refined using likelihood ratings, ensuring that the selected tasks 

represented interactions that are common and relevant in academic contexts.  

Additionally, the contextual analysis enriched the prompts with situational details, 

making them more relatable and comprehensible for test-takers. Together, these 

methods enhanced the validity of the test content by grounding it in empirical evidence 

and aligning it with the sociopragmatic realities of the target domain. 

5.1.1.1. How Accurately Do the Test Scenarios Represent Sociopragmatic 

Interactions in Academic Settings? 

Accuracy of the test scenarios for the target domain was evaluated with data from 

scenario generation and likelihood ratings. The scenario generation process in this 

study was conducted separately during the piloting and actual test development phases. 

While both phases collected a similar number of scenarios, the distinct scenarios 

generated during the piloting phase were considerably fewer, highlighting the need to 
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prioritize the quality and variety of scenarios alongside quantity. However, 

determining whether the range of scenarios is sufficiently representative of the target 

domain is challenging due to the lack of a set benchmark. To address this issue, this 

study employed several strategies. First, a comparison was made with Liu’s (2004) 

exemplar generation study, revealing that the diversity of scenarios in the piloting 

phase was low, prompting a format change that resulted in a broader range of scenarios 

in the actual test development. Second, the study referred to established literature, 

particularly Searle’s (1975) classification of speech acts, as a framework for 

categorizing scenarios. The scenarios provided by participants included a wide variety 

of speech acts from different classifications. Third, expert knowledge and intuition 

were utilized by qualitatively analyzing the content to assess whether the distinct 

speech acts adequately covered the target domain. By employing these approaches, 

this study achieved a well-rounded and diverse collection of scenarios that effectively 

reflect the sociopragmatic demands of the target domain. 

The likelihood investigation proved to be a crucial step in refining the test content to 

ensure its relevance to the target domain. While it is possible to bypass this step and 

rely solely on frequently mentioned scenarios from the scenario generation phase, this 

approach risks overlooking scenarios that participants consider common but may not 

immediately recall during the initial survey. For instance, in this study, the scenario 

“offering to help with lessons” was mentioned only once in the scenario generation 

phase but received high ratings for likelihood in this phase, indicating its relevance. 

Conversely, “asking for class notes” was mentioned 13 times during scenario 

generation but was not rated as highly likely during the likelihood investigation. These 

examples illustrate how the likelihood investigation contributes significantly to the 

alignment of task content with the sociopragmatic demands of the target domain. 

Additionally, this phase required careful consideration of how to judge likelihood. 

While Liu (2004) selected scenarios with the highest mean likelihood scores to match 

a target number of test items, this study adopted a different approach by selecting 

scenarios rated as likely by at least 70% of participants. This method emphasized the 

selection of commonly experienced scenarios overreaching a specific quantity, 

ensuring the tasks reflected widely recognized and relevant interactions in the 

academic EFL context. 
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5.1.1.2. Are the Tasks Contextually Appropriate and Free From Irrelevant 

Content? 

 Feedback from experts led to substantial revisions in both the content and form of the 

questions to enhance their clarity, relevance and practicality. For example, in 

appropriateness judgment items, the wording of the response options was modified to 

make them easier for test-takers to understand. This adjustment ensured that the 

scenarios were accessible and reduced the likelihood of misinterpretation. In terms of 

form, the number of turns in the Extended DCTs was reduced from four to two, 

addressing concerns about the time-consuming nature of the original format. This 

change not only increased the practicality of the test by making it more efficient but 

also lessened the cognitive load on raters, allowing for more accurate and consistent 

evaluations. 

5.1.1.3. Does the Test Include Both Receptive and Productive Components of 

Sociopragmatic Ability? 

 Adaptation of question types from Roever et al. (2014) provided a balanced 

assessment by including receptive items for both single-turn and multiple-turn 

contexts as well as productive items for the same contexts. Additionally, the number 

of questions for the receptive and productive sections was kept equal during test 

development. This decision not only emphasized the equal importance of both 

components but also prevented students from assuming that a section with more 

questions was inherently more significant. By maintaining this balance, the test 

ensured a comprehensive evaluation of sociopragmatic ability, giving due weight to 

both the interpretation and production of sociopragmatic knowledge. 

5.2. Evaluation 

The evaluation inference focuses on the accuracy of the scoring procedures in 

reflecting test takers' sociopragmatic ability. In this study, scoring was conducted 

using a combination of automatic scoring for receptive items and rater-based scoring 

for productive items. The scoring rubrics were carefully developed and revised based 

on feedback from piloting to ensure clarity, reliability and alignment with the construct 

being measured. Rater training and rubric adjustments were implemented to enhance 

inter-rater reliability and consistency in scoring outcomes. This section examines the 
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extent to which these procedures effectively summarize test takers’ performance, 

addressing the validity of the evaluation process in the context of this sociopragmatic 

assessment tool.  

5.2.1. To What Extent Do the Scoring Procedures Accurately Reflect Test Takers' 

Sociopragmatic Ability? 

Deciding on the scoring procedures was a critical step in ensuring that the scores 

accurately reflected test takers' sociopragmatic ability. Following Kolen and 

Brennan’s (2014) guidance on maximizing reliability, this study implemented an 

initial scoring system that balanced receptive and productive sections to give equal 

importance to both skills. However, a challenge arose with the weights of the sections 

due to the low reliability and discrimination observed in receptive items, particularly 

appropriateness choice and appropriateness judgment tasks. Many of these items were 

excluded during the validation process, resulting in the productive section contributing 

the majority of the final score. While the current weighting scheme proved functional 

for this study, more complex weighting procedures might be required if the test is used 

for high-stakes purposes. 

One potentially problematic question type in the test was the appropriateness judgment 

items, where students selected from five levels of politeness. The subjectivity involved 

in determining the politeness level likely contributed to their low reliability. A similar 

challenge was reported by Roever et al. (2014), who used native speaker ratings as a 

benchmark for scoring, assigning 2 points to highly rated options and 1 point to lower-

rated options. While this approach sought to reward students who aligned their choices 

with native speakers’ preferences, it raised significant concerns. Roever et al. 

acknowledged that this method could be controversial, as preference does not 

necessarily equate to competence. Furthermore, the scoring system implied that a 

student choosing the most preferred response was twice as competent as one choosing 

a less preferred option, a proportionality that may not accurately reflect actual ability.  

These complexities highlight the inherent difficulties in scoring appropriateness 

judgment tasks. Further analysis of this question type with different samples and 

scoring methods is required to reach a more plausible scoring. 
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The scoring of appropriateness correction tasks presented another challenge, as the 

design of these items led to a disproportionate number of students scoring zero. In this 

question type, students were required to answer a preliminary "yes" or "no" question 

before correcting the response. If they failed to provide a correct answer for the first 

part, they lost all possible points for the item. This scoring structure significantly 

increased the likelihood of zero scores for a productive task. In contrast, Extended 

DCTs, which used the same scoring rubric, allowed students to earn partial scores even 

if their responses were incomplete or partially correct. This discrepancy highlighted a 

key limitation of the appropriateness correction format, as it did not provide the same 

opportunity for partial credit. As a next step, this question type could be redesigned to 

eliminate the preliminary question, instead presenting an inappropriate response and 

asking students to correct it directly. While this modification would shift the task from 

open-ended to more constrained, requiring students to modify an existing response 

rather than create a new one, it offers a potential solution to the scoring issues by 

enabling more nuanced evaluation and reducing the frequency of zero scores. 

Balancing receptive and productive scores in the total scoring system presented a 

significant challenge in this study. Receptive items were scored dichotomously (0 or 

1), while productive items, such as Extended DCTs and appropriateness correction 

tasks, carried raw scores of 20 and 10 points, respectively. This scoring disparity 

initially caused an imbalance between the two sections, with productive items 

dominating the total score.  

One potential solution was to include more receptive questions than productive ones, 

but the low reliability of the receptive items in this study led to the exclusion of many 

of them, making this approach unfeasible. Roever et al. (2014) resolved this issue in 

their study by assigning partial scores to items and ensuring equal weights across 

sections. However, their test contained a similar number of questions in each section, 

which was not the case here, rendering their approach unsuitable. The most practical 

solution in this study was to multiply the receptive scores to achieve balance without 

compromising the overall reliability. Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge that 

each section assesses distinct aspects of sociopragmatic competence. Therefore, 

relying solely on the total score as an indicator of ability may oversimplify the nuanced 

evaluation provided by the test. 



 111 

An overarching issue observed in the scoring process was related to item difficulties. 

Students at the B1 proficiency level consistently obtained more than 60% of the 

possible scores, while those at the C1 and C2 levels achieved over 80% of the possible 

scores in both the receptive and productive sections of the test. This trend indicates 

that the test items may not have been sufficiently challenging to differentiate between 

higher proficiency levels. Although the FACETS analysis demonstrated that Extended 

DCTs could distinguish 4–5 proficiency levels, the overall high performance on these 

items remained a concern, as students, regardless of proficiency, scored above 80% on 

all Extended DCT tasks. 

One possible explanation for the consistently high scores is the method used to design 

the test scenarios. The scenarios were generated using exemplar generation, where 

students from the target domain provided real-life academic interactions. Additionally, 

the likelihood analysis ensured that only the most probable scenarios were selected for 

the test. This approach likely resulted in tasks that closely mirrored the familiar 

experiences of the test takers, making it easier for them to identify appropriate 

responses and perform well on the tasks. Consequently, the familiarity with the 

scenarios and the corresponding sociopragmatic norms may have contributed to the 

high scores observed across both receptive and productive sections. While this 

alignment with the target domain enhances the authenticity and validity of the test, it 

may also underscore the need to balance familiarity with the inclusion of tasks that 

challenge students across all proficiency levels. 

Increasing item discrimination and difficulty would likely require incorporating more 

challenging vocabulary and less familiar scenarios. However, such changes would 

contradict the core aims of the validation process, which prioritize authenticity and 

relevance to the target domain.  

The current design ensures that the tasks reflect real-life academic interactions familiar 

to the test takers, aligning with the sociopragmatic demands of their context. While the 

overall scores were high, the differentiation of various proficiency levels, as 

demonstrated by the acceptable separation index, indicates that the test was effective 

in distinguishing between students with different levels of sociopragmatic 

competence. 
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5.2.1.1. Are the Scoring Rubrics Clear and Comprehensive? 

 A two-phase rubric development process contributed significantly to the creation of a 

clear and comprehensive scoring rubric. In the first phase, the criteria that emerged 

from the raters were double-checked with them to ensure that their intended meanings 

were accurately reflected in the coding process. This repeated feedback ensured that 

the rubric captured the raters' expectations and interpretations consistently. In the 

second phase, raters were given ample time to review both the rubric and sample test 

papers. This allowed them to identify and address any potential issues related to the 

coverage and clarity of the rubric. However, no such problems were reported during 

this review, indicating that the rubric provided clear and comprehensive guidance for 

scoring. This systematic approach ensured that the rubric was both user-friendly and 

aligned with the goals of the test. 

5.2.1.2. Do the Scores Align with the Intended Construct of Sociopragmatic 

Ability?  

The scores from the test demonstrated strong alignment with the intended construct of 

sociopragmatic ability. Correlation analyses revealed that individual items correlated 

moderately to highly with their respective sections and the total score, indicating that 

they were assessing similar constructs. Additionally, the FACETS analysis for 

productive items showed that nearly all items fit the model, with only a few exceptions, 

further supporting the validity of the scores in representing the target construct. 

Moreover, the section scores and the total test scores were consistent with the 

proficiency levels of the test takers, as higher proficiency corresponded with higher 

sociopragmatic performance. These consistencies across multiple measures provide 

robust evidence that the test scores accurately reflect the intended construct of 

sociopragmatic ability. 

5.2.1.3. How Consistent Are the Scoring Outcomes Across Different 

Administrations?  

The scoring outcomes demonstrated consistency across different administrations, as 

evidenced by the FACETS analysis. The analysis showed that all 16 raters fit the 

model, with only one exception in the Extended DCTs. Additionally, the severity 
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levels of the raters were closely clustered around the mean, indicating minimal 

variability in scoring behavior. This consistency is likely attributable to the thorough 

rater training conducted prior to scoring, which ensured that raters were well-prepared 

to apply the criteria accurately. Moreover, the rating criteria were performance-based 

rather than derived solely from constructs or literature. This approach may have 

facilitated a better understanding and application of the rubric by the raters, allowing 

them to relate more directly to the scoring criteria. 

5.3. Generalization 

The generalization inference examines the extent to which the test scores are consistent 

across different contexts, including raters, task sets and test administrations. Ensuring 

consistency is critical for validating the reliability of the test and its ability to measure 

sociopragmatic competence accurately across various scenarios. 

5.3.1. To What Extent Are the Test Scores Reliable across Raters and Tasks? 

The test scores demonstrated a high level of reliability across raters and tasks, with an 

overall reliability coefficient of .931, exceeding the recommended benchmark of .8 

(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). This strong reliability indicates that the procedures 

employed during the test development and administration were effective in ensuring 

consistent measurement of sociopragmatic competence. Key contributors to this 

reliability included the authentic task development process, which utilized exemplar 

generation and likelihood investigations to create contextually relevant and 

representative scenarios. Additionally, the performance-based rating criteria provided 

clear and practical guidance for scoring, while comprehensive rater training ensured 

consistent application of these criteria. 

5.3.1.1. How Internally Consistent Are the Test Items?  

In terms of section reliabilities, the appropriateness choice questions presented 

significant challenges. None of the items in this section achieved the reliability levels 

necessary for inclusion in the test. A deeper investigation of the data revealed that 12 

test takers, primarily from lower proficiency levels, selected the "yes" option for all 

appropriateness choice and correction items. This pattern suggested that these test 
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takers may have been attempting to avoid providing open-ended answers, likely due 

to discomfort or lack of confidence. Even when the data from those test takers were 

taken out, the section failed to provide an acceptable level of reliability. While this 

behavior was evident in the all-yes responses, it also raises concerns that other test 

takers similarly avoided certain appropriateness correction tasks if not all, possibly 

when faced with perceived difficulty or discomfort. This avoidance behavior impacted 

the reliability of the appropriateness choice section, rendering it unsuitable for this test.  

The main reason behind the problems in this section comes down to the fact that it 

included two dependent questions. This structural issue caused problems in scoring as 

well, which were also reflected in reliability. 

Another section with notably low reliability was the appropriateness judgment tasks. 

While some individual items in this section did not negatively impact the overall 

reliability, they failed to collectively form a reliable section.  

One possible explanation for this issue is the inclusion of a midpoint option in the 

response scale. Ionin and Zyzik (2014) suggest that removing midpoints forces 

participants to take a stance, reducing ambiguity in their responses. By providing a 

midpoint, participants may avoid making definitive decisions, especially in situations 

where they are uncertain or lack confidence. This tendency may negatively affect the 

discriminative power of the items.  

Another possible explanation for the low reliability of the appropriateness judgment 

tasks is the limited number of items in the section. Field (2024, p. 871) notes that 

Cronbach’s alpha tends to favor scales with a larger number of items, even when the 

average correlation between items is low. He illustrates this point with data from 

Cortina (1993), where two scales with identical alpha values of 0.8 differ significantly 

in their internal consistency. The first scale, with only three items, had an average 

inter-item correlation of 0.57, while the second, with 10 items, had a lower average 

correlation of 0.28. Despite these differences, both scales were deemed equally reliable 

by Cronbach’s alpha due to the higher item count of the latter. Therefore, the reliability 

analysis of the appropriateness judgment section requires another consideration after 

more items are added. 
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In dialog choice section, although the items did not negatively impact the overall 

reliability of the test, the section reliability fell below the acceptable threshold. Similar 

considerations about the number of items and scoring methods could be applied to this 

section to improve its reliability. Despite these limitations and required improvements, 

the dialog section was the best-performing among the receptive sections, 

demonstrating a relatively stronger ability to measure sociopragmatic competence. 

Among the productive tasks, the appropriateness correction items demonstrated 

reliability levels close to the acceptable threshold. Despite the small number of items 

in this section, the inter-item reliability exceeded the acceptable level of 0.3, indicating 

that increasing the number of items could potentially improve the overall section 

reliability. However, the dependent nature of this question type likely contributed to 

the slightly lower reliability observed.  

As discussed in the scoring section, the current format, which includes an initial binary 

"yes/no" question followed by a correction task, may introduce unnecessary 

complexity and dependence between responses. Simplifying the item to focus solely 

on the correction component could address this issue. 

The Extended DCT section demonstrated the highest reliability among all sections in 

the test. The inter-item correlations were also notably high, indicating strong internal 

consistency within this section. Despite widespread criticisms of DCT items in the 

literature, as discussed in the literature review, the extended DCT format used in this 

study provided reliable results. Following expert recommendations during the piloting 

phase, a two-turn format was adopted, which not only maintained high reliability but 

also improved the practicality of the task. 

5.3.1.2. Are the Ratings Consistent across Different Raters?  

The reliability of the raters was evaluated using FACETS analysis of observed and 

expected ratings, providing valuable insights into their performance. For the Extended 

DCT section, 14 raters demonstrated very close observed and expected ratings, 

indicating that they acted as independent and reliable scorers. However, two raters 

showed lower observed scores than expected, suggesting the need for additional rater 
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training to align their scoring with the expected model (Linacre, n.d.). Overall, the 

rater reliability for the Extended DCTs was high. 

In contrast, the ratings for the Appropriateness Correction items revealed some issues. 

All but two raters had significantly higher observed ratings than expected, raising 

concerns about their contribution to the measurement model for this item type. 

Interestingly, this issue appeared to be item-type specific, as the same raters did not 

exhibit these discrepancies when scoring Extended DCTs using the same rubric. A 

potential explanation lies in the avoidance behavior observed among test takers. Those 

who felt uncomfortable or lacked proficiency in answering this question type often 

chose "yes" as a default response, leaving only the more confident test takers to 

provide answers. As a result, the responses available for rating were typically strong, 

leading to highly similar ratings across raters. This pattern once again points to the 

need to reconsider the design of this item type to reduce avoidance behavior and 

improve its contribution to the overall measurement model. 

5.4. Explanation 

The explanation inference examines the extent to which the test scores can be 

attributed to the construct of sociopragmatic ability rather than extraneous factors. This 

step is critical for ensuring that the test measures what it intends to measure, providing 

evidence of construct validity. In this study, several analyses were conducted to 

explore the relationships between test scores, proficiency levels and sociopragmatic 

ability. By examining these relationships and identifying potential influences on 

performance, this section evaluates how effectively the test scores represent the 

targeted construct of sociopragmatic competence in academic EFL contexts. 

5.4.1. To What Extent Can Test Takers' Performance Be Attributed to Their 

Sociopragmatic Ability in Academic Contexts? 

To determine the extent to which test takers' performance can be attributed to their 

sociopragmatic ability, three key analyses were conducted: group comparisons based 

on proficiency, section correlations and factor analysis of the test’s internal structure. 

The group comparisons yielded expected results, with higher proficiency learners 

generally obtaining higher scores on the sociopragmatic test. The section correlations 
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provided results consistent with the test’s design where all sections aimed to measure 

sociopragmatic ability as a construct. Significant correlations were observed among 

sections with stronger correlations between the productive sections of the test while 

the receptive sections showed significant but weaker correlations. To further 

investigate the structure of the test, a factor analysis was conducted to determine 

whether the test consisted of multiple distinct factors. The analysis provided three 

factors, indicating that the test captures distinct yet overlapping dimensions of 

sociopragmatic competence. This multifaceted design supports the conclusion that the 

test measures sociopragmatic ability independently of general language proficiency. 

5.4.1.1. What Is the Relationship between Test Takers’ Proficiency Levels and 

Their Sociopragmatic Performance?  

The relationship between test takers’ proficiency levels and their sociopragmatic 

performance showed that higher proficiency learners generally achieved better scores 

across the test. This trend was consistent across most sections, indicating that 

proficiency and sociopragmatic ability are positively correlated. However, this does 

not suggest that the test measures proficiency rather than sociopragmatic ability. While 

there was an overall alignment between proficiency levels and test performance, some 

task types showed no significant group differences between certain proficiency groups, 

such as C1 and C2 level students, who did not differ significantly in any section or 

total scores.  

Additionally, the boxplots in the descriptive results revealed instances where 

individual test takers achieved higher scores than their proficiency group averages and 

even outperformed the mean scores of learners two levels above their proficiency. 

These findings suggest that sociopragmatic competence, while related to proficiency, 

is a separate ability that the test captures effectively, further supporting the construct 

validity of the assessment. 

5.4.1.2. How Do Individual Components of the Test Contribute to the Overall 

Construct Measurement?  

The test sections demonstrated significant correlations with each other and with the 

proficiency scores. While the correlations were stronger between the productive 



 118 

sections, they were weaker for the receptive sections. This disparity may stem from 

previously discussed issues related to the scoring and structural design of the receptive 

items, which may have affected their ability to fully capture the intended construct. 

Additionally, proficiency showed strong correlations with all sections, further 

indicating the test’s alignment with general language ability while maintaining its 

focus on sociopragmatic competence. These results show that the test sections, despite 

some disparities in their correlations, collectively contribute to the overall 

measurement of sociopragmatic ability, supporting the construct validity of the 

assessment. 

5.4.1.3. Does the Internal Structure of the Test Scores Align with Theoretical 

Expectations of Sociopragmatic Competence?  

With four sections, a minimum of four factors was anticipated. However, the factor 

analysis revealed that dialog choice and appropriateness judgment tasks loaded onto 

separate factors, while appropriateness correction items loaded onto the same factor as 

the extended DCTs. This resulted in three factors rather than the expected four. 

Although extended DCTs (extended discourse) and appropriateness correction tasks 

(judgment and single turn) assess different abilities, their convergence onto a single 

factor suggests that appropriateness corrections did not contribute a distinct dimension 

to the test. This finding highlights the need for modifications to the appropriateness 

correction item structure, as previously proposed, to better differentiate it from the 

extended DCTs. These changes could provide an additional expected factor and 

enhance the test's multidimensionality. 

5.5. Extrapolation 

The extrapolation inference evaluates the extent to which performance on the test 

reflects real-world sociopragmatic ability in academic EFL contexts. This step is 

critical for validating the applicability of the test beyond the controlled assessment 

environment. By examining test takers’ perceptions of task authenticity and alignment 

with real-life academic interactions, as well as the relationships between test scores 

and self-assessed sociopragmatic competence, this inference provides insights into the 

test’s ecological validity. 
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5.5.1. To What Extent Do the Test Scores Reflect Real-Life Sociopragmatic 

Performance in Academic EFL Settings? 

The post-test survey data showed that students' self-assessment ratings showed an 

increase with their proficiency levels. Notably, A2, B1 and B2 students rated their 

awareness of sociopragmatic scenarios higher than their success in handling them.  

This suggests that lower-proficiency students recognized their limitations in 

production, indicating that while they could analyze and understand the scenarios, their 

ability to perform successfully was constrained by their language proficiency. For C1 

and C2 group, the mean scores of awareness and success were very close, indicating 

that students’ productive capability catches up to their awareness at advanced levels.  

Additionally, self-assessment ratings of both awareness and success showed 

significant correlations with the receptive and productive sections of the test as well 

as the total scores. These findings demonstrate that the test’s measurements align 

closely with real-life performance, supporting the test’s ability to capture the 

sociopragmatic competence of test takers across varying levels of proficiency. In 

addition to the self-assessments, students' similarity ratings further supported the test 

tasks' representation of real-life performance. Nearly 95% of test takers indicated that 

their responses on the test would be similar to those they would provide in real-life 

situations. This finding highlights that the test tasks were not only authentic in their 

design but also elicited responses from test takers that closely resembled their real-

world sociopragmatic behavior. 

It is important to recognize that the similarity ratings and self-assessment data were 

self-reported, which may be subject to criticism for their accuracy. An alternative 

approach to validating the test tasks' alignment with real-life performance would be to 

collect data from actual real-life utterances. This could involve recording real 

conversations in authentic contexts, either by the researcher or through volunteer 

participants in their daily lives.  

However, this method poses significant challenges, such as the difficulty of capturing 

specific scenarios across a diverse group of participants and addressing privacy and 

consent concerns when recording in public settings. Another potential method could 
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involve test takers performing the tasks in role-play scenarios. While role plays may 

appear more naturalistic than written or structured responses, they are still conducted 

in a controlled environment, which may not fully capture authentic real-life 

performance. These considerations highlight the complexities of comparing test 

performance to real-world behavior, emphasizing the need for test developers to 

carefully evaluate the trade-offs, challenges and limitations of each approach. 

5.6. Utilization 

The utilization inference examines the potential applications of the test and how its 

scores can be interpreted and used effectively in various contexts. While the test has 

not yet been implemented in real-world decision-making scenarios, the findings from 

this study provide insights into its potential uses for diagnostic, pedagogical and self-

assessment purposes. This section explores how the test results could guide learners, 

educators and institutions in addressing sociopragmatic competence and improving 

language education practices. 

5.6.1. How Can the Test Scores Be Utilized for Academic Decision-Making 

Purposes?  

In its current state, the test is not suitable for decision-making purposes due to 

reliability and structural issues in certain sections. Before it can be used for such high-

stakes applications, the test must undergo additional validation cycles to address these 

challenges and refine its design.  

After completing these cycles, it may be possible to determine cutoff points, similar to 

the approach taken by Ikeda (2017), who established cutoff scores based on observed 

averages and participants’ ability levels derived from FACETS analysis. This would 

enable the identification of learners at varying sociopragmatic competence levels 

without relying on their proficiency levels as a reference.  

A further step in the development process could involve creating descriptors and 

writing "can-do" statements, which would provide clearer and more practical 

interpretations of test scores. However, the test is currently far from reaching this stage 

and requires significant refinement before such developments can be implemented. 
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5.6.1.1. How Can the Test Inform Teaching Practices and Curriculum 

Development?  

The test can assist educators in identifying specific areas where students excel or 

struggle in sociopragmatic competence. For instance, if test takers perform well in 

receptive tasks but poorly in productive tasks, it may signal the need to focus 

classroom activities on developing productive skills.  

Additionally, by analyzing task-specific performance, educators can adapt their 

teaching strategies to target essential sociopragmatic skills, such as making requests, 

turn-taking, or managing politeness levels.  

Curriculum designers can incorporate these insights into the syllabus by integrating 

targeted activities that address these skills. The test tasks, rooted in authentic academic 

interactions, can also serve as models for classroom activities, ensuring that teaching 

materials align closely with real-life sociopragmatic demands. Educators can further 

use these tasks as role-play exercises or discussion prompts to raise awareness and 

provide opportunities for practice in a structured and controlled environment. 

5.6.1.2. What Are the Potential Consequences (Positive or Negative) of Using This 

Test for Academic Evaluations?  

The potential consequences of using this test for academic evaluations are both 

positive and negative, depending on the context and the readiness of the test for such 

applications. On the positive side, the test provides a structured and reliable means of 

assessing sociopragmatic competence, which is often overlooked in traditional 

language assessments. This can help identify specific areas for improvement in 

learners, promote targeted interventions and support a more comprehensive 

understanding of communicative competence.  

However, there are potential negative consequences, particularly given the current 

limitations of the test. Structural and reliability issues in certain sections, such as 

appropriateness choice and judgment tasks, may lead to inconsistent or misleading 

results. Additionally, using the test for important decisions without addressing these 

limitations could unfairly disadvantage some learners and undermine the validity of 
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its use. Therefore, while the test has significant potential as an evaluative tool, its 

current state necessitates careful consideration and further refinement to mitigate 

negative consequences and maximize its benefits. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

This study addressed the lack of pragmatics validation studies in EFL contexts and 

stands as the first in the Turkish EFL context. By developing a sociopragmatic test 

with an analytical rubric and conducting comprehensive validation, it contributed to 

the field's understanding of pragmatic assessment.  

Following the argument-based approach to validation (Kane, 2006; Chapelle, 2021), 

the study integrated qualitative and quantitative data to support each inference within 

the framework. The test development process incorporated exemplar scenario 

generation for item content (Liu, 2004) and adapted question types from Roever et al. 

(2014) to assess a variety of constructs, including single-turn utterances, extended 

discourse and both receptive and productive skills.  

For open-ended items, a tailored analytical rubric was created following performance-

based rating principles (Chen and Liu, 2016). Additionally, the test outcomes were 

compared to real-life performance through self-assessment data from test takers. 

A total of 146 EFL students, ranging from A2 to C2 proficiency levels, participated in 

the test and 16 raters evaluated the open-ended tasks. From the initial 50-item version, 

28 questions demonstrated strong performance. Among the sections, extended DCTs 

performed best while appropriateness judgment tasks posed challenges. In addition, 

appropriateness choice and correction items revealed problematic nature of dependent 

questions.  

The productive section differentiated proficiency levels effectively although factor 

analysis indicated some overlap in the constructs they measured. In the receptive 

section, dialog choice questions and extended DCTs demonstrated good functionality, 
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validating their utility in assessing pragmatic ability. The sections correlated well with 

one another, total scores, and overall proficiency. 

The analysis revealed a positive relationship between proficiency level and pragmatic 

ability. However, proficiency exams alone were insufficient for capturing the variance 

in pragmatic test scores, emphasizing the unique contributions of the developed test. 

The self-assessments of test takers regarding their awareness and success in real-life 

situations also correlated with their test scores, further validating the test’s ability to 

capture real-world pragmatic scenarios and performance. 

Rater reliability was notably strong, aided by the training process and the meticulous 

development of the analytical rubric. The performance-based and analytical rating 

approach proved effective, even for EFL teachers with no prior experience in scoring 

pragmatics tests. 

In summary, this study successfully developed and validated a pragmatics assessment 

tool tailored to the EFL context, providing a foundation for both low-stakes 

applications and future high-stakes uses. It demonstrated the importance of rigorous 

test design and validation procedures in ensuring the reliability and validity of 

assessments in measuring pragmatic ability. Future research can further refine the test 

and explore its application in diverse contexts. 

6.1. Implications 

The analysis and results of the study provided useful implications for a wide range of 

fields. Different sections of the study such as the content of test, methodology, rubric 

development and findings provide informative directions for teacher trainers, test 

developers, teachers, students, researchers and material developers. 

6.1.1. Implications for Teacher Trainers 

This study highlights the critical role of teacher trainers in embedding validation 

practices into language teacher education. Validation should be framed not as a 

peripheral concern, but as a core component of responsible assessment literacy. By 

introducing pre-service and in-service teachers to validation frameworks such as the 

argument-based approach, teacher trainers can foster a deeper understanding of how 
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to justify test use, interpret results meaningfully, and ensure fairness. Training 

programs should include opportunities for teacher candidates to explore the different 

phases of validation—such as domain description, evaluation, and extrapolation—so 

they can critically engage with test constructs and consequences. This equips future 

educators with the conceptual tools needed to make informed and ethical assessment 

decisions throughout their careers. 

Another implication for teacher trainers lies in empowering future educators to design 

and validate assessment tools that align with their specific teaching contexts. Rather 

than relying exclusively on pre-packaged instruments, teacher candidates should be 

guided through processes such as needs analysis, scenario development, piloting, and 

rubric construction. This study provides a model of how such procedures can be 

systematically taught and practiced. By incorporating hands-on projects and case-

based learning into teacher education curricula, trainers can help build the skills and 

confidence necessary for teacher candidates to create contextually relevant and 

pedagogically sound assessments. This shift promotes a more autonomous and 

reflective approach to assessment in the classroom. 

Teacher trainers also play a vital role in helping teacher candidates develop the skills 

to adapt existing assessment tools for their local contexts. Many assessment 

instruments are created for broad, often standardized purposes and may not reflect the 

sociopragmatic realities of diverse learner groups. Through coursework and practicum 

experiences, teacher trainers can model how to critically evaluate test content, question 

types, and scoring procedures, and guide candidates in modifying these elements based 

on principles of validation.  

This study illustrates how adaptation, when informed by evidence and context, can 

significantly enhance the relevance and fairness of an assessment. By fostering this 

adaptive mindset, teacher trainers contribute to the development of educators who are 

not only test users but also informed and responsive test mediators. 

6.1.2. Implications for Test Developers 

This study offers a detailed blueprint for pragmatic test development, grounded in a 

systematic, evidence-based validation framework. By employing Chapelle’s (2021) 
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adaptation of Kane’s argument-based approach, it models how each step—from 

domain description to extrapolation—can be integrated into a cohesive validation 

process. This structured methodology not only enhances the credibility and utility of 

the test but also provides test developers with a replicable model for designing 

assessments that are theoretically grounded, contextually relevant, and empirically 

supported. As one of the first comprehensive studies in the Turkish EFL context, it 

lays essential groundwork for future pragmatic test development efforts in similar 

settings. 

The test developed in this study incorporates a practical and flexible design, combining 

receptive and productive tasks such as appropriateness judgments, dialog choices, and 

extended discourse completion tasks. These task types offer a user-friendly, scalable 

format that can be readily adapted for other domains, such as workplace 

communication, service encounters, or healthcare settings. Test developers can retain 

the format while modifying scenarios, speech acts, and rubrics to suit their specific 

context and population. The development procedures—including scenario generation, 

likelihood investigation, piloting, and analytical rubric construction—serve as a 

practical guide for tailoring assessments across various sociopragmatic domains. 

This study also reveals several key challenges that test developers should be prepared 

to address. Among these are issues related to content selection, contextual authenticity, 

rubric reliability, and rater variability. The study highlights the importance of 

involving target users in the scenario generation process and employing quality control 

measures such as piloting and expert review. It also emphasizes the value of using 

performance data, rather than intuition alone, in rubric development. These 

considerations are crucial in minimizing construct underrepresentation and 

maximizing the interpretability and fairness of test scores. Developers working in 

similar domains should anticipate and plan for such complexities throughout the test 

development cycle. 

Finally, the study draws attention to important distinctions between ESL and EFL 

contexts in pragmatic test development. While much of the existing literature and test 

design models originate in ESL environments, this research shows that direct 

application of those models may not always be appropriate. Cultural norms, 
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institutional practices, and language use conventions differ significantly, influencing 

how pragmatic behaviors are realized and interpreted. The findings from this Turkish 

EFL context underscore the need for localized validation practices and context-

sensitive test content. For developers working in EFL settings, this study highlights 

the importance of cultural and linguistic calibration when adapting or designing tests 

initially developed for ESL learners. 

6.1.3. Implications for Teachers 

The test developed in this study offers teachers a practical and accessible tool for 

assessing learners’ sociopragmatic competence in academic EFL contexts. Its design, 

which combines both receptive and productive tasks, allows for a balanced evaluation 

of how students understand and produce contextually appropriate language.  

Teachers often lack context-specific, validated tools for assessing pragmatic skills, and 

this test fills that gap by aligning well with real-life academic interactions students are 

likely to encounter. Its format allows for easy implementation in classroom settings, 

whether as part of a formative assessment cycle or a stand-alone activity. 

One of the test's key strengths is its incorporation of a variety of speech acts across 

diverse university-based scenarios. This ensures that learners are assessed on 

situations they are likely to face in real academic life, such as requesting feedback 

from a professor or negotiating group work with a peer. By reflecting common 

interactional settings, the test fosters ecological validity and promotes learner 

engagement. Teachers can trust that the test results reflect meaningful aspects of their 

students’ pragmatic abilities, not just theoretical or decontextualized knowledge. 

The test results can be used diagnostically to reveal individual and group patterns in 

sociopragmatic performance. Teachers can identify which pragmatic functions 

students perform well and where breakdowns in appropriateness, politeness, or turn-

taking occur. This diagnostic lens helps uncover gaps that may not be visible through 

traditional grammar- or vocabulary-based assessments. Teachers can also use rubric-

based feedback to track learners’ development over time, allowing for more 

personalized support and intervention strategies. 
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The test provides teachers with actionable insights that can directly inform the design 

of lessons targeting sociopragmatic competence. By analyzing student performance on 

various speech acts and interactional scenarios, teachers can identify which aspects of 

sociopragmatic knowledge require further instruction. This allows teachers to move 

beyond generic language teaching and incorporate focused activities that develop 

pragmatic awareness and skill. Likewise, common errors in pragmatic appropriateness 

can lead to the inclusion of more role-plays, reflective tasks, or discourse analysis 

activities that highlight context-sensitive language use. In this way, the test functions 

not just as an evaluative tool but as a guide for shaping pedagogy that nurtures learners’ 

ability to communicate effectively and appropriately in real-world academic contexts. 

Beyond assessment, the test serves as a valuable pedagogical resource for raising 

learners’ awareness of sociopragmatic norms. Many students may be unaware of the 

sociocultural expectations that influence appropriate language use in academic 

settings. By engaging with the test tasks and receiving structured feedback, students 

can better understand how meaning is shaped by context, power relations, and social 

distance. This heightened awareness fosters metapragmatic reflection and encourages 

more intentional communication practices. 

In today’s globalized academic and professional environments, effective 

communication extends beyond grammatical accuracy to include appropriateness, 

politeness, and cultural sensitivity. Teachers play a key role in preparing students to 

navigate these nuances. The test developed in this study supports this goal by 

providing a concrete way to discuss and teach pragmatic strategies that are vital for 

real-world success. Furthermore, by integrating sociopragmatic assessment into 

classroom practices, teachers reinforce the message that communicative competence 

is a holistic construct—one that includes not only language form but also social 

meaning and interactional effectiveness. 

Ultimately, by using this test as both an assessment and teaching tool, teachers help 

students bridge the gap between classroom learning and real-world communication. 

Developing sociopragmatic awareness and skill empowers learners to participate more 

confidently in academic discussions, resolve misunderstandings diplomatically, and 

collaborate effectively across cultural boundaries. These are essential competencies 
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not only for academic achievement but also for career readiness in increasingly 

internationalized environments. Teachers who prioritize pragmatic competence 

contribute to shaping learners who are not only proficient language users but also 

effective and responsible communicators. 

6.1.4. Implications for Students 

For students, the test developed in this study serves as a meaningful self-assessment 

tool that can be used either before entering university or during their academic journey. 

By engaging with realistic sociopragmatic scenarios, students have the opportunity to 

evaluate how they might respond in authentic academic interactions.  

This form of reflective assessment enables learners to identify specific strengths and 

gaps in their pragmatic competence, such as the ability to make requests, offer 

apologies, or navigate power dynamics in communication. The results can inform their 

personal learning goals and help them focus on developing the pragmatic skills 

necessary for success in academic and professional settings. 

Even without focusing on scores or completing all items, the test holds pedagogical 

value for students simply through engagement with the scenarios. These tasks reflect 

common, context-rich situations students are likely to encounter in a university 

environment—interactions with professors, group work with peers, or asking for 

academic support. Reading and thinking about how they would respond in these 

situations can stimulate reflection and build familiarity with the types of pragmatic 

challenges they may face. As such, the test doubles as a learning resource, prompting 

students to anticipate and mentally rehearse appropriate language choices, regardless 

of their performance or willingness to complete the test in full. 

The test also plays a vital role in broadening students’ understanding of 

communication beyond grammatical accuracy or vocabulary range. By emphasizing 

context-appropriate language use, politeness, and interactional norms, it introduces 

students to the concept of pragmatic competence as a key component of overall 

communicative ability. This awareness encourages learners to reflect more critically 

on how language is used to build relationships, manage social dynamics, and avoid 

misunderstandings. Recognizing that effective communication involves more than 
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linguistic correctness, students can begin to approach interactions with greater 

sensitivity and confidence—skills that are essential not only in academia, but also in 

multicultural professional and social environments. 

6.1.5. Implications for Researchers 

This study contributes to the growing body of research on pragmatic competence by 

presenting a reliable and contextually grounded assessment tool tailored to EFL 

academic settings. Its focus on sociopragmatic ability highlights the need to go beyond 

traditional grammar- and vocabulary-based evaluations and develop assessments that 

capture learners’ communicative appropriateness in real-world contexts. For 

researchers interested in language assessment, this study adds empirical support to the 

notion that pragmatic competence can be measured in a valid, practical, and scalable 

way, especially in underrepresented EFL contexts where such tools are often lacking. 

The study exemplifies how a comprehensive validation process can be strengthened 

by incorporating both quantitative and qualitative data. Through item analysis, 

reliability testing, rater consistency measures, and comparisons across proficiency 

levels, the study establishes robust quantitative backing for its claims. Simultaneously, 

the use of scenario generation, expert feedback, and performance-based rubric 

development brings in valuable qualitative insights that ensure authenticity and 

contextual relevance. This mixed-methods approach demonstrates to researchers how 

multiple types of evidence can work in tandem to build a more compelling and 

complete validation argument. 

A key implication of this research lies in its role as a bridge between theoretical 

constructs of pragmatic competence and the practical realities of test design and 

implementation. While frameworks for pragmatic competence have been well 

established in the literature, their application in classroom or institutional assessment 

has often remained abstract or inconsistent. By aligning test content with real-life 

communicative demands and validating it through an argument-based framework, this 

study offers a tangible model of how theoretical principles can inform every stage of 

assessment development. It encourages researchers to pursue work that is both 

conceptually rigorous and pedagogically useful. 
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Finally, the study presents a structured and replicable model for pragmatic test 

development that can be adapted for different contexts, target populations, and 

domains of interaction. Each phase—scenario generation, likelihood investigation, 

task design, rubric development, piloting, and validation—is clearly documented and 

supported by established frameworks such as Chapelle’s (2021) adaptation of Kane’s 

argument-based validation. This transparency allows other researchers to adopt or 

modify the approach for their own settings, promoting consistency and comparability 

across pragmatic assessment studies. In doing so, the study not only contributes to its 

immediate research context but also provides a methodological template that advances 

the field as a whole. 

6.1.6. Implications for Material Developers 

This study reinforces the importance of acknowledging contextual variability in the 

development of language assessment materials, especially when addressing pragmatic 

competence. Pragmatic norms and expectations are deeply influenced by cultural, 

institutional, and linguistic factors, and materials that perform well in one context may 

not function similarly in another.  

Material developers must therefore avoid a one-size-fits-all approach and instead 

prioritize context-specific needs analyses when designing or adapting pragmatic 

assessment tools. Such attention to local interactional norms ensures that materials 

remain both authentic and pedagogically relevant. 

The study highlights the necessity for careful reanalysis when transferring tasks or 

question types across contexts. Developers should not assume that tasks previously 

validated elsewhere will maintain their effectiveness without modification. The test 

items used in this study were refined based on scenario generation and likelihood 

analysis specific to the Turkish university context, ensuring that the tasks resonated 

with learners' real-life experiences. This process demonstrates the value of grounding 

material development in authentic, locally informed data to maintain both validity and 

learner engagement. 

Findings from the study show that not all question types perform equally across 

contexts or constructs. While judgment tasks and dependent questions have been 
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widely used in pragmatic assessment, their effectiveness can vary depending on the 

learner population and the design of the items themselves. Material developers are 

encouraged to critically evaluate how different question formats function in their 

specific context, using pilot testing and item analysis to refine and optimize their 

assessment tools. Such evidence-based evaluation is key to ensuring that materials 

effectively elicit and measure the target pragmatic constructs. 

The study points to the strength of extended discourse tasks—such as dialog choice 

questions—in assessing pragmatic competence. These items allow learners to engage 

with longer stretches of interaction, offering a more holistic view of their 

sociopragmatic awareness and interpretive skills. Material developers should consider 

incorporating extended discourse-based tasks in their materials, as they provide rich 

contexts that mirror real-life communication more closely than isolated utterances. 

These tasks also offer insight into learners’ ability to navigate turn-taking, manage 

face threats, and interpret subtleties of tone and intent. 

To comprehensively assess sociopragmatic competence, material developers must be 

open to experimenting with innovative item formats. This study demonstrates the 

benefits of combining receptive and productive elements across diverse task types, 

moving beyond traditional formats to reflect the dynamic nature of interaction. 

Exploring new structures—such as mixed-mode items, scaffolded dialogues, or 

integrated performance assessments—can yield more nuanced insights into learners’ 

pragmatic abilities. Innovation in item design also enhances the instructional utility of 

materials, encouraging more meaningful classroom applications. 

A key implication for large-scale assessment is that pragmatic competence can be 

measured reliably and practically without the need for time-consuming role-play tasks. 

While role-plays offer authentic interaction, they are often unfeasible in large 

educational settings due to logistical and scoring challenges. This study demonstrates 

that thoughtfully designed written or computer-based tasks—such as extended DCTs 

and dialog evaluations—can effectively capture both receptive and productive 

dimensions of pragmatic ability. Material developers designing for large populations, 

such as university students, can confidently build assessments that are scalable, 

efficient, and still grounded in communicative authenticity. 
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6.2. Limitations 

One of the primary limitations of the study was the number of participants, particularly 

at the lower proficiency levels. Validation studies benefit from large, balanced sample 

sizes across proficiency bands to ensure robust and generalizable findings. However, 

this study faced difficulty in recruiting enough participants in beginner and 

intermediate groups, which restricted the extent to which comparisons could be made 

across different proficiency levels. The imbalance may have limited the reliability of 

some statistical analyses and the ability to draw conclusions about the test’s 

effectiveness for a broader range of learners. 

Motivation was another significant challenge, as all participants were volunteers who 

received no compensation for their time. Many participants skipped items—especially 

productive ones that required more effort—and some accessed the test but exited 

without answering any questions. The test’s length, approximately 45 minutes, also 

contributed to participant fatigue or disengagement. Unlike previous validation studies 

that were supported by research funding and offered small monetary incentives (e.g., 

Youn, 2013; Ikeda, 2017; Roever et al., 2014), this study lacked external funding, 

which limited the ability to improve motivation and completion rates through such 

incentives. 

Another limitation concerns the inconsistency in proficiency assessment standards 

across different universities. Since there is no uniform national proficiency test in 

Turkey for university students, each institution applies its own assessment criteria, 

formats, and cut scores. This variability complicates any interpretation of proficiency-

level comparisons within the study. As a result, categorizing participants solely based 

on their institutional placement or previous exam results may not accurately reflect 

their actual language ability in a consistent or comparable way. 

Participants’ self-reported awareness of sociopragmatic competence and their 

perceived success on the test present another limitation. These self-assessments were 

not triangulated with teacher ratings, performance metrics, or standardized self-

efficacy scales. Consequently, there may be discrepancies between participants’ 

perceptions and their actual pragmatic abilities. Overestimation or underestimation of 
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one’s own competence can skew analyses and obscure relationships between 

perceived and demonstrated performance in sociopragmatic tasks. 

The test was administered online and completed independently by each participant 

using their own device, in a location and time of their choosing. While this approach 

maximized accessibility and convenience, it introduced significant variability in test-

taking conditions. Environmental distractions, device types (e.g., mobile vs. desktop), 

and individual time management strategies may have influenced participants’ focus, 

effort, and response quality. Furthermore, the absence of a time limit—intended to 

reduce pressure and encourage thoughtful responses—does not fully reflect the time-

sensitive nature of real-world pragmatic interactions. 

Lastly, a potential limitation emerged in differentiating between advanced proficiency 

levels, particularly C1 and C2. Participants in both groups often performed similarly 

on the test, and the differences in scores were marginal. This outcome may stem from 

the test's sensitivity ceiling or from the close linguistic competence of learners in these 

bands. Given the nuanced nature of sociopragmatic ability, more refined or 

challenging task types may be required in future studies to better distinguish between 

high-proficiency learners and capture subtle variations in their pragmatic competence. 

6.3. Suggestions for Further Research 

Future research should aim to replicate this study with a larger and more evenly 

distributed participant sample across proficiency levels. While the current study 

included learners from a range of language backgrounds, the relatively small sample 

size — particularly at lower levels — limited the statistical power and generalizability 

of the findings. Increasing the number of participants would strengthen the robustness 

of validation analyses such as item performance, inter-group comparisons, and score 

generalization. A broader participant pool would also make it possible to conduct 

subgroup analyses to explore how factors like language background, age, or academic 

discipline affect sociopragmatic performance. 

Given that certain item types underperformed — particularly appropriateness 

judgment tasks and dependent questions — future research should experiment with 

alternative formats to enhance their functionality and validity. For appropriateness 
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judgment tasks, removing the neutral middle option or revising the scale to a 0-1-2 

format, calibrated against expert or native speaker ratings, could increase response 

clarity and scoring precision. Additionally, modifying the wording of response choices 

to be more intuitive or less evaluative (e.g., replacing “too impolite” with “less 

appropriate”) may improve interpretability for learners. Regarding dependent 

questions, where responses were contingent on an initial yes/no judgment, results 

showed reduced reliability. A recommended alternative is to use non-dependent 

appropriateness correction tasks in which all items are based on clearly inappropriate 

utterances that require revision—allowing for the simultaneous assessment of both 

receptive awareness and productive ability. 

Further research can enrich the validation process by triangulating test scores with 

other sociopragmatic assessment methods. For instance, researchers might include 

role-plays, discourse completion tasks with follow-up interviews, or existing validated 

pragmatic tests to compare learner performance across formats. Real-life classroom or 

peer-to-peer observations — although logistically complex — could yield valuable 

insights into how students apply pragmatic strategies in authentic settings. Another 

practical approach is to gather teacher feedback on students’ sociopragmatic 

competence, drawing from teachers’ longitudinal classroom observations. These 

additional data sources would provide complementary evidence for validating the 

construct the test aims to measure. 

Think-aloud protocols offer a promising avenue for better understanding of both test-

taker responses and rater judgments. During the test administration phase, having a 

subset of students verbalize their thought processes while responding to items could 

help researchers identify areas of confusion, misinterpretation, or mismatch between 

item intent and learner perception. Similarly, inviting raters to conduct think-aloud 

reflections while using the rubric can uncover how criteria are interpreted and applied 

across performances. These insights could inform both item revision and rubric 

refinement, contributing to deeper construct alignment and improved scoring 

consistency. 

Since pragmatic development is an ongoing, dynamic process, future studies would 

benefit from longitudinal research designs. Tracking learners’ sociopragmatic 
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performance over an academic semester or year—especially when linked to 

instructional interventions—would provide a clearer picture of growth trajectories and 

developmental patterns. Such designs could also help in assessing the sensitivity of the 

test to developmental changes, supporting its use for formative assessment and 

curriculum alignment. Longitudinal studies would also clarify how external factors, 

such as increased exposure to English or changes in social roles (e.g., becoming a 

teaching assistant), influence pragmatic competence. 

While the current study prioritized convenience and realism through flexible online 

administration, future research should explore test delivery in controlled 

environments. Administering the test under supervised, standardized conditions would 

reduce extraneous variables such as environmental distractions, device differences, or 

unauthorized assistance. Controlled conditions also allow for more accurate timing, 

which could be important in evaluating how students manage sociopragmatic 

decisions under pressure—closer to how such decisions occur in real-time interactions. 

Comparing performance under controlled and uncontrolled conditions could yield 

insights into how context and delivery format affect pragmatic performance. 

Finally, future research could explore the development of computerized or adaptive 

versions of sociopragmatic assessments. With advancements in educational 

technology, it is now possible to create interactive and adaptive platforms that tailor 

item difficulty based on learner responses. This would be particularly beneficial for 

large-scale administration and for addressing challenges in differentiating between 

adjacent proficiency levels, such as C1 and C2. Computerized delivery could also 

allow for multimedia integration—using video or audio stimuli to enhance context and 

authenticity—and facilitate more efficient data collection and analysis. Incorporating 

adaptive technology into sociopragmatic testing represents an innovative direction that 

aligns with the increasing digitalization of language assessment.  
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APPENDICES 

 

 

A. L2 PRAGMATIC TEST DEVELOPMENT - SCENARIO GENERATION 

SURVEY (PILOTING VERSION) 

 

 

Sayın katılımcı, 

Bu anket, ODTÜ'de İngiliz Dili Eğitimi doktora öğrencisi olan Mehmet Çelikbaş 

tarafından uygulanmaktadır. Çalışmanın nihai amacı, üniversite öğrencilerinin 

arkadaşları ve üniversite öğretmenleri ile iletişimlerinde İngilizce'yi ne kadar uygun 

bir dille kullandıklarını ölçen bir test geliştirmektir. Ankette, size verilen örnekteki 

gibi üniversite ortamında arkadaşlarınız ve öğretmenlerinizle olan etkileşimlerinizden 

hatırladıklarınızı olabildiğince detaylı olarak yazmanız istenmektedir. Bu etkileşimleri 

"konuşma eylemi" olarak yazmanız gerekmektedir. "Konuşma eylem"leri dilin bir 

işlev gerçekleştirmek için kullanıldığı durumlardır. Bir teklifi reddetmek, bir 

arkadaşınızı yemeğe davet etmek ya da birinden yardım istemek konuşma eylemlerine 

örnek olarak verilebilir. Sorularınız ve çalışmanın ilerlemesi ya da sonuçları ile alakalı 

olarak  adresinden iletişime geçebilirsiniz. 

Örnek konuşma eylemi 1: Bazen dersleri kaçırdığım için kitabımda boş kısımlar 

kalıyor. Ertesi gün gittiğimde yanımda oturan arkadaşımdan kitabını ödünç istiyorum. 

Genelde sınıfta herkes her gün benzer yerlerde oturduğu için, yanımda oturan kişi 

genelde aynı oluyor. O yüzden yanımdaki arkadaşımla muhabbetim gayet iyi. Zaten 

iyi olmasa kitabını istemezdim. 

Örnek konuşma eylemi 2: Bir seferinde ailevi sebeplerden dolayı memlekete gitmem 

gerekti. Bir tane dersin finalini kaçırıyordum. Durumla alakalı dersin öğretmeni ile 

görüşmeye gittim. Ofis saati olmasına rağmen gitmeden önce haber vermediğim için 

çok memnun olmadı. Kendisi anlayışlı biri olduğu için durumumu anlatınca sorun 

olmadığını ve telafi sınavına girebileceğimi söyledi. Daha önce hiç bire bir 

konuşmadığımız için gergindim ama konuştuktan sonra boşuna strest yapmışım dedim 

kendi kendime. 

* Gerekli 

 

 İlgili bilgilendirmeyi okudum ve anladım. * 

☐ Çalışmaya katılmayı onaylıyorum. 

 

 Lütfen size uygun seçeneği işaretleyiniz. * 

Yalnızca bir şıkkı işaretleyin. 

☐ Üniversite Öğrencisiyim  

☐ Öğretim Görevlisiyim 
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Konuşma eylemi 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 5 
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Konuşma eylemi 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 10 
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B. L2 PRAGMATİC TEST DEVELOPMENT – PROBABILITY RATING 

(PILOTING VERSION) 

 

 

Sayın katılımcı, 

Bu anket, ODTÜ'de İngiliz Dili Eğitimi doktora öğrencisi olan Mehmet Çelikbaş 

tarafından uygulanmaktadır. Çalışmanın nihai amacı, üniversite öğrencilerinin 

arkadaşları ve üniversite öğretmenleri ile iletişimlerinde İngilizce'yi ne kadar uygun 

bir dille kullandıklarını ölçen bir test geliştirmektir. Ankette, üniversite öğrencilerinin 

üniversite hayatında arkadaşları veya öğretim görevlileri ile gerçekleştirdikleri 

muhtemel konuşma eylemi senaryoları sıralanmıştır. Bu senaryoları üniversite 

ortamınızda karşılaşma ihtimalinizi düşünerek çok muhtemel (100) ve muhtemel değil 

(0) aralığında bir sayı ile derecelendirmeniz istenmektedir. Lütfen hepsini 

derecelendirdiğinizden emin olunuz. 

 

Sorularınız ve çalışmanın ilerlemesi ya da sonuçları ile alakalı olarak 

 adresinden iletişime geçebilirsiniz.  

 

1- Ders aldığım öğretim görevlisine yaptığım bir sunum, ödev ya da sınavdan aldığım 

notu sormak  

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 

 

2- Beraber ders aldığım sınıf arkadaşımı ders arasında kantine kahve içmeye davet 

etmek 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 

 

3- Bir sebepten dolayı oturduğunuz yeri ya da sırayı beğenmeyip arkadaşınıza 

değişmeyi teklif etmek 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 

 

4- Ödevinizle alakalı yaşadığınız bir problemden dolayı öğretim görevlisine bir soru 

sormak 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 

 

5- Aynı yerde üniversite servisi beklediğiniz ama tanımadığınız başka bir üniversite 

öğrencisine servis saatleri ile alakalı bir soru sormak 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 
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6- Ders aldığınız öğretim görevlisinden, ek süre istemek 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100  

 

7- Bir ders almak istiyorsunuz ama dersi veren öğretim görevlisini tanımadığınız için 

daha önce ondan ders almış bir arkadaşınızdan bu konu hakkında bilgi istemek 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 

 

8- Kendinizi geliştirmek istediğiniz bir konu ile alakalı ders aldığınız bir öğretim 

görevlisinden kitap tavsiyesi istemek 

 

0 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100 
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C. PILOT PRAGMATICS TEST 

 

 

Sayın katılımcı, 

 

Bu test, ODTÜ'de İngiliz Dili Eğitimi doktora öğrencisi olan Mehmet Çelikbaş 

tarafından uygulanmaktadır. Çalışmanın nihai amacı, üniversite öğrencilerinin 

arkadaşları ve üniversite öğretmenleri ile iletişimlerinde İngilizce'yi ne kadar uygun 

bir dille kullandıklarını ölçen bir test geliştirmektir. Lütfen testteki tüm soruları 

cevaplayınız. Sorularınız ve çalışmanın ilerlemesi ya da sonuçları ile alakalı olarak 

 adresinden iletişime geçebilirsiniz. 

 

Açıklamayı okudum ve anladım. * 

 

☐ Çalışmaya katılmayı onaylıyorum. 

  

 My level of English is 

 

☐ Pre-intermediate 

☐ Upper-intermediate 

 

           Or 

 

☐ I am a native speaker. 

 

1. Ceyda is a psychology student. She made a presentation about a mental disease. A 

week later, the professor has still not announced the grades. She is curious about hers 

because she worked really hard for it. She has taken two other classes from the same 

professor in previous years. She knows the professor's office and office hours. She 

knocks on the door and enters after hearing " come in".                                                                      

 

Professor: Hello Ceyda. What brings you here? 

Ceyda: Hi professor. Can you tell me my grade for the presentation last week? 

 

Look at Ceyda’s sentence. Do you think it is ……? 

 

A. Very impolite/very harsh 

B. Not quite polite/soft enough 

C. Completely appropriate 

D. A little too polite/soft 

E. Far too polite/soft 
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2. Ahmet is an engineering student. He always comes to class earlier than others. He 

has some time to kill before class. Most of the time, the second one to come to class is 

Faruk. They have become somewhat close friends after having a chat every day. They 

both like coffee so sometimes they spend time in the university cafeteria. In one of 

their casual free time before class, Faruk asks: 

 

Faruk:  Do you want to have some coffee in the cafeteria? 

Ahmet: Yeah, sure.  

 

Look at Ahmet’s sentence. Do you think it is ……? 

 

A. Very impolite/very harsh 

B. Not quite polite/soft enough 

C. Completely appropriate 

D. A little too polite/soft 

E. Far too polite/soft 

 

3. Two classmates are talking just before the class starts. It is a crowded class and they 

don’t know each other very well. 

 

Student 1: Hey, do you mind changing places because I can’t see the board very well 

from this side of the class? 

Student 2: I am sorry but I also have the same problem. Come early next time. 

 

Did student 2 respond appropriately?  

☐ Yes         ☐ No 

 

If you choose “No”, how should student 2 respond? 

 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. A student has problems with her assignment. She waits outside the class to talk to 

the professor before the lesson starts. She sees the professor coming. 

 

Professor: Hi. Good afternoon. 

Student: Good afternoon professor. Could I have a moment with you before the class 

starts? 

 

Did the student use appropriate language? 

☐ Yes         ☐ No 

 

If you choose “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Please complete the dialog with appropriate language. 

 

Merve and Zeynep are waiting for a school service bus in front of the main building at 

campus. They don’t know each other. After waiting for five minutes, Merve decides 

to as Zeynep about the bus schedule. 

 

Merve:   Hi. Are you also waiting for a service bus? 

Zeynep: _____________________________________________________________ 

Merve:   I have been waiting for like 15 minutes. Do you know when it arrives usually? 

Zeynep: _____________________________________________________________ 

Merve:   Alright, that’s good to hear. I am Merve by the way. 

Zeynep: ____________________________________________________________ 

Merve:   I am studying psychology, too. Have we ever taken classes together? 

Zeynep: ____________________________________________________________ 

Merve:   I guess we were in different sections. 

 

6. Please complete the dialog with appropriate language. 

 

Emre is a business student. He stays in a dormitory because his family lives in a 

different city. He needs to complete his final paper next week but he has to go to his 

hometown because of some family issues. It is not possible to focus on his paper while 

he is there. He decides to ask the professor for an extension. He visits the professor in 

her office. 

 

Professor: Hi Emre. What did you want to talk about? I hope everything is OK. 

Emre: ______________________________________________________________ 

Professor: You know I am very strict about deadlines. Can I ask why do you want this 

extension? 

Emre: _______________________________________________________________ 

Professor: I am sorry to hear that. I want to give you as much time as you need but you 

know I have to enter the grades in three weeks. 

Emre: ______________________________________________________________ 

Professor: A week is no problem at all.  

Emre: _______________________________________________________________ 

Professor: Is there anything else I can help you with? 

(conversation continues) 
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7.  

Dialog A 

 

Görkem: Hi good morning. How are you? 

Deniz: Good. Just a bit stressed about this course registration. 

Görkem: Why? What’s the matter? 

Deniz: I have to take an advanced class but I don’t know anything about the professor? 

Görkem: Who is the professor? Maybe I know him. 

Deniz: Not him actually. Her name is Beyza Duyar. 

Görkem: Oh, she is a wonderful teacher. I have taken two courses with her. You don’t 

have anything to worry about. She is very generous about grades, too. 

Deniz: Really? That’s a relief.  

Görkem: I wish I could take another class from her. 

Deniz: How about Birol Kaya? Do you know him? 

Görkem: No, I don’t think so. 

Deniz: Anyway, at least I got one less class to worry about. 

 

 Dialog B 

 

Görkem: Hi good morning. 

Deniz: Good morning. How is everything? 

Görkem: Really good. I have just finished my course registration. 

Deniz: Well good for you. I am still struggling with mine. 

Görkem: Why?  

Deniz: I have decided on my courses but some of them have different sections from 

different professors. I am not sure which one to choose. 

Görkem: Can I see which ones? Maybe I know them. 

Deniz: Sure. Here. 

Görkem: I have taken courses from these two professors. They were both really nice.  

Deniz: Alright. I will just choose their sections then. Thank you so much. 

Görkem: No problem. Happy to help. 

Deniz: Maybe next time I can help you with your registration. 

 

Which conversation is more successful in terms of communication skills? 

 

☐ Dialog A 

 

☐ Dialog B 
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8.  

 Dialog A 

 

Student: Hi professor. Can I come in? 

Professor: Sure. Do you have a question? 

Student: Yes actually. I missed last week’s lesson and I was wondering if you could 

recommend some reading on the topic? 

Professor: I have e-mailed the presentation to everybody. You can find information 

there. 

Student: I have already looked at it. It was really informative but I think I need to see 

some examples. 

Professor: Right. I gave some examples but they were not in the presentation. There is 

a book called “Business Cases”. It has many examples about various topics. It also has 

a chapter on our topic too. 

Student: Thank you very much. I hope our library has it. 

Professor: If not, send me an e-mail and I can suggest another book for you. 

Student: I will. Thanks again. Have a nice day. 

Professor: You too.  

 

 Dialog B 

 

Student: Hello professor. Do you have a minute? 

Professor: Sure. What’s the matter? 

Student: I found today’s topic really interesting. I want to do some more reading on it. 

Are there any books that you can recommend?  

Professor: Yes. There are plenty of books on that topic but I think you would enjoy 

the one called “Business Cases”. 

Student: I will try to find it. What’s different about this book? 

Professor: Well, it gives a lot of examples so you can see different situations. 

Student: That sounds good. Thank you very much. 

Professor: You are welcome. I hope you like it. 

 

Which conversation is more successful in terms of communication skills? 

 

☐ Dialog A 

 

☐ Dialog B 
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D. SCORING GUIDE FOR THE PILOT TEST 

 

 

adapted from Roever et. al. (2014) 

 

For question 3 – Does it fit the gap, i.e., does it make sense in light of the previous turn 

and does it enable the following turn? 

If it fits the gap, 1 point 

If it doesn’t fit the gap, 0 point 

 

 

For questions 5 and 6 – How idiomatic are the answers, i.e., is it easy to understand in 

terms of grammar and vocabulary and is it pragmatically felicious? 

 

3 points – Completely idiomatic: The utterance is smooth and takes no effort to 

understand. Contains no grammatical or vocabulary errors or pragmatic infelicities. 

Native like. 

 

2 points – Not completely idiomatic: The response has minor grammatical / 

vocabulary errors or slight pragmatic infelicities (e.g., “Thanks you.” instead of 

“Thank you.”). It sounds a bit non-native or awkward but the meaning can be inferred 

easily. If pragmatic infelicities are more serious, i.e., if it “sounds weird” or seriously 

off, consider 1 below. 

 

1 point – Somewhat unidiomatic but comprehensible: The response either has 

serious pragmatic infelicities that make it sound off, e.g., because it could be heard as 

inadvertently insulting, or it has serious grammatical / vocabulary errors that make 

decoding of meaning effortful. However, a benevolent interlocutor would still be able 

to understand the meaning and/or not be offended by the pragmatic inappropriateness. 

 

0 point – Entirely unidiomatic and/or incomprehensible: The utterance is 

pragmatically inappropriate so that the interlocutor would form a negative image. 
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E. L2 PRAGMATIC TEST DEVELOPMENT - SCENARIO GENERATION 

SURVEY (TEST VERSION) 

 

 

Sayın katılımcı, 

Bu anket, ODTÜ'de İngiliz Dili Eğitimi doktora öğrencisi olan Mehmet Çelikbaş 

tarafından uygulanmaktadır. Çalışmanın nihai amacı, üniversite öğrencilerinin 

arkadaşları ve üniversite öğretmenleri ile iletişimlerinde İngilizce'yi ne kadar uygun 

bir dille kullandıklarını ölçen bir test geliştirmektir. Ankette, size verilen örnekteki 

gibi üniversite ortamında arkadaşlarınız ve öğretmenlerinizle olan 

etkileşimlerinizden hatırladıklarınızı olabildiğince detaylı olarak yazmanız 

istenmektedir. Bu etkileşimleri "konuşma eylemi" olarak yazmanız gerekmektedir. 

"Konuşma eylem"leri dilin bir işlev gerçekleştirmek için kullanıldığı durumlardır. 

Bir teklifi reddetmek, bir arkadaşınızı yemeğe davet etmek ya da birinden yardım 

istemek konuşma eylemlerine örnek olarak verilebilir. Sorularınız ve çalışmanın 

ilerlemesi ya da sonuçları ile alakalı olarak  adresinden 

iletişime geçebilirsiniz. 

 

Örnek konuşma eylemi 1: Bazen dersleri kaçırdığım için kitabımda boş kısımlar 

kalıyor. Ertesi gün gittiğimde yanımda oturan arkadaşımdan kitabını ödünç 

istiyorum. Genelde sınıfta herkes her gün benzer yerlerde oturduğu için, yanımda 

oturan kişi genelde aynı oluyor. O yüzden yanımdaki arkadaşımla muhabbetim gayet 

iyi. Zaten iyi olmasa kitabını istemezdim. 

 

Örnek konuşma eylemi 2: Bir seferinde ailevi sebeplerden dolayı memlekete gitmem 

gerekti. Bir tane dersin finalini kaçırıyordum. Durumla alakalı dersin öğretmeni ile 

görüşmeye gittim. Ofis saati olmasına rağmen gitmeden önce haber vermediğim için 

çok memnun olmadı. Kendisi anlayışlı biri olduğu için durumumu anlatınca sorun 

olmadığını ve telafi sınavına girebileceğimi söyledi. Daha önce hiç bire bir 

konuşmadığımız için gergindim ama konuştuktan sonra boşuna strest yapmışım 

dedim kendi kendime. 

 

* Gerekli 

 

 

 İlgili bilgilendirmeyi okudum ve anladım. * 

 

☐ Çalışmaya katılmayı onaylıyorum. 
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Konuşma eylemi 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 4 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 5 
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Konuşma eylemi 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Konuşma eylemi 10 
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ENGLISH VERSION 

Dear participant, 

This survey is administered by Mehmet Çelikbaş, a PhD student in English Language 

Education at METU. The ultimate aim of the study is to develop a test that measures 

how appropriately university students use English in their communication with their 

friends and university teachers. In the survey, you are asked to write in as much detail 

as possible about what you remember from your interactions with your friends and 

teachers in the university environment, as in the example given to you. You must write 

these interactions as “speech acts.” "Speech acts" are situations in which language is 

used to perform a function. Examples of speech acts include declining an offer, 

inviting a friend to dinner, or asking someone for help. You can contact us at 

 with your questions and the progress or results of the study. 

 

Sample speech act 1: Sometimes there are blank sections in my book because I miss 

classes. When I go the next day, I ask my friend sitting next to me to borrow his book. 

Since everyone in the classroom generally sits in similar places every day, the person 

sitting next to me is usually the same. That's why my conversation with my friend next 

to me is very good. I wouldn't want the book if it wasn't good anyway. 

 

Sample speech act 2: Once, I had to go to my hometown for family reasons. I was 

missing the final of one course. I went to meet with the teacher of the course about the 

situation. Even though it was office hours, he wasn't very happy that I didn't notify 

him before leaving. Since he is an understanding person, when I explained my 

situation, he said that there was no problem and that I could take the make-up exam. I 

was nervous because we had never talked one on one before, but after we talked, I told 

myself that I was stressed for nothing. 

* Required 

 

 I have read and understood the information. * 

☐ I accept to participate in this study. 
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Speech act 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 4 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Speech act 5 
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Speech act 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speech act 10 
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F. LIKELIHOOD INVESTIGATION SURVEY FOR L2 PRAGMATIC TEST 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

Sayın katılımcı, 

Bu anket, ODTÜ İngiliz Dili Eğitimi alanında doktora öğrencisi olan Mehmet 

ÇELİKBAŞ tarafından uygulanmaktadır. 

  

Çalışmanın amacı, üniversite öğrencilerinin arkadaşları ve üniversite öğretmenleri ile 

iletişimlerinde İngilizce'yi ne kadar uygun bir dille kullandıklarını ölçen bir test 

geliştirmektir.  

 

Aşağıdaki senaryolar, üniversite öğrencilerinden toplanmış olan konuşma 

eylemleridir. Bazı durumlara parantez içinde örnekler verilmiştir. Bu ankette 

yapmanız gereken, üniversitede bu durumlarla KARŞILAŞMA ve İNGİLİZCE 

kullanma ihtimalinizi düşünerek, senaryoları OLABİLİRLİĞİ EN DÜŞÜK (1) ile  

OLABİLİRLİĞİ EN YÜKSEK (5) arasında puanlamanızdır. Puanlama yaparken 

lütfen üniversite ortamınızı göz önünde bulundurunuz.  

 

Sorularınız ve çalışmanın ilerlemesi ya da sonuçları ile alakalı olarak araştırmacıyla 

 adresinden iletişime geçebilirsiniz. 

 

Bilgilendirmeyi okudum. 

☐ Çalışmaya katılmayı kabul ediyorum. 

 

1. Danışman öğretim görevlisinden farklı konularla ilgili (ör. ders saydırma, staj, kayıt) 

İngilizce yardım istemek. 

 
2. Öğretim görevlisinden farklı sebeplerden dolayı özür dilemek (ör. derste gürültü 

yapmaktan, ders materyali unutmaktan). 

 
3. Herhangi bir sebepten dolayı arkadaşından özür dilemek (ör. yanlış bir şey 

söylemekten ya da hareketten). 

 
4. Dersin öğretmenine sınav ya da ödev notlarını sormak. 

 
5. Arkadaşından arabayla bir yere bırakmasını istemek 
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6. Arkadaşından iş, okul ya da ilişkiler ile alakalı tavsiye istemek. 

 
7. Arkadaşından bozuk para ya da otobüs bileti/kartı istemek 

 
8. Arkadaşından ders notu istemek 

 
9. Arkadaşından öğretmene bir mesaj iletmesini istemek 

 
10. Arkadaşından bir ödev ya da proje ile alakalı yardım istemek 

 
11. Arkadaşından bilgisayar ya da internet gibi teknik bir konuda yardım istemek 

 
12. Dersin öğretmeninden ders, sunum ya da ödevlerle alakalı bilgi istemek 

 
13. Arkadaşından ders, sunum ya da ödevlerle alakalı bilgi istemek 

 
14. Arkadaşından kalem ya da kağıt istemek 

 
15. Dersin öğretmeninden izin istemek (örnek; cam açmak için) 

 
16. Dersin öğretmeninden anlayış beklemek (ödev süresini uzatmak, derse geç girmek 

ya da erken çıkmak için, sağlık durumlarından derse katılamamak) 

 
17. Birlikte ödev ya da proje yaptığın arkadaşından anlayış beklemek (görüşme saatleri 

ya da yöntemi) 

 
18. Arkadaşından su istemek 

 
19. Arkadaşından kıyafet ödünç istemek (ceket, şapka) 

 
20. Dersin öğretmenine notlardaki adil olmayan durumlarla alakalı şikayette bulunmak 

 
21. Arkadaşını akademik başarısı ya da notlarından dolayı kutlamak 
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22. Öğretim görevlisini bir başarısından dolayı kutlamak 

 
23. Öğretim görevlisinden ders ya da ödevler alakalı dönüt (feedback) istemek 

 
24. Arkadaşlarından ders ya da ödevler alakalı dönüt (feedback) istemek 

 
25. Arkadaşına sağlık ya da kişisel bir problemle alakalı tavsiye vermek 

 
26. Öğretim görevlisine selam vermek/hal hatır sormak 

 
27. Arkadaşına selam vermek/hal hatır sormak 

 
28. Öğretim görevlisinin sizi sert bir şekilde eleştirmesi/hakaret etmesi 

 
29. Arkadaşınızla konuşurken sürekli birbirinizin sözünü kesmeniz 

 
30. Arkadaşını bir şey yemeye ya da içmeye davet etmek 

 
31. Arkadaşını dışarıya (alışverişe, gezmeye) davet etmek 

 
32. Arkadaşını beraber ders çalışmaya davet etmek 

 
33. Arkadaşına espri yapmak 

 
34. Öğretim görevlisi ile iletişimde yanlış anlaşılma ya da kopmalar olması 

 
35. Arkadaşını küçük düşürme / aşağılama 

 
36. Arkadaşına yardım teklif etmek 

 
37. Arkadaşına yemek ya da içecek ısmarlamak 
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38. Arkadaşına bir konu hakkında söz vermek 

 
39. Arkadaşının bir ricasını reddetmek 

 
40. Arkadaşının bir davetini reddetmek 

 
41. Öğretim görevlisinden bir açıklama istemeniz ve bunu reddetmesi 

 
42. Arkadaşınızın yardım isteğini reddetmeniz 

 
43. Arkadaşınıza teşekkür etmek 

 
44. Arkadaşınıza gönülsüz bir şekilde yardımcı olmak (not paylaşmak) 

 
45. Arkadaşınızı rahatsız olduğunuz bir konu ile alakalı uyarmanız (grup çalışmasına 

katkıda bulunmaması) 

 
46. Ders öğretmeni ile görüşmek için randevu istemek 
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ENGLISH VERSION 

Dear participant, 

This survey is administered by Mehmet ÇELİKBAŞ, a PhD student in METU English 

Language Education. 

  

The aim of the study is to develop a test that measures how appropriately university 

students use English in their communication with their friends and university teachers.  

 

The following scenarios are speech acts collected from college students. Examples of 

some situations are given in parentheses. What you need to do in this survey is to score 

the scenarios between LOWEST POSSIBLE (1) and HIGHEST POSSIBLE (5), 

considering the likelihood of you ENCOUNTERING these situations at university and 

using ENGLISH. Please consider your university environment when scoring.  

 

You can contact the researcher at  with your questions and 

the progress or results of the study. 

 

I read the information. 

☐ I agree to participate in the study. 

 

1. Asking for help in English from the advisor on different issues (e.g. course 

substitution, internship, registration). 

 
2. Apologizing to the professor for different reasons (e.g., making noise in class, 

forgetting course material). 

 
3. Apologizing to your friend for any reason (e.g. for saying or doing something 

wrong). 

 
4. Asking the professor about exam or homework grades. 

 
5. Asking your friend for a ride somewhere 

 
6. Asking a friend for advice regarding work, school, or relationships. 

 
7. Asking a friend for coins or a bus ticket/card 
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8. Asking for lecture notes from your friend 

 
9. Asking your friend to deliver a message to the professor 

 
10. Asking a friend for help with an assignment or project 

 
11. Asking your friend for help on a technical issue such as a computer or the internet 

 
12. Asking the professor for information about the course, presentation or assignments 

 
13. Asking your friend for information about lessons, presentations or assignments 

 
14. Asking your friend for pen or paper 

 
15. Asking permission from the course teacher (e.g. to open a window) 

 
16. Expecting understanding from the course teacher (extending homework time, 

entering class late or leaving early, not being able to attend class due to health 

conditions) 

 
17. Expecting understanding from your friend with whom you do homework or 

projects (meeting hours or method) 

 
18. Asking for water from your friend 

 
19. Asking to borrow clothes from a friend (jacket, hat) 

 
20. Complaining to the course teacher about unfair grades 

 
21. Congratulating your friend on their academic success or grades 

 
22. Congratulating the lecturer for an achievement 
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23. Asking for feedback from the professor regarding the course or assignments 

 
24. Asking for feedback from friends about lessons or assignments 

 
25. Giving advice to a friend regarding a health or personal problem 

 
26. Greeting/asking how the professor is doing 

 
27. Greeting your friend/ask how they are doing 

 
28. The professor criticizes/insults you harshly 

 
29. Constantly interrupting each other while talking to your friend 

 
30. Inviting your friend to eat or drink 

 
31. Inviting your friend out (shopping, traveling) 

 
32. Invite your friend to study together 

 
33. Make a joke to your friend 

 
34. Misunderstandings or breakdowns in communication with the professor 

 
35. Humiliate/insult your friend 

 
36. Offering help to your friend 

 
37. Buying a meal or drink for a friend 

 
38. Promise your friend about something 
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39. Refusing a friend's request 

 
40. Declining an invitation from a friend 

 
41. You ask the lecturer for an explanation and s/he refuses. 

 
42. Rejecting your friend's request for help 

 
43. Thanking your friend 

 
44. Reluctantly helping your friend (sharing lecture notes) 

 
45. Warning your friend about an issue you are uncomfortable with (not contributing 

to group work) 

 
46. Requesting an appointment to meet with the course teacher 

 
  



 174 

 

 

G. SOCIOPRAGMATIC TEST 

Değerli katılımcılar, 

 

Bu Edim Bilim (Pragmatics) sınavı Mehmet Çelikbaş'ın doktora tezi için Prof. Dr. 

Çiler Hatipoğlu'nun danışmanlığında hazırlanmıştır. Sınavın geçerli ve güvenilir 

olması için yardımınıza ihtiyacımız var. 

 

Size ait bilgiler, sınav sonucunuz ya da cevaplarınız hiçbir şekilde kimse ile 

paylaşılmayacak, sadece araştırma amaçlı anonim olarak kullanılacaktır. 

 

Lütfen, sınavdaki soruları cevaplamaya başlamadan önce aşağıda verilen bilgileri 

dikkatlice okuyunuz. Daha sonra TÜM soruları istenilen şekilde cevaplayınız: 

 

(1) Sınav, farklı durumlar/bağlamlar (contexts) içeren 51 tane çoktan seçmeli ve açık 

uçlu sorulardan oluşmaktadır. Lütfen verilen durumları dikkatli okuduktan sonra 

soruları verilen bilgiler doğrultusunda cevaplayınız. 

 

(2) Soruları cevaplamak için zaman kısıtlaması bulunmamaktadır ancak sınav süresi, 

cevaplarınıza bağlı olarak 25-45 dakika sürebilir. 

 

(3) Soruları cevaplarken, lütfen çeviri programlarından, AI’dan ya da başka birinden 

yardım almayınız. Bunların kullanıldığı tespit edilmesi durumunda sınavınız geçersiz 

sayılacaktır. 

 

(4) Sınavı tamamladıktan sonra Gönüllü Katılım Formunu (Concent Form) 

doldurmayı unutmayınız. 

 

Sınav ya da tez ile alakalı her türlü sorunuz için  ve 

adreslerine mail atabilirsiniz. 

 

Vaktiniz ve emeğiniz için şimdiden çok teşekkürler. 
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PART A 

 

For questions 1-12, please choose how you define / evaluate the given answer. 

 

1. A student in class feels that the classroom needs some fresh air. When asking for 

permission from the professor to open the window, the student says, “Hey professor, 

I am opening the window.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 

 

 

 

 

2. A university student asks their professor for an appointment during their office hour, 

but the professor says: “I am afraid I will be very busy during my office hours this 

week.” 

The student asks: “Would you consider granting me a moment of your valuable time 

next week?” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 
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3. A classmate always comes to class early and saves a seat for the student. On one of 

these days, the classmate saves a seat again, and the student says: “Thank you. It is 

very kind of you.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 

 

 

 

 

4. Classmate A, who is going through tough/difficult times, is talking to another 

student. 

Classmate A says: “I am really bored of school.” 

The other student says: “If you need help, I and our other classmates are here for 

you. Maybe you need some more time for yourself.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 
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5. Before an exam, a group of students ask a successful student who attends all classes 

regularly if they could all study together. The successful student does not want to 

participate in this group study session. However, they cannot say “no”. 

Unwillingly, the successful student says, “Ok, we can study together, but first, I need 

to study on my own. Later, we can study together as a group.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 

 

 

 

6. A student plans to go shopping for clothes with their friends after class. The student 

wants to invite another classmate and says: “I am going to the mall to shop for some 

clothes with my friends. Would you like to come? Maybe we could have some coffee, 

too.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 
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7.  A student is in a hurry to leave the class after the end of a lesson. While trying to 

leave, the student bumps into their classmate and says: “Sorry, but I am in a hurry.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 

 

 

 

 

8. The university library has a rule that students can only take 30-minute breaks while 

occupying a table. They must vacate the table if they need to leave for more than 30 

minutes. While studying, a student realises that another student at the table next to 

them took a 90-minute break and returned to continue studying while other students 

were waiting for unoccupied tables. The student says to the student who took the long 

break, “Excuse me? You know the break time is 30 minutes, but you were gone for 

much longer than that. Other students are waiting in line. You should be more 

careful.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 
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9. A faculty professor got a research grant from a prestigious organisation. A student 

in their class wants to congratulate them and says, “Congrats on your research grant, 

professor! It is an honour to be your student.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 

 

 

 

 

10. A classmate was accepted to a Master’s Degree program abroad. Student A wants 

to congratulate their friend and says: “Congratulations, my friend. I am so happy for 

you” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 
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11. A professor is having technical difficulties, such as turning on the projector and 

connecting their computer to the projector. A student who wants to help their professor 

says, “Professor, it seems you don't know this technology. Would you like some 

help?” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 

 

 

 

 

12. There is an important exam coming up in a few days. A student in the class is very 

nervous. Another student offers them help with studying, saying, “I would like to help. 

Please don’t hesitate to ask for my assistance.” 

 

Student’s response is …. 

very impolite / rude 

a little impolite / rude 

completely appropriate 

a little too polite / soft 

far too polite / soft 
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PART B 

 

For questions 13-25, read the context carefully and fill in the blanks with the most 

appropriate statements. 

 

13. A student and professor are talking at office hour. The student wants to learn the 

grade of a project. 

 

Professor: So what did you want to ask me? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: Unfortunately, I haven’t had time to look at all the projects. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: You will learn your grades in a couple of days. 

Student: Thank you very much professor. 

Professor: Thank you for coming. See you in class. 

 

 

 

14. A student is having some family/personal problems and needs a few weeks to solve 

these problems. The student won’t be able to attend lessons so the student is asking for 

understanding from the professor. They are talking after class. 

 

Student: Professor, I would like to talk to you. May I trouble you? 

Professor: Yes, of course. I'm listening. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: Of course your mental health is very important. Take all the time you need. 

How are you going to make up for the lessons? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: OK. That makes sense. Please get class notes from your friends and take 

care of yourself. Hope to see you soon. 

Student: Thank you so much professor. 
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15. A student wants to see their exam paper after the test. The student is talking to the 

professor in their office. 

 

Professor: Do you have a question about the exam? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: Of course, you can see your paper. I remember you got a good grade. Are 

you not happy? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: I think you are doing great. Just keep studying. 

 

 

 

16. A student is talking to a classmate. 

 

Classmate: What are you doing after class? We can go out and eat something if you 

want. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: No worries. Go and finish your homework. We can eat together another 

time. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

17. A student has a classmate and they generally study for the exams together. The 

student wants to invite the classmate to study together again. 

 

Classmate: Finals week is coming already. There is still so much to study. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: I can’t study today. How about tomorrow after class? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: Great. Don’t forget to bring your class notes. 
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18. A student completes all their courses successfully but realizes that one of the 

courses is not in the transcript. The student goes to the advisor to talk about the 

problem. They are talking during the office hour. 

 

Professor: Do you have a question? Is there a problem? I hope everything is OK. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: Some other students had the same problem. I think that’s a technical 

problem. I will e-mail student affairs and hopefully it will be solved. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: You are welcome. 

 

 

 

19. A student is unsure which topics will be in the exam. The student is talking to a 

classmate and asks them about exam topics. 

 

Student: Have you started studying for the midterm yet? 

Classmate: Yes, a little. How about you? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: Only the first four weeks will be in the exam. You don’t need to study for 

the last one. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: No problem. Hopefully the exam will be easy. 
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20. A student asks too many questions and makes long comments in class. Because of 

talking a lot during class, the student wants to apologize to the professor for 

interrupting the lesson. They are talking after class. 

 

Professor: Do you have a question? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: That’s OK. I can’t give you so much time to talk because there are topics 

we need to finish. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: You don’t need to apologize. I am happy when my students are active in 

class. 

 

 

 

21. A course is offered in two sections by different professors. A student in one of the 

sections believes that their class is more challenging than the class taught by the other 

professor. The student thinks this is not fair and complains to the professor during an 

office hour. 

 

Professor: Is there a problem with the course? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: Well, every professor has a different style. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: You are right but I can’t tell other professors to change their styles. I think 

you need to accept the situation. 
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22. In the hallway, a student spots a professor from whom they took several classes in 

previous semesters. The student stops and has a conversation with the professor. 

 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: I am doing fine. You know, busy with lessons and academic work. How 

about you? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: It is good to see you. Have a nice day. 

 

 

 

23. A student sees a classmate in the cafeteria. The student starts a conversation. 

 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: Hey. Good morning. What are you doing so early? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: I have a class too. I hate morning classes! 

 

 

 

24. Due to health issues/problems, a student is unable to finish an assignment. The 

student approaches the professor to request extra time. They talk during the professor's 

office hours. 

 

Student: Hello professor. I wanted to talk to you about something. 

Professor: Hi. Of course. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: I am sorry to hear that. You can have till the final exam to complete your 

project. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Professor: No problem. Take good care of yourself. 
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25. A student, who scheduled a meeting with their classmates to work on a group 

project, needs to go out of town to visit their family. The student explains the situation 

to their classmates and asks to meet online instead. 

 

Classmate: So, when will we work on our group project? 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: Actually, a Zoom meeting is a lot easier for me too. Let’s do it that way. 

Student: _____________________________________________________________ 

Classmate: No problem. Hope to see you soon. 
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PART C 

 

For questions 26-38, read the given conversations carefully and select the most 

suitable one for the given context. 

 

26. A student is talking to a professor during their office hour. 

 

A 

 

Professor: Come on in. 

 

Student: Hello professor, how are you? 

 

Professor: Good. How about you? 

 

Student: I am great. I just wanted to ask 

you about our midterm grades. It has 

been some time, and I am curious. 

 

Professor: Yes, I have almost finished 

grading the exams. I will probably 

announce them tomorrow. 

 

Student: That’s great because I study 

better when I know how I am doing. 

 

Professor: That makes sense. You will 

learn your grades soon. 

B 

 

Professor: Come on in. 

 

Student: Hello, professor. How are you? 

Do you have a minute? 

 

Professor: I am good. Yes, of course. 

 

Student: It has been two weeks, and I 

still don’t know my midterm grade. 

When are you going to announce the 

grades? 

 

Professor: I have almost finished 

grading the exams. I will probably 

announce them tomorrow. 

 

Student: That’s great. Thanks for the 

information. 

 

Professor: No problem. Have a nice day. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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27. A student is talking to a professor after class. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hi, professor. I wanted to ask 

you something. 

 

Professor: Sure. Is everything OK? 

 

Student: Well, I was ill last week, and I 

missed my presentation. I don’t want to 

lose any points. What can we do about 

it? 

 

Professor: You look OK now. Do you 

have a doctor’s report? 

 

Student: Yes, here it is. I can also email 

it to you if you want. 

 

Professor: Alright then. You can do 

your presentation on Friday this week. 

 

Student: Thank you so much. 

 

B 

 

Student: Hello, professor. I wanted to 

talk to you about something. 

 

Professor: Sure. 

 

Student: I was very ill last week, and I 

couldn’t attend any of my classes. I also 

missed my presentation. 

 

Professor: I am sorry to hear that. 

How are you feeling now? 

 

Student: I am all better. Is it possible for 

me to make up for the presentation? 

 

Professor: E-mail me your doctor’s 

report, and you can present this Friday. 

 

Student: I will do that. Thank you so 

much. 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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28. A student is talking to a professor during office hours. 

 

A 

 

Professor: Hi, welcome. So, what did 

you want to talk about? 

 

Student: Professor, I got 60 on the 

midterm exam. I was expecting more. 

What did I miss? 

 

Professor: I think you did not study for 

all the topics. 

 

Student: Can I see my paper? 

 

Professor: Sure. Let me find it. There 

you go. 

 

Student: Don’t you think this question 

deserves full points? 

 

Professor: I am afraid not. Hopefully, 

your final exam will be better. 

 

Student: Thank you, professor. 

 

B 

 

Professor: Hi, welcome. I hope 

everything is fine. 

 

Student: It is all good, professor. I just 

wanted to talk to you about my midterm 

grade because it was lower than I 

expected. 

 

Professor: Let me find your paper. Here 

it is. Yes, I see you missed some of the 

open-ended questions. 

 

Student: I thought I studied well, but I 

only got 60. What should I do for the 

final exam? 

 

Professor: I think you need to 

summarize the topics you study. That 

way, you can get better grades on longer 

questions. 

 

Student: I will definitely do that, 

professor. Thank you so much. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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29. A student is talking to a classmate after class. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hey, do you want to eat 

something together? 

 

Classmate: Yes. Where would you like 

to go? 

 

Student: How about fast food? 

 

Classmate: I can eat fast food. 

 

Student: Great. Let’s go then. 

 

B 

 

Student: Hey, are you hungry? We can 

go and eat something. 

 

Classmate: Yes. What do you have in 

mind? 

 

Student: I was thinking fast food. 

 

Classmate: Sure. 

 

Student: Great. Let’s go then. 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 

 

30. A student is talking to a classmate before class. 

 

A 

 

Student: Have you started studying for 

the finals yet? 

 

Classmate: No, not yet, but I want to. 

 

Student: We have a study group and we 

are meeting in the evening. You are 

welcome to join us. 

 

Classmate: That sounds wonderful. I 

would like to come. 

 

Student: Alright, I will text you the 

address. 

B 

 

Student: How is the studying going? 

 

Classmate: Not great. I haven’t started 

yet, actually. 

 

Student: We have a study group, and we 

will meet today. Do you want to come? 

 

Classmate: I don’t know. Sounds good. 

 

Student: I can text you the address if you 

like. 

 

Classmate: Sure. I will check it out 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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31. A student is talking to their advisor about a presentation project. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hi, professor. I wanted to talk 

to you about our project. 

 

Professor: Sure. Are you not happy 

with your topic? 

Student: It’s not that. It’s just I am not 

comfortable talking in front of a crowd. 

I have never done it before. 

 

Professor: Why don’t you practice your 

presentation in front of a mirror and 

then in front of some of your friends? 

Then, you might feel more ready. 

 

Student: That’s excellent advice. I will 

try that. Thank you, professor. 

 

Professor: You are welcome. 

 

B 

 

Student: Hello, professor. I have a 

problem with my project. 

 

Professor: Do you want to change your 

topic? 

 

Student: No, I am happy with my topic. 

I don’t want to present in front of a 

crowd. 

 

Professor: I see. You can practice with 

a smaller group before, like a group of 

friends. Then, you will feel more 

comfortable in class. 

 

Student: I still don’t know if that’s 

going to work. Still, thanks for the 

advice. 

 

Professor: You are welcome. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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32. A student is talking to a classmate at break time. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hey, can I ask you 

something? 

 

Classmate: Sure. What’s up? 

 

Student: I don’t understand what we 

need to do for this writing assignment. 

Do you have any idea? 

 

Classmate: Yeah. It is not that 

complicated, actually. Just write a 

summary of the chapter and then write 

your own opinions. 

 

Student: Do we need to do any research 

from other books? 

 

Classmate: No, just the chapter. 

 

Student: Thank you so much. This 

helps a lot. 

 

B 

 

Student: Hi, can I ask you a question? 

 

Classmate: Sure. What’s up? 

 

Student: What do we need to do for 

this writing assignment? It looks very 

complicated. 

 

Classmate: It is not, actually. The only 

thing expected from us is to write a 

summary of the chapter and our ideas. 

 

Student: Really? Is it that easy? 

 

Classmate: Yes. That’s how I did it. 

 

Student: Alright. I don’t think it is that 

simple, but I believe you. 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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33. A student wants to apologise to their professor. They are talking after class. 

 

A 

 

Student: Professor, I wanted to 

apologise for laughing in class. I did not 

want to interrupt the lesson. 

 

Professor: That’s OK. I just warned 

you. That’s all. 

 

Student: It won’t happen again. I really 

enjoy your lessons. 

 

Professor: Alright. No problem. 

B 

 

Student: Professor, I am really sorry 

for laughing in class. I was talking to 

my friend, and he made a silly joke. 

 

Professor: No problem. I just warned 

you. That’s all. 

 

Student: You know I am a good 

student. 

 

Professor: Yes. No problem. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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34. A student is not happy about a project group. The student is talking to the 

professor after class. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hi, professor. Can I do this 

project alone? 

 

Professor: But it is a group project. 

 

Student: I know, but I am not happy 

with the people in my group. 

 

Professor: Well, it is a group project, 

and I am afraid you need to work it out 

with your group mates. 

 

Student: I understand. Thank you for 

your time. 

B 

 

Student: Hi, professor. Is it possible for 

me to do this project alone? 

 

Professor: But it is a group project. 

 

Student: Yes, but some people in my 

group did not contribute to previous 

projects. I don’t know if they will work 

hard this time. 

 

Professor: I am afraid I can’t change 

groups now, but if you have a similar 

problem, let me know. 

 

Student: OK, professor. Thank you 

very much. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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35. A student sees a professor from the previous semester in the hallway. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hello, professor. How are 

you? 

 

Professor: I am great. How about you? 

How is everything going? 

 

Student: Still running from class to 

class and busy with assignments, but 

everything is fine. 

 

Professor: That’s good. Take care. Nice 

to see you. 

 

Student: You too, professor. See you. 

 

B 

 

Student: Hello, professor; how is 

everything? 

 

Professor: Everything is fine. How 

about you? 

 

Student: You know, busy with all the 

projects and lessons, but it is all good. 

 

Professor: Good to hear that. Have a 

good day. 

 

Student: Thank you, professor. You 

too. 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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36. A student sees a classmate in the school cafeteria. 

 

A 

 

Student: Hello. How are you? 

 

Classmate: Not good. 

 

Student: Why? What happened? 

 

Classmate: I feel like I will fail this 

test. 

 

Student: What was your first exam 

score? 

 

Classmate: 83. 

 

Student: Why are you worried then? I 

am sure you will get a good grade on 

this one, too. 

 

B 

 

Student: Hello. How is it going? 

 

Classmate: I don’t know, but I am 

stressed. 

 

Student: Why? 

 

Classmate: I have a test today. I will 

definitely fail. 

 

Student: What was your first exam 

score? 

 

Classmate: It was 83. 

 

Student: 83! You can’t fail after 83. It 

will be a success if you fail after such a 

good score. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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37. A student is talking to the professor about health issues during office hours. 

 

A 

 

Student: Professor, I have been 

struggling with my mental health lately, 

and I missed some of your lessons. 

 

Professor: Your mental health is 

important. That’s OK. 

 

Student: I don’t know if I can complete 

all assignments on time. 

 

Professor: We can work something out. 

I can give you extra time. 

 

Student: Thank you so much, 

professor. I will try my best. 

B 

 

Student: Professor, I have some mental 

health problems, and I could not attend 

some of your lessons. 

 

Professor: That’s OK. Your health is 

more important. 

 

Student: I want some extra time for my 

assignments. 

 

Professor: Sure. I can give you extra 

time. 

 

Student: Thank you. I will send you the 

assignments when I finish them. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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38. A student is talking to a classmate about a group project after class. 

 

A 

 

Student: I am sorry, but I am very 

busy. There is no time to meet with you. 

 

Classmate: What is the alternative? We 

need to finish this paper. 

 

Student: I will e-mail you my part, and 

I will call you. 

 

Classmate: Great. That works. 

 

Student: OK. See you. 

 

B 

 

Student: Unfortunately, I am very busy 

these days. I am afraid I don’t have time 

to meet. 

 

Classmate: Well, then, how do we 

work on this paper? 

 

Student: Is it OK if I e-mail you my 

part and then we discuss it on the 

phone? 

 

Classmate: That’s actually a good idea. 

We can do that. 

 

Student: Alright then. Talk to you 

soon. 

 

 

Which interaction is more suitable for the given context? 

A 

B 
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PART D 

 

Read the dialogues for questions 39-50 and evaluate the appropriateness of the 

identified utterances for the given contexts. If you decide that the evaluated 

utterance is NOT appropriate (i.e., you choose NO) in that context, write down 

an expression that you think/believe would be more suitable. 

 

39. a) A student raises a hand and talks to a professor in class 

 

Professor: Yes, do you have a question? 

Student: Professor, can you speak louder? I can’t hear a single thing. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

40. a) A student is talking to their professor after class. 

 

Professor: Did you want to ask me something? 

Student: Yes. Professor, is it possible to speak to you during your office hours? I 

want to ask you for your advice on my thesis. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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41. a) A student asks a classmate for a blank sheet of paper. 

 

Classmate: Yes, I have extra paper. There you go. 

Student: I can’t thank you enough. It means a lot. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

42. a) A student is talking to a classmate who does not feel well. 

 

Classmate: I think I got a cold. I feel tired. 

Student: I think you should talk to the professor and go home. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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43. a) A student is talking to a classmate. 

 

Classmate: I missed some lessons. Do you mind sharing your class notes with me? 

Student: I don’t normally share my notes. I will share them with you if you have a 

coffee with me. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

44. a) A student is talking to a classmate. 

 

Classmate: What are you doing after class? 

Student: I am going to the shopping mall. Would you like to join me? 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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45. a) A student tells a joke, but a classmate gets upset. 

 

Classmate: I don’t think you should joke about that. 

Student: You are right. I am sorry. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

46. a) A classmate does not contribute enough to the group project. 

 

Classmate: I am just very busy. I can’t find time to work on the project. 

Student: This is a group project. You need to stop being lazy and do your work. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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47. a) A student is talking to a professor after class. 

 

Professor: Do you have a question? 

Student: No, Professor, I have heard that your new book got published. I am proud 

of you. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

48. a) A student is talking to a classmate after a presentation. 

 

Classmate: What did you think about my presentation? I was very nervous. 

Student: It was wonderful. I wish my presentation was as good as yours. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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49. a) A professor is having technical problems with the computer. 

 

Professor: Seems like the speakers don’t work. 

Student: Can I help you with that, professor? 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

50. a) A student is talking to a classmate. 

 

Classmate: I failed this class last year. I don’t want to fail again. 

Student: Don’t worry. We will study together and will both pass this time. 

 

Is the STUDENT’S utterance appropriate for the given context? 

Yes 

No 

 

b) If “No”, what should the student say? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

  



 205 

PART E 

 

This section is very important for exam analysis. Please provide the required 

information. 

 

51. a) Please write your level of English and the latest score from an English exam. 

Lütfen İngilizce seviyenizi ve son İngilizce sınavından aldığınız notu yazınız. 

For example: 

- B2, TOEFL 91 

- A2, Midterm 73 

 

Answer: ____________________________________________________________ 

 

b) How successful do you think you were in analysing the scenarios included in this 

exam?  

1 (very unsuccessful / çok başarısız) - 10 (very successful / çok başarılı) 

______________________ 

 

c) How successful do you think you are in using speech acts in English in real life? 

1 (very unsuccessful / çok başarısız) - 10 (very successful / çok başarılı) 

______________________ 

 

d) If you encountered the situations given in Parts B (Questions 13-25) and D 

(Questions 39- 50) in real life, how similar would your answers be? 

Very similar / Çok benzer 

A little similar / Biraz benzer 

Not so similar / Çok benzemez 

Not at all similar / Hiç benzemez 

 

 

 

End of the Test 
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H. SPEECH ACT CATEGORIES WITH SAMPLE SCENARIOS  

 

 

1. Asking professor about grades. Sometimes our professors are very busy and give 

us feedback on our exams or assignments too late. This can affect our attitude towards 

the course. For example, I determine how much study time I need to allocate for a 

course based on my grades, so when grades are not announced, it is a problem for me. 

In such cases, I politely ask the lecturer when the grades will be announced. Since I 

usually have a high attendance rate, the lecturers do not react badly.  

 

2. Asking for permission from the professor. One time I asked the lecturer for 

permission to open the window of the classroom, and since it was stuffy inside, she 

accepted my request and immediately allowed me to open it. This lecturer is a woman 

around 35 years old, and even though we have different statuses, she is open to 

communication and it shows. Therefore, I do not hesitate to talk to her. 

 

3. Asking for understanding from the professor. Last year, I was professionally doing 

archery, and I would have competitions, and because of that I would miss a couple of 

classes (I had the report most of the time) and none of my teachers made this situation 

a problem. There was a time I didn`t have a report and missed the two classes I had 

that day and I just showed my name on the competition board and my number from 

the formal institution`s site and they just said okay no problem. Most of the teachers 

were very supportive and it made me very happy. 

 

4. Asking for feedback from the professor. After the exam, we were curious about our 

grades, so we asked our teacher who is middle-aged to look at our exam papers. She 

took us to her office, showed us our papers and explained where we had gone wrong. 

As students, we were glad that we had the opportunity to talk at length about 

everything that was on our minds. 
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5. Asking for appointment from the professor. I had agreed with my literature 

professor, who was a very young woman, to talk about the master's degree during 

office hours, but when I asked her when she was available, she mentioned that her 

previous work would take longer. Afterwards, my lecturer said that it would be more 

convenient to meet another day and asked about the time intervals that were convenient 

for me. 

 

6. Thanking a classmate. On Wednesday my friend comes to class earlier than me 

and saves me a seat in the front row. I thank her for saving me a seat. She is one year 

older than me. We generally have the same schedule, so we spend a lot of time together 

and we are friendly. 

 

7. Giving advice. Recently one of my friends (female, about my age) told me that she 

was going through a difficult time and was bored with school. I told her that I and her 

other friends were there for her when she needed help. I suggested that she could try 

various activities outside her studies and make time for herself. 

 

8. Invitation to eat/drink together. 

After class, I invited my friend next to me to go out to eat after class and he accepted 

and we chatted and ate after class, although we were not very close before. 

 

9. Accepting a request/promising (unwilling help). I think I study my lessons 

regularly and prepare well for my exams, but some of my friends ask me for the notes 

I have worked hard for by saying, “Do you have notes?”. Sometimes I can't say no, 

even though I want to. 

 

10. Invitation to study. One day when I didn't want to study alone in the library, I 

invited a close friend 2 years younger than me to study with me. She said that she knew 

I couldn't study efficiently on my own and that she would be happy to join me. At first 

I told her that I felt like I was forcing her but she said that such a concern was 

unreasonable and that this study would be beneficial for her too. We went to study 

together. 
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11. Invitation to hang out. Tomorrow we're going to the mall together to look for 

clothes. Maybe we can buy a few things while we're there. And we thought we could 

have lunch and a coffee. Do you want to come with us? You've already taken your last 

exam. 

 

12. Request for info from the professor (advisory help). At the beginning of the 

semester, when I examined my transcript, I realized that one of my courses had been 

removed from my program even though I had passed it before. Since I was already in 

the department, I knocked on the door of my advisor and walked in. I was lucky that 

my advisor, who was a middle-aged woman, immediately checked my information on 

her screen and set out to solve the problem and stated that she encountered such 

problems a lot at the beginning of the year, but that student affairs could solve them in 

the future. 

 

13. Request for info from classmate. There was a part of a group assignment that none 

of us could understand. No matter how much we searched in books and notes, we 

couldn't find out what it was, so we decided to consult a 22-23 year old male friend 

who was taking the same course with us. Fortunately, he came to our aid and explained 

the concept we didn't understand and we were able to continue with our homework. 

 

14. Apologizing to the professor. In one lesson, I thought I was annoying my teacher 

by constantly speaking up and talking. Because at one point the teacher raised her 

voice, interrupted me and continued with her lesson. At first I was very angry because 

I had spoken up and because what I was saying was relevant to the lesson. At the end 

of the lesson, I went up to the teacher and apologized, saying that my intention was 

not to be disrespectful and that I might have been a bit excited because I liked and was 

interested in the lesson topic. Contrary to what I thought, the teacher only said that she 

still had more to cover before the end of the lesson and that my participation in the 

lesson made her happy. She also apologized for her own attitude. 

 

15. Apologizing to a classmate. Once I made a small joke to a close friend (female) 

about the content of the lesson at the beginning of the class, she turned to me in a more 

aggressive way, contrary to the attitude she would normally show, and said that she 
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disagreed, and I lowered my face and said okay and focused on the lesson. Later, my 

friend came to me between classes and shared a personal problem with me and said 

that she was nervous because of this. She apologized to me and I understood and we 

continued our normal relationship. 

 

16. Complaining to the professor. I told this the professor the other day. Our professor 

does not communicate with the other section’s professor. Therefore, the assessment is 

very different from each other. This is not fair. We work really hard while the other 

section does nothing. These courses look the same on the transcript. It does not say 

that my teacher pushed harder. This is not fair. 

 

17. Complaining to a classmate. Due to the content of the courses in the department, 

we have to work in groups and prepare joint presentations and assignments, and we 

don't always have the chance to choose the people in the group. When I didn't choose 

them myself, I always came across people who underperformed and sometimes I 

regretted not their performance but their lack of interest and attention. In one of these 

cases, we tried to communicate with him as 2 other people in the group, but we couldn't 

get any results even though we reached our tolerance limits. I think in group work 

people need to be a bit more caring and respectful of others' time/effort than they 

normally are. After talking amongst ourselves, we decided that the best thing we could 

do was to continue as 2 people, and we sent an email to the instructor explaining the 

situation. The instructor could have rejected our decision, but in that case a 3rd person 

who did not contribute anything would have received the same score. If he had done 

his best, this would not have been a problem for us either. Before we sent an e-mail to 

the teacher, we also told the 3rd person that we would take such an action and that we 

could no longer tolerate it, but he did not respond to this either, after we talked to the 

teacher, the teacher talked to him. It was only after that that he returned to us and tried 

to interrogate us as if he was the one in the right. Although it reduces the burden on 

paper, group work can sometimes be more tiring than individual work, especially 

mentally. 

 

18. Congratulating the professor. I learned that the assistant of a course I was taking 

had been accepted for a PhD from a university abroad. Although she was 3-4 years 
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older than me, because she was an assistant, I spoke to her formally while she spoke 

to me informally. She did not have such a formal request from me, but I felt 

comfortable with this, so I continued in this way. In our next class, I immediately went 

to her to congratulate and we laughed and sincerely celebrated her acceptance. 

 

19. Congratulating a classmate. A very close friend of mine won first place in a 

competition held at a community meeting and won a large amount of gift vouchers. I 

congratulated my friend and said, “My dear friend, congratulations, I am very happy 

for you. 

 

20. Greeting the professor. In the department corridor, if I see a teacher whose class I 

no longer take, I always say hello and see how he/she is doing. 

 

21. Greeting a classmate. I saw a friend in the canteen, I said hello, he didn't say hello 

to me, I wondered what was wrong with him. 

 

22. Offering help to the professor. One time the teacher's external disk didn't work. 

She tried to open my presentation, which was in her email. The school's internet was 

slow, so she had a hard time logging into the system. She also had problems with the 

keyboard and asked the class for help. I told her that I could solve the problem and 

helped her. 

 

23. Offering help to a classmate. A friend of mine was in her second year of prep 

school and she was very afraid of failing the exam again. I told her that I could help 

her and that she didn't need to stress. I said, “Dear, don't worry, I'm studying English 

teaching, I can help you.” 

 

24. Asking for understanding from the professor. After various study experiences, I 

realized that doing group homework is not suitable for me.  Some of the reasons were 

that I noticed that my partners were not sticking to the plan, did not work regularly and 

could not do the task assigned to them properly.  Even though I did my job properly, I 

felt that I couldn't turn in a good enough assignment because of my partners' unruly 

attitude.  I also have my own work schedule.  Sometimes I couldn't work all day, and 
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sometimes I could finish what I could do in one night.  That's why I sent an e-mail to 

the Methodology teacher explaining my situation and stating that I wanted to submit 

the final task by myself and that I wanted to work alone.  In a short time, I got a 

response to my e-mail and she said that if I don't have a hard time on my own, it's 

okay.  So I did my homework by myself and handed it in.  I think I did a good 

homework and the average of my class was pretty good. 

 

25. Asking for understanding from a classmate. Last week, I suggested a friend with 

whom I was doing a group assignment to meet online via Zoom, rather than face-to-

face, because I was going home for the Christmas holidays. My friend is a year older 

than me. Since we are quite close, I explained my reasons easily and she understood 

and immediately agreed to meet online. We met the next evening and shared the tasks 

for our homework. 
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I. PAPER ASSIGNMENTS 

 

 

Papers assigned to each rater. 

Rater

s 

A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 T.

N. 

R1 8,14 2,36,4

4 

1,46,118,14

4 

28,73,84,92,104,117,128 5,6,134 19 

R2 14,1

5 

7,39,4

8 

3,47,131,14

5 

57,74,85,93,105,119,129 6,55,137 19 

R3 15,2

0 

2,10,4

4 

4,51,132 59,75,86,94,106,120,130 55,56,133 18 

R4 20,2

3 

7,11,4

8 

1,9,54,140 62,76,87,95,110,121,135 56,58,141 19 

R5 23,2

9 

10,12,

52 

3,13,71,144 63,77,89,96,111,122,136 58,60,5 19 

R6 29,3

1 

11,16 4,17,72,145 28,64,78,90,98,113,124,

138 

60,61 18 

R7 31,3

2 

12,22 9,18,91 57,65,79,92,100,116,125

,139 

61,67,134 18 

R8 32,3

3 

16,24 13,19,54,99 59,66,81,93,101,117,127

,142 

67,80 18 

R9 33,4

0 

22,25 17,21,71,10

3 

62,68,82,94,102,119,128

,143 

80,88 18 

R10 40,4

2 

24,26 18,37,72,10

8 

63,69,83,95,104,120,129

,146 

88,97 18 

R11 42,4

5 

25,27 19,38,91,10

9 

64,70,78,84,96,105,121,

130 

97,107 18 

R12 45,4

9 

26,30 21,41,99,11

5 

65,73,79,85,98,106,122,

135 

107,112 18 

R13 49,5

0 

27,34 37,43,103,1

18 

66,74,81,86,100,110,124

,136 

112,114 18 

R14 50,5

3 

30,35 38,46,108,1

31 

68,75,82,87,101,111,125

,138 

114,123 18 

R15 53 34,36 41,47,109,1

32 

69,76,83,89,102,113,127

,139 

123,126,1

37 

18 

R16 8 35,39,

52 

43,51,115,1

40 

70,77,90,116,142,143,14

6 

126,133,1

41 

18 

Highlighted numbers shows the papers common with R1 and other raters. 
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A2 PAPERS 

 

 

 

 

 

B1 PAPERS 
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B2 PAPERS 
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C1 PAPERS 

 

 

  



 216 

 

  



 217 

C2 PAPERS 
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J. FACETS TEST TAKERS’ MEASUREMENT REPORT FOR EXTENDED 

DCTS 

 

 

 Model Infit  Outfit  
Number Measure S.E. MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd 

103 3.32 0.95 0.84 0.3 0.62 0.1 
101 2.71 0.65 0.77 0 0.7 0 

81 2.59 0.65 0.75 0 0.64 0 
86 2.49 0.65 0.78 0 0.83 0.1 
58 2.15 0.43 0.59 -0.3 0.48 -0.5 
66 2.04 0.44 1.76 1 1.75 1 

144 1.93 0.38 1.66 0.9 1.2 0.4 
62 1.71 0.25 0.62 -0.5 0.58 -0.6 
67 1.7 0.27 0.63 -0.4 0.57 -0.6 
94 1.64 0.27 0.76 -0.2 0.82 0 

134 1.6 0.24 1.1 0.3 1.03 0.2 
73 1.56 0.21 1.17 0.4 1.15 0.4 
57 1.48 0.19 1.32 0.7 1.15 0.4 

114 1.46 0.27 1.26 0.5 0.84 0 
5 1.4 0.24 1.72 1.2 1.13 0.4 

136 1.4 0.29 0.94 0.1 0.88 0 
111 1.34 0.24 0.72 -0.3 0.61 -0.5 

82 1.31 0.18 0.66 -0.5 0.61 -0.7 
133 1.31 0.2 0.89 0 0.77 -0.2 
139 1.3 0.18 0.88 0 0.85 -0.1 
117 1.25 0.18 1.2 0.5 1.18 0.5 

60 1.22 0.2 1.42 0.8 1.08 0.3 
137 1.2 0.15 1.29 0.7 1.13 0.4 
105 1.18 0.14 0.52 -1.2 0.5 -1.2 

63 1.12 0.13 1.11 0.3 0.96 0 
91 1.12 0.14 0.75 -0.5 0.67 -0.7 
68 1.11 0.14 2.42 2.4 2.04 1.9 

100 1.1 0.16 1.41 0.9 0.98 0.1 
87 1.1 0.15 1.31 0.7 1.11 0.3 
96 1.1 0.16 0.51 -1 0.47 -1.1 
92 1.09 0.14 0.98 0 0.81 -0.3 

6 1.08 0.13 2.98 3.3 2.55 2.7 
9 1.06 0.13 0.88 -0.1 0.81 -0.3 

93 1.04 0.12 0.7 -0.7 0.62 -0.9 
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70 1.03 0.12 0.67 -0.7 0.66 -0.8 
89 1.02 0.17 1.68 1.3 1.58 1.1 

118 1 0.16 0.88 -0.1 0.78 -0.3 
128 0.97 0.12 1.42 1 1.4 1 
119 0.94 0.1 0.9 -0.1 0.76 -0.6 

79 0.94 0.1 1.23 0.7 1.21 0.6 
126 0.93 0.12 1.39 1 1.5 1.2 
108 0.93 0.1 0.68 -0.9 0.65 -0.9 

74 0.92 0.12 0.66 -0.8 0.56 -1 
110 0.91 0.13 0.53 -1.1 0.5 -1.2 
142 0.91 0.12 1.46 1.1 1.61 1.4 
106 0.9 0.11 0.8 -0.4 0.78 -0.4 

90 0.89 0.11 0.97 0 0.94 0 
138 0.89 0.12 0.8 -0.4 0.74 -0.5 

84 0.89 0.11 1.59 1.4 1.45 1.1 
28 0.88 0.11 1.74 1.7 1.29 0.8 
85 0.87 0.09 1.33 1 1.55 1.5 
77 0.87 0.12 1.34 0.8 1.45 1 
55 0.87 0.11 0.53 -1.4 0.48 -1.5 
56 0.86 0.12 0.52 -1.3 0.45 -1.5 

122 0.85 0.11 0.53 -1.3 0.51 -1.3 
135 0.84 0.09 0.75 -0.7 0.74 -0.7 

83 0.84 0.09 1.14 0.5 1.04 0.2 
78 0.82 0.1 0.31 -2.6 0.32 -2.5 
97 0.82 0.08 0.63 -1.2 0.59 -1.4 
65 0.81 0.09 0.53 -1.6 0.56 -1.5 

131 0.81 0.1 0.87 -0.2 0.81 -0.4 
120 0.8 0.09 0.55 -1.4 0.51 -1.5 
123 0.8 0.12 0.87 -0.2 0.8 -0.4 
104 0.79 0.08 1.09 0.3 1.12 0.4 

88 0.78 0.08 1 0 1.05 0.2 
127 0.78 0.11 0.68 -0.8 0.73 -0.6 

4 0.77 0.12 0.82 -0.3 0.79 -0.4 
145 0.76 0.09 0.58 -1.4 0.49 -1.8 
124 0.75 0.12 0.64 -0.9 0.77 -0.4 

3 0.74 0.1 0.51 -1.6 0.47 -1.6 
116 0.73 0.09 1.02 0.1 1.22 0.7 
129 0.72 0.07 0.64 -1.3 0.63 -1.3 
125 0.72 0.09 1.65 1.7 1.58 1.5 

61 0.72 0.09 1.17 0.6 1.16 0.5 
72 0.71 0.08 0.45 -2.1 0.46 -2.1 
80 0.71 0.09 0.89 -0.2 0.83 -0.4 

112 0.7 0.09 1.2 0.6 1.09 0.3 
98 0.68 0.08 1.12 0.4 1.08 0.3 
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107 0.68 0.08 0.55 -1.7 0.58 -1.6 
17 0.68 0.09 0.67 -1 0.63 -1.2 
99 0.67 0.08 0.91 -0.1 0.92 -0.1 

130 0.67 0.1 0.48 -1.7 0.43 -1.9 
1 0.66 0.09 0.85 -0.3 0.86 -0.3 

115 0.64 0.08 0.85 -0.4 0.9 -0.2 
47 0.64 0.08 0.84 -0.4 0.82 -0.5 
76 0.63 0.09 0.62 -1.2 0.65 -1.1 
13 0.62 0.11 0.88 -0.2 0.99 0 
59 0.61 0.1 0.63 -1 0.55 -1.3 
69 0.61 0.08 0.58 -1.4 0.57 -1.5 
12 0.61 0.09 0.89 -0.2 0.83 -0.4 

109 0.6 0.08 0.91 -0.1 0.87 -0.3 
102 0.6 0.08 1.99 2.6 2.25 3 
143 0.6 0.08 1.1 0.4 1.06 0.3 

95 0.6 0.07 0.36 -2.8 0.33 -3 
141 0.59 0.08 0.64 -1.3 0.69 -1.1 

51 0.58 0.09 0.88 -0.2 0.72 -0.8 
22 0.58 0.07 0.48 -2.1 0.51 -2 
75 0.57 0.1 6.44 7.6 7.94 8.7 
37 0.56 0.08 0.54 -1.4 0.56 -1.3 
19 0.54 0.08 1.25 0.8 1.24 0.8 
31 0.53 0.08 0.53 -1.8 0.52 -1.9 
46 0.52 0.08 0.84 -0.4 0.73 -0.8 

146 0.5 0.06 1.79 2.2 1.82 2.3 
54 0.49 0.08 0.72 -0.9 0.68 -1.1 
48 0.49 0.07 0.6 -1.5 0.64 -1.3 

113 0.49 0.08 4.1 6.1 4.77 7 
71 0.48 0.08 2.22 2.9 1.67 1.8 
43 0.46 0.08 1.29 0.9 1.37 1.1 
38 0.45 0.07 0.69 -1.1 0.7 -1 
34 0.44 0.09 1.45 1.3 1.27 0.8 
16 0.42 0.07 0.75 -0.8 0.79 -0.7 
35 0.41 0.07 1.22 0.8 1.18 0.6 
39 0.39 0.06 0.96 0 0.98 0 

121 0.38 0.07 2.53 3.8 2.62 4.1 
26 0.38 0.06 0.72 -0.9 0.69 -1 

132 0.38 0.08 3.97 5.9 3.7 5.5 
41 0.37 0.07 0.63 -1.3 0.61 -1.4 
30 0.36 0.07 1.26 0.9 1.28 0.9 
15 0.34 0.07 0.46 -2 0.47 -2.1 
21 0.33 0.06 0.45 -2.2 0.48 -2 
64 0.32 0.06 3.95 6 3.86 6 
25 0.32 0.06 1.58 1.7 1.5 1.5 
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45 0.29 0.06 0.51 -1.9 0.49 -2 
140 0.28 0.06 0.93 -0.1 0.91 -0.2 

18 0.26 0.05 0.66 -1.2 0.7 -1 
27 0.25 0.07 1.21 0.7 1.44 1.3 

7 0.19 0.05 0.38 -2.7 0.42 -2.5 
32 0.17 0.06 0.82 -0.5 0.8 -0.6 
42 0.17 0.05 0.83 -0.5 0.88 -0.3 
44 0.16 0.07 1.25 0.8 1.2 0.7 
24 0.16 0.05 0.96 0 1.09 0.3 
29 0.15 0.07 0.47 -2 0.51 -1.9 
14 0.1 0.05 0.77 -0.8 0.81 -0.6 
11 0.09 0.06 0.59 -1.5 0.63 -1.3 
52 0.08 0.06 1.34 1.1 1.49 1.5 
10 0.08 0.07 0.53 -1.8 0.53 -1.9 
50 0.01 0.06 0.89 -0.2 0.93 -0.1 
23 -0.05 0.06 1.4 1.3 1.57 1.8 
40 -0.06 0.05 0.98 0 1.15 0.6 
33 -0.06 0.05 0.49 -2.2 0.5 -2.1 
20 -0.08 0.05 1.6 1.9 1.69 2.1 
49 -0.13 0.05 2.23 3.7 2.8 4.7 
36 -0.24 0.05 2.59 4.6 2.68 4.7 

2 -0.27 0.05 2.17 3.5 2.34 3.8 
8 -0.29 0.05 0.95 -0.1 0.92 -0.2 

53 -0.46 0.05 0.55 -2.2 0.55 -2.1 
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K. FACETS STUDENTS’ MEASUREMENT REPORT FOR 

APPROPRIATENESS CORRECTION 

 

 

 Model Infit Outfit 

Num Measure S.E. MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd 

103 2.69 1.73 Maximum   Maximum   

77 2.69 1.73 Maximum   Maximum   

127 1.69 0.89 0.69 0.2 0.66 0.2 

58 1.69 0.89 0.67 0.2 0.59 0.1 

6 1.24 0.6 0.5 -0.1 0.45 -0.2 

79 1.21 0.6 0.53 -0.1 0.51 -0.1 

67 1.18 0.6 0.52 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 

142 1.16 0.6 1.27 0.5 1.24 0.5 

136 1.11 0.6 1.29 0.6 1.38 0.6 

104 0.94 0.47 0.81 0.2 0.74 0.1 

87 0.93 0.48 0.89 0.2 0.95 0.3 

101 0.89 0.48 0.87 0.2 0.83 0.2 

82 0.88 0.48 0.86 0.2 0.83 0.2 

143 0.86 0.48 0.86 0.2 0.82 0.2 

118 0.86 0.48 0.9 0.3 0.97 0.3 

70 0.72 0.39 0.89 0.3 0.84 0.2 

123 0.71 0.39 0.92 0.3 0.9 0.3 

84 0.71 0.39 0.58 0 0.55 0 

133 0.71 0.39 0.31 -0.3 0.31 -0.3 

134 0.7 0.39 0.63 0.1 0.61 0 

81 0.55 0.33 1.1 0.5 1.11 0.5 

57 0.5 0.25 0.42 -0.1 0.46 0 

97 0.49 0.25 0.41 -0.1 0.44 -0.1 

37 0.46 0.24 0.39 -0.1 0.36 -0.2 

96 0.46 0.28 0.65 0.1 0.55 0 

105 0.45 0.22 0.84 0.2 0.79 0.2 

137 0.44 0.22 0.84 0.2 0.83 0.2 

62 0.42 0.25 0.32 -0.2 0.32 -0.2 

78 0.42 0.22 0.27 -0.4 0.28 -0.4 

74 0.35 0.18 1.2 0.5 1.02 0.3 

28 0.31 0.18 0.88 0.2 0.78 0.1 

61 0.3 0.17 0.4 -0.4 0.39 -0.4 

125 0.27 0.17 0.24 -0.8 0.23 -0.8 

113 0.26 0.16 0.4 -0.5 0.4 -0.5 
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107 0.26 0.16 0.33 -0.7 0.35 -0.6 

145 0.25 0.13 0.24 -1.4 0.23 -1.3 

55 0.23 0.13 0.34 -1.1 0.28 -1.1 

122 0.21 0.16 0.31 -0.8 0.28 -0.7 

85 0.19 0.12 0.2 -2 0.22 -1.7 

139 0.18 0.14 0.25 -1.1 0.23 -1.1 

64 0.18 0.13 0.08 -2.4 0.09 -2.2 

91 0.17 0.13 0.99 0.2 0.85 0 

95 0.15 0.11 0.21 -2.3 0.2 -2.1 

106 0.13 0.12 1.62 1.1 1.57 1 

56 0.11 0.11 1.39 0.8 1.28 0.6 

69 0.1 0.11 1.1 0.3 1.11 0.3 

83 0.1 0.11 0.91 0 0.9 0 

112 0.1 0.12 1.58 1 1.53 0.9 

102 0.09 0.12 1.78 1.2 1.74 1.1 

86 0.07 0.12 1.38 0.8 1.29 0.6 

130 0.07 0.11 1.16 0.4 1.12 0.4 

90 0.07 0.11 1.15 0.4 1.13 0.4 

4 0.06 0.1 0.95 0 0.92 0 

60 0.06 0.11 1.39 0.9 1.47 0.9 

3 0.06 0.11 1.11 0.3 1.25 0.5 

131 0.06 0.1 1.24 0.8 1.46 1.2 

63 0.06 0.11 1.08 0.3 1.19 0.5 

94 0.06 0.11 1.35 0.8 1.29 0.6 

135 0.06 0.1 0.94 0 0.89 -0.1 

119 0.06 0.11 1.01 0.1 1.06 0.2 

98 0.05 0.1 0.89 -0.2 0.87 -0.2 

72 0.05 0.1 0.76 -0.9 0.75 -0.9 

138 0.04 0.1 0.87 -0.3 0.82 -0.4 

126 0.03 0.11 1.18 0.5 1.1 0.3 

93 0.03 0.1 0.85 -0.3 0.87 -0.2 

120 0.03 0.1 0.63 -1.4 0.61 -1.3 

144 0.03 0.12 1.46 0.9 1.41 0.8 

114 0.02 0.11 1.15 0.4 1.13 0.4 

116 0.02 0.1 1.01 0.1 1 0.1 

17 0.02 0.1 0.98 0 0.93 0 

47 0.02 0.1 0.6 -1.5 0.61 -1.2 

124 0.01 0.1 0.86 -0.3 0.84 -0.3 

111 0.01 0.11 1.26 0.6 1.23 0.6 

117 0.01 0.11 1.27 0.7 1.22 0.6 

140 0.01 0.1 0.54 -1.6 0.54 -1.4 

99 0.01 0.1 1.3 0.9 1.51 1.3 

132 0.01 0.1 0.8 -0.5 0.75 -0.6 

51 -0.01 0.1 0.76 -0.7 0.71 -0.8 
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65 -0.01 0.1 0.76 -0.9 0.72 -0.9 

89 -0.01 0.11 1.01 0.1 0.96 0 

38 -0.01 0.1 0.58 -1.8 0.55 -1.8 

39 -0.03 0.1 0.46 -2.4 0.45 -2.3 

5 -0.05 0.1 1.29 0.8 1.25 0.7 

7 -0.05 0.1 0.48 -2.7 0.48 -2.6 

75 -0.07 0.09 1.33 1.4 1.32 1.4 

121 -0.07 0.09 1.09 0.4 1.09 0.4 

18 -0.07 0.1 0.52 -2.4 0.5 -2.4 

141 -0.08 0.1 0.83 -0.7 0.87 -0.5 

76 -0.08 0.1 1.23 1 1.22 1 

73 -0.09 0.1 1.69 2.7 1.71 2.7 

54 -0.09 0.1 1.63 2.4 1.65 2.4 

59 -0.09 0.09 1.16 0.7 1.15 0.7 

110 -0.1 0.1 1.64 2.4 1.66 2.4 

31 -0.1 0.1 0.79 -0.9 0.79 -0.9 

108 -0.1 0.1 0.8 -0.7 0.78 -0.8 

100 -0.1 0.1 1.17 0.8 1.16 0.7 

16 -0.11 0.1 1.03 0.1 1.04 0.2 

92 -0.11 0.09 1.51 2.2 1.52 2.2 

66 -0.11 0.09 1.33 1.4 1.32 1.4 

115 -0.12 0.1 1.38 1.6 1.39 1.6 

44 -0.12 0.09 1.41 1.8 1.41 1.8 

68 -0.13 0.1 1.52 2.1 1.53 2.1 

22 -0.13 0.1 1.42 1.8 1.43 1.8 

30 -0.13 0.1 1.11 0.5 1.11 0.5 

2 -0.13 0.1 1.31 1.4 1.31 1.3 

43 -0.14 0.09 1.04 0.2 1.04 0.2 

9 -0.14 0.1 0.66 -1.4 0.67 -1.3 

88 -0.15 0.1 1.17 0.6 1.1 0.3 

13 -0.16 0.1 1.13 0.6 1.11 0.5 

128 -0.16 0.09 1.35 1.5 1.35 1.5 

35 -0.17 0.1 1.03 0.2 1.03 0.1 

34 -0.17 0.1 0.81 -0.8 0.81 -0.8 

48 -0.18 0.11 1 0.1 0.88 -0.1 

36 -0.19 0.1 1.04 0.2 1.02 0.1 

1 -0.2 0.1 1.2 0.6 1.27 0.8 

129 -0.25 0.13 0.89 0 0.94 0.1 

109 -0.26 0.11 1.43 1 1.49 1 

41 -0.28 0.11 1.23 0.5 1.21 0.5 

24 -0.28 0.12 1.15 0.4 1.22 0.5 

21 -0.29 0.11 0.93 0 0.8 -0.2 

25 -0.29 0.11 0.93 0 0.79 -0.2 

52 -0.33 0.11 0.39 -1.7 0.43 -1.4 
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71 -0.34 0.11 1.48 1.1 1.61 1.2 

27 -0.36 0.13 0.49 -0.7 0.56 -0.5 

80 -0.57 0.21 0.12 -0.7 0.12 -0.6 

32 -0.66 0.31 0.17 0 0.2 0 

8 -0.82 0.47 0.2 0.5 0.22 0.5 

26 -1.05 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
15 -1.06 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
42 -1.06 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
11 -1.06 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
14 -1.08 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  

146 -1.09 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
20 -1.09 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
45 -1.09 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
40 -1.11 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
53 -1.12 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
19 -1.12 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
49 -1.13 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
46 -1.13 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
50 -1.14 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
29 -1.15 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
23 -1.16 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
33 -1.16 1.08 Minimum  Minimum  
10 -1.17 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
12 -1.17 1.07 Minimum  Minimum  
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N. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 

 

1. Giriş 

Bu çalışma, İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen üniversite öğrencilerinin 

sosyopragmatik yeterliliklerini ölçmeye yönelik bir değerlendirme aracının 

geliştirilmesini ve bu aracın kapsamlı bir geçerlik süreciyle doğrulanmasını 

amaçlamaktadır.  

Özellikle Türkiye bağlamında gerçekleştirilen bu araştırma, hem akademik hem de 

günlük üniversite ortamlarındaki etkileşimleri kapsayan otantik ve işlevsel 

görevlerden oluşan bir test geliştirmeyi hedeflemiştir.  

Çalışma, Kane (2006) ve Chapelle’in (2008, 2021) ileri sürdüğü argümana dayalı 

geçerlik çerçevesine dayanmakta ve bu çerçevede altı temel çıkarıma yönelik 

araştırma sorularıyla yapılandırılmıştır: alan tanımı, değerlendirme, genelleme, 

açıklama, dışa yansıtma ve kullanım. 

Pragmatik yeterlilik, dil öğreniminin vazgeçilmez bir boyutudur ve iletişimsel 

yeterlilik modellerinde (örneğin Bachman, 1990; Canale & Swain, 1980) de önemli 

bir yer tutmaktadır. Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Çerçeve Metni’nde (2020) de açıkça 

vurgulanmasına rağmen, bu yeterlilik genellikle yüksek riskli sınavlarda yeterince 

temsil edilmemektedir. Bu nedenle, pragmatik yeterliğin değerlendirilmesine ve 

geçerli ölçüm araçlarının geliştirilmesine yönelik artan bir ilgi mevcuttur. 

Pragmatik değerlendirme çalışmalarının geçmişi, genellikle tek cümlelik konuşma 

eylemlerine dayanan ve gücü, sosyal mesafeyi ve yüklemeyi önceden belirlenmiş 

şekilde ele alan yapay görevlerle şekillenmiştir. Ancak bu çalışmaların sınırlılıkları, 

daha dinamik ve bağlama duyarlı test yaklaşımlarını gerekli kılmıştır. Roever (2006), 

çevrimiçi çoktan seçmeli bir test geliştirerek yapı geçerliğine dair güçlü kanıtlar 

sunmuş; fakat testin sadece çevrimdışı bilgiyi ölçmesi eleştirilmiştir. 
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Sonraki çalışmalar (Walters, 2007; Grabowski, 2009; Youn, 2013; Ikeda, 2017), rol 

yapma görevleriyle daha gerçekçi etkileşimleri ölçmeye çalışarak daha geniş kapsamlı 

geçerlik süreçlerini benimsemişlerdir. Roever ve arkadaşları (2014), sosyopragmatik 

yeterliğin çeşitli yönlerini ölçmek amacıyla farklı soru türlerini kullanan çevrimiçi bir 

test geliştirerek yenilikçi bir yaklaşım sunmuştur. 

Ancak bu testlerin çoğunun, İngilizcenin ikinci dil (ESL) olarak öğrenildiği 

bağlamlarda geliştirilmiş olması, İngilizcenin yabancı dil (EFL) olarak öğretildiği 

bağlamlar için önemli bir boşluğu ortaya koymaktadır. Türkiye’deki EFL bağlamında 

sosyopragmatik yeterliliği ölçen geçerli ve kullanışlı bir testin olmayışı, bu çalışmanın 

temel çıkış noktasını oluşturmaktadır. 

Bu çalışmanın temel amacı, EFL bağlamında uygulanabilir, güvenilir ve geçerli bir 

sosyopragmatik değerlendirme aracı geliştirmektir. Özellikle Türkiye’deki üniversite 

öğrencilerinin hem üretim hem de alıcı becerilerini ölçen, akademik ve günlük 

etkileşimleri kapsayan bir test tasarlanmıştır.  

Testin görevlerinin otantik olmasına özen gösterilmiş; Liu (2006)’dan alınan örnek 

üretme tekniği, Roever et al. (2014)’ün önerdiği soru türleri ve Chen & Liu (2016)’nın 

ölçek geliştirme süreci benimsenmiştir. 

Bu test aynı zamanda düşük riskli kullanım alanları için (farkındalık yaratma, 

biçimlendirici değerlendirme, öz değerlendirme gibi) tasarlanmış olup; öğrenciler, 

öğretmenler ve program geliştiriciler için sosyopragmatik yeterliğin gelişimine dair 

veri sağlayabilecek bir araç niteliği taşımaktadır. 

Bu araştırma, Türkiye’de üniversite düzeyindeki EFL öğrencileri için özel olarak 

geliştirilen ilk kapsamlı sosyopragmatik değerlendirme aracıdır. Literatürdeki 

eksiklikleri gidermekle birlikte, daha önceki araştırmalarda tanımlanan sınırlılıkları da 

göz önünde bulundurarak daha kapsayıcı bir test alanı hedeflemiştir. 

Önceki çalışmalar genellikle tek bir bağlamla (akademik ya da sosyal) sınırlı kalırken, 

bu çalışma her iki bağlamı da kapsayan bir test geliştirmiştir. Bu yönüyle, çalışmanın 

araştırma alanı daha önceki çalışmalardan farklıdır. Ayrıca Japon EFL bağlamında 

yapılan Liu (2004)’un çalışmasında yalnızca iki konuşma eylemine (istek ve özür) 
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odaklanılmışken, bu çalışmada daha geniş bir sosyopragmatik yetkinlik alanı 

hedeflenmiştir. 

Çalışma, aynı zamanda öğrencilerin küresel vatandaşlık becerilerini geliştirme 

açısından da önemlidir. İngilizce’nin uluslararası akademik ve mesleki ortamlarda bir 

ortak dil olarak kullanılması, öğrencilerin kültürlerarası etkileşimlerde başarılı 

olabilmeleri için sosyopragmatik yeterlik kazanmalarını gerekli kılmaktadır. Bu test, 

bu tür becerileri ölçmek için pratik ve ölçeklenebilir bir araç sunmaktadır. 

Değerlendirme ölçütlerinin geliştirilmesi süreci, Fulcher (1987; 2010) gibi otantik 

performansa dayalı ölçütlerin belirlenmesine ilişkin yöntemlere dayandırılmış; Li ve 

arkadaşlarının (2023) önerdiği analitik derecelendirme yöntemi benimsenmiştir. 

Ayrıca 16 puanlayıcı ile gerçekleştirilen analizler sayesinde derecelendirme 

tutarlılığına dair ayrıntılı veriler elde edilmiştir. 

Çalışmanın araştırma soruları, argümana dayalı geçerlik çerçevesine uygun olarak, altı 

temel çıkarım etrafında yapılandırılmıştır: 

Alan Tanımı: Test içerikleri üniversite düzeyindeki EFL bağlamlarının 

sosyopragmatik gereksinimlerini ne ölçüde yansıtıyor? 

Değerlendirme: Puanlama prosedürleri, öğrencilerin sosyopragmatik yeterliklerini ne 

ölçüde doğru yansıtıyor? 

Genelleme: Test puanları, farklı puanlayıcılar ve görevler arasında ne ölçüde 

güvenilir? 

Açıklama: Katılımcıların performansı sosyopragmatik yeterlikleriyle ne ölçüde 

ilişkilidir? 

Dışa Yansıtma: Test puanları gerçek hayattaki akademik etkileşimlerdeki performansı 

ne ölçüde yansıtıyor? 

Kullanım: Test puanları eğitimsel karar verme süreçlerinde nasıl kullanılabilir? 

İlk beş çıkarım, geçerlik sürecinde toplanan veri ve analizlerle desteklenmiştir. Ancak 

test henüz gerçek dünya uygulamasına geçmediği için altıncı çıkarım, yani testin 
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kullanımı, öngörüsel düzeyde ele alınmış ve önceki çıkarımlardan elde edilen 

bulgulara dayanarak tartışılmıştır. 

2. Literatür Taraması 

Pragmatik, genellikle bağlama uygun dil kullanımı olarak tanımlanır (Kasper & Ross, 

2013). Ancak Crystal (1997), kullanıcıların seçimleri, sosyal etkileşimde 

karşılaştıkları kısıtlamalar ve kullandıkları dilin diğer katılımcılar üzerindeki etkileri 

gibi çok daha derin unsurları içeren ayrıntılı bir tanım sunar.  

Pragmatik dilin yalnızca kurallar bütünü değil, aynı zamanda yorumlama yollarını da 

içeren dinamik bir alan olduğunu vurgular. Bu alan, konuşma eylemleri, bağlam, ima 

(implicature), deixis ve uzun konuşmalar gibi birçok alt bileşeni kapsar. 

Pragmatik içerikte en çok çalışılan unsur konuşma eylemleridir. Austin (1962), 

konuşma eylemlerini üç düzeyde tanımlar: locution (kelime düzeyindeki anlam), 

illocution (niyet edilen anlam) ve perlocution (ifadenin etkisi).  

Grice (1975) ise ima kavramını getirerek, bireylerin konuşma sırasında örtük anlamlar 

çıkardığını belirtmiştir. Deixis, konuşmanın anlamını yalnızca bağlamın açıklığa 

kavuşturabileceği zaman ve yer bildiren dil unsurlarını içerir. 

Sohbet Analizi (Conversation Analysis - CA), daha geniş söylem verilerinin nasıl 

yönetildiğini inceler. Bu yaklaşım, karşılıklı etkileşimin sıralı doğasını anlamaya 

odaklanır. Bu nedenle, mevcut tez konuşma eylemleri ile CA yaklaşımını birlikte ele 

alarak daha kapsamlı bir çerçeve oluşturmayı amaçlamaktadır. 

Goffman (1967), bireylerin sosyal etkileşimde "pozitif" ve "negatif yüz"lerini koruma 

isteklerinden bahseder. Bu isteklerin tehdit altında olması durumunda, nezaket 

stratejileri devreye girer. Brown ve Levinson (1987), güç, sosyal mesafe ve yükleme 

derecesi olmak üzere üç temel değişken üzerinde durarak bu stratejileri sistematize 

etmiştir. 

Ancak, bu teori de eleştirilmiştir. Özellikle CA savunucuları, nezaketin yalnızca 

konuşma öncesinde belirlenen sabit faktörlerle açıklanamayacağını, bunun yerine 

konuşma sırasındaki sıralı yapının analiz edilmesi gerektiğini ileri sürer. Bu nedenle 
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tez, sosyal bağlamı daha dinamik bir şekilde ele alarak CA perspektifine 

dayanmaktadır. 

Pragmatik yeterliğin değerlendirilmesine yönelik çalışmalar, genellikle iki ana 

araştırma deseni kullanır: kültürlerarası pragmatik (cross-cultural pragmatics) ve 

yabancı dilde pragmatik gelişimi (interlanguage pragmatics). Her iki desende de 

sıklıkla kullanılan veri toplama araçları arasında Söylem Tamamlama Testi (DCT), rol 

yapma görevleri, alan notları ve son yıllarda teknolojik araçlar yer almaktadır. 

DCT’ler, kısa bir bağlam vererek katılımcının bir konuşma eylemi üretmesini ister. 

Ancak bu araç, katılımcıların gerçek hayattaki dil kullanımını yansıtmayabileceği için 

eleştirilmiştir. Ayrıca bağlam eksikliği ve verilen cevapların yapaylığı gibi sorunlar da 

bulunmaktadır. Bununla birlikte, DCT’lerin değişken manipülasyonu, dijitalleştirme 

kolaylığı ve puanlama pratikliği gibi avantajları, onların hâlâ yaygın olarak 

kullanılmasını sağlamaktadır. 

Son yıllarda DCT’ler çoktan seçmeli (MC-DCT) formatlara dönüştürülerek daha 

büyük örneklemlerle uygulanabilir hâle getirilmiştir. Bu testler alıcı becerilere 

odaklanırken, üretici becerileri ölçme konusunda yetersiz kalmaktadır. 

Rol yapma görevleri, sosyal etkileşimi simüle etme imkânı sunduğundan daha otantik 

veriler sağlayabilir. Özellikle açık uçlu rol yapma görevleri, gerçek hayata daha yakın 

performanslar sunar. Ancak bu tür görevlerin uygulanması ve puanlanması daha 

zordur ve büyük örneklemlerde kullanımı sınırlıdır. 

Alan notları ve doğal ortamlarda kaydedilen ses/video kayıtları, otantik veri elde 

etmek için kullanılır. Örneğin Shively (2016), öğrencilerin gerçek yaşam 

konuşmalarını sesli olarak kaydettikleri bir çalışmayla tutum ve dil gelişimini analiz 

etmiştir. 

Teknolojik gelişmeler, bağlam sunumunun zenginleşmesini sağlamıştır. DCT’lerde 

ses, görsel ya da video materyallerinin kullanılması, bağlamı daha iyi iletebilmekte ve 

daha gerçekçi yanıtlar alınmasına olanak tanımaktadır. 

Pragmatik değerlendirme için ölçüt geliştirme sürecinde üç temel konu öne çıkar: (1) 

ölçeğin yapısı, (2) anadili konuşurlarının normları ve (3) içeriğin belirlenme yöntemi. 
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Yapı açısından, analitik ölçütlerin daha güvenilir olduğu bulunmuştur. Walters (2007) 

gibi bazı çalışmalar, bütüncül ölçeklerle düşük güvenirlik elde ederken, Li ve ark. 

(2023) analitik derecelendirmenin daha dengeli, kesin ve güvenilir sonuçlar 

sağladığını göstermiştir. 

Anadili konuşurlarının kullanımı, genellikle norm belirleme amacıyla yapılır. Ancak, 

anadili konuşurlarının homojen bir grup olmaması, bu yöntemi sorunlu kılar. Bu 

nedenle bazı araştırmalar, eğitimli anadili olmayan konuşurları da değerlendirme 

sürecine dahil etmiştir. 

İçeriğin belirlenmesi konusunda ise iki yöntem vardır: ölçüm odaklı (expertise-based) 

ve performansa dayalı (data-driven). Son yıllarda, katılımcı performanslarına dayanan 

ölçek geliştirme yöntemleri (ör. Chen & Liu, 2016) daha çok tercih edilmektedir çünkü 

bu yöntemler bağlama daha uygun ve daha esnektir. 

Pragmatik yeterlik testlerinin geliştirilmesi sırasında içerik, uygulanabilirlik ve 

standartlaşma konularında çeşitli sorunlar yaşanmıştır. Erken dönem testler yalnızca 

konuşma eylemlerine odaklanmış, bu da testin içerik kapsamını sınırlamıştır. Ayrıca, 

bazı testler yalnızca iki kültür arasında karşılaştırma yaptığı için kültürel önyargılar 

taşıma riski doğurmuştur. 

Testlerin gerçek hayatla uyumu da önemli bir konudur. DCT’ler standartlaştırılmış 

yapıları sayesinde kolayca uygulanabilse de, etkileşimli yeterliği ölçmede yetersiz 

kalırlar. Otantiklik ve standardizasyon arasındaki denge, test geliştiricilerin en çok 

dikkat etmesi gereken konulardan biridir. 

Bununla birlikte, “anadili konuşuru standardı” da sorunlu bir başka alandır. Anadili 

konuşurlarının ortak bir ölçüt sunmaması, test puanlarının yorumlanmasını zorlaştırır. 

Ayrıca, İngilizce’nin küresel bir iletişim dili hâline gelmesi, sabit bir norm anlayışını 

daha da geçersiz kılmaktadır. 

Geçerlik kavramı, test geliştirme sürecinin en önemli unsurlarındandır. Bu bağlamda, 

çeşitli kuramcılar tarafından geçerlik farklı şekillerde tanımlanmıştır: 
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Cureton (1951): Geçerliği testin amacına uygunluğu olarak tanımlar. Ancak bu 

yaklaşım, kuramsal dayanaklardan yoksundur. 

Cronbach (1971): Geçerliği, testin yorumlarıyla ilişkilendirir. Verilerin anlamlı 

yorumlar sağlayıp sağlamadığını sorgular ve geçerliği hipotez testine dayandırır. 

Messick (1989): Geçerliği, test skorlarına dayalı yorum ve kullanımın hem teorik hem 

de toplumsal açıdan desteklenmesi olarak tanımlar. Olası etkileri ve değer boyutunu 

da geçerlik çerçevesine dahil eder. 

Kane (2006): Argümana dayalı geçerlik yaklaşımını sunar. Test sonuçlarının nasıl 

yorumlanacağı ve nasıl kullanılacağına dair iddiaların mantıksal zincirlerle 

desteklenmesi gerektiğini savunur. 

Chapelle (2021), Kane’in bu çerçevesini dil testlerine uyarlayarak, altı aşamadan 

oluşan bir geçerlik araştırma süreci önerir: alan tanımı, değerlendirme, genelleme, 

açıklama, dışa yansıtma ve kullanım. Bu süreç TOEFL IBT örneğiyle açıklanarak, test 

geliştiriciler için pratik bir yol haritası sunulmuştur. 

Pragmatik testlerin geçerlik çalışmalarında hem Messick’in hem de Kane’in 

yaklaşımları kullanılmıştır. Örneğin, Roever (2006), Messick’in çerçevesini temel 

alarak yüksek güvenirlik oranlarına ulaşmış ve farklı öğrenci gruplarıyla 

karşılaştırmalar yaparak kapsamlı analizler gerçekleştirmiştir. Roever et al. (2014) ve 

Ikeda (2017) ise Kane’in argümana dayalı yaklaşımını benimsemiş, testlerinin farklı 

aşamalarında geçerlik gerekçelerini destekleyen veriler sunmuşlardır. 

3. Pilot Çalışma 

Bu bölümde, geliştirilen sosyopragmatik değerlendirme aracının pilot uygulama süreci 

detaylı olarak açıklanmıştır. Pilot uygulamanın temel amacı, test maddelerinin 

uygulanabilirliğini değerlendirmek, testin geçerlik ve güvenirliğine dair ön analizler 

yapmak ve gerekli iyileştirmeleri belirlemektir. 

Liu (2006) çalışmasına benzer bir yöntem izlenerek, Google Forms üzerinden iki 

bölümlü bir senaryo üretim anketi oluşturulmuştur. Birinci bölümde çalışma hakkında 

bilgi verilmiş, katılımcı onayı alınmış ve örnek konuşma eylemleri sunulmuştur. İkinci 



 235 

bölümde, katılımcılardan üniversite ortamında yaşadıkları özgün konuşma eylemi 

örneklerini detaylı şekilde açıklamaları istenmiştir. Anket Türkçe hazırlanmış, böylece 

dil kısıtlamalarının önüne geçilmiştir. 

Toplam 30 katılımcıdan (20 öğrenci, 10 akademisyen) 27 özgün konuşma eylemi 

toplanmıştır. Üç öğrenci ve üç akademisyenle yapılan görüşmeler sonucu nadir 

görülen yedi durum elenmiş ve toplam 20 senaryo belirlenmiştir.  

Bu senaryolar, "Görülme Olasılığı" anketine eklenmiş ve katılımcılardan üniversite 

ortamında bu durumlarla karşılaşma olasılıklarını puanlamaları istenmiştir. En yüksek 

puan alan sekiz senaryo (dört öğrenci-öğrenci, dört öğrenci-akademisyen) pilot testte 

kullanılmıştır. 

Pilot testte dört soru türü (uygunluk yargısı, uygunluk düzeltme, genişletilmiş DCT ve 

diyalog seçimi) yer almıştır. Her türden iki soru hazırlanmış, biri öğrenci-öğrenci, 

diğeri öğrenci-akademisyen etkileşimini yansıtmıştır. Sorular, alan uzmanı iki 

akademisyen tarafından gözden geçirilmiş ve öneriler doğrultusunda revize edilmiştir. 

Pilot test üç katılımcı grubuna (10 anadili İngilizce olan öğrenci, 10 ileri düzey ve 10 

orta alt düzey EFL öğrencisi) çevrimiçi olarak uygulanmıştır. exam.net platformu 

tercih edilmiş; katılımcılar kolayca erişim sağlamış, test süresine kısıtlama 

getirilmemiştir. 

Uygunluk yargısı ve diyalog seçimi soruları otomatik olarak puanlanmıştır. Diğer 

sorular deneyimli iki puanlayıcı tarafından değerlendirilmiş, puanlayıcılar önceden 

ortak bir eğitimden geçirilmiştir. Toplam puan 15’tir. Puanlama, yanıtın 

karmaşıklığına ve üretim gereksinimine göre belirlenmiştir. 

Veriler SPSS v19 ile analiz edilmiştir. Testin genel ortalaması 10.43, Cronbach's 

Alpha güvenirlik katsayısı .761 olarak bulunmuştur. Alt düzey grubun ortalaması 6.2, 

ileri düzey grubun 10.4 ve anadili İngilizce olan grubun 14.7’dir.  

Bu sonuçlar, testin farklı dil yeterlilik düzeylerini ayırt etme gücüne sahip olduğunu 

göstermiştir. Ayrıca, bölümler arası korelasyonlar genel olarak anlamlı bulunmuş ve 

bölümlerin benzer becerileri ölçtüğü doğrulanmıştır. 
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Pilot uygulama sonunda çeşitli yapısal ve içeriksel değişiklikler yapılmıştır. Senaryo 

üretim sürecinde, akademisyenlerden alınan senaryoların çeşitlilik sağlamadığı 

görülmüş, bu nedenle gerçek uygulamada yalnızca öğrencilere odaklanılmıştır. Anket 

ve Likert ölçeği yapıları sadeleştirilmiş, İngilizce-Türkçe ikili dil seçeneği 

sunulmuştur. 

Soru tipleri işlevsel bulunmuş olsa da, bazı revizyonlar gerekli görülmüştür. Uygunluk 

yargısı maddelerindeki isimler cinsiyet önyargısını önlemek adına genelleştirilmiş; 

ölçme seçenekleri sadeleştirilmiş ve "harsh" ifadesi "rude" olarak değiştirilmiştir. 

Ayrıca, zaman ve puanlayıcı yükünü azaltmak için genişletilmiş DCT sorularındaki 

boşluk sayısı dörtten ikiye düşürülmüştür. 

Son olarak, rubrik yapısı da gözden geçirilmiştir. Roever et al. (2014)’ten alınan 

bütüncül rubrik yerine, bağlama özel olarak geliştirilen analitik rubrik benimsenmiştir. 

Bu değişiklik, özellikle anadili İngilizce olmayan puanlayıcıların tutarlılığını artırmak 

amacıyla yapılmıştır. 

4. Test Geliştirme 

Bu bölümde, sosyopragmatik yeterliliği değerlendirmeye yönelik geliştirilen ölçme 

aracının geçerlik çerçevesi, katılımcılar, veri toplama araçları, madde yazımı, 

puanlama ve analiz süreçleri detaylı şekilde açıklanmıştır.  

Kane (2006) ve Chapelle (2008, 2021) tarafından önerilen argümana dayalı geçerlik 

çerçevesi temel alınmış ve altı çıkarım üzerinden testin geçerliği yapılandırılmıştır: 

alan tanımı, değerlendirme, genelleme, açıklama, dışa yansıtma ve kullanım. 

Alan Tanımı (Domain Description): Testin, üniversite düzeyindeki EFL bağlamında 

öğrencilerin karşılaştığı sosyopragmatik durumları temsil ettiği iddia edilmiştir. Bu 

iddia, senaryo üretim sürecinde öğrencilerden toplanan gerçek yaşam etkileşimlerine 

dayandırılmıştır.  

Olasılık anketi sonuçları ve bağlam açısından zengin görev talimatları bu iddianın 

destekleyicisi olmuştur. Hem alıcı (receptive) hem üretici (productive) görevleri 

içermesi, testin sosyopragmatik yeterliği bütünsel olarak ölçmesini sağlamıştır. 
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Değerlendirme (Evaluation): Test uygulamasının tüm katılımcılar için standart bir 

platform olan exam.net üzerinden gerçekleştirilmesi, adil ve tutarlı uygulama 

koşullarını sağlamıştır. Puanlama süreci, pilot çalışmadan elde edilen geri bildirimler 

doğrultusunda geliştirilen analitik rubrikle yürütülmüş ve puanların hedeflenen yapıyı 

yansıttığı ön analizlerle doğrulanmıştır. 

Genelleme (Generalization): Görevler ve puanlama ölçütleri detaylı olarak 

tanımlanmış ve farklı versiyonların geliştirilebilirliğini sağlamıştır. Cronbach’s Alpha 

katsayısının yüksek çıkması testin iç tutarlılığını desteklemiş, puanlayıcılar arasında 

yüksek uyum ise eğitim süreci ve FACETS analiziyle doğrulanmıştır. 

Açıklama (Explanation): Testten yüksek puan alan öğrencilerin sosyopragmatik 

yetkinliklerinin de yüksek olduğu varsayılmıştır. Bu varsayım, yeterlik düzeyleri ile 

test puanları arasındaki pozitif korelasyonla desteklenmiştir. Ayrıca, faktör analizi ile 

test maddelerinin yapının alt boyutlarıyla örtüştüğü gösterilmiştir. Senaryoların gerçek 

bağlamlara dayanması da bu çıkarımı desteklemiştir. 

Dışa Yansıtma (Extrapolation): Test puanlarının gerçek yaşam performansını 

yansıttığı iddia edilmiştir. Öğrencilerin öz değerlendirmeleriyle test performansları 

arasında anlamlı bir ilişki bulunmuş ve test cevaplarının günlük konuşma örüntülerine 

benzediği katılımcılar tarafından yüksek puanlarla değerlendirilmiştir. 

Kullanım (Utilization): Test puanlarının öğrencilerin ve öğretmenlerin 

sosyopragmatik gelişim ihtiyaçlarını belirlemede anlamlı bilgiler sunduğu öne 

sürülmüştür. Her bölüm için tanımlanan yeterlik açıklamaları ve puan tanımlayıcıları, 

bu puanların nasıl yorumlanacağı konusunda rehberlik sağlamıştır. Bu sayede öğretim 

programlarının, ders içeriklerinin ve ölçme-değerlendirme uygulamalarının 

sosyopragmatik yetkinliği dikkate alacak şekilde yapılandırılabileceği öngörülmüştür. 

Sonuçlar (Consequences): Testin, öğretmenler ve kurumlar için olumlu bir geri 

besleme etkisi yaratması beklenmiştir. Uzun vadede, dil öğretim materyallerinin ve 

öğretim uygulamalarının sosyopragmatik bileşenleri daha fazla içermesi, öğrencilerin 

farkındalığını artırması ve İngilizce yeterlik sınavlarında bu yetkinliklerin dikkate 

alınmasına katkı sağlaması beklenmektedir. 
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Senaryo üretimi, olasılık belirleme ve test uygulaması aşamalarına katılanlar, 

Türkiye’de farklı üniversitelerde öğrenim gören İngilizce öğretim programlarındaki 

lisans öğrencilerinden oluşmuştur. Hazırlık öğrencileri bu aşamalara dahil 

edilmemiştir çünkü hedef bağlam olan fakülte ortamına maruz kalmamışlardır.  

Toplamda 146 öğrenci teste katılmış; katılımcıların dil düzeyleri A2'den C2'ye kadar 

çeşitlilik göstermiştir. Test maddeleri, özellikle kullanılan ders kitaplarında yaygın 

olan Amerikan ve İngiliz İngilizcesi normlarına göre hazırlanmış, bu nedenle iki 

ABD'li ve iki İngiltereli anadili konuşuru tarafından da kontrol edilmiştir. 

Puanlama süreci ise, üniversitelerde görev yapan, dil öğretimi ve ölçme değerlendirme 

alanında deneyimli Türk EFL öğretmenleri tarafından yürütülmüştür. Tüm 

puanlayıcıların en az yüksek lisans derecesi mevcuttur ve ortalama deneyim süreleri 

10 yıl civarındadır. Bu puanlayıcıların, Türk EFL bağlamına aşina olmaları sayesinde 

değerlendirmelerin tutarlılığı sağlanmıştır. 

Senaryo Üretim Anketi: Liu (2006) çalışması temel alınarak geliştirilen bu anket, 

öğrencilere sıklıkla karşılaştıkları konuşma eylemi durumlarını tanımlamaları için açık 

uçlu sorular sunmuştur. Türkçe ve İngilizce versiyonları bulunan anket, öğrencilerin 

bağlam, statü, yakınlık gibi ayrıntıları içeren özgün etkileşimleri detaylandırmalarına 

olanak tanımıştır. 31 öğrenciden toplanan 269 cevaptan 225’i uygun bulunmuş, 

analizler sonucunda 47 konuşma eylemi kategorisi elde edilmiştir. 

Olasılık Belirleme Anketi: Elde edilen kategoriler, öğrenciler tarafından 1 (en düşük 

olasılık) ile 5 (en yüksek olasılık) arasında puanlanmıştır. 25 kategori yüksek olasılığa 

sahip bulunmuştur. Bu kategorilerden bazıları yalnızca öğrenci-öğrenci (ör. birlikte 

yemek daveti), bazıları yalnızca öğrenci-hoca (ör. not sorma), bazıları ise her iki tür 

etkileşimi de içerecek şekilde belirlenmiştir. 

Toplam 25 konuşma eylemi kategorisinden her biri için bir alıcı (receptive) ve bir 

üretici (productive) soru yazılmıştır. Böylece toplam 50 soru geliştirilmiştir. 

Öğrencilerin verdikleri senaryo açıklamalarındaki etkileşim uzunlukları, soru türüne 

karar verme sürecinde belirleyici olmuştur. Kısa etkileşimler uygunluk yargısı ve 

düzeltme maddelerinde, uzun etkileşimler ise diyalog seçimi ve genişletilmiş DCT 

maddelerinde kullanılmıştır. 
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Test maddeleri, dört anadili İngilizce olan uzman ve iki test uzmanı akademisyen 

tarafından gözden geçirilmiştir. Soruların talimatlarında yapılan revizyonlarla, 

öğrencilerin maddeleri daha kolay anlayabileceği bir yapı oluşturulmuştur. Ayrıca 

testin sonunda, öğrencilerin farkındalık, başarı ve gerçek yaşamdaki benzerlik 

algılarını ölçmeye yönelik bir öz değerlendirme bölümü eklenmiştir. 

Testteki üretici soru türlerinin puanlanması için performansa dayalı, analitik bir rubrik 

geliştirilmiştir. Geliştirme süreci iki aşamada yürütülmüştür: 

Aşama 1 – Rubrik Geliştirme: Raterlardan toplanan puanlama yorumları analiz 

edilerek içerik ve biçim boyutları belirlenmiştir. İçerik boyutu altı ölçüte (nezaket, 

doğrudanlık, bilgi miktarı, uygunluk, açıklık ve ton), biçim boyutu ise üç ölçüte (dil 

bilgisi, ifade biçimi ve sözcük seçimi) dayandırılmıştır. Her ölçüt için, kuramsal 

dayanaklar Grice’ın İşbirliği İlkesi ve Brown & Levinson’ın Nezaket Kuramı’na 

bağlanmıştır. Bu ölçütlere göre beş düzeyde tanımlayıcılar oluşturulmuştur. 

Aşama 2 – Rubrik Uygulaması: Rubriğin geçerliliğini sağlamak amacıyla tüm raterlara 

bireysel eğitim verilmiştir. Her kâğıt iki farklı puanlayıcı tarafından değerlendirilmiş 

ve dağıtım şeması, tüm puanlayıcıların birbiriyle örtüşmesini sağlayacak şekilde 

tasarlanmıştır. Eğitim süreci iki aşamalı olarak gerçekleştirilmiştir: ilk olarak 

puanlayıcıların rubriğe alışmaları sağlanmış, ardından kalibrasyon görüşmeleriyle 

ortak anlayış oluşturulmuştur. 

Alıcı soru türleri sistem tarafından otomatik olarak puanlanmıştır. Üretici maddeler, 

her biri iki puanlayıcı tarafından değerlendirilmiş, ortalama puanlar alınmıştır. Her 

soru türü için belirlenen maksimum puanlar toplamda 342 puanlık bir ölçek 

oluşturmuştur. Kolen ve Brennan (2014) ile Kolen ve Lee (2011)’in önerdiği 

ağırlıklandırılmış puanlama sistemi uygulanmıştır. Üretici maddelerin bilişsel yükü ve 

tahmin şansı azlığı nedeniyle, bu bölüme daha fazla ağırlık verilmiş, böylece toplam 

test güvenirliği yüksek (.904) tutulmuştur. 

SPSS ile yapılan analizlerde madde-toplam korelasyonları, madde silinirse 

Cronbach’s alpha değerleri, grup farkları (ANOVA), bölüm korelasyonları ve faktör 

analizi yapılmıştır. Ayrıca, FACETS ile puanlayıcı güvenilirliği, madde özellikleri ve 

katılımcı analizleri gerçekleştirilmiştir. 
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5. Sonuçlar 

Bu bölümde, geliştirilen sosyopragmatik testin geçerlik argümanına dayalı olarak 

yapılan analizlerin sonuçları sunulmaktadır. Bulgular, testin güvenilirliği, geçerliği, 

yapı uyumu, madde ayırt ediciliği, ölçüt bağıntısı ve kullanılabilirliği gibi çok boyutlu 

açılardan değerlendirilmiştir. 

İlk olarak tüm maddeler dâhil edilerek genel bir güvenilirlik analizi yapılmış, 

Cronbach's Alpha değeri .904 olarak bulunmuştur. Ancak 17 madde bu değeri 

düşürmüştür.  

Özellikle "uygunluk yargısı", "uygunluk seçimi" ve "diyalog seçimi" bölümlerindeki 

bazı maddeler düşük madde-toplam korelasyonuna ve ayırt ediciliğe sahiptir. Örneğin 

Q3 ve Q12 maddeleri, düşük yeterlilikteki öğrencilerin yüksek puan aldığı ve bu 

nedenle negatif ayırt edicilik sergilediği tespit edilmiştir. 

Grafik analizler ve madde karakteristik eğrileri ile desteklenen bu bulgular sonucunda 

21 düşük performanslı madde testten çıkarılmıştır. Bu işlem sonrası Cronbach's Alpha 

.929’a yükselmiş, testin iç tutarlılığı artmıştır. Özellikle "genişletilmiş DCT" ve 

"uygunluk düzeltme" bölümleri yüksek ayırt edicilik değerleri sunmuş ve katkıları 

sayesinde bu maddeler korunmuştur. 

Katılımcılar A2’den C2’ye kadar yeterlik seviyelerine göre sınıflandırılmış ve testin 

her bölümüne ilişkin ortalama puanlar analiz edilmiştir. Her seviyede puan 

ortalamalarının sistematik olarak arttığı, C1 ve C2 düzeylerinin en yüksek başarıyı 

sergilediği gözlemlenmiştir. Bu bulgu, testin yeterlik seviyelerini ayırt etme gücüne 

sahip olduğunu göstermektedir. 

Testin hedef alanı, üniversite öğrencilerinin akademik ortamlardaki günlük 

etkileşimlerinde kullandıkları sosyopragmatik yeterliktir. Öğrencilerden elde edilen 

senaryolara dayalı olarak geliştirilen maddeler, bu bağlamı doğrudan temsil 

etmektedir. Bu durum, öğrencilerin belirli bir kuruma özgü bilgi gerektirmeden 

anlaşılabilir maddelerle sınanmasını sağlamıştır. 

Test, Leech’in (1983) pragmaligvistik ve sosyopragmatik ayrımına dayalıdır. 

Sosyopragmatik yeterlik (güç ilişkileri, sosyal mesafe, nezaket stratejileri vb.) 
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öncelikli olsa da, pragmaligvistik yeterlik de (dilbilgisel doğruluk, uygun deyim 

kullanımı) dikkate alınarak rubrik geliştirilmiştir. 

Testteki bazı bölümler (uygunluk yargısı ve diyalog seçimi) otomatik puanlanırken, 

üretici görevler (genişletilmiş DCT ve uygunluk düzeltme) analitik rubrik ile 

deneyimli puanlayıcılar tarafından değerlendirilmiştir. Üretici görevlerin daha yüksek 

ayırt edicilik sunduğu tespit edilmiştir. 

Maddelerin ayırt edicilikleri hem madde-toplam korelasyonu hem de madde-bölüm 

korelasyonlarıyla analiz edilmiştir. Özellikle genişletilmiş DCT maddelerinin tamamı 

yüksek ayırt edicilik değerleri sergilemiştir.  

FACETS ile yapılan ileri analizlerde bu maddelerin model uyumu da yüksek 

bulunmuş; yalnızca Q17 maddesi olumsuz performans göstermiştir. 

Her bir test bölümünün iç tutarlılığı analiz edilmiştir: 

Genişletilmiş DCT: α = .950 (yüksek) 

Uygunluk düzeltme: α = .692 (orta) 

Diyalog seçimi: α = .576 (düşük) 

Uygunluk yargısı: α = .144 (çok düşük) 

Bu sonuçlar, yalnızca genişletilmiş DCT bölümünün yüksek tutarlılık gösterdiğini 

ortaya koymuştur. Ayrıca puanlayıcı güvenilirliği FACETS ile değerlendirilmiş; çoğu 

puanlayıcının modelle uyumlu olduğu, ancak bazı durumlarda aşırı benzer ya da 

tutarsız puanlama gözlemlendiği belirlenmiştir. 

Grup Karşılaştırmaları: ANOVA ve Games-Howell post hoc testleri ile farklı yeterlik 

gruplarının puanları karşılaştırılmıştır. Tüm bölümlerde yeterlik seviyeleri arasında 

anlamlı farklar bulunmuştur.  

Özellikle C1 ve C2 seviyeleri arasında fark olmaması, ileri düzey öğrenciler arasında 

benzer performans sergilendiğini göstermiştir. 

Bölümler Arası Korelasyonlar: Tüm bölümler arasında anlamlı pozitif korelasyonlar 

bulunmuştur. En güçlü ilişki, genişletilmiş DCT ile toplam puan arasındadır. 

Uygunluk yargısı bölümü, diğer bölümlerle en zayıf korelasyona sahiptir. 
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Faktör Analizi: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin değeri .913 olarak bulunmuş, bu da verinin faktör 

analizine uygun olduğunu göstermiştir. Oblimin rotasyonu sonrası üç faktörlü bir yapı 

elde edilmiştir: 

Faktör 1: Genişletilmiş DCT ve uygunluk düzeltme (üretici bölümler) 

Faktör 2: Uygunluk yargısı 

Faktör 3: Diyalog seçimi 

Bu yapı, testin üretici ve alıcı yeterlikleri farklı faktörlerde topladığını göstermektedir. 

Testin gerçek yaşam performansını yansıtıp yansıtmadığı öğrencilerin öz 

değerlendirmeleriyle analiz edilmiştir. Öğrencilerden farkındalık ve başarı düzeylerini 

10 üzerinden değerlendirmeleri istenmiş, ortalama farkındalık puanı 7.71, başarı puanı 

ise 7.46 olarak bulunmuştur. A2-B2 gruplarında farkındalık puanları başarıdan 

yüksekken, C1-C2 düzeylerinde bu iki değer eşitlenmiştir. 

Ayrıca öğrencilerden testteki üretici görevlerle gerçek yaşam cevaplarının ne kadar 

benzer olduğunu değerlendirmeleri istenmiştir. %93.9’u cevaplarının en azından 

“biraz” benzer olduğunu belirtmiştir. Korelasyon analizleri, farkındalık ve başarı 

puanlarının test sonuçlarıyla anlamlı derecede ilişkili olduğunu göstermiştir. Test 

henüz gerçek dünyada uygulanmamış olsa da, elde edilen bulgular testin gelecekteki 

kullanımları hakkında öneriler sunmaktadır: 

Tanılayıcı Kullanım: Öğrencilerin güçlü ve zayıf sosyopragmatik yönlerini 

belirleyerek hedefe yönelik öğretim tasarımı yapılabilir. 

Kendini Değerlendirme: Özellikle EFL bağlamında öğrenciler için benzer araçların 

eksikliği göz önüne alındığında, test öğrencilere kişisel gelişim için geri bildirim 

sunabilir. 

Biçimlendirici Kullanım: Sınıf içi kullanımda öğrencilerin farkındalık düzeyini 

artırabilir, öğretim materyalleri bu geri bildirimlere göre güncellenebilir. 

Yüksek Riskli Kullanım Uygun Değil: Testin alıcı bölümlerinde madde sayısının 

azaltılması ve bazı bölümlerde düşük güvenirlik, yerleştirme ya da kabul gibi 

amaçlarla kullanılmasını şu aşamada uygun kılmamaktadır. 
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Puan Yorumları: Testin kullanımı için puanların anlamı net bir şekilde 

tanımlanmalıdır. Formatif amaçlı kullanımda, puanlar farkındalık yaratma amacı 

taşırken; yüksek riskli bağlamlarda “neler yapılabilir” açıklamalarıyla 

desteklenmelidir. 

6. Tartışma 

Bu bölümde, araştırmanın bulguları teorik çerçeveyle ilişkilendirilerek derinlemesine 

analiz edilmiş; geliştirilen sosyopragmatik testin geçerlik argümanları doğrultusunda 

irdelenmiştir.  

Tartışmalar, Kane (2006) ve Chapelle (2008, 2021) tarafından ortaya konan argümana 

dayalı geçerlik çerçevesinin altı çıkarımı kapsamında yürütülmüştür: alan tanımı, 

değerlendirme, genelleme, açıklama, dışa yansıtma ve kullanım. Her bir çıkarım 

başlığı altında testin geçerlik kanıtları yorumlanmış ve sosyopragmatik değerlendirme 

alanına katkısı açıklanmıştır. 

Alan tanımı çıkarımı, test içeriklerinin hedef bağlamdaki sosyopragmatik 

gereklilikleri ne ölçüde yansıttığını sorgular. Bu çalışmada hedef bağlam, üniversite 

düzeyinde İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin günlük akademik 

etkileşimleridir (öğrenci-öğrenci ve öğrenci-hoca iletişimi). 

Çeşitli önceki çalışmalarda görev geliştirme süreçleri farklı yaklaşımlara dayansa da 

(örneğin uzman görüşleri, görev yazarlarının sezgileri veya ihtiyaç analizi), bu 

çalışmada Liu (2004)’den esinlenilerek örnek üretim (exemplar generation) yöntemi 

tercih edilmiştir. Bu yöntemin temel avantajı, doğrudan hedef kitleye ait otantik 

senaryoların toplanarak test içeriklerine yansıtılmasıdır. Böylece uzman yanlılıkları, 

kültürel homojenlik ve sınırlı perspektiflerden kaynaklanabilecek önyargılar en aza 

indirgenmiştir. 

Senaryoların geçerliliği, katılımcıların belirttiği yaşanmış deneyimlerin olasılık 

derecelendirmeleriyle test edilmiş ve bağlam uygunluğu yüksek olan senaryolar tercih 

edilmiştir. Bu süreç, testin içerik geçerliğini büyük ölçüde desteklemiştir. 

Ayrıca, görevlerin yalnızca üretim değil alıcı becerileri de ölçmesi hedeflenmiş; 

böylece sosyopragmatik yetkinliğin çok boyutlu yapısı değerlendirmeye dâhil 
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edilmiştir. Her iki bileşene eşit sayıda soru yerleştirilerek test dengeli biçimde 

yapılandırılmıştır. 

Değerlendirme çıkarımı, puanlama süreçlerinin ölçülmek istenen yapıyı ne ölçüde 

doğru yansıttığını sorgular. Bu çalışmada alıcı görevler otomatik, üretici görevler ise 

eğitimli puanlayıcılar tarafından analitik rubriklerle değerlendirilmiştir. 

Rubrik geliştirme süreci iki aşamalı yürütülmüş; ilk aşamada puanlayıcıların 

gözlemlerine dayalı olarak ölçütler belirlenmiş, ikinci aşamada bu ölçütler örnek 

cevaplarla eşleştirilerek netleştirilmiştir. Rubrikler açık, kapsamlı ve puanlayıcılar 

arasında yüksek tutarlılık sağlayacak şekilde yapılandırılmıştır. 

Ancak değerlendirme sürecinde bazı zorluklar da ortaya çıkmıştır. Özellikle 

"uygunluk yargısı" sorularında öğrencilerin nezaket derecesini yorumlaması gerektiği 

için öznel farklılıklar oluşmuş ve bu bölümün güvenirliği düşük bulunmuştur.  

Ayrıca "uygunluk düzeltme" görevlerinde ikili (evet/hayır) cevap yapısı, öğrencilerin 

ilk soruda hata yaptığında tüm puanı kaybetmesine neden olmuş; bu durum, madde 

ayırt ediciliğini ve geçerliğini olumsuz etkilemiştir. 

Testin üretici görevlerinde yüksek puan ortalamaları gözlemlenmiştir; bu durumun, 

öğrencilerin senaryolara aşina olmasından kaynaklandığı düşünülmektedir. Gerçek 

hayattaki bağlamlarla birebir örtüşen bu görevler, öğrencilerin başarı oranını artırmış, 

ancak ileri düzey yeterlik gruplarını ayırt etmede sınırlılıklar doğurmuştur. 

Genelleme çıkarımı, testin farklı görevler, puanlayıcılar ve uygulamalar arasında 

tutarlı sonuçlar üretip üretmediğini araştırır. Bu bağlamda, testin toplam güvenirliği 

oldukça yüksek (.931) bulunmuştur. Özellikle genişletilmiş DCT (Extended DCT) 

bölümü hem iç tutarlılığı hem de puanlayıcı güvenilirliği açısından en başarılı bölüm 

olmuştur. 

FACETS analizi, 16 puanlayıcının büyük kısmının modelle uyumlu olduğunu 

göstermiştir. Bununla birlikte, bazı görev türlerinde (ör. uygunluk düzeltme) tüm 

puanlayıcılar benzer yüksek puanlar vermiştir; bu durum, sadece güçlü cevapların 

puanlanmasından kaynaklanmış olabilir ve ayırt ediciliği azaltmıştır. 
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"Uygunluk seçimi" ve "uygunluk yargısı" bölümleri testten çıkarılmıştır çünkü yapısal 

sorunlar nedeniyle düşük güvenirlik ve geçersizlik yaratmışlardır. Bu maddeler 

arasında bağımlı soruların bulunması (örneğin bir cevaba "hayır" denildiğinde devam 

sorusunun iptal edilmesi) istatistiksel açıdan da sorun oluşturmuştur. 

Bu çıkarım, test sonuçlarının gerçekten sosyopragmatik yetkinlikle açıklanıp 

açıklanamayacağını inceler. Çeşitli analizlerle bu bağ kurularak testin yapı geçerliği 

desteklenmiştir: 

Yeterlik düzeyi ile başarı ilişkisi: Daha yüksek yeterlik düzeyine sahip öğrencilerin 

genel olarak daha yüksek puanlar aldığı görülmüştür. 

Bölümler arası korelasyonlar: Özellikle üretici bölümler (Extended DCT ve uygunluk 

düzeltme) arasında güçlü ilişkiler bulunmuş; bu da benzer yapıyı ölçtüklerini 

göstermiştir. 

Faktör analizi: Üç faktörlü yapı elde edilmiştir. Extended DCT ve uygunluk düzeltme 

aynı faktörde toplanmıştır; bu durum, iki bölümün ayrıştırılamadığını göstermektedir. 

Bu nedenle uygunluk düzeltme bölümünün yapısal olarak yeniden ele alınması 

önerilmektedir. 

Bu çıkarım, test sonuçlarının gerçek hayattaki sosyopragmatik performansı ne ölçüde 

yansıttığını sorgular. Katılımcılardan alınan öz değerlendirme verileri bu çıkarımı 

desteklemiştir. Öğrenciler, testteki görevlerin gerçek hayattaki etkileşimlere oldukça 

benzediğini belirtmiştir.  

Öz değerlendirme skorları ile test skorları arasında anlamlı pozitif korelasyonlar 

bulunmuştur. Alt düzey öğrenciler farkındalıklarının başarılarından yüksek olduğunu 

belirtmiş, bu da dilsel sınırlılıkların üretici becerileri etkilediğini göstermiştir. Üst 

düzey öğrencilerde farkındalık ve başarı düzeyleri paralel ilerlemiştir. 

Bununla birlikte, bu verilerin öz bildirim olduğu göz önünde bulundurularak, 

gelecekte gerçek etkileşimlerin video veya ses kayıtlarıyla desteklenmesi 

önerilmektedir. Ancak bu tür veri toplama yöntemleri etik, erişim ve örneklem 

çeşitliliği açısından çeşitli zorluklar barındırmaktadır. 
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Testin şu anki haliyle yüksek riskli karar verme süreçlerinde kullanıma uygun 

olmadığı belirtilmiştir. Özellikle bazı bölümlerin düşük güvenirliği ve yapısal 

sorunları nedeniyle testin daha fazla revizyondan geçmesi gerekmektedir. 

Buna rağmen, testin farklı bağlamlarda kullanılabilirliği öne çıkmaktadır: 

Tanısal Kullanım: Öğrencilerin güçlü/zayıf yönlerini belirlemede etkili olabilir. 

Öğretimsel Rehberlik: Öğretmenler, test sonuçlarına göre sosyopragmatik becerilere 

yönelik odaklanmış öğretim uygulamaları geliştirebilir. 

Program Geliştirme: Müfredatlar, öğrencilerin gerçek etkileşimlerde karşılaştığı 

becerileri kapsayacak şekilde yeniden yapılandırılabilir. 

Farkındalık Artırma: Öğrenciler için öz değerlendirme, kendini izleme ve gelişim 

takibi konusunda faydalı olabilir. 

Testin daha ileri düzeyde kullanımını mümkün kılmak için "can-do" tanımlayıcılarının 

geliştirilmesi ve düzey eşiklerinin belirlenmesi önerilmektedir. 

Sonuç olarak, bu tartışma bölümü, testin geçerlik argümanlarının bütüncül olarak ele 

alındığı, yapılandırılmış bir değerlendirme sunmakta ve sosyopragmatik yeterliğin 

EFL bağlamında ölçülmesine dair önemli katkılar sağlamaktadır. 

7. Çıkarımlar 

Bu çalışmanın bulguları, dil öğretimi, ölçme-değerlendirme, materyal geliştirme ve 

araştırma alanlarında faaliyet gösteren birçok paydaş için çeşitli pedagojik ve pratik 

çıkarımlar sunmaktadır.  

Öncelikle, öğretmen yetiştiricileri açısından bakıldığında, geçerlik kavramının 

öğretmen eğitimi programlarının merkezine alınması gerektiği vurgulanmaktadır. 

Geçerlik yalnızca teknik bir detay değil, aynı zamanda etik ve pedagojik sorumluluğun 

da bir parçasıdır. Bu bağlamda, öğretmen adaylarının test kullanımını, yorumlamayı 

ve testin olası sonuçlarını eleştirel biçimde değerlendirebilmeleri için argümana dayalı 

geçerlik gibi çerçevelerle tanıştırılması büyük önem taşır. Programlarda yer verilecek 

uygulamalı geçerlik projeleri, öğretmen adaylarının hem değerlendirme 
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okuryazarlığını geliştirecek hem de bağlamlarına uygun ölçme araçları üretmelerini 

teşvik edecektir. 

Test geliştiriciler açısından çalışma, sistematik bir geçerlik sürecine dayalı olarak 

sosyopragmatik test tasarlamanın uygulanabilirliğini ve önemini göstermektedir. 

Özellikle örnek üretimi (exemplar generation), görev türü seçimi, rubrik oluşturma ve 

pilotlama gibi aşamaların dikkatle yapılandırılması gerektiği ortaya konmuştur. 

Geliştirilen testin, hem üretici hem de alıcı becerileri ölçmesi ve akademik 

etkileşimlere odaklanan bağlamsal özgünlük taşıması, diğer bağlamlara uyarlanabilir 

bir model olmasını sağlamaktadır. Ayrıca çalışmada, ESL ortamlarında geliştirilen 

testlerin EFL bağlamlarına doğrudan aktarımının bazı durumlarda geçersizlik 

yaratabileceği gösterilmiş, bu da yerel kültürel normlara dayalı içerik oluşturmanın 

önemine dikkat çekmiştir. 

Öğretmenler için bu test, öğrencilerin sosyopragmatik yeterliğini değerlendirmek 

üzere pratik ve uygulanabilir bir araç sunmaktadır. Testin hem üretici hem de alıcı 

görevler içermesi, öğrenci performansının bütüncül biçimde analiz edilmesine imkân 

tanır. Özellikle öğretmenlerin sınıf içi kullanımı için uygun olan bu test, biçimlendirici 

değerlendirme kapsamında öğrenci farkındalığını artırmak ve öğretimi daha etkili 

biçimde yönlendirmek amacıyla kullanılabilir.  

Test sonuçları, öğrencilerin hangi konuşma eylemlerinde başarılı olduklarını ya da 

hangi bağlamsal unsurlarda zorluk yaşadıklarını teşhis etmek açısından da değerlidir. 

Böylelikle öğretmenler, öğrencilere özel destek sağlayabilir, dil öğretimini sadece 

dilbilgisel yeterliğe değil, iletişimsel uygunluğa da dayandırabilir. 

Öğrenciler açısından test, yalnızca bir ölçme aracı değil aynı zamanda bir öğrenme 

aracıdır. Gerçek üniversite ortamlarından alınmış etkileşim senaryoları aracılığıyla 

öğrenciler, akademik hayatta karşılaşabilecekleri durumlara dair farkındalık 

kazanmakta ve kendi yeterliklerini gözden geçirme fırsatı elde etmektedir.  

Öğrenciler, kendi güçlü ve gelişime açık yönlerini görerek hedef odaklı öğrenme 

stratejileri geliştirebilir. Teste katılım, öğrencilere iletişimde sosyal bağlamı ve ilişki 

dinamiklerini nasıl yöneteceklerini düşünme alışkanlığı kazandırmakta ve onları daha 

bilinçli, etkili ve kültürlerarası duyarlılığa sahip iletişimciler hâline getirmektedir. 
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Araştırmacılar için bu çalışma, sosyopragmatik yeterliğin geçerli ve güvenilir biçimde 

değerlendirilebileceğine dair önemli kanıtlar sunmaktadır. Nicel (madde analizi, 

güvenilirlik, faktör analizi) ve nitel (senaryo üretimi, uzman görüşleri, rubrik 

geliştirme) verilerin birlikte kullanılması, araştırmanın geçerlik savını güçlendirmiştir.  

Bu bağlamda çalışma, hem kuramsal derinliğe sahip hem de uygulama odaklı 

pragmatik testlerin nasıl geliştirilebileceğini gösteren model bir örnek sunmaktadır. 

Aynı zamanda araştırmacılara, benzer testlerin farklı bağlamlar, etkileşim türleri ya da 

hedef gruplar için nasıl uyarlanabileceğine dair metodolojik bir yol haritası 

sağlamaktadır. 

Son olarak, materyal geliştiriciler açısından çalışma, bağlamsal özgünlüğün ve yerel 

etkileşim normlarının değerlendirme materyallerinde dikkate alınması gerektiğini 

ortaya koymaktadır.  

Testte kullanılan uzun söylem görevleri ve bağlamsal zenginliğe sahip maddeler, 

öğrenci performansının yalnızca sözcük ve yapı düzeyinde değil, aynı zamanda 

söylem ve sosyal anlam düzeyinde de değerlendirilmesini mümkün kılmıştır.  

Bu yönüyle materyal geliştiriciler, farklı görev türlerini deneyerek yenilikçi 

değerlendirme materyalleri oluşturabilir, geleneksel test formatlarının ötesine geçerek 

daha bütüncül iletişimsel yeterlik ölçümü sağlayabilirler. Ayrıca, yazılı ya da dijital 

ortamlarda uygulanabilen, ölçeklenebilir ve pratik materyallerin geliştirilmesi için bu 

çalışma yol gösterici olabilir. 

Bu çalışmanın bazı sınırlılıkları bulunmaktadır. Öncelikle, katılımcı sayısının yeterlik 

düzeyleri arasında dengeli dağılmaması, özellikle A2 ve B1 gibi daha düşük düzeydeki 

grupların az temsil edilmesi, elde edilen bulguların genellenebilirliğini sınırlamıştır.  

Bu durum, yeterlik düzeyleri arası karşılaştırmaların kapsamlı biçimde yapılmasını da 

zorlaştırmıştır. Ayrıca, katılımcıların tamamen gönüllülük esasına göre yer alması ve 

herhangi bir ödüllendirme yapılmaması, özellikle üretici görevlerde yanıt bırakmama 

ya da testin tamamını bırakma gibi motivasyon kaynaklı sorunlara yol açmıştır.  

Testin yaklaşık 45 dakika sürmesi, bazı katılımcılarda yorgunluk ya da ilgisizlik 

yaratmış ve bu durum da verilerin kalitesini etkileyebilecek önemli bir faktör olmuştur. 
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Bununla birlikte, katılımcıların yeterlik düzeyleri üniversitelerin kendi ölçme 

araçlarına göre belirlendiğinden, ortak bir ulusal standart eksikliği farklı kurumlar 

arasında seviye tespitinde tutarsızlığa neden olmuştur.  

Bu durum, özellikle yeterlik düzeyine göre yapılan karşılaştırmalarda yorumlama 

zorlukları doğurmuştur. Katılımcıların sosyopragmatik farkındalıklarına ilişkin öz 

değerlendirme verileri ise başka bağımsız ölçütlerle (örneğin öğretmen 

değerlendirmeleri veya standartlaştırılmış ölçme araçları) desteklenmemiştir. Bu 

nedenle, öğrencilerin kendi becerilerini abartılı ya da eksik değerlendirmiş olma 

ihtimali göz önünde bulundurulmalıdır. 

Çalışmanın çevrimiçi ortamda ve katılımcıların kendi belirlediği zaman ve yerde 

gerçekleştirilmiş olması da önemli bir sınırlılıktır. Bu durum, uygulama sırasında 

yaşanabilecek dikkat dağınıklığı, cihaz farklılıkları ve zaman yönetimi gibi çevresel 

değişkenlerin kontrol edilememesi anlamına gelmektedir. Son olarak, C1 ve C2 

düzeylerindeki öğrenciler arasındaki performans farkının oldukça düşük olması, testin 

bu iki ileri yeterlik düzeyini ayırt etme gücünün sınırlı olduğunu göstermektedir. Bu 

durum, testin üst düzey sosyopragmatik yeterlikleri daha hassas şekilde ölçebilecek 

şekilde yeniden yapılandırılması gerekliliğini ortaya koymaktadır. 

Gelecek araştırmalarda, katılımcı örnekleminin yeterlik düzeylerine göre daha dengeli 

dağılması sağlanmalı ve özellikle düşük yeterlik düzeylerinde daha fazla katılımcı yer 

almalıdır. Bu sayede, testin her düzeydeki öğrenciler için geçerliliği ve ayırt ediciliği 

daha güçlü biçimde sınanabilir.  

Ayrıca, bu çalışmada zayıf performans gösteren uygunluk yargısı gibi görev türleri, 

yeniden tasarlanarak alternatif formatlarla test edilmelidir. Örneğin, nötr orta 

seçeneğin kaldırılması ya da ölçek puanlarının sadeleştirilmesi, öğrenci yanıtlarının 

daha net biçimde sınıflandırılmasına katkı sağlayabilir. Bağımlı sorularda 

gözlemlenen güvenilirlik sorunlarını önlemek içinse, bağımsız ve daha açık 

yapılandırılmış maddelerin kullanımı önerilmektedir. 

Test geçerliğini güçlendirmek adına, farklı veri kaynaklarından yararlanılması da 

büyük önem taşımaktadır. Gelecek çalışmalarda rol yapma uygulamaları, öğretmen 

görüşleri, sınıf gözlemleri ve diğer geçerliği kanıtlanmış pragmatik testlerle çapraz 
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kontrol yapılabilir. Ek olarak, öğrenci ve puanlayıcılarla birlikte yürütülecek think-

aloud (düşünerek sesli yanıtlama) oturumları, test maddelerinin anlaşılırlığını ve 

rubriklerin uygulanabilirliğini analiz etmek açısından faydalı olabilir. 

Sosyopragmatik yeterlik gelişiminin uzun vadeli ve dinamik bir süreç olduğu göz 

önüne alındığında, gelecek araştırmalarda boylamsal çalışmalar planlanarak 

öğrencilerin gelişim seyri daha net izlenebilir. Özellikle belirli öğretim 

müdahaleleriyle desteklenen süreçlerde, testin duyarlılığının artması ve biçimlendirici 

değerlendirme aracı olarak kullanımı mümkün olabilir. Ayrıca, gelecekte testin 

kontrollü ortamlarda uygulanması, dışsal değişkenlerin etkisini azaltarak daha 

güvenilir sonuçlar elde edilmesini sağlayabilir. 

Son olarak, testin bilgisayar destekli veya uyarlanabilir sürümlerinin geliştirilmesi de 

araştırılmaya değerdir. Bu tür dijital yaklaşımlar, geniş ölçekli uygulamalarda hem 

etkililiği hem de erişilebilirliği artırabilir. Video ya da sesli uyarıcılara dayalı çok 

modlu maddelerin entegrasyonu, testin bağlamsal zenginliğini artırırken, 

değerlendirme sürecini daha gerçekçi hale getirebilir. Bu yöndeki yenilikçi çalışmalar, 

sosyopragmatik değerlendirme alanının teknolojik gelişmelere uygun biçimde 

evrilmesine katkı sunacaktır. 
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